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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF THE COMPLAINT 

Statement of the Case 

 

On March 28, 1961, the Agent of the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations, hereinafter called the 

Board, issued a Complaint alleging that Mal Tool & Engineering Corporation, 291 Adams Street, 

Manchester, Connecticut, hereinafter called the Respondent, had engaged in unfair labor practices within 

the meaning of Section 31-105 of the Connecticut State Labor Relations Act, General Statutes of 

Connecticut, Revision of 1958, hereinafter called the Act. 

 

On April 5, 1961, the Board held a hearing upon the Complaint at Hartford, Connecticut. The Respondent 

appeared in answer to the Complaint and participated in the hearing and was represented by Leon 

Podrove, Esq. The Respondent was given full opportunity to examine and cross-examine witnesses and to 

introduce evidence bearing upon the issues. At the hearing the Respondent admitted the substantial 

correctness of paragraphs 1, 2 and 4 of the Complaint and denied the remaining paragraphs. 

 

CONSIDERATION OF THE EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS OF FACT 

  

1. Respondent is a Connecticut corporation having an office and principal place of business at 291 

Adams Street, Manchester, Connecticut, and is engaged in the manufacture of aircraft precision 

parts. George Longtin is President and is actively engaged in the operation and management of the 

business. 

 

THE UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES 

 

The complaint alleged that the Respondent as a condition preceding the acceptance of employment 

inquires as to the union affiliation, if any, of the applicants for employment. The complaint further alleged 

that the Respondent and its agents on November 1, 1960, and continuing to the date of the complaint, 

sought to and did interfere with, restrain and coerce Respondent's employees and/or prospective 



employees in the exercise of their rights as guaranteed in Section 31-104 of the Act by requiring 

employees, or one seeking employment, as a condition of employment, to state his Union affiliations, if 

any. The Connecticut State Labor Relations Act originally enacted in 1945 is predicated upon and its 

phraseology is patterned after the National Labor Relations Act of 1935. For this reason the judicial 

interpretation frequently accorded the Federal Act is of great assistance and persuasive force in the 

interpretation of our own Act. 1/ 

 

We find in the light of all the evidence adduced at the hearing and the reasonable inferences that may be 

drawn therefrom, that the true reason and motivating cause for asking any applicant for employment 

whether he is affiliated with any union or not is in itself per se not an unfair labor practice. We are 

inclined to follow Federal decisions which state that as long as the question does not contain an express 

or implied threat or promise or form part of an overall pattern which may tend to restrain, and coerce 

employees, does not constitute an unfair labor practice. 2/ 

 

While the Board has serious misgivings in connection with the Respondent asking questions as to union 

affiliations, the Board is inclined to adhere to the unbroken line of authority as established by the 

decision of the National Labor Relations Board. 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 

Upon the findings of fact and upon the entire record of the proceedings the Board finds and concludes as 

a matter of law: 

 

1. Respondent is an employer within the meaning of Section 31-101, subsection 7, of the Act. 

 

2. Respondent has not committed the unfair labor practices alleged in the complaint. 

 

ORDER 

 

Upon the basis of the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, and pursuant to Section 31-107, 

subsection 4, of the Act, it is 

 

O R D E R E D that the complaint alleging the commission of unfair labor practices in this case be, and the 

same hereby is, dismissed. 

 

 

 
1/ Imperial Laundry, Inc, vs. State Board of Labor Relations, 142 Conn. 457, 460 (1955). 

2/ N.L.R.B. vs. Sebastopol Apple Growers Union, 269 F. 2d 705. 
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