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benefits. These ponutiionized janitors aré matnly frimi-
grants from different countries. Maya. (Pilar Padilix)
bétorres anfearlysupporter ofsthe cause, although she
sisks losing her job and getting deporteds Director Ken
Loach launchesa political polemic that grippingly tes
the story.of workersicallinig for fair wages and fair treat-
mentby theiremployers. ~ )

Thissscene. comét frofn thid“Standinig Strong” sege
ment near the end of the film. Sam bds worked tntir-
ingly 1o organize the Angel Services workers who werk
in 2,building with aprominenylaw firm 4§ a major ten-
ant. A large group of janitors, both uniog and
ndnunion, have marched t@°the building’s lobby. Sam
rallies them to contjnue their fight fat fajpwages, bene-
fits, andreinstatement of the workers fired by Perez
(George Lopez)yat AngeliServites. 'The film continues
after this scene to show that the workers won. Angel
Services agrées tolreiristateall firéd workers plus higher
wages and benefits.

The Union:Brive
at Apollo
Corporation:
ULPs and
Organizing
Tactics

Bob Thimas ‘was discharged after ninelgén years-as a plint maintenance engineer
with,Apollo Corporafion. Diring that time he had received;average, ahd sometimes
beldw-average, annual performance sppraitals. Thorias was known as something of a
complainer and trtiblemaker, and he was highly criticaliof manageffient: Prior to his
termination, his attendanceirecofd foi the previous five years had been very-pogk:
Howeved fApolfo Corporation bad neyer efiforcéd itsittendance policy; and Thomas
had never been diséiplinéd for his attendance problems. Iny fact,untiliecently; Apsllo
managemént had been rather lajd-back in its dealings with employees,

Apdlio Corporation produces general comppnent/parts for the comimunications
industry—an. industry kiiGwnifor intense competitive pressures, To meet this comi
lpetitive challenge, Jean Lipski, HRdir
in. which shesinstradied them o tighten up their superyjsory grelation§hip with
employees. They were.told to.enfotee HR po
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What to Watch for and Ask Yourself

+ What!wad yolir perception of unions and union
organizers before you watchied this scene? What wits
‘your perception after you waiched,this sceng? If-your
perceptionithaiiged; why do you think it changed?
An earlier chapterssection, §Why Erfiployees Union-
fre” deschibes several factors that,motivate, people to;
become, unicit meHibet€: Baséd ‘on this scene, which
factors do you, think,drive. these janitors tofwantto
jqi a'tinjon? You also can refer to Figure 14.1, §The
Labor Relatipns Process” for guidance ‘with this
quéstion.

An earfier shctidi, “Organiizing Campaigns,” describes
many parts of a yniongorganizing cdfiipdign. Sam
Shapiro™is the union organizer. Compare the chaptet,
section to thisssceiie, afid infér which'steps occurred.
Also, assess Sam Shapiro’s effectivengss asia ugion
organizer.

case study ﬂ

ector, hékd a'Yeties of meétings with managers

Jiies svictly and to begin disciplinary

action againstSmployees not conforming to, company, policyj Thes¢ changes did not
sit well with employees, particularly'Bob Thomas. On hearing of the new manage;
mgnt #Bproagh; Thomas became irate and announced, “Théy @it géifaway™with

this. I wrote the book arpndilere”

iBut Secretly Thomas believed his past conduct

stas citchingip with him, and he became concerned.gbout protgéting his job.

One night after work,

THomas calléd a union organizer of the Brotherhood of
Nischine Engineets and asked that 2 unign- drife begih at7Apolls. Within a week

enployees began handifig sodlt flyess anriouncing a union meeting, WhenLipss

ficard of the organizing campaign and Thomagls leadershifiin 1tishe decided to ter-
minate his employméit: Thibtnas's termination paper read: “Discharged.for poor
work performance and unsatisfactory attendagice yFhorias was! called into Lipski's
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officeand told of the discharge. After leaving,heg office, Thomas called the Hnion
zganizer, and they both went to the regional office of the NLKB % file % unfair
labog, practice charge 6n Tho'has's behalf. The ULP alleged thit hewwas,fired-for his
support of the unicn #hd the orgatizing diives -

Jean Lipiski hadittle, experionceswith wnions in, gengral.and no specific experi®
ende with"unien-ozgapizing campaigns. Unfortunately for, Lipskithe Brothathoad
of Machine Engineers, Tocal 1463, began an organising drivé againstiapollo on June
1, Although the Unibr's ‘itish efforts were confisfed to:passing-gut flyers about an
organizational*meeting, by June 10 itvas obvious, that employee support for the
union Had .grown and union campaigning had greatly intensifiedi#Th# quigstion
faced by Lipski was no Tonger “Shotld Apolld:dé sorgthing?” but rather “What
should Apollo do?” It was obvious:to Lipski that the union was commitied o s £ilk
fledgedieffort to unionize the company’s employees. Supefvisofs:repoztediso hey that
union supporters Werdkpassing &t attthorizationgards in order to petition the:
INLRB forg, certification election,

QUESTIONS

1. What, if any, Viclation of the law did Apollo Gorpozgtion commit?
2.,4Whagarguments will Jean Lipski and Bob Thomas use to suppo¥theikiasesz
3. List things that maftagers-should sior ddHest they commit unfair labor practices,

case study h

At the' arbitration. hearing, both, parties were adamant in their positichs, Nagey
Huang, HR manager: of ‘Phoenix Semiconducior, argued that the grievant, Jesse
Stansky,was justly terminated for arguing and hitting a-to-wetker—a. dirset. viola-
tiot of conipany policy and the.emplayee handbook. Stansky argued ‘that hethad
been a good employeeiduritighis tetiyearsiof employment.

The submission agreement governing the case tead, Mg is the employer's posi-
tion that justicauselexisted for theudischarge of Mr. Jesse Stansky and the penaltyfyas
appropriate for the offense commritted.” Additi4gally; the employer introduced into
2videne the labor agreement, which defined just cause termiinatioss follows:,

Just cause shall serve s theppasis for diseiplinasy actjon and, includes, but is not
lifpited tor dishonesty, inefficiency, unprofessional condiict, fatluré tes Tepét
absetices, falsification of.recordspviolation of sompany policy, destruction of
property, or possessioi or béing under the infliiencé bfalcikokor natcotics,

Stansky wds hited as asystemis' techicianén, November.20, 1994, 2 position he
held, until, his termination on October 25, 2004, According to the testimony:. of
Huang, PhoenixiSemiconductor stfived feimaintain a positive and cordial work
environment among its employeés. Fighting on the job wadistrictlsprohibited: Stan-
skyls. performirice evaluation showed him to be an average employee, ‘although kg,
had received several disciplinary warnings for poor attendafice and. one three-day
Suspension ifor a “systems control exror” Stansky was generally likéd by"his “¢p-
workers, and several testifiéd in'His behalf at the. arbitration. hearing,





