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ARBITRATION TECIINIQUES

THE MEANING OF ARBITRATION

Arbitration is third-party settlement of disputes between individuals
or parties outside a court of law. Labor arbitration most commonly is
used to settle disputes between parties to a labor agreement as to its
application or interpretation. Since such arbitration consists of deter-
mining the rights of a party to an agreement, it is referred to as a
"rights" dispute or commonly as "grievance arbitration". This is the
focus of this program.

A second type of arbitration is called an "interest" dispute. It
involves the determination of the interests of the parties, as distinct
from their rights under an existing agreement. It applies to a deter-
mination by an arbitrator or arbitration board of the terms and
conditions of a new or renegotiated labor agreement. This typa of
arbitration is rarely used in labor relations in this country, although
it is used in some situations (including the IBEW, in the construction
industry and sometimes in public utilities) as an alternative to a strike
over a new agreement.

Labor arbitration is an extension of the process of collective
bargaining but differs from other aspects of bargaining in one crucial
respect: the parties have ceased to negotiate with each other and are
trying to convince an arbitrator that their case should be upheld. In
this sense, it is sometimes called a Judicial proceeding since the
arbitrator must judge the case before him. Other arbitrators, however,
shun the word "judicial" as an inadequate description of the arbitrator's
function. To them, the arbitrator is more than a judge since he must
occasionally fill in the cracks of the labor agreement, and in this
capacity he is "legislating" or setting up his own rules which he
believes to be consistent with the labor agreement and the plant practices.
Sometimes he constructs these rules from general industrial relations
practices.

The way an arbitrator views a case depends in part on his personal1
philosophy of arbitration and in part on his relationship to the parties.
The arbitrator who is called in for a single case (ad hoc arbitrator)
is inclined to be a judge'in most cases. The permanent umpire who
handles most or all of the cases for a comnpany and union is inclined to
be more than a judge. But these generalizations have their exceptions
and should not be taken literally.

Distinction from mediation, conciliation, and fact-finding. Arbi-
tration results in a decision, which the parties have agreed in advance
to accept. (The occasions when the parties may try to upset an award
will be discussed later). Mediation and conciliation are efforts by a
third-party to bring the parties to an agreement on their own. The
mediator or conciliator has no power to enforce a settlement, since the
parties have made no prior agreement to accept his conclusion. Fact-
finding is merely an effort to obtain and point out the key facts in a
dispute. Even when a fact-finding board makes recommendations, these
carry no great force beyond the p?rsuasiveness and the power of public
opinion wliiclh they generate.



Wtar and_comatlianr arbitation. Alnmost all ar,bitration
in this country is of a voluntary kind. This means that the parties
voluntarily accept it, either as a general means of settling all
disputes under an agreement or as a means of settling a particular
dispute. Sometimes the term mandatory arbitration is used to describe
the situations where the parties have agreed in advance that they
will arbitrate disputes, to distinguish from agreements that they
may (or may not) do so. Compulsory arbitration is rare; it imposes
the process on the parties as a matter of law or decree. Usually
it is associated with industries where the right to strike is cur-
tailed by law, as in public utilities or railroads in some instances.
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TIJE ARBIT'RATION CLAUSE

The authority for arbitration is
-setting forth the circumstances under
procedure that will be followed. The
arbitration clauses, although some of
see fit to do so.

Element

1. Prerequisites to invoking the
arbitration clause a

2. Its scope

the clause in the labor agreement
which it will be used and the
following elements are common in
them are omitted where the parties

Example of language

"Any grievance which remains unsettled
after having been fully processed
pursuant to the grievance procedure..."

"and which involves either (a) the
interpretation or application of a
provisioon of this Agreement, or (b)
a disciplinary penalty (including dis-
charge). .. alleged to have been imposed
without just cause" (some agreements
make an exception to arbitration of
production standards)

3. Scope of arbitrator's authority

4. Method of initiating arbitration

5, Time limits

"The arbitrator shall not have the
power to add to, subtract from or
modify any of the terms of this agree-
ment, or any agreement supplementary
thereto, nor to pass upon any contro-
versy arising from any demand to
increase or decrease wage rates, except
as provided in Article X of this agree-
ment."

"If a grievance is,not settled in the
fourth step, either party may submit
the dispute to arbitration..."

--on initiating arbitration
"Within 30 days of the date of
receipt of a written answer in step
four of the grievance procedure."

--on selecting an arbitrator
"If the parties cannot agree on a third
member within 20 days of the reference
to arbitration, then the Union shall
have the righlt to apply to the American
Arbitration Association to appoint tLhe
third riienriber."
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6. Composition of arbitration
board

7. Method of selection of the
arbitrator

8. Procedural rules to be
followed

9. Status of arbitrator's award

10. Costs of arbitration

An arbitrator will be agreed upon
by the two bargaining coiniuuittees.
The arbitration board will be coni-
posed of one member appointed by
the Company, one mebnber appointed
by the Union, and one member agreed
upon by the parties.

The usual methods are to strive first
for agreement and then in case of
a deadlock to ask the American Arbi-
tration Association or the Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Service
for a name or a panel. A final selec-
tion is then made.

The arbitration shall be con-
ducted under the rules of the
American Arbitration Association.

The arbitrator's award shall be final
and binding on both parties. Any
award of the arbitrator may be modi-
fied or rejected by mutual written
agreement of both parties. Each
case shall be considered on its merits
and the collective agreement shall
constitute the basis upon which
decisions shall be rendered. No
decision shall be used as a precedent
for any subsequent case.

The parties shall share equally the
arbitrator's fee, the cost of a hear-
ing room, and the cost of a shortlhand
report, if requested by the arbit-rator.
All other expenses shall be paid by
the party incurring them.
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ARBITRABILIIY AND SCOPE

A. What the Contract Says

1. Definition of dispute in arbitration clause

e.g. "All disputes"
"Interpretation and application of Agreement"
Specific exclusion of subjects

2. Is the definition of abritrability contained in the definition
of a grievance?

e.g. "Grievances which cannot be settled"

3. Are the powers of the arbitrator specifically limited?

e.g. "The arbitrator shall not have the power to add to
or modify the terms of the agreement."

4. Other clauses affecting arbitrability

a. Management rights clause

1. How much does it exclude from the contract?

2. Does it exclude from management rights anything
mentioned in the contract?

e.g. "except as otherwise dealt with in
the agree'ment"

b. Union recognition clause

e.g. "Recognized for wages, hours, and conditions of
employment"

5. Time-tables

Has the issue been processed within the time limits?

6. Procedural steps --

Have they been foitlowed?

B. Measuring the issue against the scope

1. Is the subject mentioned in theL contract?

e.g. vacations, seniority, etc.



2. If not:

a. Is there a pest practice clause, and is this event a
deviation from past practice?

b. Does it involve law? (Does the contract require
adlherence to laws)

c. Does it involve "discrimination"? (Is there a contract
clause on this subject).

d. Does it involve fair treatment, union relations, or
personal relations? (If so, how do you justify its
inclusion)

C. Case Studies

Contract Clauses:

RECOGNITION:

"The corporation recognizes the XYZ Union as the exclusive represen-
tative of the production and maintenance enmployees for the purpose of
collective bargaining with respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of em-
ployment or other conditions of employment."

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE:

"Any employee having a grievance must- first take the grievance up
with the foreman within five days of its occurrence. If it is not ad-
justed within five days thereafter, it shall be reduced to writing and
taken up by the floor steward and the foreman. If it is then not settled,
it may be submitted to the Plant Supervisor within five working days,
who shall then discuss it with the Union Business Agent."

ARBITRATION:

"Any matter concerning the interpretation or application of any
terms of this agreement which are not settled by the grievance proced-
ure may be submitted to arbitration within 10 working days after the
final step in the grievance procedure to an arbitrator designated by
the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service. The arbitrator shall
not have the right to add to or modify the agreement in any manner."

MANAGEMENT PREROGATIVES:

"The management of the Company and the direction of its working
forces, including the right to hire, transfer, promote, demote, dis-
cipline establish reasonable rules of conduct, or dischlarge for cause,
to increase or decrease the working force as necessary, or to make work
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assignments is vested solely in the Company, provided that this will
not be used for purposes of discrimination against any member of the
Union, and subject to the terms and conditions of this agreement."

D. Are the following issues arbitrable? ?

One: It is claimed by 3 workers that their corner of the shop
is unbearably hot. All attempts to ventilate by opening windows have
little or no effect. It would be very expensive to move them because
of waste of space and heavy machinery installations. The small electric
fans which have been sot up around the area have hardly any effect.
The workers are demanding a huge exhaust fan.

Two: The Employer says that a group of workers is conspiring to
cut down output. HIe has issued warnings and has now applied for
arbitration.

Three: The work in the plant is slow. The Employer puts every-
body on a four-day week. There is a plant-wide seniority clause. The
Union says that the senior people should be kept on a full week, and
the union people laid off accordingly. The plant is situated far from
the place where most people live, and commuter tickets are bought for
30-day periods, regardless of the number of rides.

Four: The plant has a maintenance department which has been doing
most of the inside painting and minor repairs. The employer closes down
during a two-week vacation period and calls in outside union painters
to repaint the inside walls. The Union claims that two maintenance men
have been deprived of two weeks' work.

Five: A man was fired on Marclh 15th because of alleged inefficiency.
He reacted with disgust and told the boss he had no right to fire him,
then left the premises. After going out to look for work, he found he
could not get another job. On April 15th, he showed up in the Union
Hall and said he wanted to have the discharge arbitrated. The Business
Agent went to the employer the next day. The boss said it was too late
to discuss it and would not take it up.

Six: The Union objects to the elimination of one man from a work
crew.

Source: Sam Kagel, Anatomy_of a Labor Arbitration, BNA, 1961,
Chapters I and II
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PREPARATION FOIR ARBITRATION

I. Affecting the arbitrator

A. The arbitrator

1. Must be able to "see" the place
2. Must be made to "know" the job
3. Must be able to "feel" the emotions
4. Must understand the source of authority
5. Must know the past practices
6. Must know the intent of the parties
7. Must know the "expectations"

B. The arbitrator may be affected by "non-logical"
influences

1. Consciousness of what will help labor relations
2. Consciousness of bargaining strength of parties
3. Consciousness of kind of relationship (e.g., armed

truce, cooperative)
4. General "market" conditions (e.g., unemploynment)

IT. What is the so o

A. Explicit contract clause

1. Interpretation
2. Application
3. Silence or ambiguity but nevertheless applicable

B. Equity

1. Fairness )
2. Justice ) e.g., "unjustly dealt
3. Reasonable expectation ) with"
4. Past customs )

111. Organizig _thepresentation

A. Outline the attack on paper

1. The problem
2. Exactly what happened
3. Evidence and testimony needed for support
4. Witnesses available
5. Visual material needed.

B. Write a working brief

1. The problem
2. The issue
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3. Facts whiclh are conceded and wlhich tlle other
side is likely to concede.

4. What happened?

a. Cast of characters
b. Scene
c. Props
d. Description of job or jobs
e. Action, reaction

5. Source of authority
6. What the other side is likely to say

a. Identify, examine, and evaluate opposition's
arguments and facts

b. Establish effective answers
b.a. How they may hurt relations
b.b. How they may hurt company, union
b.c. Why they are inaccurate or improper

.7. Preparation of witnesses

a. It is proper and necessary to interview
witnesses in advance

b. It is proper to inform witnesses in ad-
vance what questions will be asked

c. Tell them to be brief, nontechnical, not
to argue the case, and to interrupt their
answers when there are objections

d. Plan your questions according to what
they have to offer

e. Anticipate possible cross-examination by
preparing re-direct questions or antici-
pating employer positions by first
questions

f . Witness is to admit fact of advance con-
ference if asked

8. Prepare visual material

a. Charts, graphs, models or mock-ups (large
enough to be exhibited and seen by every-
body)

b. Arrange for easel or blackboard

IV. Dry Run

A. Assign company role to man wlho is to be spokesman
B. Assign opposition role to expert needler
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C. Arbitrator's role (for presiding) to one not on
"inside" of facts

D. Jury for evaluation
E. Use evaluation to correct presentation

V. Preparation for intragroup communications at hearing

A. Single spokesman or division of presentation among
single spokesmen

B. Arrange to sit together for easy communication
C. Use method of passing notes to spokesman - but don't

overdo it
D. Recess may be asked for consultation, but not fre-

quent ly
E. Assign one associate to take full notes
F. If hearing lasts more than one day, evaluation and

planning at end of each day

VI. Decorum

A. Conviction but cordiality
B. Questions to witnesses explicit but not leading

(however, bear in mind that the arbitrator will
allow liberal latitude on hearsay, etc.)

C. Don't interrupt proceedings by remarks, etc.
D. Cross-examination may be pointed but confined to

statements already made and should not be repetitive

VII . Prepare summation

A. Be ready to include all possible points brought out
in your behalf

B. Prepare responses to all points which may be brought
out by opposition

C. Repeat facts of case
D. Repeat explicitly, request for remedy

VIII. General criteria

A. Avoid the "litigious attitude" (the contest "to win")

1. Show the consciousness of long-run factors

a. Precedents for future
b. Nonencouragement of unreasonable grievances
c. Improvement of relationship with employer
d. Unwillingness to hiurt otLhers by he!lping one
e. Consciousness of the nee cld toc avoid antayorni smns

within employee organizat ion
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IX. Post-hearing brief or memorandum

A. May be desirable as part of arbitrator education, or
to clarify aspects of the case

B. Usually simultaneous mailing within a set number of
days with copy to opposition

C. If use rebuttal (best to avoid because of delays)
specify number of days after brief simultaneously
mailed

D. Some considerations in preparing post-hearing briefs:

1. Make it short (on a single issue, four or five
double-space pages should be enough)

2. Refer to facts disclosed at hearing (can not
introduce "new evidence")

3. Emphasize remedy

X. Arbitration of contract terms

A. The arbitrator needs information of co.mmonly expected
standards:

1. Prevailing conditions in industry
2. Prevailing conditions in communities
3. Prevailing conditions for comparable jobs
4. The conditions which this union has established

elsewhere
5. Changes in the cost-of-living
6. "Pattern"
7. Living standards - minumum. progressive
8. Employer's competitive problem and ability to

pay
9. Nature of work (hazard, seasonality)

10. Productivity
11. Expectations of employees and strength behind it

Source: Sam Kagel, Anatomy of a Labor Arbitrationi, Chapters
II-VII .
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ARBITRATIONI ANALYSIS FORM

Summarize issue (if discipline case, include both accusation
against employee and disciplinary action by
employer).

Remedy sought

Points on which union and management probably can agree:

1. 5.

2. 6.

3. 7.

4. 8.

Provisions in agreement
union will rely upon:

1.

2.

Provisions in agreement
management will rely upon:

1.

2.

3.

---

3.-
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Company version of facts:

Union version of facts:

Union arguments: Management arguments:

1.

2.

3.

4.

Support Needed

Exhibits

Witnesses

1.

2.

3.

4.
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One-side exhibit

Notes on presentation of case
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GUIDE FOR PLANNING TO USE WII'NESSES

For Union

Expected to establish

Planned (or
probable cross-
exam) questions

For Company

Name

Name
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THE PRE-HEARING BRIEF

Pure- hearing -brief,.
A. A written means of narrating your case as a self-

reminder of all the elements necessary in it.

B. A speech prompter from which to read all or portions
of your case in making either your preliminary
statement or your summation, or both.

C. As a document to be submitted in advance to the
arbitrator.

Limitations of pre-hearing brief.

A. Other side may object to its submission as a document
(arbitrator may rule out, or permit both to submit).

B. It may become too rigid a statement of your case, not
allowing you to adapt for unexpected angles which
come up during the hearing.

Elee -a-go brie2fe.
A. Form*

1. statement of the issue
2. background of the issue
3. definition and description of terms, machines,

jobs, place
4. citing of pertinent contract clauses
5. recitation of events from your point of view
6. argument (so labeled)

B. Style *

short sentences, simple words, non-legal terminology

C. Facts *

1. what happened
2. who saw it
3. when and where
4. relation to past
5. contract clauses
6. rights bcased on contract, practices, general

standards of fairness

Note:

The items marked * apply, but there should be included references to

evidence at the hearing as both support for your position and refutation

of your opponent's position.
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PROCEDURES -- AT THE HEARING

Usual Procedures

1. Oath of Arbitrator (considered waived if not recluestc d).
2. Definition of the issues (writing of submission agreement).
3. Stipulationl of agreed upon facts.
4. Agreement on order of presentation, or stipulation by

arbitrator. of order of presentation.

(Stenographer will ordinarily be provided only if requested
and arrangements made for paying expenses.)

5. Opening statement -

This is usually a brief introductory statement by each
side including definition of the issues, statement on
facts upon which parties agree, contract clauses which
are pertinent, and brief listing of main arguments.

Note on order of presentation -- the initiating party
usually leads off in both the introductory statement
and the presentation of its case. This is usually the
Union, because it has raised the grievance. However,
in discharge and discipline cases, the arbitrator
frequently asks the Employer to start off, because it
is he who has made the change in the status quo by his
action against the Employee.

6. Presentation of case by initiating party.

a. Direct examination of witnesses, subject to cross
examination

Witnesses may be sworn individually, notified
generally that they are under oath or testify
without oath. It may give emphasis when need-
ed to request that witnesses (or a particular
witness) be sworn.

b. Presentation of information, exhibits, data (these
are usually acceptable if they have somne general
pertinence to the case and will help the arbitrator
to understand it).

7. Presentation of case by opposing party.
8. Questions by arbitrator, if he desires
9. Summat'ion

The spokesinan for both sides rnay be prmnitted to sum
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up. Usually the order is reversed from that whlicil was
used in the opening statements.

10. Visit to the plant

The arbitrator may desire to inspect the site of
the issue.

11. Subsequent opportunity for information

The arbitrator may ask the parties to come back pre-
pared to provide additional data or argument.

12. Post-hearing briefs --

At the request of one or both of the parties, or on
the instruction of the arbitrator, briefs may be pro-
vided, either by simultaneous presentation within a
stated number of days, or by exchange and rebuttal.

Some Guides to Techniques

1. The single spokesman.

(Communication by notes, or through caucus on request
for recess)

2. The introductory statement

a. It is an intention of proof, not testimony ("we
intend to show"). (It is proper to caution the
arbitrator against the use by your opponent ol a
tone of fact or proof in his statement.)

b. It should be short.

c. It should help to explain facts to which the arbitrator
needs introduction, to help put the dispute in an
understandable setting.

3. Questioning of witnesses

a. Establish the witness' identity and, if necessary,
his comnpetence.

b. Brine him to the fact s as quickly as possible.

c. Do not testify for himn.

d. Anticipate by your direct questions some doubts that
may be raised in cross examnination.
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e. You may re-examine him after cross examination to
clear up or answer questionis raised in cross ex-
aminat ion.

f. Ask him only about that which is needed.

g. Ask him only what he saw, heard, or knows.

Note:

Much more leeway is allowed in an arbitration hearing
than in court proceeding in allowing "hearsay" testimony
or in "irrelevant" material, but the general guides are:

1. Does it make a contribution of an impartial
nature to the arbitrator's knowledge?

2. Does it bear on the subject pretty closely?

3. Will the arbitrator be able to assign a weight
to it in keeping with its worth as something
seen, heard, or known?

The arbitrator will let something in frequently, to
which he will give little or no value in making his
judgment, hearing it "for what it may be worth".
This allows some opportunities for getting in non-
probative statements which may nevertheless have
some passing effect. BUT REMEMBER, YOUR OPPONENT
CAN PLAY THAT GAME TOO. YOU MAY WISH TO SETTLE FOR
RESTRAINING YOURSELF AND YOUR ADVJERSARY.

4. Cross-examination

a. In general, ask only about that which has been
testified to in direct examination.

b. Some vigor, repetition and persistence by the
questioners are tolerated in cross-examination.

c. Don't ask a question on cross-examination unless you
know what answer the witness must give and are prepared
to prove that a contrary answer is a lie.

5. Decorum

a. Firm conviction but polite manner.

b. Improper: coaching, signaling, outbursts, rejoinders.

Source: Sam Kagel, Antom of Labor Arbitration, Chapters VII, VIII, and X
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STANDARDS APPLIED BY ARBITRATORS

The tests used by arbitrators will be discussed under three
headings: standards based onl the contract itself; standards going
beyond the contract; and some special considerations.

The primary goal of the arbitrator is to carry out the intent
of the parties. To do this, he looks to contract language but not
necessarily in a completely literal way. He tries to determine what
the words of the agreement mean to those who used them, realizing
that reducing an agreement to writing sometimes introduces a dis-
tortioni or change in the original intention.

1. STANDARDS BASED ON CONTRACT LANGUAGE

Langegwhich is"clear and unainbicuous" - Even when the
parties themselves disagree on what contract language means,
the arbitrator may find it to be clear and definite. Interest-
ed parties are inclined to make a clause- mean what. they want it to
mean. The arbitrator brings a certain amount of objectivity to
the process.

pcific versu general language - Where contract language is
specific in some respects, it will normally be held to supersede
another, more general clause.

Example: Management shall "continue to make reasonable
provisions for the safety and health of its
employees".

Wearing apparel and other equipment necessary
to properly protect employees from injury shall
be provided by management in accordance with
practices now prevailing... .or as suclh practices
may be improved from time to time by management."

How would you expect an arbitrator to rule on a case
asking that rain clothes be provided certain employees,
if this had not been done before?

Toes2ress onettbingS, is to exclude anotlher - To mention one
item of a group or class of items, and not to mention others,
is construed to mean that the others were meant to be excluded.

Example: "Shift workers will be given 20 minutes from
their regular ,shift for eating lunch, at the
convenience of managenient."

Could day workers claim the same privilege?
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Words will be judged tytheir context - The meaning of words
or phrases will be judged by the context in wlhich they appear.

Example: "Holiday pay of 8 hours plus time worked at
the applicable rate will be paid for holidays
worked." Section on "Holidays Worked".

"To be eligible for holiday pay, an employee must
work the day before and the day after a holiday."
Section on "Holidays Not Worked."

A worker was absent the day before a holiday, but worked
8 hours on the holiday. The company said he was ineligible
for holiday pay. How would you argue the case?

Agreement to be construed as a whole - Arbitrators normally will
hold that all parts of the contract have some meaning, or the
parties would not have included them in the agreement.

Normal and technical u - Words and phrases will be given
their popularly-accepted meaning in preference to some
special meaning wlhich one of the parties may try to give them.
Arbitrators will take the meaning customary in labor relations.

Example: Vacation pay was based on "average earnings".
An employee worked on two types of jobs. The
employee based vacation pay on his average
earnings on the lower-rated job, on which he
worked 80% of the time.

How would you rule and why?

2. STANDARDS GOING BEYOND THE CONTRACT

Intent of the parties - Where the contract is not a sufficient
guide, the arbitrator will look beyond it to see if he can
determine the intent of the parties.

Contract negotiations - The history of negotiations, as evidenced
by minutes or records, is important. The arbitrator may rely on
oral evidence, if he is convinced of its accuracy.

No consideration to compromise offers - Offers made in negotiations
leading up to arbitration will not be considered in arbaitration.
It is recognized that parties will make offers, looking towards a
settlement, that might be less than they consider to be their strict
contractual rights. (Here, however, it must be deter;mined that it
is a compronmise offer and not an adrnission that the case is really
based on considerations other than those put forward in negotiiations .
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Custom and_past practice - "What the parties do under a collective
agreement might be eveii more important than what they say in it."
The general rules on past practice are these:

1. Past practice will normally not be considered if the
language is "clear and unambiguous" (although soine
arbitrations make exceptions to thlis).

2. It must be "mutual" and be shown that both parties
have accepted it.

- Continued failure to object to a practice is
sometimes held to make it "mutual".

- Sometimes it is held that failure to object to a
practice is merely ignorance of contractual riglhts
and does not constitute acceptance.

3. It must be of sufficient generality and duration to
imply acceptance.

It is frequently difficult to prove this.

Industry practice - When practice in a particular plant does not
provide a sufficient guide, an arbitrator will sometimes look to
practice in other plants of the same company or other plants in
the same industry. This would be especially true of these cases:

-- where the practice was found in other plants of
the same company under the same clause.

- where the same agreement was entered into by one
employer with several unions.

where the same agreement was entered into by several
employers with one union.

Rarely is general industry practice taken into account, since a
practice in one industry might be meaningless in another.

3. SOME SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Interpretatio in the light of the law. When two interpertation
are possible, one making the agreement lawful and the other making
it unlawful, t-he former may be used on the presumption that the
parties intended to have a valid contract.

Example: If one interpretation would pult the parties in
violation of the Fair Labor Standards (Wage and
Hour) Act, it is likely to be avoided if another
interpretation is possible.
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Reason and ebquity. Where language is ambi,uous, arbitrat-ors ustially
will strive to apply it in a manner that is reasona1ble and equiLabic]
to both parties. As one arbitraLor pult it: the arbitrator slhould
"look at the language in the light of experience and clhoose thlat
course which does the least violence to the judgment of a reasonable
man". Whether both parties will concur in this "judgment" is dubious.

Avoiding barsh, absurd, or nonsensical results. When one interpre-
tation would bring just and reasoinable results and another would
lead to harsh, absurd, or nonsensical results, the former will be
used.

Example: An interpretation was rejected that would have
granted reporting pay under one clause and re-
jected it under another.

Forfeitures or penalties. Both arbitrators and courts are reluctant
to assess a penalty or forfeiture if another interpretation is
reasonably possible.

Example: A clause requiring back pay for a worker unjustly
discharged was interpreted not to recluire back
pay wlhere an employee suffered no loss of earnings
while off the payroll of the company. (Outside
earnings and unemployment compensation is commonly
deducted from back pay awards.)

On the other hand many arbitrators are inclined to rule that
some "remedy" (including back pay, and even interest in somne
cases) is appropriate in certain types of cases. The question
of remedies is one of the most controversial for arbitrators,
unions and employers.

Experience and training of negotiators. Arbitrators are less inclined
to a'pply a strict construction of contract language where the
negotiators are inexperienced. The assumption is that the rules
and practices were better understood by the parties than the words
by which they tried to express such practices. This liberal
attitude would not be taken with experienced negotiators who were
known to have scrutinized the language closely.

Interpretation against prty selecting the g When no other
rule or standard applies, arbitrators sometimes will rule against
the party which drafted the language. The reason is that the draft-
ing party can more easily prevent doubts as to its meaning.

Source: FranIc Elkouri, How Arbitration Works, Bureau of National Affairs
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HANDLING PROBLEMS OF EVIDENCE

Arbitrators are not bound by legal rules of evidence in most
arbitration proceedings. The exceptions are when a statute or special
arbitration agreement so provides. Most arbitration cases are much
more informal than courtroom procedures, and designedly so, inasmuclh as
arbitration grows out of collective bIrgaining and assuines a continuing
relationship between the parties.

The purpose of arbitration is to seek out the facts in a case and
to have a decision rendered. The application of technical rules of
evidence might make it appear that all the facts are not being taken into
account. For these reasons, arbitrators are permitted (and sometimes
required) to accept or listen to all evidence wlhich a party believes
to be pertinent. An arbitrary refusal to accept all relevant evidence
is grounds for vacating an award. On the other hand arbitrators may
rule in the hearing, or in the decision against the propriety of certain
evidence.

Arbitrators may not subpoena evidence nor may they compel the
testimony of witnesses. (Again, arbitration under a statute or a special
agreement may provide differently.) Normally such power is not necessary
since the arbitration is voluntary and the parties usually will provide
what the arbitrator wants and needs.. A failure to produce relevant
evidence would naturally be taken into account by the arbitrator, to the
disadvantage .of the party failing to respond.

Weight and credibily. It is, of course, up to the arbitrator to
decide what weight he will give to a piece of evidence and whether
or to what extent he believes a particular witness. In making
such a determination, arbitrators take into account these factors:

- whether or not statements "ring true"
the conduct of the witness on the stand

- whether he speaks froin first-hand knowledge or heresay
-- his experience in the matter on which he is testifying
-- inconsistencies in his testimony
-- past record or personality

Not one of these factors by itself but all of them taken together
determine how muchl weight or credibility an arbitrator gives to
evidence or witnesses.

Kinds of Evidence

Heresay evidence. If a witness testifies as to wlhat he did or saw,
his testimony carries more weight than if he testified as to wlhat
somebody else told him.
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Parol evidence. This pertains to word-of-mouthl or verbail
agreements. It is admissible only "for wlhat it might b1e
worth" wlhichi is usually little or nothing. It will not
prevail against any written agreement. Sometimes the
agreement will state specifically that verbal agreements
that conflict with it are invalid.

Circumstantial evidence. Though not as strong as direct
evidence, circumstantial evidence is acceptable and sornetimes
decisive in arbitration cases. The test is whether or not
such evidence proves "beyond a reasonable doubt" that a worker
actually performed an alleged act.

Somne Procedural Protections

Though most kinds of evidence are admissible in arbitration pro-.
ceedings, regardless of the weight that will be attached to them by the
arbitrator, other kinds of evidence are .not admissible or have protections
that accompany *their use. In addition, there are certain procedures that
by commnon-law rules must be followed in arbitration proceedings. The
most important of these are discussed below.

Right to cross-examination. An arbitrator will not accept evidence
if it is submitted only on condition that the other party not be
allowed to see it. The parties not only have the right to see
evidence (exhibits) but also to cross-examine witnesses making
allegations. .Even new data submitted in post-hearing briefs can
be grounds for demanding a further hearing.

Certain exceptions are made to this general right, as in admitting
heresay evidence or affidavits from persons not present at the
hearing. However, this deviation from normal procedures frequently
results in the discounting of the weight of the evidence by the
arbitrator.

Withholdgeidencuti hearing. In order to prepare a defense
or rebuttal, parties must be given copies of all exhibits.. There
is also a strong convention against wit'hholding previously-known
evidence until the hearing. At the very least the spposing party
may claim time to consider such new evidence. In some cases deliberat e
delay in withholding evidence will seriously dam<age the case of
the party doing so. Sometimes the contract will say that the
parties must reveal in grievance negotiations any evidence avail-
able to them at that time. The only exception that is generally
recognized is where evidence has only recently come to the know-
ledge of one of the parties.

Improperly obtained evidence,. Evidence obtained by illegal or

unethical means, such as unauthorized locker searches or searclhes
of personal belongings, may be refusecd by arbitrators. Anothler
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example is entrapment, where a plan is pursued solely for the
purpose of catching a person in a wrongful act.

Offers of compromise. Suclh offers made in negotiations may
be received by arbitrators but if so, will usually be given
little weight since they represent nor-mal and desirable efforts
to reach a settlement.

Outside testimony. Certain types of cases, such as incentive
rate disputes, sometimes are helped by the testimony of outside
persons. Genierally arbitrators try to restrict testimony of
outsiders (especially "character witnesses") or get the agree-
ment of the parties to their appearance. On the other hand, of
course, testimony by doctors or other expert witnesses, who have
knowledge of conditions of witnesses or plant operations may be
critical in certain types of cases.

Inspection arbitrator. If both parties consent, the arbitrator
may make personal investigation of cases. The most common use is
for plant inspections. Sometimes the arbitrator himself will.
press for evidence of this sort.

Source: Boaz Siegel, Proving Your Arbitration Case;, BNA, 1961
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PROVING THE CASE

Proof in arbitration cases is generally a matter of
common sense. There is no accepted standard of the "burden of
proof" since it 'may differ depending on the nature of the
issue, the contract language, or the habits and customs of
the parties. Most arbitrators decide cases without ever stating
who has the "burden of proof." Some exceptions will be dis-
cussed below.

Normally, the party initiating the arbitration case --
usually the union -- will present its evidence (or "go for-
ward") first. However, sometimes this procedure willl be reversed
if the other party is in possession of the facts, as in a dis-
charge case. Thi's is supported by the usual objection to
''proving a negative." A union can scarcely prove a man did not
do something until it is known what he is alleged to have done.
The order in whiclh evidence is presented is not usually im-
portant, since both parties will have opportunity to present
all of their evidence eventually.

The arbitrator normally will have in his own mind an
idea of who must prove what in a case, and as the case pro-
gresses will make up his mind about the amount (quantum) of
proof he will need to satisfy him.

Discharge and disciplinLe cases. Here the burden of
proof and the a.mount of proof an abritrator will re-
quire depend on the contract language and on the
seriousness of the offense and how the parties have
treated such offenses in the past.

- - If the contract has a broad management rights
clause and a long and inclusive list of causes
for discharge, the burden of proof may rest on
the union.

-- If the contract says a worker may be fired
only for "just and sufficient cause", the bur-
den of proof normally willl rest on the company.

Since discharge is the ultimate penalty management may
impose on a worker, most arbitrators will make the company
prove its case clearly, sometimes even "beyond a reasonable
doubt" or with "clear and convincing evidence."

There are two points to be decided in discharge and
discipline cases: first, the proof of wrongdoing; and second-
ly, the degree of penalty to be imposed if proof is established.
Sometimes the contract or the arbitration submission will
give the arbitrator no leeway in assessing the penalty. He
merely decides guilt and the penalty follows automnatically.
Normally, arbitrators like to have the latitude to dete rmine
a proper penalty (or "remedy"). .
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Seniority cases. Proof in seniority cases depends large-
ly on the contract language and on the case to which
seniority is being applied -- as, for example, promo-
tions, demotions, or layoffs.

If the contract provides for straight seniority,
the burden of proof is obviously on the em-
ployer if he wishes to by-pass the senior worker.

-- If the contract provides for seniority and
"sufficient" ability, the employer must show
that the worker does not have the "sufficient"
capabilities for the job.

If the contract provides for seniority provided
ability is "equal", the burden shifts to the
union to show that ability actually is equal.

Sometimes if the contract is silent or vague, an arbi-
trator will shade his decision for the union if seniority is
being applied to demotions or layoffs and will apply a stric-
ter standard if seniority is being applied to promotions.
This may reflect an application in the arbitrator's mind of
the "burden of proof" idea.

Source: Boaz Siegel, Proving Your Arbitration Case. Also Pro-
blems of Proof in Labor Arbitration, 19th Annual
Meeting National Academy of Arbitrators, BNA, 1967.



- 29 -

In interpreting the contract, the following factors should
be considered:

1. The contract language

a. Silence?

b. Double meaning?

c. Contradictory?

2. Arbitrabilty

a. If the subject is not covered, does the contract permit
arbitration, or is it a management prerogative?

3. If the lanouageg is unclear

a. What was the intent of the Parties

--Witnesses of negotiation discussions
--List of union or company demands submitted at negotiations
--Comparison with past contracts
--Settlement memoranda

b. What has been past company practice?
What has been industry practice?
What is general practice?
D3es onie way work a hardship, against another way?
Does one way deprive worker of other contract rights?
Does one way create grievances and tensions?

c. Did either party permit an interpretation over a period of
time without protest or appeal, and with full knowledge?

Summing Up--

Does the contract say anything on the subject?
What does it mean?
How was it interpreted in the past?
How do others interpret it?
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CONTRACT APPLICATION

The fol-lowing points should be considered wlhether or not
the contract applies:

1. Contract authorty

a. Does .it permit the employer to act?

b. Does it permit the union to act

2. Specific contract clause

a. Does it clearly cover the situation, or does it have to
be "projected"?

b. Is it general (e.g., "qualified", "just cause", "reasonable",
"beyond his control", "fair opportunity").
(Establish a definition and support it.)

c. Is it exact (e.g.,"10% above standard", or "after having
received second warning for absences").

(Show how the definition' has not been satisfied, or that it
includes the latitude you want.)

3. Whad

a. Records, and how they should be interpreted

b. Witnesses
(The arbitrator may have a reservation about the testimony
of Union activists or officers, as well as supervisory
people who testify for the employer)

c. What the other side will say, and how to rebut

d. Visual materi'al
(e.g., floor plan, sample of work, photograph of scene.-)

4. Testimony of experts

e.g. Accountant, on the meaning of cost figures; physician,
on physical ability; trade school representative, on
journeyman qualificat.ions; engineer, on time-and-motion
study.
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GUIDES TO THE USE OF PAST PRACTICE

In interpreting the wording, intent, and application of
contractual provisions, arbitrators may be guided by past practice
under the contract.

What is the Dafinition of a Past Practice?

One definition is that "A practice is a reasonable uniform
response to a recurring situation over a substantial period
of time, which has been recognized by the parties implic
or explicitl , as the proper response".

The term practices, usually refers to local practices and work-
ing conditions which can vary considerably at different plants
of the same company. They are often a customary way, not
necessarily the best way of handling a given problem. A method
of handling a problem cannot be considered a 2nctice if it is
only one of several ways of doing it.

The practice must be recurring and deal with the same type of
situation. It must have existed over a substantial period of
time. The lax enforcement of a rule may not constitute a valid
practice since there may not be acceptance, either implicit or
explicit. Lax enforcement might nonetheless by used in some
-cases to build-proof of discriminatory or inequitable treatment.

Generally the burden of proof is on the union to show that the
practice in fact does exist. This is frequently difficult to
do, since the union may not have very complete records and the
company is able to give evidence of different practice.

If the practice is unclear or conflicting the arbitrator is not
likely to place much weight on it either way.

Of What Importance are Past Practices in Collective Bargaining?

Past practices have made the following contributions to the
development of industrial self government.

1. It can be an aid to the interpretation of ambiguous
contract language.

2. Even where contract language is clear an
practice may modify it.

3. Past practice is important in defi,ning jobs and
classification lines which may affect layoffs,
wages and promotions.
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4. Under some circumstances a long history of a
practice indicates a mutual agreement even
though the contract is silentL.

5. A past practice is not binding and cannot be
enforced when it is clearly contrary to the
contract.

The validity of a past practice argument can only be deter-
mined by complete knowledge of the details of the individual
agreement in effect in the plant or industry.
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BRIEFS

Pre-hearing

Rare---written opening statement
Arbitrator doesn't have to take notes, gives full attention

.O., -earin - (Often unnecessary- -only delay award)

When needed:
When Co. wants to submit one--it has that right

U. reps don't like to write--Co. lawyers do
When there is disagreement on facts- -conflict of testimony
When case is complex or technical
When arbitrator is inexperienced
When his questions show confusion or that he has not

grasped case
When there is no transcript (but usual when there is one)
When there is no written opening statement
When you want more time to prepare a strong argument

Contents:
The issue (or your version of what it should be)
The basic facts--support for contested ones--references

to testimony
Quotations of relevant provisions of the agreement
Your contentions (arguments)

List them concisely and support
Most useful part to arbitrator
Most critical part to winning your case
(Note how arbitrator lists them in his opinion)

Rebut Co. contentionis
Repeat any valid objections you raised at hearing
Cite cases

Only a few--too many give impression of weak case
Only if very relevant--others give impression grasping

at straws
Best if you can site your own cases or arbitrator's
Best if you quote some of reasoning from opinion

Emphasize requested remedy
Give any relevant facts
Argue the remedy and any possible alternatives

Special Considerations:

-May waive oral summation in case of briefs
But oral argument will give you a better chance to

know Co. contentions and a chance to impcess local
commnittee.
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A radical proposal

Some cases could be submitted by briefs only, without
a hearing

When there is no disagreement on facts
When there is no need for witnesses and
When it is just a case of contract interpretation



- 35 -

SELECTING THE ARBITRATOR

flow do yo go about it?--the mechanics.

Can you and the Company agree on one?
Appointing agencies: MA, FMCS, State Boards

Will send you a panel of 5 or 7
Composition of list- -variety

How you eliminate
AAA: delete and number
FMCS: alternate striking

May ask for another list
Direct designation

What are you looking for?

Character
.Integrity, fairness, firmness, self-confidence

Ability
Understanding of the human factors
General knowledge of labor relations practices and
terminology

Special knowledoe: legal, work standards, incentives,
testing', pensions, your industry (?), your plant

Experiences--depending on case

How do you find out?

Appointing agencies
Other union reps.
Your international office
His published cases (BNA, CCH, PH)

Not just which side he ruled for--read the whole case
Is it clear? Easy to understand?
Is his analysis well organized? Logical?
Does it reveal a good understanding?
If a compromise, is it the right decision or an effort

to please both?
Does he stick to the case or add advise? Arbitrator or

consultant?
Is it based on what agreement says or what he thinks

it should say?



PROMOTIONS

Seniority - Ability Problems

1. What ability are we talking about -- the present ability of the worker

to do the job at the present time -- the p)otential ability of the worker --

or wthat the job may potentially require?

Fruehauf Trailer Co., 11 IA 495; Mel.outlh Steel Corp., 11 LA 005;
Northi American Cement Corp., 11 LA 11039; Stan(dard3 Forgings Corp.,
15 LA 636; Illinois Malleable Ironi Co., 16 LA 909; Univcrsal Atlas
Cement Co., 17 LA 755; Quaker Shipyard and Mlachiine Co., 19 LA 882;
Wagner Electric Corp., 20 LA 768; lPittsburgh Steel Co'., 21 LA 565;
John Deere Des Moines Works, 22> LA 2741; Cameron Iron WVorks, Inc.
23 LA 51.

Pittsburgh Steel Co .(1953) 21 LA 565; McLouth Steel Corporation
(1948) 11 LA 805. Realist Inc. 45 LA 444.

2. Does competence and ability mean the same thling?

Lebanon Steel Laundry 4 LA 94
Rudiger - Lane Co. (1948) 11 LA 567
Benjamin Electric Manufacturing Co. (1949) 13 LA 760
Rudiqer - Lang Co. (1918) 11 LA '167; Frucehauf Trailer Co.

(1949) 13 LA 163
Illinois Malleable Iron Co. (1951) 16 LA 909
Seagrave Corp. (1951) 16 LA 110

3. What standards do arbitrators use in judging the criteria for determining

ability?

Central Screw Co. 11, LA 100; Copco Steel and Engineering Co., 12 LA 6;
Public Service Electric an(d Gas Co., 12 LA 317; Mole-Richardson Co.,

12 LA 427; Wortlh Steel Co., 12 LA 931; Libby, MlcNeill andt Libby,
14 LA 316; Allied( Chemical and Dye Corp., 14 LA 5.18; Campbell Soup

Co., 19 LA 1; Intern-ational Harvester Co., 2-0 LA 160.
Bestwall Gypsum Co. 413 LA '175; Clhristy Vault Co., 12' LA 1093.

4. What is meant by "equal ability"?

Mole-Ricilardson Co. (19.19) 12' LA 127; Coimbutstion EInginverinq Co., Inc.
(1953) 20 LA 416; l'oloron Products of Pennsylvania, Inc., (1935) 23 LA 7109.
Wurlitzer Co., 11 LA792! .

E. I. DuiPont De N`imours and C(o. (15) 10 LA 5'( ; Sout,hern BAI I Trel)hone,
and reli(' rapih co. (195,1 ) 16 LA 1; (Carn i(-i(-liif]inOis Steel Corp. (U.S. St eel
(19'16), I)oche t No. C1-31 ; [r I e mi iinin ;o., .19 L-A 3')t) ; D) Iroi t. Gasket t';
MI1InI f tuLirini(j Co. , 50 LA 15.5. Nat i onal i'tilIrIIc, 1.LA 9183;
l n t v rlka k e t Cv I Co 1 , .16 . LA '23.
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5. Where the collective bargaining(j iyjrcernent re(quires a comparison of

abilities among candidates for a particular job, howv great a difference

in productivity miust be shown to indicate a clear difference in abil i ty?

Worth Steel Co., 12 LA 931
United States Steel Corp., 22 LA 80
Goodyear Clearwvater Mills, No. 2, 11 LA 419
Great Western Sugar Co., 41 LA 528

6. What weight should be given "experience" in meassuring "ability"?

Copco Steel and Engineering Co., 12 LA 6; Thor Corp., 14 LA 512.

Goodyear Decatur Mills, 12 LA 682; U. S. Steel Corp., 22 LA 188;
Poloron Products of Peinnsylvania, Inc. 23 LA 789.

North American Aviation, Inc., 11 LA 312; Standard Forgings Corp.,
15 LA 636.

Inland Steel Co., 16 LA 280; Seagrave Corp., 16 LA 410; Tin Processing
Corp., 17 LA 193; Nickles Bakery, Inc., 17 LA 486; General Box Co.,
48 LA 530. Reliance Universal Inc., 50 LA 397; lReliance Universal
Inc., 50 LA 990; International Nickel Co., 45 LA 743.

7. What weight shoul(d be given to training and education:

hiershey Estates 23 LA 101
U. S. Steel Corporation, 22) LA 180.
Poloron Produtcts of Pennsylvania, Inc., 23 LA 789
Lockheed-Georgia Co., 49 LA 603
Georgia Kraft Co. 47 LA 829;
Dempster Brox, Inc. 48 LA 777
W'hirlpool Corp). 49 LA 529; De Kalb-Ogle Telephlone Co., 50 LA 445;
Patapsco & Back Rivers R. R. Co., 43 LA 51

8. Is absenteeism and tardiness proper measure of ability:

Central Screw Co., 11 LA 108; Dow Chemical Co., 12 LA 1070;

Goodyear Clearwater Mills, No. 2', 11 LA 419; Allied Chemical and
Dye Corp., 14 LA 5.15.

Goodyear Decatulr Mills, 12 LA (481'; Ml.arlin-Hockwell Corp., 17 LA 2151;
Douglais Aircraift co., Inc. 23 lA 706.

9. Are discipline recor(ds -- or safety issues -- a meth0od of deterMi.in(j

relative ability?

U. S. Lime Cori). 2A3LA:7 C,yco S0el al1(1 ICnyi r i i Co. , 13 .



Inland Steel Co., 16 LA 2'80; Blethl ehem Steel Co., 48 LA 190;
FMC Corp. 47 LA 8293; Si ml i ng-Metike Co., 46 LA 5r2l3;
Emhart hIfg. Co., 43 LA 9Iu6.

10. Do merit ratings indicate a worker's ability?

North American Aviation, Inc., 11 LA 312); Merrill-Stevens Drydock
and Repair Co., 17 LA 516.

Bristol Steel and Iron W%'orks 17 LA.263; Ohio Edison Co., 46 LA 801
International Mlinerals 1; Chemical Corl. 412 LA 47.

11. Is there a difference betwveen a trial period and a training period?

Slhore Metal Products Co. (1955) 2'1 LA 437; American Lava Corp.
(1955) 24 LA 517; Linde Air Products Co. (1955) 25 LA 369;

Great Atlantic and Pacific Tea Co. (1937) 28 LA 733; U. S. Pipe and
Foundry Co. (1958) 30 LA 598. Wood Atlas Processing 46 LA 860.

International Harvester Co. (1950) 15 LA 587; Illinois Malleable
Iron Co. (1951) 16 LA 909; Wajner Electric Corp). (1953) 20 LA
768; Great Atlantic and Placific Tea Co. (1957) 28 LA 733.

12..Must the company give a man a trial period?

Tim.Processing Corp). (1951) 17 La 193; U. S. Slicing Machline Co.
(1954) '22 LA 53; ltome Grader Corp. (1953) 292 LA 167; Corti Products
Refining Co. (1955) 25 LA 130; D)ana Cor). (1956) 2_7 LA 203; Gorton-
Pew Fisheries Co. Ltd. (1956) 27 LA 796; Great Atlantic and Pacific
Tea Co. (1957) 2'8 LA 733; John Strange Paper Co. 43 LA 1184.

Gondert arld Lunesch, Inc. (19'19) 11 LA 1079.

Emmons Loom Hlarness Co. (1948) 11 LA 409; Autocar Co. (1952) 18 LA 300;
Coca Cola Bottling Co. (1952) 18 LA 757; I)ay and Zimmerman, Inc.
(1956) 27 LA 3.18; White Miotor Co. (1957) 28 LA 82'3: Marathon Electric
Manufacturing Corp. (1958) 31 LA 656. W. NI. Chase Co. 48 LA 231

Seeger Refrigerator Co. (19151) 1o LA 525; Rome Grader Corp. (1953)
22 LA 167; Virginia-Carolina Clhemical Corp). (1955) "21 LA 461; Allied
Chemical Cor). 47- LA 554.

Emrnons Loom Harness Co. (1958) 1] LA 109; UJni ted Rayon lills (1950)
14 LA 241; Autocar Co. (1.52) 15 L.A 30:(; Wl'nr Elect ic Corp. (1953)
20 LA 765; Sh1)ore M1etLa1 1'ro(idtcI Co. (1935)2)1 L.A 137; Curt.iS Coimpa-.inies,
Inc. (1957) '29 LA 50; Cheney-Big1low l%ireL WorkS Inc. 5O LA 12J19.

Public Service E,'lectric 1; Gas Co. (19.19) 12 LA 317; Seagranv Corp. (1951)
16 LA '110; Tit-, Processing Corp. (19.51) 17 LA 193; Nickles flakecry, Inc.
(19151) 17 LA 1186; Likens Steel Co. (19'51 ) 18 LA 11; Ron(e Gr;iadr Corp.
(1 953) 22 LA 167; Corn Produ1cts Refi ni nu Co. (1955) 25 LA. 1:.3(); Li !dAir
Pro(duicts Co. (1)955) 23 LA 3691); (;oi ton- Pew Fi Slreries Co. , Ltd. (1 956)
27 LA 7'96; Vul c;n Mold. t; I roni Co. (1 957) '29 LA 7.13'; A 1Aln tt;;n P'ort l and
rni..n (r...1_(A.1 ( J A 4.-* .
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13. What Constitutes a fair trial'?

U. S. Slicing NMzichiine CO. 1(951) 22 LA 53; American Republic Cor).
(1951). 16 1.A '151; Seeger Refris -rator Co. (1951) 16 LA 5625; Copco
Steel and Enyinecring Co. (1).1') 12 ILA 6; Plastic Jewel Co., Iic.
(1950) 14 LA 775; Rome Grad3r (morp. (1953) 22) L.A 167; Smith)-Scott
Co., 48 LA '27. Montgomery Wah'rd ('; Co. 18 LA 129; National Lead Co.
48 LA 405; Skeinanigo FurnaceC(u. 46 LA 203.

Hayes Mlanufacturing Corp). (19'50) 1.1 LA 970; White Motor Co. (1956)
26 LA 877; Mengel Co. (lO95) 27 LA 722.

Lukens Steel Co. (1951) 18 LA 41.

Fitzgerald Mlills Corp. (1949) 13 LA 418; U. S. Steel Corp. (1953)
20 LA 743; White Mlotor Co. (1956) 26 LA 877.

Fitzgerald Mills Corp. (1949) 13 LA 418); International Hlarvester
Co. (1950) 15 LA 587; Dayton Malleable Iron Co. (1953) 2'1 LA 572;
Bell Aircraft Co. (1955) 2'5 LA 618.

Promotions and ILyoffs

The labor movement has emphasized the principle of seniority as an

important basis for both promotions and layoffs. Its purpose was to

provide an objective criteria for job chlanges rathier than depending upon the

whims and fancy of management.

The principle of seniority :) gives preference and employment

opportunities to the employees wvith the greater length of service. In at

least one respect, collective bargaining provisions conferring seniority

rights upon employees differ from other benefits conferred by the collective

bargaining agreement. Under the seniority provisions, preference can only

be conferred upon one employee, by an equivalent denial of benefits to

another. Unlike denmands for higher wvages or improvedi wvorking conditions,

issues whiclh benefit all bargaining unit employees, seniority provisions

merely determine who among the bargaining unit employees gets the available

opportunities. Seniority provisions do not create jobs, but merely allocate

them.
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One aspect of this problem i.s that frequently no agreement exists

witlhin a union as to what type of seniority plan should be negotiated, or

even after the negotiation of specific seniority language in a collective

bargaining agreement, how such language shall be interpreted and applied.

Considerable friction can result within the union itself on these issues.

Seniority issues may be passed on to arbitration because they are "too hot

to handle" in earlier steps of the grievance procedure.

The Problems

How is the seniority unit to be defined? What constitutes a layoff

or promotion? How is ability to be determined? In a plant merger, sale,

or transfer, how are seniority units to be merged? How are seniority re-

quirements sq.uared with equal employment opportunity requirements?

Seniority lines may be drawn within a given department or job

classification or within a given plant or throughout the comnpany. The

arbitrator is often asked to interprete from the language of the agree-

ment over what span of jobs a given employee may exercise his seniority.

A further question is what specific service governs. The service

taken into consideration may be time spent on a given job, in a given

department, in a given line of jobs, in a given plant,or with a particular

company.

Promotion opportunities are also not always easily defined. Do they

refer to when an employee calls in sick (sickness of how long) or when a

new job requires only three days of work, etc.? Or. what is a layoff?

Does a layoff result when no one is actually removed from the payroll?
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How does ability fit into the scheme? Even after the personi is to

be provided the job by straight seniority must he have the ability to dc,

the job? Should the person with superior ability receive the job?

Moreover, to what ability does the contract refer? Is it the present

ability or the potential ability of the employee which is relevant? Ability

to perform what range of duties of the job in question? If the job is

expected to change in the future, may the company require an ability over

and above that currently needed to carry out the present tasks of the job?

What are proper criteria of ability? Even practical demonstrations, such

as trial periods may result in questionable measurements of ability.

MEringof Seniority Units

Criteria for Merging_Seniortv Lists

A reviewv of the reported arbitration and court decisions on the
merging of company, plant and department seniority lists indicate that
managements, unions, arbitrators, and judges have made use of a number
of criteria. The most important, of these criteria are:

1. the surviving-group principle;
2. the length-of-service principle;
3. the follow-the-work principle;
4. the absolute-rank principle;
5. the ratio-rank principle.

In some industries it is the accepted practice that, when one company
purchases or acquires another company, the employees of the purchasing or
acquiring company receive seniority preference over the employees of the
purchascd or acquired company.

In general thie surviving-group principle has not been supported by
arbitrators as an equitable and fair means of merging seniority lists.
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In the Pan AmericanlWorld Airwvay case, arbitrator David Cole stated
his opposition to the use of this criterion as followvs:

*"When the operations of twqo airlines are combined it is
because economics and flexibility are attained and because
the CAB or the President thinks it is in the national interest
that they should be. Whether one company or the othier should
continue, or whether a totally new company should be formed
are decisions definitely not made with reference to the seniority
rights of either group of employees. Financial or tax advantages,
or perhaps legal considerations may be weiglhed, but so far as
the employees are concerned it is sheer happenstance wliether
Company A or Company B survives in its original legal form.
In view thereof, it seems highily undesirable that the future
welfare of the employee population of two companies should
hinge on the legal form the transaction may take. The substance
of the combination of the two ent.erprises and the contributions
made by each in the nature of jobs are of much more consequeince
and significance.

The Length-of-Service Principle

In many cases length of service is the only criterion whichi is
employed wlhen seni-ority lists are merged.

Length of service is an important criterion for merging seniority
lists and plays a part in every suclh integration. In many cases it is
the sole cri'terion employed. Whien so used it.has the advantage of resulting
in a merged list which is in harmony with thie definition of seniority
in most labor agreements. In gent ral it is easy to apply, although
difficulties may arise if thec original lists have not been developed
solely on the basis of length) of service or if they have different
definitions of length of service. fowever, the usc of lengtlh of service
is the sole criterion in cases whe!re there is considerable difference
in either the average length of setrvice or the degrec of cmploymelit in
the two merging groups, can cause one group to gain a wi ndfall in the
form of increased value of seniority rights at thc expensc of thie othier
group. In order to avoid the inequities in such cases, arbitrators and
others have deviated from the lcengt h-of-service principle and given sonie
weighit to the follow-the-work principle and/or the ratio-rank principle.

The Follow-the-Work Principle(

When a company is merged with another company or wthien plants of
departments within a company are consolidated, the workers may be given
the opportunity to follow thie work with the seniority riglits to such wvork
protected.
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The percentage of the total work broughlt to the merger by cachi of the
groups is further complicated by whether one should consider the past work,
the present work or the future work. The representatives of the employees
of a successful firm whichi merges with a failing firm may argue thlat if the
consolidation had not taken place, eventually there wvould lhave been no. work
at the failing firm and, tlherefore, its employees hiave no right to any-
thing but the bottom of the seniority list. On th&eotlher hand thle representa-
tives of the employees of the failing firm rnay argue that as a result of the
merger the future prospects of tthe consolidatcd company are much brighter
than was the case for eithier of the companies if they had gone it alone.

The followv-the-work principle is recognized as a means of preventing
windfalls in the value of seniority rights to the employees of one group
at the expense of the employees of the other group, resulting solely from
consolidation of companies, plants, or departments. For this reason it has
been written into some, union constitutions and some labor agreements. Even
where it is not a part of the union constitution or the labor agreement,
managements, unions, arbitrators and judges have given weight to it in order
to avoid gross inequities. In some cases, howvever, it is quite difficult

...to determine the percentage of the work in the consolidation which eachl group
brings to it. This is especially true if one is concerned with future as
well as present work.

The Absollute-Rank Pr-inciple

It is possible, of course, to integrate seniorit)y lists solely on tile
basis of absolute rank: thc two employees wlho wsere first on the two original
lists can be given thie tihird an(d fourth places, and so on. The rationale
behtind the use of this methiod is that. it places ttic emphasis on the most
important aspect of a seniority list and that as a restult, under certain
conditions, it prevents windfalls to some employees and losses to other
employees which flow from a merger of lists whien the length-of-service criteria
is used as the sole basis for intcgration.

Rank is more important than length of service in a seniority list and
as a result, if lists are merged solely on thic basis of length of service
windfalls may occur for some employees at the expense of othiers. In
consolidations where the seniority lists to be merged are c(ual in size,
the use of the absolute-rank principle may eliminlate such windfalls and
preserve the original seniority valuecos of the employees, However, where
the groups to be merged are differerlt in size, as thicy usually are, the
usc of this principle may restult in ine(uities as: serious as the inequi ties
caused by the use of the lengt h-of-service principle. For this reason,
wlhen managements, unions, and arbitrators hiave wanted to give weight to the
rank factor they have made use of the ratio-rank principle instead of thic
absolute-rank principle.
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Integration of twvo scniiority lists may be accomplished also by
establishing a ratio from the number of employees in each of the twvo groups
to be merged and assigning tthc places on the newv seniority list accordi ng
to this ratio. Thus, if seniority list A has 200 employees and seniority
list B has only 100 employees, the ratio is twvo to one. Therefore, of the
first three places on the new seniority list, two are allocated to the first
employee on the B list; then places 3, 4, and 5 on the newi list are allocated
to the third and fourth men to the A list and to the second man on the B list;
and so on, until all the A and B employees are placed on the new list.

The use of the ratio-rank principle results in the preservation of the
relative rank of thte employees in the merged seniority list. Since rank is
very important in determining seniority value, it is an impor.tant criterion
in cases where the average lengtlh-of-service or length)-of-service structures
of the original seniority lists are quite different. In such cases the
ratio-rank principle may be used to eliminate or to decrease thlC windfalls
tb some employees and losses to other employees whlich w'ould result from use
of the length-of-service principle as thie sole criterion. Its advantage as
compared wiith thie absolute-rank principle is that wvhereas the latter is
effective in eliminating windfalls an(d losses only whlen the sizes of the twvo
groups to be merged are equal, thiC ratio-rank principle can bring about these
results regardless of the difference in the size of the twvo groups. Two
difficulties arise in the application of this p)rinciple: (1) tthe merged
seniority list which results is not according to lengtlh of service which
contradicts thic usual definition of seniority and (2) several employees may
have equal rights to the same place on the merged list. Arbitrators have
tended to use this criteriotn as a means of modifying thie lengtlh-of-service
principle rathler than as the sole basis for integrating seniority lists.
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Senio - Discrimination

U. S. COURT IN NORTH CAROLINA FINDS
TITLE VII VIOLATION AT TOBACCO FIRM

In a class action under Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act against P. Lorillard Com-
pany and the Tobacco Workers union, U. S. District Court Judge Eugene A. Gordon finds that
the departmental seniority system maintained by company and union constitutes a continuing
discrimination against affected employees and an unlawful employment practice in violation of
Section 703(a) and (c) of the Act. Judge Gordon says an order will be entered to enijoin the clis-
criminatory practices and to provide relief in the nature of back pay.

The affected class of employees in this Title VJI suit are Negroes presently employed
by Lorillard who were hired into various departments of thie Greensboro, N. C., tobacco
plant betwveen the opening of the plant in 1956 and May 31, 1962. TIhle defendants, in addition
to the employing company, are the Tobacco Workers Inteniational Union and Local Union No.
371.

Noted in the court's findings of fact is that in the early years of "the Greensboro oper-
ation, Lorillard relied for recruiting and hiring of employees on the North Carolina Employ-
ment Service offices in Greensboro. At that time the Service maintained one office primarily
for Negroes and one primarily to serve whites. The company is described as having instructed
the Service to refer Negro applicants for certain jobs and departments and to refer white
applicants for other jobs and departments. Another finding is that the company's discrimina-
tory hiring policy continued until the summer of 1962. The seniority system found discrimi-
natory carried over into the present labor contract.

Local 317 organized bothi black and white workers and at the outset, the local had a
black vice president and two of the seven members of the first negotiating committee were
black. Local 317 represents all employees of the plant and the court says there is no ques-
tion that Negroes comprise a minority of the members. The local union adopted a depart-
mental seniority systenm altlhouglh field representatives from the parent union favored plant-
wide seniority. Under the seniority system in the 1957 contract at the Greensboro plant,
promotions, layoffs, cutbacks and recall right were determined on the basis of departmental
seniority, job seniority, and sex.

The union's 1962 agreement abolished job seniority and the prohibition on transfers
between departments. It permitted employees to bid for vacancies on the basis of their de-
partmental seniority. The 1965 contract eliminated job allocation on the basis of sex. The
1968 contract, running through to March 1, 1971, continued provisions for allocation of jobs
on the basis of departmental seniority, although the company had proposed in the negotiations
that after 30 days on the job, employees be entitled to exercise full seniority for all purposes
and not be limited to service witiin a department. Local 317 rejected the proposed 1968
agreement containing the Lorillard proposal.

The district court's findings of fact set forth th& racially discriminating effects con-
tinuing from the departmental seniority system, in conjunction witlh the firm's initial dlis-
crimiinatory hirinig policy. And the court also explainis that the p)arent Tobatcco Worzerllluliol
has takein no affirniative steps to advocate plant-wide seniority to climiiate (li,crui nimitory
departn ie ntaclt.Rl-';enio rity .
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Judge Gordon's (liscuss ioni rerers to the present effect of the (departnientail sciiiority
-system and adds: "Pcrsuasivc andl controlling autlhority correctly hias terimiedl suchi practice
unlawful whie applied to an intdivildual's eniploymencit stattus becauscof race, color, religion,
sex, or national origin."

After citing some of thlC provisions of Titlc VII, Judge Gordon remarks:

"Prerequisites to a given seniority or merit system meeting standards of the Act, as
set forth in Section 2000e-2(h), are proper answers to the questions: (1) Is this system
bona fide? (2) Is it the result of an intention to discriminate?

"To be a bona fide system withiin the meaning of the Act, the system must serve a
valid business purpose. Two lines of thouglht appear to have advanced with respect to
the nmeaning of business purpose or business necessity and what values courts should
ascribe to those words in determining whlethier a given employment practice is unlawvful
or not.

"As applied to these facts, the argument most in keeping with the primary policy of
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 reasoiis as follows: If a seniority or mnerit sys-
tem perpetuates the effects of prior discriinination, irrespective of whlatever business
purposes are served, it cannot be allowed to stand. In other words, a valid business pur-
pose can offer no absolution to an employer or a labor organization wlho is acting in dis-
criminatory fashion. Where effects of discrimination are present, the system cannot be
regarded as bona fide. Griggs v. Duke Power.

"The second argument reasons that 'business necessity' is an element to be balanced
against the anti'value of discrimnination or its continuing effects. If the business nec-
essity is somnehow vital to the operation of a particular industry, and if, in the Court's
opinion, it outveighs whatever vestiges of discrimination are thereby maintained, it may
be considered bona fide.

"The departmental seniority system here in question does serve a valid business pur-
pose in that a shorter period of training could reasonably be anticipated for persons
familiar with operations of their oown department. Even so, it must be held an unlawvful
employment practice. This system as maintained by the present (as well as tlle former)
collective bargaining agreement carries forward, in perpetuation, consequences of racial
discrimination from the past.

"Even if rules in accord with the second argument mentioned above were to be adopted
and applied, it is further found that the btusiness purposes served by thle seniority system
in this case are not -a so important as to override the ill effects thereby prepetuated. By
neither standard is this system bona fide.

"If, however, for the purposes of argument only, the system were bona fide in all'
in all respects, it would still be violative of the Act- -failing to meet the second part of
the statutory requirement. The parties defendant, acting with intimate knowledge of the
full effect which departmental seniority had upon past hiring practices, cannot be said
to have not intended the result."

(Fromn BNA Daily labor Report, Marchl 17, 1970)
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STANDARDS WAICHI MAY BE1 UTIl.IZfIi) BY
AN ARBIT'RATlOR IN DISCIPLINARY CASES

The issue before the arbitrator frequently requires findings in
respect to the existence or non-existence of "justcause" for discipline,
including discharge. Few union-management agreements contain a definition
of "just cause". Nevertheless, over the years the opinions of arbitrators
in innumerable discipline cases have developed a sort of "common law"
definition thereof. This definition consists of a set of guide lines or
criteria that are to be applied to the facts of any one case, and said
criteria are set forth below in the form of questions.

A "no" answer to any one or more of the following questions normally
signifies that just and proper cause did not exist. In other words, suclh
"no" means that the employer's disciplinary decision contained on1e or more
elenents of arbitrary, capricious, unreasonable, or discriminatory action
to such an extent that said decision constituted an abuse of managerial
discretion warranting the arbitrator to substitute his judgment for that
of the employer.

The answers to the questions in any particular case are to be
found in the evidence presented to the arbitrator at the hearing thereon.
Frequently, of course, the facts are such that the guide lines cannot
be applied with precision. Moreover, occasionally, in soine particular
case an arbitrator may find one or more "no" answers so weak and the
other, "yes" answers so strong that he may properly, without any
"political" or spineless intent to "split the difference" between the
opposing positions of the parties, find that the correct decision is
to "chastise" both the cormpany and the disciplined employee by de-
creasing but not nullifying the degree of disciplinn imposed by the
company--e.g., by reinstating a discharged employee without back pay.

Thequstions
1. Did the Compvnygive to the employee forewarnia or_foreknowlgedge of
the psible or prob-able disciplinary conseiuences of the em2loy1ee' s conduct?

A. Said forewarning or foreknowledge may properly hiave been
given orally by management or in writing through the medium
of typed or printed sheets or books of shop rules and of
penalties for violation thereof.

B. There must have been actual oral or written communication of
the rules and penalties to the employee.

C. A finding of suclh cormrnunication does not in all cases require
a "no" answer to Question No. 1. This is because certain offenses
such as insubordination, coming to work intoxicated, drinking
intoxicating beverages on the job, or thefft of the property o.f
the company or of fellow employees are so serious that any
employee in the industrial society Tn.ay pcoperly be expected to

know already that such conduct is offensive and lheavily
puini sha bl1 .
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D. Absent any contractual prohibition or restriction, the company
has the right unilaterally to proinulgate reasonable rules and
give reasonable orders; and same need not have been negotiated
with the union.

2. Was the com2any's rule or manaizerial order reasoniably related to the
orderly,eficient, and safe operaLion of the CoinUny's business?

A. If an-employce believes that said rule or order is -unreasonable,
he must nevertheless obey same (in whiclh case he may file a
grievance thereover) unless he sincerely feels that to obey
the rule or order would seriously and immediately jeopardize
his personal safety and/or integrity. Given a firm finding
to the latter effect, the employee may properly be said to
have had justification for his disobedience.

3. Did the company, before administering discipline to an employee, make
an effort to discover whether the employee did in fact violate or disobey
a rule or order of management?

A. This is the employee's "day in court" principle. An employee
has the right to know with reasonable precision the offense
with which he is being charged and to defend his behavior.

B. The company's investigation must normally be made BEFORE its
disciplinary decision is made. If tlhe company fails to do so,
its failure may not normally be excused on the ground that the
employee will get his day in court through the grievance pro-
cedure after the exaction of discipline. By that time there
has usually been too much hardening of positions.

C. There may of course be circumstances under whiclh management
must react immediat.ely to the employee's behavior. In such
cases the nor-mally proper action is to suspend the employee
pending investigation, with the understanding that (a) the
final disciplinary decision will be made after the inves-
tigation and (b) if the employee is found innocent after
the investigation, he will be restored to his job with full
pay for lost time.

D. The Company's investigation must include an inquiry into
possible justification for alleged rule violation.

4. Was the Company's investig,ion conducted fairly and objecively?

A. At said investigation the management official may be both
"prosecutor" anid "judge", but he may not also be a witness
against the employee.
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B. It is essential for some higher, detache. rmanagement official
to assume and conscientiously perform the judicial role, giving
the commonly accepted meaning to that term in his attitude and
conduct.

C. In some disputes between an employee and a management person there
are no witnesses to an incident otlher than the two immediate
participants. In such cases it is particularly important that
the management "judge" question the management participant
rigorously and thoroughly, just an an acLual third party would.

5. At the investg ion did the. "iudge" obtain substantial evidence or
Eroof that the em ee was guiflty as charged?

A. It is not required that the evidence be preponderant, con-
clusive or "beyond reasonable doubt." BuL the evidence must
be truly. substantial and not flimsy.

B. The management judge should actively search out witnesses and
evidence, not just passively take what pearticipants or "volunteer"
witnesses tell him.

6. Has the company applied its rules, orders, and penalties evenhandedly
and without discrimination to all employees?

A. A "no" answer to this question requires a finding of discriminnation
and warrants negation or modification of the discipline imposed.

B. If the company has been lax in enforcing its rules and orders and
decides henceforth to apply them rigorously, the comnpany may
avoid a finding of discrimination by telling all employees be-
forehand of its intent to enforce hereafter all rules as written.

.7. Was the degree of discipline administered byrthe company in a Particular
case reasonaby lated to (a) the seriousns theemloye's proven
offense and (b) the record of the employee in his service with the company?

A. A trivial proven offense does not merit lharsh discipline unless
the employee has properly been found guilt.y of the same or other
offense a number of times in the past. (There is no rule as to
what number of previous offenses constitutes a "good", a "fair",
or a "bad" record. Reasonable judgment thereon must be used.)

B. An employee's record of previous offenses may never be used to
discover wlhether he was guilty of the im..-diate or latest one.
The only proper use of his record is to help determine the
severity of discipline once he has prop.rly been found guilty
of the immediate offense.
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C. Given the same proven offense for two or more employees, their
respective records provide tlle only proper basis for "dis-
criminating" among them in thle admiinistrntion of discipline
for said offense. Thus, if employee A's record is significant.ly
better than those of eml)loyeos B, C, and D, the company mny
properly give A a liglhter punishment than it gives the otlhers
for the same offense; and this does not conlstitute true
discriminatioIi.



Mitigating circumstances or
uneven application

of rules are most frequent
reasons for overturn

of management decisions

MORRIS STONE

WENWA lABOR ARBITRA'TiOR1 re (epao anV1 s le-
cisionl to (lishargre0' stspeiid a,tnii emuployee forl ilWis-
conduict, is it because thle' i(ldelce against tIle man
was weak, or b)ecause thie arbitrator founid( fault
witlh management's administration of induistrial
justice ?
These were amiong the qutiestionis dealt witlh re-

cently in ani American Arl)itration Association
study of 391 dischlarge and discipline cases in whlicih
thle company's decision was reversed or softened.
(See table 1.) All the arbitration decisions included
in the study were published in the 10-year period
ending June 1969 in AAA'S monthly award reportinig
service, Summary of Labor Arbitfration Aw?vards.1

Mitigating circumstances

Tlhe imost freqtuent single reatson given I)w arbi-
trators for reinstating (diseharged employees or for
redtucing the duration of discil)linary suspensions
was tlhat, in view of the grievant's generlally SaItis-
factory record and thie likelihood that h1e hlad
"1leanIed hiis lessoII," hie was deserving of a second
chance. This category covered 107 cases, oI 27 lPer-
cent of the total.
Typical was the case of an employee fired for

using offensive language toward at member of
supervision and walking away from his )lace of
work in the course of an argument over wlhether an
employee who was not in the bargaining unit could
do certain work.

Reducing the discharge to a 10-week suspension,
the arbitrator explained that the grievant lad been
a "fairly competent" worker for 8 vears and hal
committed no previous offenses that. called for
punishment, that the incident givinfg rise to t.he

Morris Stone is Editorial Direetor of the Ameriean Arbi-
tration Association.

Why arbitrators
reinstate

discharged
employees

diselhirge w-as "one. i.slxate(d, eziiotionial outhmia st"
that, lastedl only nuiniuites, and that thie dhis-, Ia 1.4rg&I
worlker was il a (le:part mnt where *'im"'1)prope
JlalgUgre" ws o(!t onily commn0on, hut. cominonly
emnployed bv the supervisor.

Inconsistent enforcement of rules

The inext most frequent reason arbit rators foundl
for not uiphloldinig disciplinary actions wvas that
comp)anies themselves were inconisisteint in enforce-
Inent of rules. In 77 cases (abouit 19 p)ercent of the
total) it was found that companiies lhad frequently
overlooked similar violations, encouriagainig the be-
lief among employees that thev couldl disobey the
rules witlhouit riskiing penal ties.

Arbitrators voiced strong criticismn of personnel
p)racti(es chlalracterized bv laxness over longr pe-
riods of time uintil one hapless iil(livi(lual was di.s-
charged as an "examnple" to othlers.

Grievants and unions often aueuls management
of slhowin I)ersonal bias agarinst the di.iseSiipfined
employee, but among thle 77 cases in this category
there were only two in which arl)itrators foundl
evidence to support this chargre. Most often, the
inconsistent enforcement of ruiles comes about
haplhazardly, perhaps out of thlouiglhtless or indis-
criminate "leniency" oni the part of firstline super-
vision, ratlher than as a resuilt of deliberate inten-
tion to "get" an individual.

Making the punishment fit the crime

How to make the puinishlment fit the crime is a
perennial problem in every s st emn of justice and
law en forcemnent, and industrial (1 isci pi e is not
an excel)tion.

Sonio couinI)anies try' to aichieve (euxenhondedl ad-
miniistration of (discil)Iinelby annouincinr i) ad-
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vance precisely whlat lenalt.y will follow v'iolation
of a particular riile. Otlhers I)refer to improvise.
assigning whatte'er p)enalty seems i'iglit ill the ill-
divridual camse, after the inf-aetion occiurs.

Apparently, nieitlher' systemii is fool p)roof. Arbhi-
trators founid in, 56 (ases (14 per'c-ent of time totna)
Table 1. Reasons given by arbitrators for reversing managem

Reason

The evidence supported the charge, but there were mitigating
circumstances.

Evidence did not support the charge of wrongdoing.

Inconsistent enforcement of rules - ..-.-.-.-..- .-

The rule itself was reasonable, but its application in this case was
not.

The grievant did not know he was risking a penalty by his action

Management was partly at fault in the incident

The penalty was excessive in terms of the company's discipline
policy.

The grievant was punished under the wrong rule or schedule of
penalties.

Employees involved in the same incident were dealt with dif-
ferently without a satisfactory explanation of the difference.

Punishment was for a reason the arbitrator thought was beyond
management's authority to discipline.

Management committed procedural errors prejudicing the
grievant's rights.

The penalty seemed excessive in terms of customary penalties
In industry.

Union stewards or officers were disciplined for actions in con-
nection with their official union business.

Retroactive application of new rule, or insufficient publicity
about a rule.

General standards of judicial process were violated-

The grievant was substantially guilty, but the arbitrator thought
he was entitled to another chance because of special circum-
stances.

The rule which the grievant had violated was inherently un-
reasonable.

The evidence of wrongdoing was held inadmissible by the
arbitrator.

The company had shown personal bias or discrimination against
the grievant.

* & ~~~~~~~~~~Nme

Number
Of cases

77

52

38

30

28

27

25

20

18

14

13

11

9

9

7

4

4

3

2

I The example is representative of the group. No implication is intended that the
cases so classified resembled the example in detail.

tlhat thie pllluislhllmelnt W.as too hlarslh eitler- ill termn.s
of tlie company's owvi standardls or in terntis of in-
dlistrial practice tgellenrally.

Onie dlficutltV witlh the seldulille of penialt ies is
that employees have a wa! ofollticmitting fatlt s
which) do not. quite fit publbiishled scbedules. Whm1e4m,

Example I

The Rrievant was discharged for strikiniR another enployee with his fist. The arbitrator reinistated hinm
without back pay on the basis of evideiice that the grievanit had been provokeud by a racial slur.

An employee was discharRed lor stealing a tool The evidence showed that he was I of 3 vho hid acri:¢s
to it, but it did not prove conclusively that the grievant, and no other inidividual, committed the
theft.

The evidence convinced the arbitrator that the company had often overlooked violation of the rule
which is now being enforced by discipline.

The rule required employees to work overtime when requested. The grievant refused because of
familj business which the arbitrator believed was really urgent. In other words, the company should
have accepted his excuse.

In an argument over a work assignment, the foreman told the grievant to "do the work or go home."
The arbitrator was convinced that, in walking out, the grievarit believed he was merely accepting aR
option offered him and that no further discipline would follow.

The grievant used intemperate language in an argument with a foreman, but the foreman had permitted
the argument to go on, and had himself used disrespectful language ini addressing the Rrievant.
Although the company normally warned an employee the first time he punched his time clock before
the bell sounded, a particular employee was suspended for a day for that offense, without first having
been warned.

The grievant was discharged for "dishonesty," in that he filed a false entry of piece work performed.
The arbitrator said that, at most, he could have been punished under a rule forbidding half-finished
work to be reported for pay purposes.

Three employees failed to return from lunch. One was a skilled worker, whose presence was urgently
needed, but the others could be spared. The company suspended the first for 2 days, arid merely
warned the others. The arbitrator did not agree that degrees ot fault could be related to the en,-
ployer's need ol production.

An employee was discharged following his arrest and conviction for drunken brawling. The arbitrator
believed that as this was an off-the-job offenise and not work-coiinected, and as it did not cause loss
of time from work, management had no right to discipline him.

Although the union contract said a discharged employee must be given a statement of the charge
against him, the grievant was given no such statement until 10 days after the discharge. The notice
was 7 days late.

A 1-month suspension was given an employee for the first offense of using abusive language toward
a supervisor. The arbitrator thought this too harsh, and reduced the suspension to I week. As the
company had no established policy in this respect, the arbitrator's criterion was the standards in
industry generally.

A steward violated his foreman's instructions to remain at his place of work, and later convinced the
arbitrator that the order was unlawful and that he was urgently needed elsewhere to prevent an
illegal walkout.

A driver was fired for picking up a hitchhiker. The evidence showed that there were no signs up in
the garage or the cab of the truck warning drivers not to take riders. The grievant said he was not
aware of the rule, and the arbitrator believed him.

The grievant was first suspended for 3 days. But on the 2d day, management reviewed the record
and decided to discharge him. This was held to be "double jeopardy"-two punishments for one
offense.
The grievant had long and satisfactory service, and was within a year or two of having a vested pension
plan. The arbitrator believed he had "learned his lesson."

Discharge of an employee under a rule stating that a man and wife may not be employed on the
same shift. The arbitrator believed there was no valid reason for that rule.

Some of the evidence produced at the arbitration hearing was not known to the company at the time
of the discharge. Without this evidence, the grievant was perhaps dieserving of some rlisciplii,e,
but not discharge. The arbitrator said the case had to be judged oii tthe basis of facts known to
the company at the time of discharge.

A searching investigation of the grievant's employment application was undertagen. although r.o
such inquiry was made with respect to any other employee. He was subsequently ditchargled ftr
falsification ol his applicatioii.

SOURCE: 391 cases reported in American Arbitration Assuciation's "Summary ot
Labor Arbitration Awards," April 1959 through June 1969.
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REINSTATEMENT OF DISCHARGED EMPLOYEES

an enmployce failed to return fromi lunelh, was hie
merely aii abs-entee for tlhe half day and tlherefore
deserving of a writteni warning iinder tlie comii-
pany's ruiles, oir was lie guilty of walking off the
job, a, mnore serioIIs offeinse in the riule book?

Wlhien an emnployeo abseinted hiinmself fromn worll
after asking for the da-y olf and being refuse(l, was
)le merely ain absentee or was hie instibordinate?

Twenity timnes, amnongf the 56 cases in hli}ch the
penalties impose(d by mianagement, were (leeml1e(l
excessivelyhlarslh, t le arbit rators di tlere(l with
imianiagemIlenit as to whlicil of tdie umblislhed rulles t-he
grievaniit hiad violated.

Suspicion is not evidence

The rules of evidence in arbitrationi are not as
strict as in courts of law, buIt arbitral awards are
nevertheless based upon fa,cts and evidence. Failure
to realize that, when a man's job is at stake, a
strong suspicion is no substituite for solid docu-
mentation resulted in 52 reversals of discipline (13
percent of the 991 cases in this study).
In one plant, for instance, someone lhad thrown

an explosive device inito a group of fellow em-
ployee,s, causing an injury to one of themii. It
seemed strange to management that all of the
workers who might have tlhrowni the missile except
one immediately rusled to the scene. Tlhe one im.an
who was seemingly lacking in curiosity muist lhave
done the misclhief, maniagement. thlouight.
Maybe so, and maybe not, rulle(d the arbitrator.

"To uphold the discharge penalty requires clear
and substantial evidence that the grievant wvas the
guilty )arty," hie wrote. "Althlouglh the cirecumn-
stances indicate that the exp)losive device was prob-
ably tlhrown near the injured employee by somne-
one whio miglht very well have been the grievanit,
there is some possibilitv that lhe did not conmmit tlle
act. As long as suchl a possibility exists, it is diffi-
cult to uplhold the company's action on the basis of
the circumstantial evidence presented."

Due process and industrial justice

Prison gates sometimes swing open for guilty
persons whose constitutional rights were violated.
So do occasional employees escape puinishment be-
cause general stanidards of (due process were not
observed. In some instinces, p)articil arly whlere
union contracts are very strict in tlheb matter of back
pay for improp)erly disecharge(d employees, the

361-444 0-69-4

guilty empl)loyees eveni enjoy tlhe "unjust enrichl-
ineiit." of wages for thieir idle timie.

In 2:3 cases mnaniagemiieint commnnitte(d I)roce(lural
faults seriouis eniouighi to preju(dice the righlts of
grl ievauits to a (lefenise. In several, (omitractilal re-
(luirelliellts that the unioni be niotified fornmalilv of
the (lisciplinie hiad1 been ovxerlooked. In others, stew-
aid.s hiadi niot l)een p)ermitted to attendI tle imiectinigs
wihere the grievants werec questioned al)oit their
mnisbelhav-ior. Anid in one case, time uinlioni perstuidedI
the arl)itrat or thliat thie griev:it lid beemi stilhj(eete(l
to "double jeopardy." lie h¢ad first beeni suisp,qcnded
for liis oflense. Later, uIp)l)Cr ecihelmis of immaimage-
nmcmit reviewed hiis hiistoIrv and (leci(le(l tlhalt niotliung
shoilt of tile ultimate penalty of dischlarge woll be
appiolpriate. The arbit-rator reduce(d the disimissal
to a s-ispension again, poiniting ouit thfat a differenit
result would have followed if the company had
suispended the man "pending furtlher deterinina-
tioni," aid 'had then ordered the dismissal. In that
event, it wvould h1aive remained one penalty for one
offense.

It is of course true that arbitration is less formal
than litigation, fand that arbitrators wvill often
accept ev;dence in a form that would be excluded
by judges. But this does not mean that any evidence
at all will be admissible. In tlhree cases, employers
relied entirely upon a liine of arguiment the arbi-
trators lhe)d irrelevant. For that reason, thle com-
panies lost the decisions.
The clearest examp)le inivolved a dischlarge wlich

the comp);any feared woIId riot stand ul) in arbitra-
tion. When thle grievance vas filed, management
tried to bolster its case by investig.ating the griev-
ant's employment application. There they found
many outright misrepresentations on matters
whichl, if the truth had been knowni at the time,
would lhave barred employment in the first place.
All the evidence-the incident giving rise to the
discharge and the original falsification-was put
before the arbitrator. But he refused to accept any-
thing that lhad to do with the employment applica-
tion. A discharge must stand or fall, lhe said, on the
basis of facts known to the company at the time the
penalty was invoked.

Substantive errors

Not all manatagerial errors, of couirse, were mnerely
proce(luhral. 'I'weimty-sewven tiires arnotg the'*391
cases, 1u13umu1gemleinllt's fauilt lay ill (c(irut rlitilig to
the inici(leint for wlhiich tlie gi ievaiit wasdliscipliuned.
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Thus, atltlotgh the evideniee was clear that an
employee lhad uised intolerable language in address-
ing hiis foremiian, lhe was reinistated becauise the fore-
main lhad not l)een blameiless in lhis own clhoice of
languiage. In several cases, the fault witlh manage-
rial personnel lay in not (leterring violations whlen
they had tlhe opl)ortunity to do so.
The employee in one of these cases had tele-

phone,d the personnel oflice to ask permi%ion to stay
out 1 dav so that he, mighlt nmalke some repairs to hiis
home. lie was remin(le(l tlat i.siatten(dance recor(1
wi'as poor. buit was niot specifi'al.lxy toldl thiat Iiis ab-
sence for' thlis reasoni woul nlot be excuise(l.

"Imm sheli i rcumnstanees, the grievant was iJusti-
tied in assiming thiat he couild stay away fromii work
t-o take care of hiis p)rob)lemn at hionme withiouit fear
of discipline." the arbitrator wrote. "It wotldl have
beeni aniotlher matter if lheihad received a direct
comllmulnicat.ion from the comipaniy informingq hiim
that in view of all the circumlistances lhe must report
for work or take the consequences."

An interesting borderline case of this kinid was
on1e involvrinS a11 eml)loye who, preferring "lot to
get involved," told the police he knew niotliing
about tihe intrtuder in thie plant thiyv were look'ing
for, ailtihoughri he lhad seen the man and couild
identify hiim. Later, lhe admitted to management
that he lhad lied, and for that hie was given an
official reprimand-a form of piunishimenit whlichl
the emnl)loyer thouight was quiite mild( under the
em rcunmstalinces.

Mild or not, the pentaltv was reverse- 1lv an airbi-
trator. A.lthlouigh th1le grrievants (on(lict (leserves
to be "colemneld' tihe arbitmrator wr-ote, Whiat lhe
dfi(d was a nmatter for "Iuis ('conse'iNCe,' n1ot for (lisci -
pline by iis emlployer. "Th fdiscip)liniary wftiOn
a)pplied by thme company was not forI not tellin)r thle
truithl to an agnent of the company in ar job-related
situiation, but was for niot telling the trutlh to
*agents of the civil authorities in a matter inot re-
lated to the I)erformance of the employee's job.
This action cannot be sustained." O

The limited reach of discipline

Years ago, em-ployers wouild occasionally dis-
charge employees for a var-ietv of moral or otlher
faults that had nothlinia in p)articular to do witlh the
employer-emp)loyee relationship. Today, in estab-
lislinments op)erating iunider collective bargaiiiing
agreenmenits, it is generally un(lerstood that the em-
ployer's (liscil)linary reach (exten(ls only to activi-
ties thlat afTect product ion.2
But there are bordlerline cases, and in the 391

studied, there were 18 in wlhichl managrement
guessed wrong.

FOOTNOTES

'The research project was sponsored by the American
Arbitration Ass;ociation as: part of its general program of
ianling the insight of the labor-managemenit arbitrator
available to companies and unionis. The statistical material
and tabulations were compiled i)y Richard Gilbert. a
recent graduate of New York State School of Industrial
and Labor Relations at Cornell UJniversity.
'See Robert WV. Fisher, "Arbitration of Discharges for

-Marginal Reasons," and John W. Leonard, "Discipline for
Off-the-Job Activities," Monthly Labor Revicw, October
1968, pp. 3-5 and 5-11, respectively.

AMJERICANJ AflRDITAiI.AOl ASSOCI"fATIO5
140 West 51st Street o New Ya.U. Y. 10020



- 20 -

SUBCONTRACTING

1 - Definition

The isstuC of subcont:racting has becorne onie of the most complex
problemns in laboir-manageinent relationsI, particularly since the
increase in techlnological change and automation.

Subcontracting or contracting out is the practice of an employer
to hire an outside company to produce goods or to perform services
whiclh could be produced or performed by employees within the
bargaining unit using the employer's equipmrnnt and facilities.

2 - The Problem

Basically there are three problems involved in a subcontracting issue:

(a ) Effic'ieny ofav oe et_ralg(a)Eficieny _of1ant oprtions vs. job security of ermplIyees
At this point, two considerations clash: the desire of the
employer to operate his plant at optimumn economy and the
desire of the unioni to protect the income and the jobs of
their members.

(b) Union security andurisdict ion

The union position is that not only the jobs of its members
are at stake but also the very survival of the union itself.

Because the union is the sole representative of all employees
in the bargaining unit and work to be contracted out "belongs"
in the bargaining unit, the union's jurisdiction may also be
threatened. This union attitude is particularly strong where
a union represents all types of employees in a plant --skilled
as well as unskilled. Here two conflicts may develop --
jurisdictional disptutes between two or more unions and dissension
between organized and uniorganized workers.

(c) Manaem'nt rights

Many employers regard subcontracting solely a in.anagem ~nt de2-
cision, an unrestricted management prerogative, onily a concern
of efficient plant operation. These employers believe in the
"reserved rights" contained in the management prerogative
clause of the contract, which give the employer tlle unila era1
right to manage his business except in areas wlhere the con-
tract expressly limits these rights.
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Consequently, there is considerable opposition by manage-
ment to negotiate specific contract clauses regulating
subcontracting.

Those wlho bcelieve in the "Reserved Rights" theory argue
tlhat subcontracting is excluded from the scoP1 of collectiv(e
lxirgaining anid therefore, i s a unil.ateral management function .

Otlhers, including, unions, many arbitrat.ors and also nicanly
court decisionis, conitend tlat even in the absence of a
subcontracting clause the contract Iilimits the right of
management to subcontract work inasmnuclh as suchl action
may violate other clau;es of the contract("Implied
LimitatioIns" theory).

Principally, it is these three problems with which arbitrators, NLRB
and the courts. deal in their decisions relating to subcontracting.

3 - Arbitration

When a contract contains a subcontracting clause, the arbitrator,
of course, must base h-is decision on the meaning of suclh clause and,
therefore, such cases pose no special problems. 1/

The difficulty arises where the contract is "silent" and does not
contain a subcontracting clause.

When the first cases came to arbitrationi, managem2nt challenged the
arbitrability of a subcontracting issue and based its position on
the managemnent rights clause in the contract. Management has the
right to contract out work -- so management. claimeed -- because the
parties would have expressly negotiated a clause in the conitract if
they wanted management to give up this right. Silence is conisent to
contract out work.

Against this management argument, unions have claimed that subcontract-
ing is an arbitrable issue because unilateral subcontracting violates
other specific contract clauses, for instance union recognition, wages,
seniority, Job classifications, etc.

Most arbitrators have never accepted the "reserved rights", allegedly
contained in the management rights clause. They hiave found sub-
contracting cases arbitrabl3 and have based their decisions oti the
merits of the case.

This practice was upheld by the courts. The U. S. Suprem2 Court has
ruled in severadl cases that subcontracting is arbitrable even tLhough
the contract makes no direct refer-tnce to tle issue, unless, of course,
it is expressly excluded fromi arbitration.

1/ For selecting subcontracting provisions, see
U. S. Department of labor, Subcontracti-, 1969
(Bulletin No. 1425-8)
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In the Lincoln Mills case (1957) thc U.S. Suprene Court declared
thaL Feaderbl courts slhould di"rect the parties to arbitrate wlhere
a contract contains botlh an,arbItration clause and a no-strike
clause. The agreemnent to a.rbitratc a grievance dispute is a
quid pro quo for the agrecInent not to strike.

In 1960 in the "Trilogy" cases (3 Steel cases) the U.S. Supreme
Court ruled that the coturts can refuse to comnpel arbitration only
if the contract expressly exempts an issue from arbitration.

Also in 1960 in the Warrior and Gulf case, the U.S. Supreme
Court ruled that the courts had no business looking into the
merits of an arbitration case. It was up to the arbitrator
to interpret the contract.

Most arbitrators are now inclined to rule that an employer may
unilaterally subcontract provided such action is in good faith
and would not erode the contract.

Over the years arbitrators have developed specific criteria on
which they base their decisions. An arbitrator would rule in
support of the employer if he meets one or more of the following
criteria. If the employer could not meet these criteria, the
arbitrator's award would go to the union.l/

(1) Past Practice-- Wthether the employer has subcontracted
work in the past without objections from the union.
(Tungsten Mining Corp., 19 L.A. 503 (1952); American
Sugar and Refining Compan, 37 L.A. 334 (1961)

(2) Economic Justification- -Whether subcontracting is done
for reasons such as economy, maintenance of secondary
sources for production, augmenting the regular work
force, plant security measures or any otlher sound
business reason. (Amoskteag E11iLs, Inc., 8 L.A. 990
(1947); Black-Clawsoi Copany, 34 L.A. 215 (1960)

(3) Effect on the Union--Whether the subcontracting is being
used as a method of discriminating against the union
or substantially prejucicing the status and integrity
of the bargaining unit. (U.S. Potash Company, 37 L.A.
678 (1958)

(4) fec Uit loees--Whether members of the union
are discriminated against, displaced, laid-off, or deprived
of jobs previously available to them, or lose regular
or overtime earnings. (B?thlehem Steel Co., 30 L.A.
678 (1958)

1/ From Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service,
Subcontracting, 1963, pp. 10-11

For additional .trhji..r,at iori case(' see refercnces; in

Saiple_1 Arbit rat in _(>Ca c!(4; (S-t ion 3, p. 1 6 o F Manua;I - -

RondEletrical Compiry vs. Local 222)
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(5) Nature of Work Involved--Whether it is work whichl is
normally done by unit employees or work which is frequently
the subject of a subcontracting in thle particular indtistry
or work wlhiclh is of a "marginal" or "incid3ental" nature.
(Olershey Chocolate Co!)IL)., 28 L.A. 491 (1957); U.S. Steel
Co -ration, 37 L.A. 756 (1961)

(6) Availabi lity oE Prop.rly qualified Employees--Whether the
skills possessed by inmbers of the bargaining unit are
sufficient. (Beaunit Mi ll, Inc., 37 L.A. 366 (1961)

(7) Availability fEuipn!nt and Facilities--Whether necessary
equipment and facilities are presently available or can
be economically purchased. (Parke, Davis & Co., 26 L.A.
438 (1956)

(8) Reulari f Subcontractig-.Whether the particular work is
frequently or only intermittently subcontracted. (kuts-riT_!
Corp., 38 L.A. 924 (1962)

(9) Duration of Subcontracted Work--Whether the work is subcontracted
for a temporary or limited period or for a permanent or indef-
inite period. (General M,etals or 25 L.A. 118 (1955); Cone
Fishing Co., 16 L.A. 289 (1951)

(10) Unuisual Circtumstances Involved--Whether an emergency, "special"
job, strike, or other unusuial situtation exists. (Texas Gas
TransissonCo., 27 L.A. 413 (1956); Owen-Coyne Fiber Glass
Corp., 23 L.A. 603 (1954)

(11) History of Neotiations on the RI lit to Subcontract--Whether
management's right to subcontract has been the subject of con-
tract negotiations. (P , 38 L.A.
981; Active Metals, Inc., 30 L.A. 565)

4 - NLRB and Court Decisions

Before 1962 a subcontracting case rarely reached the NLRB. If not expressly
dealt with in the contract, a subcontracting dispuite was resolved throtugh
arbitration or strike in the absence of an arbitration clause.

In 1962 the NLRB ruled in two cases -- against the Town and Country Manu-
facturing Company and the Fibreboard Paper Pro(dlucts Corporation -- that
sutbcontracting is a mandatory subject for collective bargaining. These
rutlings were upheld y)y the U.S. Supreme CoLurt.
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The meaning of these (decisions is that thle dtuty to bargain collectively re-
quires mana(ement to se've snotice to the union of its intenit to contract~Olot.
wrk and to discuiss the Sub1)jCCt of sub)contracting with the union in good
faith. Refusing to bargain, constitutes an unfair labor act and a vio-
lation of Section 8(a)(5) of the Taft-Hiartley Act. If the company's
action is also discriminatory, t.he utiion may ask for back pay and re-
employment of the laid-off workers in accordance with Sectionis 8(a)(1)
and 8(a)(3).

However, following the Fibreboard case, the NLRB and the courts have not
always consistently decided that subcontracting is a mandatory subject for
collective bargaining. Both -- NLRB and tlle courts -- have been ruling
according to the merits of the individual case.

The NLRB has been basing its decisions on guidelines which -- by and large --
are similar to the reasons whichi govern the decisions of arbitrators.

In general these guidelines can be summred up as follows:

A corany rnust. bargain on the subject o[ subcontrac inJ if sub-
contracin - - -

a. Would be a departure froin past practice
b. Would affect working cornditions
c. Would eliminate jobs from the bargaining unit

If, in-addition, the employer's action is discriminatory against the

union irtMmbers, he would also be in violation of Sections 8 (a)
(1) and 8(a)(3) of the Taft-Hartley Act.

On the other side, unilateral subcontracting would not be a violation
of Sectioin 8 (a)(5) if

a. Subcontracting is in accordance with past practice (the
union has not voiced objection in the past).

-b. The union had an opportunity to bargain.
c. Subcontracting has no adverse effect on the employees or

oni the union.
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EXCE:RPTS FROMX 'f1HE LABOR -MANAGEMENT RELATIONS
ACT, 1947, RELATING TO DUJTY TO BARGAIN

Rights of Employes

Section 7

Employees shall have the right to self-organization, to form, join or assist
labor organizations, to bcargain collectively through representatives of their
own choosing, and to engage in otner concerted activities for the purpose of
collective bargaining or other mutual aid or proLection and shall also have
the right to refrain from any or all of such activities except to the extent
that such right may be affected by an agreement requiring membership in a
labor organization as a condition of employment as authorized in section
8 (a)(3).

Unfair Labor Practices

Section 8 (a) Employer Unfair Labor Practices

It shall be an unfair practice for an employer- - -

"(1) Interference, restraint orcoercion. To interfere with, restrain, or
coerce employees in the exercise of the rights guaranteed in section 7;

"(3) Discrimniiation. By discrimination in regard to hire or tenure of employ-
ment or any term or condition of employmnent to encourage or discourage
membership in any labor organization---

"(5) Refusal to bargain. To refuse to bargain collectively with the repre-
sentatives of his employees, subject to the provisions of section 9 (a).

Section 8 (d) Collective Bargaining Procedures

For the purposes of this section, to bargain collectively is the pperfortm.ance
of the mutual obligationi of the employer and the representative of the employees
to meet at reasonable times and confer in good faith with respect to wages,
hours, and other terms and condition.s of employment, or the negotiationl of an
agreement, or any question arising thereunder, and the execution oL a written
contract incorporating any agreement reached if requested by eitlher party, but
such obligation does not compel either party to agree to a pr-oposal or require,
the making of a concession: Providod, That where there is in effect a coll:-ctive
bargaining contract covering employees in an industry affecting comrtterce, thr duw;
to bargain collectively slhall also mean that no party to such contract shalla 1
terminate or mnodify such contract, unless the party desiring suclh termination
or modification- - -
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"(i) serves a written notice upon the other party to the contract of the
proposed termination or nmodification sixty days prior to the expriation
date thereof, or in the event such contract contains no expiration date,
sixty days prior to the time it is proposed to make such termination or
modification;

"( 2) offers to meet and confer with the other party for the purpose of
negotiating a new contract or a contract containing the proposed modifi-
cations;

"(3) notifies the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service within thirty
days after such notice of the existence of a dispute, and simultaneously
therewith notifies any State or Territorial agency established to mediate
and conciliate disputes occurred, provided no agreement has been reached
by that time; and

"(4) continues in full force and effect, without resorting to strike or
lock-out, all the terms and conditions of the existing contract for a
period of sixty days after such notice is given or until the expiration
date of such contract, whichever occurs later:

The duties imposed upon employers, employees, and labor organizations by para-
graphs (2), (3), and (4) shall become inapplicable upon an intervening certifi-
cation of the Board, under which the labor organization or individual, which
is a party to the contract, has been superseded as or ceased to be the repre-
sentative of the employees subn'ect to the provisions of Section 9(a), and
the duties so imposed shall not be construed as requiring either party to
discuss or agree to any modification of the terms and conditions contained
in a contract for a fixed period, if such modification is to become effective
before such terms and conditions can be reopened under the provisions of the
contract. Any employee who engages in a strike within the sixty-day period
specified in this subsection shall lose his status a's an employee of th-
employer engaged in the particular labor dispute, for the purposes of sections
8, 9, and 10 of this Act, as amended but such loss of status for such employee
shall terminate if and when he is reemployed by such employer."

Representatives and Elections

Section 9

9 (a) Majority RepresentationjIndividual Grievances Representatives designated
or selected for the purposes of collective bargaining by the majority of the
employees in a unit appropriate for such purposes, shall be the exclusive rep-
resentatives of all the employees in such unit for the purposes of collective
bargaining in respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of employment, or other
conditions of employment: Provided, That any individual employee or a group
of employees shall have the right at any time to present grievances to their
employer and to have such grievances adjusted, without the intervention of the
bargaining representative, as long as the adjustment is not inconsistent with
the terms of a collective bargaining contract or agreement then in effect;
Provided further, That the bargaining representative has been given opportunity
to be present at such adjustment.
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Sample Arbitration Case 1

Local 550 vs Acme Iron Works
(Proper Rate of Pay)

Factual Background

Jack Jones was in continuous employment with Acme Iron Works from
June 24, 1949 to January 31, 1957, at which time he was granted a leave
of absence to serve as a business representative of the Local Union.
When Jones was last employed, he was classified as Chief Assembler and
Welder. The wage rate then for Chief Assembler was $2.31 per hour, but
under a system of "dual classifications" common in the plant at that
time, he received $2.41 per hour in view of the fact that he performed
the duties of both Chief Assembler and Welder (although the rate for
Welder was only $1.76 per hour).

Subsequently, general wage increases were embodied in the plant's
rates in 1957, 1958, 1959, 1960, 1962, and 1963, totaling $.53 per hour.
This would have pro-ided a rate of $2.94 for Mr. Jones by the time he
returned to work on December 30, 1963. Under the agreement which be-
came effective on April 20, 1962, all dual classifications were dis-
continued.

When Jones returned to work six years later, on December 30,
1963, he was assigned to the position of Chief Assembler. When he got
his pay checks he discovered he was being paid $2.84 for his work as
Chief Assembler rather than $2.94 as he thought appropriate. He, there-
fore, on January 20 filed a grievance asking for $.10 per hour increases
retroactive to the day he recommenced work.

The grievance statement (timely filed):

I returned from leave of absence on December 30, 1963. I
should have returned at my former rate of pay but I am recei-
ving $.10 per hour less. I request my rate be adjusted $.10
effective December 30, 1963.

/s/ Jack Jones

The Company's reply:

Jones' rate of pay when he began his leave of absence six
years ago was based on a dual classification (Chief Assem-
bler and Welder). The contract now calls for single classi-
fications. Jones' present rate for the classification he is
in meets contractual requirements,

The arbitration hearing takes place three months after the
grievance was filed.
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The Company considers six years leave of absence to be an ex-
ceedingly long period of time. During this period job requirements
and job characteristics had changed. To pay Jones $.10 an hour above
the Chief Assembler's rate might be regarded as unfair by others on
the assembly line.

When Jones was serving as a business representative of the
Union, he continued to do a little welding in his garage. He commented
to friends that welding was like an avocation to him. When he returned
to work as Chief Assembler, he did on occasion do some welding work.
The Company maintains that Jones was really not supposed to do any
welding after he returned to work. The Company also says he was spe-
cifically so informed of this after a short time.

When the dual classification was discontinued on April 20, 1962,
by oral agreement all employees then at work who were receiving rates
above the Agreement's rates for their particular classifications contin-
ued to be paid above the nominal rates, except for one person who was
reduced to the nominal rate.

When Jones came back from his leave of absence on December 30,
1963, he was assigned to the position of Chief Assembler. Company re-
presentatives indicated, however, that there was really no need for
more than a single Chief Assembler, and that it preferred to have the
duties carried on by the person who had been performing them for some
time, even though he was junior to Jones in seniority. Jones sub-
sequently agreed to transfer to the maintenance department as of Jan-
uary 8, 1964, where the rate of pay was $2.77, but on the 9th changed
his mind, after one of the maintenance employees objected on the grounds
that the contract permits a transfer to a different occupational group
only if an employee does not possess sufficient seniority to remain in
his own occupational group. He then returned to his previous position.

Jones and Union members who worked near him will state that he
was not told to stop the welding in his job as Chief Assembler until
the case ""went to arbitration".

When the dual rates were discontinued in 1962 no specific agree-
ment was made regarding whether or not Jones' personalized differential
should have been continued. Jones was not on payroll at the time the
dual classifications were eliminated, and there was no specific under-
standing for him to receive a higher rate in case he should return to
work.

When Jones was on leave of absence from the Company as business
representative of the Union, he helped prepare an arbitration case
against the Company. It was the only arbitration case in the history
of the plant up to that time. The case involved the discharge of the
entire nig-ht shift. The Company lost the case and was ordered to rein-
state the employees with full pay for all time lost and since that
time Jones has felt that as far as Company officials were concerned,
there were hard feelings toward him personally.
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The Company maintains that Mr. Will H. Dout, Plant Superinten-
dent, told Jones that he was not to do any welding. He said he talked
with Jones on this matter before Jones filed the grievance. Mr. Dout,
however, has a busy schedule and will be unable to attend the arbi-
tration hearing.

Jones takes his coffee with Mini Skirter, a young divorcee who
works near the location where Jones works as Chief Assembler. It is
rumored they are having an affair. Jones was not able to see Miss
Skirter when he was in maintenance. Company officials have stated
that they believe Jones' decision to leave the maintenance department
in January was influenced by his relationship with Miss Skirter. Miss
Skirter's ex-husband, Jerry, is a foreman at Iron Works and was on the
management negotiating committee in 1962 whcdn the dual classification
was discontinued'.

Union' s Contention

The personalized wage differential Jones had prior to hi's leave
of absence should be continued. Jones should be receiving the extra
$.10 per hour differential.

Company' s Contention

Jones is being paid the appropriate rate for Chief Assembler as
stated in the contract.

Possibly Relevant Contract Clauses

a. Leave of Absence:

Any employee who may become by election or otherwise an
official of the Union, and having duties taking him from
the employ of the Company, may be given a continuous leave,
for the period of his term of office, but not to exceed one
year's duration. Said employees will not lose their seniority
provided a request for leave of absence be made prior to the
expiration of the leave.

b. Seniority:

(1) The general principles of seniority shall mean that
the youngest employee in point of seniority shall be the
first to be laid off in all cases when the working force
is being curtailed and the reverse shall be used in re-
calling people to work who are on the eligible layoff list,
provided that in both instances qualifications to perform
the work shall be taken into consideration.

(2) Plant Seniority shall be the employee's length of em-
ploynent, including days off as defined in this Article,
granted leaves of absences, absences due to compensable
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injuries while in the employment of the Company and ill-
nesses or non-occupational injuries which do not extend
beyond six months or one-half of the attained plant seniority,
whichever is greater.

c. Definition Clause (available work):

Available work whall mean that when an employee is trans-
ferred to other work as result of job curtailment or job eli-
mination, such employee shall be permitted to exercise his
full plant seniority. First in his occupational group, se-
cond in his department, and third elsewhere in the entire
plant, providing he or she is capable of performing the
work, without special training or instruction beyond normal
operating procedures. All such jobs will be considered avail-
able work where employees are working with lesser seniority
than the employee whose job has been eliminated or curtailed.
Where more than one available job exists, in accordance with
the above definition, the employee will be assigned the joo
most applicable and comparable in rate of pay. Where two or
more jobs of equal pay status exists, under the above defini-
tion of aVailable work, the transfer assignment shall then
be at the discretion of management.

d. Definition Clause (occupational group):

Occupational group shall mean those jobs which are comparable
in job content, rate of pay, and are within the same depart-
ment and under the same foreman's supervision.

e. Seniority Termination:

Seniority of any employee will be broken if any employee:

1. Quits
2. Is discharged for just cause
3. Is habitually absent or is absent without notification

in excess of (3) days
4. Does not report for work wh.en recalled
5. Violates prescribed conditions of employment

f. Union Discrimination:

The employer will not, in any way, directly or indirectly,
interfere with or discriminate against any employce because
of his union activities or because of any statenment or
information given in the interest of said Union. 'I'he Union
agrees that it will not solicit memiibership or otherwise en-
gage in any unioni activities upon the premises during working
hours, there being excepted herefrom, however, comnmittee
meetings and affairs arising between the Union and the Company
that are provided under the terms and provisions of thi s
contract.



g. Produ.tive Gr!rup:

In the evEn.tto 'tihere is no work in thhe classification which the employee holds,
he shall be assigned to work in another edassification where work is available.
During the e'.acement on other availatble work, the employee will con'tiniue to
receive his regular rate of pay.

Whenever an e-mployee earns a classification, he or she shall be entitled to
retain th-,s rate at all times when work is available, and is assigned to do
this work.

h. Grievance r?or-edure (excerpts):

(32) Sho-uld grievances arise between the Company and the Union, or between
the Coompansy aad any employee or employees, concerning the meaning or applica-
tion of aniy c-f the provisions of this Agreement resulting from an alleged
violation of this Agreement, there shall be no strike or lock-out on account
of such differences but an earnest effort shall be made.to settle such
differences imnmediately in the following manner:

(39) Third S'>ep (Arbitration). Within fouir (4) workdays from thie date of
the receipt; by the Union of the Company's Second Step aniswer the Union may
give writteen notice to the Branch ManaZer of intent to submit the grievance
to an arbitrator for final determination.

(40) The parties shall endeavor to agree upon the selection of an arbitrator
within ten (10) workdays of the receipt by the Company of the written notice
of appeal, ani if they do not select an arbitrator within such time., the
Union may, within the three (3) workdays immediately following, request in
writing, a list of at least five (5) arbitrators from the Federal Mediation
and Conciliation Service. A copy of the request will be submitted simul-
taneously to the Company.

(45) The Arbitrator shall have only the functions set forth herein. His
authority is confined to the interpretation and application of those limita-
tions upon msnagement functions in the form of rates of pay, wages, hours of
work and other conditions of employnment as set forth in the express termis of
this agreement.

(46) He shall have no power to establish or change provisions of this
Agreement, or to establish or change the bargained wage rates.

(49) The decision of the Arbitrator shall be final aind binding on the Comnpany,
the Union, its members, and the employee or enployees involved. The Union will
not encourage, give financial aid, or assistance to any of its menmbers, in any
appeal to any court or l.abor board from a decision of any arbitrator.
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Sample Arbitration Case 2

Local 4 vs Perry Warehousing Facilities,
a Division of Tastee Foods, Inc.

(Discharge)

The Grievance Statement:

I was sent home Saturday night at 10:00 p.m. by Mike Gabriel
and was discharged Monday evening by Dave Peters, Plant Manager.
I feel that I was discharged unjustly and should be reinstated
with full seniority rights and suffer no loss of pay. If I was
to be discharged, I should have been paid in full Saturday night.

Isl Charles Comer

The Company's Reply:'

Mr. Comer was guilty of insubordination and the Company has a
contractual right to discharge him.

Stipulation

The parties have stipulated that the questions submitted for
decision by the Arbitrator are as follows:

'Was the discharge of Charles Comer unjust as set forth in
the written grievance filed? If the discharge was unjust,
what remedy?

Factual Background

The Company owns a large warehousing facility. The work consists
largely in loading and unloading freight cars and moving food-
stuffs between the cars or the dock and the storage rooms by
clamp or forklift truck. The storage area is divided into two
sections -- the "dry side" (used for canned goods), and the
"frozen side"', where the temperature fluctuates around zero.
The aisles on the dry side are open to the loading dock, but
those on the frozen side are shut off by doors that open when
the driver pulls an overhead chain.

The grievant was first employed by the Company in April, 1967,
as a Laborer (car loader). About six months later he was advanced
to Forklift Driver. He worked the evening shift, starting at
6:30 p.m. During the regular workweek he drove on the dry side;
but on Saturdays that side did not operate, so he worked his
sixth day either as a car loader or as a driver on the frozen
side.
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On Saturday evening, February 17, the grievant arrived at the
workplace at about 6:20 p.m. He told Foreman Wolfe that he
wanted to work as a loader rather than drive the lift. Wolfe
said he would see, but that he would probably need him to drive.
A few minutes later Wolfe told him he would have to drive and
held out his "pulll sheets" or work orders. The grievant, in-
stead of taking the sheets, told the Foreman he could wipe
himself with them. The Foreman turned away and the grievant
went into the cafeteria and talked with fellow employees for
a few minutes until starting time. Then he clocked in, went to
the Foreman and said, "Give me the papers," and went to work.

Some two hours later Foreman Gabriel saw the grievant drive his
forklift frontward through one of the aisle doors, and reminded
him of the rule that the trucks must be driven backward through
the doors (so there will be no danger that they will hit and
damage the doors before there is time for them to open). Grie-
vant started to drive off without saying anything. The Foreman
called after him to say that he was telling him this for his
own good, since he might get discharged for it if he was seen
by the manager. The grievant then drove away without comment.

About a half-hour later Foreman Gabriel was present when grievant
drove up on a car with a pallet, on top of which were some
twenty loose cases that had slid around into jumbled position.
The Foreman told him that any loose cases were supposed to be
neatly stacked so that they could be counted easily by the
checker. Grievant insisted that the checker could count them
as they were, and the Foreman told him to make sure in the future
that they were in shape for easy counting.

The Foreman gave the following version of the ensuing remarks:

Driver: You better get off my back.
Foreman: I'm telling you the Coompany rules - the way we do

things, and it has to be done that way.
Driver: You'll either get off my back or I'll whip you.
Foreman: If that's the way you feel about it, go ahead.

There's nothing stopping you.
Driver: Don't think it can't be done.
Foreman: Well, let's go to the office.

The grievant gave a somewlhat different account:

Driver: God damn it, Mike, why don't you get off nmy back?
Every day you got to get on somebody and just
gnaw and gnaw. You can just get off my back. I'm
tired of it.

Foreman: What are you going to do about it?
Driver: I can wlhip you.
Foreman (removing coat): Comne on, let's go, if you think you

can wthip me. Let's get it over with, if you think
you're so hot.

Driver (walking away toward rear of truck): (no response)
Foreman: Let's go over to the office.
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While they were waiting in the office for the Superintendent
and the Union Steward, there was a brief conversation. Accor-
ding to the Foreman, the grievant said: "Don't look at me that
way. Don't get it in your head that you can't be whipped, be-
cause I can damn sure do it. You' re going to keep pushing me too
far, and I'm going to do it." The grievant quotes himself as
saying, "God damn, Mike, don't look at me that way. You know
you can be whippad."

After the others arrived and the incident was discussed, grie-
vant was told to check out and return for a conference with
the Manager on Monday afternoon at which time he was discharged.

About six mnonths earlier, a Union Steward almost got into a
fight with a different foreman, for wlhich he received a four-
day suspension.

Grievant ordinarily works well on his job. On one occasion,
however, he and another employee were threatening to fight.
Grievant has always used profane language on the job. Futher-
more, his supervisors contend they have always had difficulty
talking with him rationally. The grievant, however, has had no
reprimands or other disciplinary actions against his records.

The grievant said he did not like to drive the forklift in the
freezers because it bothered the arthritis in his knees and
ankles and caused him pain.

When the grievant had his first incident with Foreman Gabriel,
he realized he was in the wrong aisle. Actually he backed out,
and when he asked Gabriel (who was standing by) which door to
go into, it was then that Gabriel said he was driving the fork-
lift truck into the freezer the wrong way.

In the second incident with Gabriel, the grievant was aware of
the location of the 20 cases on the pallet. Grievant maintains
that he pushed the twenty cases near the center of the pallet
so they would not fall off.

At the management hearing on Monday afternoon when the grievant
was discharged, neither the incident with Wolfe, nor the inci-
dent involving improper driving of the forklift, was raised.

In the incident with Wolfe, grievant considered this kidding
and is willing to testify that he and Wolfe were friends and
often kidded in this fashion. Wolfe did not file a reprimand
based on this incident.

The grievant had in the past talked with the Company doctor
about his arthritis and says the doctor was "concerned about
it." The grievant, however, did not nake a formal request to
be excused fromn working in the freezer storage room. Ulnioin
witnesses believe that the grievant is nmore irritable whmll hiis
arthritis bothers him.
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Before Gabriel bacame Foreman, he was a checker. This was four
years ago. At that time he threatened another foreman who told
him how-he should do his job.

The grievant has in the past mentioned to both Ga'briel and Wolfe
that his arthritis bothered him, especially during the winter
mon.hs.

The forklift trucks are difficult to operate. One turns the
steering wheel in the opposite direction from which one wishes
to turn. There are two controls on the truck, one for the
vertical movement of the forks and one for the angular movement.
It is well known that working in cold environments does much
to slow down a person's mental responses.

On the dry side of the warehouse where the grievant was used to
driving, there are no doors on the storage rooms. Also the
notice concerning the rule about driving backwards through the
doors was posted only in the freezer warehouses and then only in
one place, the bulletin board.

Six months after grievant first began working for Gabriel, he
filed a grievance against Gabriel for improperly sending him to
the freezer side and permitting a less r.enior man to performn his
work. Grievant contends this man and Gabriel were good friends.
The grievance was processed and Gabriel was prohibited from
shifting grievant in this manner.

Bill Janner, a fork operator on the frozen side, is willing to
testify that Gabriel was always telling people to do things that
would irritate them into sassing back or smarting back to Gabriel.

Employees are willing to state that Gabriel boasted after the
second incident with grievant that if any man wants a piece of
my behind, it's here for him and he's welcome to try to get it.

There is no evidence that grievant sought other work from the
time of discharge to the t-ime of the arbitratiorn hearing (a
period of three months).

Union*s Contention

The discharge was unjust.

Company' s Contention

The discharge was just.
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Possibly Relevant Contract Clause

(a) Discharge. The Company shall have the full right to hire,
discharge, or discipline for just cause and shall have the
full cmntrol and supervision over the operations, business
and plant of the Company, subject only to the provisions
of the Contract.

(b) Shop Rules. The Company shall have the right to establishl,
maintain, and enforce reasonable rules and regulations to
assure orderly plant operations, it being understood and
agreed that such rules and regulations shall not be in-
consistent or in conflict with the provisions of this
Agreement. The Company shall maintain on its bulletin
boards and furnish the Union with a written or printed
copy of all such rules and regulations and all changes
therein.

(c) Work Assignments. It is recognized that from time to time
it may be necessary for the Company to temporarily assign
employees to a work operation other than that on which
they are normally employed.

(d) Reporting Procedures. Any employee who is laid off, ill,
or unable to report to work for appropriate reasons shall
keep the Coinpzany advised, in writing, or hiis or her current
status.

(e) New employees may be required, at the option of the Conmpany,
to take and pass a physical exam prior to the completion
of the probationary period.

(f) Any employee may be required to take a physical examination
if, in the opinion of the Management and Shop Commnittee,
the employee's work is beyond his physical capacity or
seriously detrimental to his health. If the employee's
physical condition is inadequate for his job, every effort
will be made by Management and the Shop Conmmnittee to find
suitable work for him in the plant.

(g) Safety and Health. The parties hereto recognize the im-
portance of safety p-ovisionis in the plants for the wel-
fare of the employees and the protection of the Company's
prope-irty. The Company agrees to malke reasonable provisions
for the safaty and healTh of its employees duiring the
hours of their employmnent.
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Selected Citations of A'rbitration De:isions in Discharge Cases

Cumberland Chemical Corporation
General reTeplon Comp.any

BNA Forest City Founidries Company
Paragon Bridge and Steel Company
Ryan Aeronautical Company

44 LA 289
44 LA 499
44 LA 645
43 LA 865
39 LA 58

Aco Steel Products
Minnesota Mining & Manufacturing

CCH Allegheny Airlines, Inc.
Continental Carbon Co.
Naugatuck Chemical Division of
U.S. Rubber

61-1- ARB
63-1 ARB
67- 1 ARB
67- 1 ARB

8064 (1961)
8257 (1963)
8244 (1967)
8157 (1967)

62-2 ARB 8493 (1962)

( 1965)
( 1965)
( 1965)
( 1964)
( 1962)
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Simple Arbitration Case 3

Complete Products Corporation an-d Local 88
(ContracL Interpre.tation)

The Grievance Statement

The Company did change the starting time and the quitting time of
the first and second shift without mutual agreement between the
Company and the Union, in which the Company is in violation of
(Section 7, paragrap'ih F). REQUEST FOR ADJUSTMENT: For the
Cotwpany to cease taking the right to change the starting time
and the quitting time of various shifts and to comply with
Section 7, paragraph F.,

Stipulation

The parties signed the following joint stipulation as to the issue
to be arbitrated when they asked the Federal Mediation and Con-
ciliation Service for a list of arbitrators:

Did the Company violate Section 7, Paragraplh F, in its
occasional adjustment of working hours?

Factual Background

On Friday, May 20, 1966, the Company posted a notice that for the
next two weeks it would be necessary for the first and second
shifts to work two hours of overtime per day, to be accomplished
by the day shift employees reporting early and the second shift
employees remaining late.

Normally the Company operates with two shifts. The first begins
at 7:30 a.m. and ends at 4:00 p.m. The second begins at 4:00 p.m.
and ends at 12:30 a.m. A seasonal work peak normally occurs during
the early summer. Thus there are likely to be at least one or two
occasions annually when the Company asks the first shift to report
two hours earlier:nnd the second shift to continue two hours later,
so that the work-day is extended from eight hours to ten hours.
Overtime is paid for the two additional 'hours. Such changes in
working time usually last a week or two.

Such a change was made by the Company in July, 1965, at which time
the Union sub-mitted a grievance claiming a lack of Union agr3.ement
to the change and an addi t.ional rest period. During the grievance
procedure the Comnpany adopted a new poli-y of iatroducirng a five-
minute paid break between the regular and t:he extra work period;,
and the grievance was not carried to arbitration.
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In the present situation the working time was sim.ilarly extended
for two waeks. The five minute break was allowed. The Union was
not ccnsulted in advance, however, nor was its agreement to the
change sought.

Past practice with respect to asking Union consent for other similar
changes in working hours is neither clear nor uniformn. The parties'
contentions and proofs are not adequate for a conclusion.

Four hundred workers are employed by the Company. One hundred and
sixty of these work the night shift. Most workers commute by auto-
mobile an average of 3.8 miles one way to the pialnt. A few travel
by bus. Municipal bus service ceases at 2 a.m. During the summer
months the sun rises between 5:30 a.mr. and 7:30 a.m. It is dark
at 5:30 a.m., however. Many of the employees have children who
have to be in school at 8:00 a.m. The changes in shift were
made on May 23, fourteen days before school.was out.

The new plant manager has been with the Company for a period of
six months. He gave a speech before the local Chamber of Commerce
on March 10 in which he warned against "continuing Union infringe-
ment upon management prerogatives". He advocated taking " a hard
line". For the last three months in the plant the number of
grievance has increased ten percent.

When the Company made the shift changes in July, 1965, ten women
reported late to work for at least three days or more during the
two week period. Several of the women received disciplinary
w,arnings as a result, and all filed grievances protesting the
warnings. The grievances were all dropped, however, and one
foreman overheard the Chief Shop Steward say that the Union
dropped these grievances as a quid pro quo for the Company in-
troducing the new policy of a five-minute paind break between
the regular and extra work periods.

The Union has a contract with Smith Brothers CorporaLion which has
a provision similar to the wording of Section 7 (F) . The Union
contends tnat Smith Brothers consults the Union in regard to
changing of shift times and reaches agreement for suclh changes.
The Company has talked with Smith Brothers on this matter and
they conten.l they heard just the opposite.

Union' s Contention

The Union contends that the temp6rary change in working hours
could properly be made only after agreement with tlhe Union.
The Company, by its action, violated Section 7, paraograph F
of the Agreement.
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Co2anys Contention

The Company contends that the temporary scheduling of an
additional two hours of work per day is merely the assign-
ment of overtime and not a change in the starting or quit-
ting time of the shift.

Possiby Relevant Contract Clauses

A. Hours of Employment

7(B) When two shifts are employed, a regular work-day
for the first shift shall consist of eight (8) con-
secutive hours, exclusive of the lunch period from
11:30 a.m. to 12:00 noon, with pay for eight hours
between 7:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., and a regular work-
week for the first shift shall consist of forty (40)
hours; a regular work-day for the second shift shall
consist of eight (8) consecutive hours, exclusive of
the lunch period from 8:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m., with pay
for eight hours between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m., and
the regular work-week for the second shift shall consist
of forty (40) hours.

7 (D) The second and third shifts respectively, (if
any) shall immediately follow the preceding shift, except
the first third shift of the week shall immediately
procede (sic) the first first shift of the week.

7 (F) The starting time and quitting time of the various
shifts, as herein provided for, may be changed from time
to time by mutual agreement between the Company and the
Union, provided further, that the Company in cases of
emergency or in cases of unexpected production require-
ments may change the time of the lunch periods set
forth in Sub-sections A, B, and C of this section
to another period which shall not be more than one-
half hour earlier or later than the lunch periods set
forth in Sub-sections A,B, and C above.

7 (G) The foregoing provisions of this section describe
the regular workday and regular work-week and are not
intended to be construed as a guarantee of hours of
work per day or per weok, or days of work per week.
The regular scheduled wlork-week for each employee shall
begin wiLh the starting of his or her regularly scheduled
shift on Monday of each week as hereinabove set forth.
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7 (H) The foregoing provisions of this section are not
intended and shall not be construed as preventing over-
time work,. . When, in the opinion of the Comnpany, it
is necessary to work overtime, employees entitled to such
work, as hereinabove provided, shall whenever practicable
be given at least eight (8) hours advance notice thereof
and, in the event such notice is given, the employee(s)
shall be expected to work a reasonable amount of overtime
except for good and sufficient cause. Employees shall
not be compelled to (but, if requested to do so by the
Company, may at their own discretion' work more than
twelve (12) consecutive hours, incl.., ve of the lunch
period, in any twenty-four (24) con '.tive hour period
or more than forty -eight (48) hour; i any week, whiich
shall be construed to mean Monday tlhough Sunday.

B. Overtime P

8 (A) All work done by an employee before or after the
regular work hours on any shift and all work done in
excess of the regular work-day or regular work-week
for any shift shall be paid for at the rate of one and
one half times such employee's current regular straight-
time hourly rate.

12 (B) Any employee who, by order of the Company, reports
for work during the twelve (12) consecutive hours immediately
following the regular quitting time of his or hier regular
shift shall, for all time worked during such twelve-
hour period, be paid the applicable overtime rate thereof,
or such employee shall receive four (4) hours pay at the
applicable overtime rate, whichever is greater.

Suggested Arbitration Cases for Reference

Lauhoff Grain Co. 11 ALAA 716 62-2 ARB 8608
Owens-Cornina Fiberglass Corp. 61-2 ARB 8371
National Elevator Manufacturing Industry, Inc. 64-1 ARB 8182
Pullman, Inc., Trailmobile Division 64-1 ARB 8132
Peter Eckrich and Sons, Inc. 61-3 ARB 8768
Gaffers and Sattler 66-2 ARB 8498
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Sample Arbitration Case 4

Bond Electrical Company vs Local 222
(Contracting Out)

The Grievance Statement (dated July 18, 1968)

On July 15, 1968, the Company subcontracted with an outside firm
for 'iTiepainting of a large warehouse. This was done in violation
of the contract. The Union asks that the Company cancel the sub-
contract and have the regular paint crew do the work.

Company Reply

The Union's grievance is denied. There is no provision in the
contract as to subcontracting. This is a right inherent in
management.

Factual Background

Bond Electrical Company employs six painters in its maintenance
department during normal operations. They have been working a
regular 40 - hour workweek. The Coinpany for some time has been
considering painting its large warehouse. This two story building
is about 300 by 120 feet, made of steel and corrugated tin. The
Company decided the painting would be done more efficiently and
economically by an outside, non-union, painting firm. On July 15
the Comp.any contracted with this firm to do the work. The Union
upon receiving word of this, immediately filed a grievance (pre-
sented above).

The painters in the maintenance department have never painted
large outside buildings of the plant. They have on occasion
painted some outside trim, and small sheds. They have worked
overtime on occasion. The subcontractor's employees do not be-
long to a union.

The Company is prepared to submit evidence of cost calculations
and bids which will show that if it had not subcontracted the
job, the costs would have been considerably higher ($1,500).
Work by the contractor is scheduled to begin three days after
the arbitration case hearing.

Summer is normally a slow time for maintenance painters, but
they usually schedule their vacation,s then, and in any event
are almost never laid off.

The current contract runs from April 1, 1968 to March 31, 1970.
Subcontracting was not discussed during the negotiations.
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Union' s Contention

The painting of the warAiouse should be done by employees
within the bargaining unit.

Com ' s Contention

The Contract, including the management rights clause, gives
the Company the right to subcontract the work.

PosblyRelvnt Contract Clauses

a. MngmnRihsCae

The management of the Company's plants, and the direction
of its working forces, including the right to establish
new jobs, abolish or change existing jobs, increase or
decrease the number of jobs, change materials, processes,
products, equipment and operations shall be vested ex-
clusively in the Company. Subject toithe provisions of
thi-s A7greementT, the Company shall have the right to schedule
and assign work to be performed, and the right to hire or
rehire employees. promote, recall employees who are laid
off, demote, suspend, discipline or discharge for proper
cause , transfer or lay off employees because of lack of
work or other legitimate reasons, it being understood,
however, the Company shall not discharge or discipline
the employee except for proper cause, or otherwise im-
properly discriminate against an employee.

b. Union Recognition Clause

The Company recognizes the Union as the exclusive representative
and agent of all production and maintenance employees as defined
in Section 1 hereof for the purposes of collective bargaining
with respect to wages, hours of employment, and other conditions
of employment

Section 1 (B) reads as follows:

"Maintenance employees" hereinabove referred to is intended to
include emptoyees of the CoIDpany engaged in the ordinary upke.ep
and repair of the Company's machinery and plants provided. how-
ever., major extensions. major repzir-.3, 'major remodeling and
instaallation of new macninery shall not be conisidered "main-
tenance" as that term is used herein.
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c. Job Classificcation Clause

Each employee shall be classified in accordance with that
one of the hereinafter mentioned classifications whiclh
covers the class of work in which he or she is employed
by the Company (the job title "Painter" is in the class-
ification list and pays $3.40 per hour).

d. Union-Management Coopeton Clause

The parties agree to cooperate in implementing the terms
of this Agreement, in order that they may maintain harmonious
relations, respect, and efficiency of operations.

e. Arbitration Clause

* . . The Arbitrator shall have no authority to add to,
subtract from, or amend any provision of this Agreement....

Sugested Arbitration Cases for Reference

( 1 ) Qpo Comany CCH-LAA 68-1 ARB 8009. Under a contract containing
no restriction on subcont ractzing, a comnpany had the right to contract
out bargaining unit work so long as its action was not arbitrary,
discriminatory or unreasonable. Grievance denied.

(2) General Tephbn _Comany_CCH-LAA 68-1 ARB 8231. Burden of
proof - availability; were employees available for such work. Case
also refers to contracting out of maintenance work. Grievance denied.

(3) Celanese Fibers Comezany CCH-LAA 67-2 ARM 8427. Contract silence;
there was nor contractual restriction on the company's right as to
whom it would choose to perform available work; and the recognition
clause did not give the union automratic jurisdiction overr all work;
also no evidence of bad faith existed. Grievance denied.

(4) Elwell-Parker Electric Company CCH-LAA 67-1 ARM 8132. Contract
silent on subconLracting; no damage to employees who protested;
work involved was small. Grievance denied.

(5) Ronson Cororation CCH-LAA 67-1 ARB 8208. Magnitude of job;
disputed job was not the ordinary type of work over which unit
employees had a claim. Grievance denied.

(6) Consolidated Aluminum Corporation CCH-LAA 66-3 ARB 8742. Contract-
ing out mnaintenance wor'k. Contract -silence. ArbitraLor pr-,sents 13
standards to be looked at: (1)whether thie wiork was of the typte cus-
tom.arily performed by bargaining unit employees, (2)the impact of the
subcontracting upon them and their union, (3) the exp;-riance of tihe
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men or their qualifications to perform the work in question,
(4) the urgency of the work or the time limitations in which
it must be performed, (5) whether any employees on layoff
possessed the necessary ability to do the work and could have
been readily recalle3d, (6) whether the company possessed the
necessary equipment, tools,, and facilities to do t-he work,
(7) if so, whether it was reasonable to assign them to another
use and not to the work in question, (8) the bargaining history
of subcontracting, (9) prior instances of conLracting out, (.10)
the motivation of the company in subcontracting the work, (11)
whether the union was consulted beforehand. degree of supervision
exercised by the company over the outside employees. (Marlin
Volz. Arbitrator) Grievance de.-nied.

(7) Matthiessen and Hegeler Zinc Co. CCH-LAA 66-2 ARB 8674.
Question of whether work could be perforned by bar-gaining unit
personnel (contract was not silent however). Grievance sustained.

(8) TaylStone BNA 50 LA 208. The question of what constitutes
"specialized" work is dealt with in

(9) U. S. Steel ation BNA 44 LA 940. Employer violated
experimental agreement of subcontracting by subcontracting work of cleaning
and painting temper mill since it does not appear that subcontracting
was a "more reasonable course" than allowing bargaining unit main-
tenance employees to do the work. (1) Work required no special skills.
(2) Outside contractor had never performed work. Grievance sustained.

(10) Fraser Nelson BNA 45 LA 177. Although grievance was sustained,
arbitrator pointed out certain evidence did not suppor union's
contention that seven employees possessed experience or qualifications
to be coni4dered "painters". Grievance sustained.

(11) Hughes Aircraft BNA 45 LA 184. Even rocognition and subcontracting
clauses cannot be extended in this case to bar subcontracting of
work where (1) decision to subcontract was in good faith, and (2)
economic reasons existed. Grievance denied.



MANAGEMENT RIGHTS ISSUES IN ARBITRATICN

by Eli Rock

(Outline of remarks Philadelphia Seminar January 1966)

1. General Comments

The question can best be approached by discussing first the basic

place of the manage,ment rights clause in the average labor agreement.

Some companies - more of them in the past than at present - have

taken the position that they do not want a management rights clause written

into the contract. The'rationale for this position is that management

rights are so basic and so clearly understood by all concerned, that there

is no need to spell them out in the labor agreement. Under this point of

view, it is sometimes felt that if the rights are spelled out by contract

language, an effort might be made to limit the company to the particu-lar

language, with undesirable effects in some instances. In effect, this

point of view is that the management rights are clearly "implied," whether

or not they are written in specifically.

Nevertheless, as of today, most labor agreements do have a

management rights clause, and a typical one is that which is set forth,

for example, in the United States Steel contract with the United

Steelworlczrs of ;Sr.erica.

"The Company retains the exclusive rights to manege the
business and plants and to direct the working forces. The
Company, in the exercise of its rights, shall observe the
provisions of this Agreement.

"The rights to manage the business and plants and to
direct the working forces include the right to hire, suspend
or discharge for proper cause, or transfer, and the right to
relieve employees from duty because of lack of work or for
other legitimate reasons."
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II. The Effect of the Management Rip lause

lWhether the clause is written in or implied, clearly it must

be regarded as qualified by the remainder of the contract. Some manage-

ment clauses say the latter specifically, but even if they do not, it

must nevertheless be regarded as the normal fact.

There is no problem where the remaining clauses of the contract

are clear, in their limitation on the rights of management. For example,

the average contract will say that employees should be laid off in accord-

ance with seniority. In the absence of such a linitation, the company

would be free to lay off irrespective of seniority. Wihere there are

seniority clauses, however, none would deny that these limit the company' s

otherwise rights, and that the management clause is, therefore, qualified

to that extent.

Where the problems arise is where the contract does not

specifically deal with a limitation - as for example, in connection with

the matter of subcontracting. Here the union will argue that it has an

"implied" protection against certain types of subcontracting and that

these implied rights of the union liMit the company's management rights

as much as such express clauses of the contract, as the seniority ones.

Without this kind of an implied limitation, the argument runs, express

clauses of the contract such as the seniority ones, the recognition clause,

and the like could become meaningless. If a company could subcon'ract

without any limitation whatsoever, it could even, for example, bring in

a non-union subcontractor to perform the principal bargaining unit work,

on the very premises of the company (to take an extreme case). Clearly,

says the union, the latter was never intended and there must be an implied

limitation against at least such an exercise of the management clause,



since the whole i.dea of any contract is that neither side will take any

action to underine or render useless the basic agreement itself.

On this issue regarding the union's claim of various implied

limitations on the management clause, companies will usually enter a

strong denial. Their point of view is that the management clause is

at most limited coly by the other "express" clauses of the agreement.

As to al. other matters which have not been expressly given avay under

the contract, runs the argument, the company retains "reserved rights";

or stated otherwise, the management clause reserves these rights for

the company. Ths, says the company, it is free to subcontract in any

way that it wishkes, unless there is a clause in the agreement specifi-

cally limitingthe right to subcontract. Thus the issue is joined.

[IIi.More Specific Treatment of the Subcontractin Issue

In a =oad sense the above controversy, i.e., the extent to

which management rights are limited in specific situations, is present

in almost any case that comes to arbitration. Nevertheless, the issue

can be better uruderstood by an examination in depth of several of the

problem situaticons in which it most clearly arises. The subcontracting

problem is one of the best examples of this type.

}here there is a specific contract clause on the question of

subcontracting, 'this usually makes the problem an easier one for all

concerned, thoueh by no means always. Clearly, more unions, and more

companies too, appear to be seeking and obtaining some type of specific

language on the subcontracting problem. Nevertheless, a great many

agreements stiL do not have it. One of the reasons for the latter may

be the somnetimses mutual recognition that the issue is so fraught with

sensitivity and texision, on both sides, that it is best not to raise it

in the atmlosphlere of a contract negotiation - thOut it is best to leave
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the problem vague in the future, hoping that both parties will somehow

be able to live with wihat has transpired in the past.

In any event, where there is no subcontracting clause in

the agreement and where issues do arise which end in arbitration,

various criteria have now been evolved for resolving the issues. MIost

arbitrators will look at specific cases and facts in terms of the

following questions:

1. Is the work which has been subcontracted new work
which has not been done previously by the bargain-
ing unit?

2. Is it work for which the company does not have the
requisite expertise and equipment to do properly?

3. Can the company show there are no people on layoff who
could have done the work?

4. Even if the subcontractor is unionized, would it have
been much more expensive for the company to have
attempted -to do the work itself?

5. Is the company acting in good faith and not using
the subcontracting merely as a means of beating
the union's wrages and working conditions?

6. Is the subcontracting work temporary in nature (such
as building a building or painting a roof) rather
than a permanent arrangement?

Depending on the answers to the questions such as the above ones,

the arbitrator may hold that the subcontracting does not undermine

-the recognition or seniority clauses of the contract, and that it is

proper action by the company, permitted under the management clause.

On the other hand, if there are men on layoff who could have done the

work in question, or if the bargaining unit has done the work in the

past thereby strengthening the union claim that it is bargaining unit

work, or if it appears clear that the subcontracting is for the purpose

of getting the work done at lower rates than the company has contracted
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to pay its own employees, then an arbitrator might hold that the

action represents a basic undermining of the labor agreement itself.

Under these circumstances, the arbitrator might hold thlat there is an

implied limitation on the company's management rights t6 subcontract,

and that the company's action in the particular circumstances has run

counter to that limitation.

IV. Worosi_nisue

The same basic issue is present in connection with work assign-

ment issues. Companies wil1 argue that the management rights clause

gives the company unrestricted rights over work assignments, and that

only an express limitation elsewhere in the contract can qualify the

right. Atain, the union will argue that unqualified managem;nim freedc.m

in this area will make a mockery of the job security contemplated

particularly by the seniority clauses. As in the case of the sub-

contracting issue, incidently, this issue also basically stems from a

kind of jurisdiction consciousness by the union membership - i.e.,

"This is the work of my job or my unit, not the work of another unit

in the plant or the work of some subcontractor who is outside the unit

altogether."

The work assignment dispute arises in many, many forms, and

only some of them can be dezcribed here. Generally, ever-yone will

agree that people and work should be assigned according to job classi-

fications - that a millwright should be assigned to the millwright

classification - and that millwright work should be ass.igned to mill-

wright s. But then the arguments begin. Normally, the jurisdictional

lines will be tighter for the crafts than for the semi-craft or the

production jobs. This distinction may be related to the fact that
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the lines are easier to define in the case of the crafts anid because

higher-skilled men are mnore sensitive to their skills and job rights.

Nevertheless, there are still all kinds of problems for skilled and

semi-skilled alike., involving such questions as contract language,

past practice, permanent or long-run crossing of classification lines

vs. temporary or brief ones, the question of how or when a job changes

so that the classification itself can change, the role and effect of

the job description, etc.

Twio separate skilled classifications may have shared in a

particular type of duty in the past, and an issue may now arise if

all of the members of one of the classifications have been laid off,

so that the remaining classification becomes the exclusive custodian

of the task. Or, the production people on a skeleton night shifv may

normally have been permitted to obtain their own tools and supplies

from the storeroom, but this may not have been permitted on the day

shift where a full-time storeroom or tool crib attendant may have been

assigned; an issue may then arise as to whether, when a group of

production people are called out on a Saturday, a storeroom attendant

must also be called out to supply their tools and materials.

The issue may also involve the question of who will be assigned

to a particular machine, within a classification. The practice or union

desire may be that whenever that particular machine works, the man who

normally works on it must be assigned, whether on week-days or on over-

time. Or, there may be an entirely opposite practice; or no practice

at all.

The issue may arise in connection with a neew optical inspection

instLunent, wlhere a plant lhas se'veral classifications of inspectors.

It will be evident to the several classificati ons tht thaere will be
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more future work for the group that is assigned the ncer instrument,

and so there will be strivings, based on claimed precedents or prior

experiences, to include the newt instrument within one classification

rather than another.

Or the issue may even arise in connection with particular

orders, where both of the contending classificaticns or departments

have the requisite skill, or w,here both sets of job descriptions

contain language encompassing the type of work which is involved.

But perhaps the company has assigned this particullar type of order

or the work of this paxrticular custoiner to one classification or

one department in the past, and it nowr seeks, for valid management

reasons, to assign it. to another classification or department. Or,

a company may wish to abolish a job class, or to absorb one depart-

ment into another; and all kinds of problems will flow from that also.

The issue is, of course, more likely to arise where a plant

has classification or departmental seniority, as opposed to plantwide

seniority. The members of the particular classification or depart-

ment which is claiming the worik in dispute will point to the fact

that their entire Job security, and their position in the plant, can

be completely undermined by a simple company action of transferring

work from their department or classification to another department

or classification. They will point out that as a result of this

action, senior people will be laid off from their department or

classification, whereas people with less seniority will continue

to work in the department or classification to which the work has

been transferred.

The answer can be- advanced that this was the type of seniior-

ity structu.re which th1e union wlanted, and that such results must
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flow naturally from departmental or classification seniority; but it

is, of course, a fact that many companies themselves resist plantwide

seniority, because of considerations such as the greater number of

of bumps which may take place on any kind of reduction in force, and

many companies might hesitate to make the above argument for fear that

it might lead to union pressure for plantwide seniority. The whole

issue arises in endless forms and variations, and would appear to be

limited only by man's imagination. Again and again, however, and

whatever the form this type of issue raises, the basic conflict

arises from the union's contention that the seniority and related

clauses of the contract impliedly limit the company's managenent

rights in the job or work assignment area; and always there is the

company' s countering and at least equally basic contention that it

cannot operate in a frozen job environment, that it must be free to

change jobs, assignments and departments as production and equipment

changes. And here too, the companies will point to implied rights

on their side, as well as to their explicit management rights under

the agreement.

Arbitrators have had considerable difficulty in resolving

this type of issue in many instances. Often they will tend to rely

on the language of the job description, thus in effect removing the

controversy to another arena of written language to be evaluated and

interpreted. But this by no means furnishes a basic answer all the

time, considering the fact that job descriptions are often unilateral-

ly executed, considering the basic controversy as to whether a job

description is intendecl to spell out jurisdiction or merely to furnish

a basis for evaluating the job, and considering the fact that there
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will often be a conflict as to the company's right and the circurm-

stances under which it can or should amend the job description. A

number of arbitrators have, whether or not they have so stated it in

their decisions, adopted a general rule of "reason and practicality"

in resolving this type of an issue. Does the company "have to" make

the change, or does the company have a "good reasGn" for making the

change, or do the company's needs appear to be minor in the particular

circumstances, especially if measured against some real damage to

indixridual senior employees who may be affected by the change? Wlhere

the latter type of approach is used, weight may also be given to the

actual nature of the threat to the employee's security. If the comi-

pany' s action will hLrt no one, or if the aggrieved classification

or department is in actuality growing in size despite the transfer of

the work, this may have an influence on the decision.

For the predictable future., however, it would appear that the

uncertainty in connection with this general type of issue will continue,

and that most arbitrators will still decide these questions on a case

by case basis.
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ARBsTRATOR, LABOR BOARD, OR BOTHI?

Arbitrators Approach the Problem of Dual Jurisdiction
With the National Labor Relations Board

Jay W. Waks*

(Reproduccd fromn Monithly Labor rieview, Decenmber 1968)

:Et is an interescting fact--perhaps an anomaly--that at a time when
maany goverment agencies are criticized for enlarging the scope of their
regulatory actilvrties, at least one agency--the National Labor Relations
Board--syst.eatica1ly surrenders part of its statutory jurisdiction to the
private forum of arbitrat.on.

This sfeeming forbearance arises because almost any grievance or
dispute ove-r the interpretation or application of a collective bargaining
agreement falls within two possible jurisdictions. By stressing the
contractuall basis of the complaint, the grievance is within the authority
of an arbitrator under the usual arbitration clause. But if the same
grievances are pressed with an assertion that the employer was engaging in
conduct proscribed by law, that grievance involves not just contractual
rights, but statutory righ;ts of employees and their union. The agency
specifically authorized to decide statutory matters is the 1MLRB.

Exclusive ?ower-

That the NIRB takes precedenice as a matter of law has never been
in real dotabt. In VERB -v. Walt Disney Productions,1 a Federal courti of
appeals stated that the Taft-Hartley Act "contemplates a continuing
jurisdiction by the Board over employer-employee relations," and that the
Board's exclusive power over unfair labor practices "shall not be affected
by any other means of adjustment or prevent-ion that has been or may be
establishea by agreement, law or otherwise." The U.S. Supreme Court further
clarified the relationship between the two forums of dispute-settlement
in Carey v. Westineghouse Electric Corp.2 20 years later. There it was held
that neither NtRB jurisdiction, nor the arbitrator's lack of authority to
implead a union not a party to the case before him or to order an election--
measures th-at ight have to be taken before the controversy can be disposed
of--was a bar to arbitration. On the other hand, the Court indicated that
a-y decision the arbitrator reached that was contrary to the policies of the
Board woula be :subject to reversal.,

*Mr. Waks' full report, completed under the auspices of the American
Arbitration Association, will appear in a forthcoming issue of the
Association's =blication, The Arbitration Journal.
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It is clear, therefore, that it was in a sense a voluntary act of
self-restraint when, in 1955, the Board promulgated what has conie to be known
as the Spielberg doctrine.3 The Board ruled that altlhotugh it had the authority
to accept jurisdiction, it would not do so in any case decided by an arbitrator
as long as three conditions were met: The arbitration proccedirir appeared
to have been fair and regular; the parties agreed to accept the award as
final and binding; and the decision of the arbitrator was not 'tclearly
repugnant" to the purposes and policies of the N]LB. Under this grant of
authority, an employee hleld to have been justifiably discharged in an
arbitration proceeding would not be permitted to reliti.gate his claim before
the UJLR3.

But the Spielberg doctrine did not of itself accomplish the Board's
intention of deferring to arbitration. Often, the issue presented to
arbitration focuses only on contractual aspects, and a reading of the
arbitrator's opinion and award gives 1no assurance that aniy statutory aspects
were considered and resolved. this led to a fourth proviso, expressed by
the Board in the Raytheon case. An award wroulld be held conclusive only
if the arbitrator did, in fact, deal with statutory riglhts of the parties.

Clearly, then, the finality of the arbitration award in "dual
Jurisdiction" cases depends on howr thle parties present the issues to the
arbitrator. If they raise statutory, as well as contractual, matters, they
make it possible for the arbitrator to dispose of all issues, and so meet
the "Spielberg standards." If they argue only contractual questions, an
award is not likely to show evidence of the disposition of stat-utory matters,
unless the arbitrator believes it is his function to introduce the statutory
aspect at his own initiative in the award or opinicn in order to minimize
the possibility of a rehearing before the NLMB.

Awards and ODinions

Because precise information on the extent of the dual jurisdiction
problem and on the effect of the Spielberg doctrine upon arbitration has
been lacklng, the American Arbitration Association undertook a study of about
2,300 labor arbitration awards and opinions processed by the AAA and reported
in the Association's Summary of Labor Arbitration Awards. These decisions
were rendered over a 9-year period, from Janiuary 1959 through December 1967.

The nearly 2,300 cases yielded 338 that contained issues also
within the IRBI-' scope of activities. In other words, they could have been
filed as unfair labor practice chcarges aLgainst company or union, Jurisdictional
dispute cases, or union security issues. Tw;o-thirds of the dual-jurisdiction
issues related to unfair labor practice charges against companies. Only
10 per cent of the issues involved charges against unions. This seeni ng
preponderance on one side is understandable, for arbitration is largely a
forum for appeal by empoloyees or unions against mnanagersi.al decisions, and
in many instances arbitration is not available to management at all as the
initiating party.
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Archetypes

The 338 arbitration cases involving one or more stati.ztcry issues
included 54. in which the presence of INIIlB policies was in some man-ner
acknowledged. Typical of cases in which NIT3 precedents were recognized
by both parties was S. Bent & Co. and United_iFrniture Workers.5 The issue
was whetlher two employees who resignecl fromli the utnion during the interval
between twro contracts coould be discha.).rged at the uniion's instigatiorn on
the basis of a maintenance-of-munberslhip clause in the new contract that
was riade retroactive to the expiration of the old. Arbitrator Thomas
Kennedy ackncowledged the relevance of NIRB decisions in similar cases, wrhich
both parties lhad cied, and he declared his intention of resolving the
dispute as the NLRB would have done. lie upheld the company's right to
retain the two ex-union members in its employ:

The arbitrator has made an extensive search of the NLRB a.nd court
decisions relative to this case. If there were doubt in his mind
regarding the position of the Board and the courts on the issue lhe
would decide the case entirely on the basis of the contract. In this
instance, however, the position of the NLRB and the courts is clear. S

. . If the arbitrator should rule in favor of the union, fthe two
employees 7 could have the decision set aside by the NLRB, in which
case the union and the comparny would have to make these employees whole
for any losses that they may lhave suffered as a result of enforcemenr.t
of the arbitrator's decision. Wlhere the public policy as interpreted
by the NLRB and the courts is clear, the arbitrator is compelled to
take it into account. To do otherwise wlould be to do a disservice to
both parties. The arbitrator, therefore, must decide that Fthe two
employees_7 are nct subJect to discharge for alleged failure to keep
themselves in goocL standing in the union.

An example of a case in which, apparently, the arbitrator alone
recognized NILRB implications was International Smelting and Refiniing Co.
and United Steelworkzers of America., L 49875The primary issue before
Daniel Kornblum was the discharge of an employee for excessive garnislhments.
But a procedural question arose out of the employer's attempt to exclude
the grievant from the arbitration hearing except during the time he was
testifying because of a contract clause stating that witnesses at any step
of the grievance precedure "shall appear separately and remain present solely
to be heard as witnesses."

Mr. Kornblum saw three reasons why he could not exclude the grievant
from the heaxing. It was uncertain whether the contract's reference to
grievance procedure was binding upon an impartial arbitrator. The exclusion
of the grievantl would be "tantamount to a denial of due process" and "ak!n
to excluding a defendant in a criminal proceeding from his own trial."
Under the Spielberg: doctrine, the awrard might not be accepted as final by
the NIP.

Citing as his authority the 'Spielbcrg czase, Mr. Kornblum wJrote:
'Sucli an exclusion would s;eemingly runl counter to the proviso in Section 9 (a)
of the Labor Management Relations Act, giving an 'individual emnployee' 4the
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qualified right to present his owfn grievance to his enployer. It is well
known that the National Labor Relations Board will not honor arbitration
awards where, among other things, it is convinced that the arbitration
proceedingrs are not 'fair and regular' or the result is 'clearly repugnant
to the purposes of the act."'

Reluctant to Rule

Twenty-six of the 54 cases contained substantial discuss.ion by
the arbitrator of the problems presented by the existence of statutory as
well as contractuial issues. Fifteen of the cases occurred prior to the
Supreme Court's decision in Carey v. Westinghouse Electric Corp.6 alnd 11
after .7

Even before Carey, there sewms to have been no doubt on the part
of the arbitrators that arbitrable grievances do not become nonarbitrable
merely because the issues were arguably witlhin the jurisdiction of the
NLRB. But until the Supreme Court's decision in the Carey case, arbitrators
were reluctant to rule on the merits of cases where it was a certainty,
not just a possibility, that the award would not bring the dispute to a final
conclusion.

In 9 of the 26 cases containing substantial discussicn of the
dual jurisdiction question, employers asserted that the subject matter was
within the jurisdiction of the NLRB; consequently, the arbitrator could not
rule on the merits. In addition, there was one case wlhere the employer did
not contest arbitrability, but the arbitrator, at his owzn initiative, engaged
in substantial discussion of the basis of his jurisdiction. In these 10
cases, the arbitrators generally held that the mere fact of dual jurisdiction
was not sufficient reason to hold a grievance not arbitrable. But the
arbitrator's lack of power to implead a union interested in the outcome but
unwilling to participate did result in rejection of jurisdiction by the
arbitrator. The only exception was in Westinghouse Electric Corp. and
International Union of Electrical, Radio and M'achine Workers.0 The
arbitrator made it clear t;hat were it not for the direct order of the U.S.
Supreme Court he would have decided the case as did the other arbitrators.

Except under unusual circumstances, arbitrators did not hesitate
to undertake a review of the merits of dual-jurisdiction cases. Reviewing
the merits, and particularly in awarding remedies, arbitrators have tended
to be conservative in the sense that they have tried, wherever possible,
to decide substantive issues as they believe the Board would have decided,
and they have shunned unconventional remedies.

Arbitrators denied their owzn jurisdiction in 3 of the 26 "hard.
core" dual-jurisdiction cases, and there was an additionial catse in which
only the issue of arbitrability was presented. Thus, there were 22 caoss
in which the arbitrators reached the merits. Of these, there were 19 in
which the arbitrator discussed in some degree the attitude of the NLRB to
the problems raised.
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One conclusion to be drawn from the 22 cases is. that arbitrators
do hesitate to make more proniounc^Selets on IPIrNB policy than are necessary.
When thelyc can dispose of a grievance on a contractual basis, they are
inclined to do so and to treat statut-ory issues as irrelevancies. It is in
those cases that one finds most of the dicta about arbitration anid the
NLRB being two separate forums, with the arbitrator's fu-nction being that
of contract interpretation without regard to consequeiices if the same issue
were brought to the Board. Moreover, in dual-jurisdiction cases, as in most
others, arbitrators are conservative in fashioning remedies. A request that
a contract be rescinded or that one of the parties be declared to have
committed an unfair labor practice within the meaning of the National Labor
Relations Act is likely to be rejected.

In some cases, it becomes unavoidable for the arbitrator to deal
squarely with NILRB practices and principles. Disputes over application of
union security clauses are one example. In such cases arbitrators are
conservative in the sense that they do not seek to make ne-w lawr. They apply
the tolicies of the Board, as they understand them, and are in'lined to do
so even when their own inclinations would sec-m to be in another direction.
Where Board policy is uncertain, of course, arbitrators have no choice but
to use their own judgnent, falling back on the often-stated posi.tion that
arbitration and the NTMB are two separate forumis, and that a dissatisfied
party may seek his remedy in the public forum, if he wishes.

In general, therefore, it appears that while arbitrators
occasionally indulge in dicta to the effect that they are unconcerned about
the possibility of reversal by the NIR:B, they takXe considerable care--by
deciding on contractual grounds only, by shunning conflict with the NLRB,
and by avoiding unconventional remedies--to avoid that contingency.

Conservative Outlook

For the most part, companies, unions and arbitrators take no special
pains in the routine case to preclude the possibility that a party
disappointed by the award will try to relitigate the issue before the NLRB.
That some reference to ITLRB policies was found in only 54 of the 338 cases
where statutory questions could have been raised certainly suggests that
parties to arbitration agreements are not thinking in terms of recourse to
the public forum.

The NIRB's deference to arbitration for the resolution of conflicts
that fall within the scope of arbitration clauses appears to be a sound
policy in that it conforms to the preferences of the parties to collective
bargaining agreements and results in decisions which are consistent with
national policy, as expressed in rulings of the Board and of courts. Insofar
as the public interest may be involved in the outcome of awards--and a public
interest may be involved even if the case concerns a single individual whose
statutory rights have been breached--there are adeauate safeguards in the
Spielberg, standards themselves, and in the coniservative outlook of arbitrators,
exemplified by the cautious way they exercise the authority conferred upon
them by the NLRB and the courts.
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ON ARlBITRATIOIN Al-D THE BOARD

fArbiitrators and the Labor Board 7 are not wholly without guidelines.
ssentially, we are trying to vindicate two separate interests. The first

is to promote the voltuntary resolution of disputes by the parties tlhemselves;
the second is to protect the rights of employees, unions, and emiployers under
the National Labor Relatkions Act.

Each of these interests has express statutory endorsement. .

. . . Congress did not say, as it might have said, that the method
agreed upon by the parties themselves for the reslolution of their disputes
should be used to the e,.:c1usion of any other means. It said only that; such
a method would be "desirable." Similarly, Congress did not say, as it might
have said, that thle Board was directed to apply the unfair labor provisions
of the act without regard to any other method of adjustiment. It merely
"empowered" the Board to do so.

fwe_7 might have wished for a more explicit directive.
But . . . Congress reco,gnized that there were competing interests that had
to be balanced, and that complex aiid unforeseeable situations would arise
which should best be left to a process that the Supreme Court has identified
in a different frame of reference as "elucidating litigation."

That process is still going on. We do not have all the answers
any more than Congress did, but in the crucible of case handling we are
forgiing a doctrine. That doctrine, I firmly believe, will be better because
it will have stood the test of actual experience and actual situations.

--Arnold Ordman,
General Counsel of the

National Labor Relations Board
at the University of Chicago,

June 1964
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NOTES

1. NLB3 v. Walt Disney Productions, i46 F. (2d) 44.

2. Carey v. Westinghouse Electric Corp., 375 U.S. 261.

3. Spielberg Manufactuwing Co., 112 NLRB 1080 (1955).

4. Raythezn Co., 140 NIRB 883 (1963).

5. 1.8 AAM 2:1 (January 14, 1960).

6. 86 AAA 17. (December 10, 1965.)

7. As the Court's decision in Carey represented the most comprehensi-ve and
authorit'ative statement on iosues about which lower courts (and arbitrators'
were divided, a brief review of the holding may be lhelpful.

The issue before the Court was whether a complaint by the International
Union of Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers, AFL-CIO, that work
belon-2ng to a unit of production and maintenance workers was wrongfully
given to an independent union of salaried employees was arbitrable, or
whether the matter should be withheld from arbitration because questions
of re=resentation and other matters were involved that could be decided
only byr the NILRB. The New York Court of Appeals had agreed with
managezent that the issues were not arbitrable, anid the union appealed
the hold:ing to the Supreme Court.

Wlritirg for a 6-to-2 majority (Justice Goldberg did not participate),
Justice Douglas stated that the union's grievance was arbitrable,
notwithstanding the arbitrator's award "might not put an end to the
dispute." He pointed out that "jurisdictional dispute" could have more
than one meaning. It could signify a dispute over whether work was to
be performed in one unit or in another, or over which union was to
represent a group of employees.

"However the dispute be considered," Justice Douglas concluded, "whether
one in-volving work assignment or one concerning representation--we see
no barrier to use of the arbitration procedure. If it is a work
assigient dispute, arbitration conveniently fills the gap and avoids
the necessity of a strike to bring the matter to the Board. If it is a
representation matter, resort to arbitration may have a persuasive, cura-
tive effect even though one union is not a party."

Justices Black and Clark dissented, expressing the view that it would
be unfair to require Westinghouse to run the risk of an award which, if
complied vith, might subject it to unfair labor practice charges on the
part of the independent union. M.oreover, the dissenting justices held
that the salaried employees would rnot be a party to the arbitration, but
the au-ard would place them at a disadvantage in subsequent NLRB procecdlin.s,
becau,.E of the BDoard's policy aGainst upsetting arhji.tr&l aarrwds unidcr
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most circumstances. This would cause the salaried emrployees' union's
rights to be "sacrificed" for "policy considerations."

8. 79 AAA 9 (Augulst 19, 1965). This case came to arbitration as a result
of the Supreme Court ruling in Carey v. Westinghouse.
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