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COMPLAINT ACAINST SPRINT FILED BY MEXICAN TELEPHONE WORkERS UNION 

Feb. 9, 1995 

COMPLAINT fiLED BY THE UNION OF TELEPHONE WORKERS 
. OF THE REPUBl.!C Of MEXICO WITH THE NATIONAL 
ADMINISTRAn~.OFFia Of THE UNITED STATES Of MEXICO 

, 
I. Francisco Hernandez Jurez. Gcneral Sccrctary of the 

Telephone Workers Union of the Republic of Mexico. a posi. 
tion which I hold by decision of the national executive commit· 
tee which I head. and issued by the Registry of Associations of 
the Department of Labor and Social Welfare, and residing at 
50 Calle Villalongin Street. Col. Cuauhtemoc, Mexico City, 
appear before this honorable office to declare: 

That by means of this filing. submitted on my behalf and on 
behalf of the union members whom I represent. I express the 
displeasure. doubts and concerns we have about the behavior of 
Sprint Corporation. and its subsidiary La Conexion Familiar. 
(which throughout this filing wc will refer to as "Sprint"). with 
headquarters located at 2330 Shawnee Mission Parkway. 
Westwood. Kansas 66205. 

FACTS __ 
I. According to the law in the United States of America 

known as the National Labor Relations Act. work.:rs have the 
right to freely form unions. This is why the workers of Sprint 
decided to unionize with the assistance of the Communications 
Workers of America (CWA). 

II. in February 1994. the workers of Sprint La Conexion 
Familiar began to organize. By the last week of April. the 
union had received authorization ~ .. rds from a majority of the 
workers employed as telemarketers and customer servli::e repre· 
sentatives. On June 3. 1994. the organizing committee demon· 
strated that it had the support of a majority of thl! workers 
when they wore T-shirts to work which read "Justice and 
Dignity." On the same day the union petitioned for a r..:presen· 
latlon election under U.S. law. An agreement was reached to 
hold the election on July 22.1994. 

Ill. From the beginning of February and through July the 
management of Sprint/La Conexion Familiar in San Francisco 
engaged in an anti-union campaign. engaging in at least 48 
violations of the National Labor Relations Act. viobtions 
which have been documented in the records of the National 
Labor Relations Board. 

IV. This led 10 an immediate and direct allack by Sprint 
against the workers who were e~ercising their right to unioni­
zation. when the company, without any respect for the law. 
fired the employees on July 14. 1994. These tired workers 
numbered 177. 

V. This irregular action b} Sprint caused the workers to turn 
to the appropriate judicial authorities to demand. among other 
things. their reinstatement. This request for immediate rein­
statement through a federal injunction was denied. which 
constitutes serious violation of the North American Agreement 
on Labor Cooperation by U.S. authorities. 

In addition a trial was held. in which it was demonstrated 
that more than 50 violations of the law were commilled. This 
trial will probably be decided between March and June. An 
appeal by the losing parly could prolong the proceeding an­
other two to three years according to experts. This slow process 
demonstrates the ineffectiveness of U.s. law in complying with 
the principles contained in Annex One of the North American 
Agreement on Labor Cooperation to which it is now obligated. 

V 1. The globalization and regionalization that is taking 
place throughout the world is causing. among other phenom-

ena. the interdependency and alliance among companies of. 
different countries. Such an alliance has been proposed for 
Sprint and Telefonos de Mexioo. 

VII. These proces.~s of integration referred to abo\'e ... how a 
tendency on the part of multinational corporations to imple· 
ment policies which go beyond mere technological change and 
ncw forms of administrative and financial management. The 
hegemony of multinationals has political and social conse­
quences which impact workers worldwide and which include 
labor policies such as the following: 

A) They promote competition. disunity and c\'en confron­
tation among workers in an industry within one country and 
among different countries. These workers compete for scarce 
jobs and falling wages. 

B) As they reduce the number of jobs. cut wales and 
worsen working conditions. they lower the value of work and 
confront workers with new technologies. 

C) They weaken the rights of workers and weaken and 
eliminate their level of unionization and their labor 
organizations. 
These points mentioned above are contained in a document 

dated September 10. 1994. called Genual Proposal/or Tat:­
liCJ and Sirall'gies. which was put out by the labor union 
which I represent. 

These facts are the basis for our doubts. fears and the 
interest of my union in this case. as we will nOlA cxpbin. 

THE INTEREST OF STRM 

The labor union which I rl!present entered into an alliance 
with Communications Workers of America on February 12. 
1992. We agreed to work together to promote the righls and 
interests of the telecommunication workers whom we 
represent. 
Toward that same end. the Postal. Telephone and Telegraph 
l!lternational (PTTI). at its 27th World Congress held from 
September 27 through October I. 1993. in Lisbon. POrlug.l1. 
approved a declaration on \fultinational Companies Il,hieh 
pointed nut the ethical standards which multinationals must 
comply with. including the follolAlng standards which appl) to 
this situation: 

Multinational companies shall encourage the exerci~..: of 
trade union rights. and shall ensure that nothing in their 
policies or practice. or in th(lSe of their entities in any part of 
the world, prevents or discourages the employees from exer· 
cising the right to organize. to bargain collective!) and to 
strike. as defined in the relevant standards of the Interna­
tional Labor Organization (Conventions Nos. 87. 98.135 and 
154 and Recommendations Nos. 143 and 163 and decisions 
of the ILO Supervisory bodies). 

This declaration was approved by all affiliated unions of the 
PTTL including m) own. 

The Telephone Workers Lnion of the RepUblic of \k,i':0 
tiles this complaint with the National Administrative Office of 
Mexico pursuant to the provisions of the North Ameri":Jn 
Agreement on Labor Cooperation. in P'!rticular the provisions 
contained in Annex One of this Agreement. which guarantees 
among other things the freedom of association and lhl! prOlec· 
tion of the right to unionize. This means the right of workers to 
for'm organizations freely and without interference and tu juin 
unions to promote and defend their interests. 

Therefore it follows that there has been a serious viola lion of 
the international obligations entered into by the united Slales 
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and that, in this ease, Sprint hal taten unethical action. which 
arc violations o( the bw. 

TH. !THICS 01 , .. SITUATION 

In Older to bener understand the iuue, we must present the 
rollowina (ac:ts: 

• Sprint/La COOClioft (amiliar fired a toul 0I1lS emplo)us 
~~wotken and intends to rcl'l'lCNC an t~c:cs Id.."Upclrecerl 01 
thiS enterprise in SoIn Fnncisco. Calirornla. 

• Tbrou,~ul the United States Sprint has '6,000 lonl 
distance work':rJ. 

• The worken 01 La Conuion Familiar are the only 
Sprint lona disl3n« worken who have punued their rj,ht to 
a union .:1':l:tion to the final step. 

• Sprint h.n .1 c:orporate policy of preventin, the unioniza­
tion of its worken. 

• The 3th:mpt by the worken of the La Conexion Familiar 
to jotn a union r3iscd upec:tations amon, other workers at 
Sprint. 

• Th..:se rJ':IS. logether with the slow process of seekins 
remedies 10 \'ioi:.alions o( labor law in the United States, 
explain thc vicillus 3nti-union polic:y at Sprint whic:h c:aused 
it to 6re all its w!lrken. and dose the facility allcain, 
financ:ial probl..:ms. . 
Because or these events. it is not illogical to believe that a 

multination3r.:orpoution which ronns an allianc:e with another 
win It)' to imp"'e cllnditions whic:h threaten workers and which 
arc violations Il( th.: riehts conuined in the labor laws o( caeh 
country. We dll nOl wanl Ihis to happen with Sprinl in Mexico. 

(jiven all th..: racts which have been pres..:nted above. we 
request that Ih..: rolillwin, action be taken: 

ACTIONS 

J. Tlt.allhi, »/lice Jcceptthis complaint on beh:llf o( the 177 
WOlken o( Lllin» ori,ir who were illesally fired by Sprint in 
San Franciscll. CJlifornia; and th:lI this complaint be invest i­
Pled in th..: be,l interest of these worker .... ho are employed in 
the Uniled SIJ":S. lnd to recommend that the workers be • 
rciMtJ,t..:d II Ihe earliest pcKSible time. 

2. ThJ I 1 hi:SI! .;harges be revie .... ed pu rSUJnt to Article 16 of 
the '·\ALC 

l ThaI Ihi\ ollke immedi31ely hold a public hearin, in San 
francisco. CJhrllrnlJ,. to he3r tcstimon) (rom the workers who 
were ImpJ,clcd b~ th..:~e ille,al lirin,s. and to recommend an 
effectl\(: judi.;iJI remed) rllr Ihese 177 worke". 

4. That Ilr cou"e this office. located in Melico, declare that 
Spnnl \·IIJI.J!cd basic norms or labor righlS as iet out in Annu 
One or the ,",,\\lC 

(No,28) E-7 

5. Thai Spri.I be required to comply wilh US. labor law 
and tbe norms 01 the NAAlC ,enerally, to retpcct the "ahts 
01 its worters aad tbe workers or its subsidiaries to orpnize 
(ree'y without interroptions. intimidation Of "rinp. 

6. That SprilU be tequirecllo rcintlatc the 111 "recl workers. 
7. ThaI this oIfic:c d«iare that such pnc:tic:cs will 1'10( be 

allowed in Mexico punuant to Article III or the Constitution 
01 our country. . 

I. That the NAO decbre that Sprint will not be allowrd to 
establish itself ift Muico aiven its t ... c:k record or ;abuses 
aaainst worters who are seekinl to oraanile unions (rec') and 
independently. pursuant 10 Article 113 of the Muiclln 
Constitution. 

9. That in any eYcnt Sprint be rcquirecl to declare publici) 
th.tt it will respect lhe riahts 01 workcrs as set out in Ann':l 
One o( the NAALC. and that it will rec:oanize promptly and 
volunt3rily the Communications Workers or AmeriQ in the 
United States of Americ:a, and the STRM in Mexico -hen 
they demonstrate the support or a majority or the workers in 
any enterprise. 

10. That the NAOs o( Muico. the United States .lnd 
Canada convene a rorum in 1995 to be attended by ,overn­
ment, labor and manasement representatives from the telecom· 
munic:ations industry to explore ways to collabol'3te iIInd 
discuss appropriate standards coneernin, worken' fights and 
their development. aood payina jobs, as well as other imrortJnt 
matten to be discussed by the ,overnment and company 
representatives. 

II. That the NAO of Mexico develop standards auidelines 
• and remedies to address violations or the riShts o( Mexican 

worken while they are employed in the United Stales. and 
inform and publicize these to companies in the United SIJtes 
and 10 companies seekin, to conduct business in Muico. 

fbsed on 311 the (aets we have prC'Sented which 3re ... ell 
rounded. I request th.tt you a,ree to t3lce Ihe actions requelted 
above and have authorized attorneys Jose Luis MendOla Gar· 
cia and Jose Alvarado to intervene in this proceedins. 

lsI Sincerely, 
Francisco Hernandez Juarez 

Allachments: Resolution o( the National Labor Rdations 
Boord in San Francisco. California 

(Submitted Febru:lry 9, 1995) 

(Translation by Communications Workers of AOlcri.;a. AFL· 
CIO/ 

End of Section 

CoPY''9f1I .t) 1995 Dy THE BUREAU OF NATIONAL AFFAIRS. INC. WaShington. O.C 20037 
f)4 11-2693t9S/so·S1 DO 



, ' 

E ":" 8 (No. 28) TEXT (OLR) 2-10-95 

COMPLAINT AGAINST SPRINT FILED BY MEXICAN TELEPHONE WORKERS UNION 

F.ta.9, 1995 

COMPLAINT FIl!D BY THE UNION OF TELEPHONE WORKERS 
. Of THE REPUIUC OF MEXICO WITH THE NATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATIVE. ciRCE OF THE UNITED STATES OF MEXICO 

" . 
I. Francisco Hernandez Jurez. General Sccretar} of the 

Telephone Workers Union of the Republic of Mexico. a posi­
tion which I hold by decision of the national executive commit­
tee which 1 head, and issued by the Registry of Associations of 
the Department of Labor and Social Welfare. and residing at 
SO Calle Villalongin Street. Col. Cuauhtemoc. Mexico City. 
appear bifore this honorable office to declare: 

That by means of this filing. submitted on my behalf and on 
behalf of the union members whom 1 represent. 1 express the 
displeasure. doubts and concerns we have about the behavior of 
Sprint Corporation. and its subsidiary La Conexion Familiar. 
(which throughout this filing wc will refer to as "Sprint"). with 
headquarters located at 2330 Shawnee Mission Parkway. 
Westwood. Kansas 6620S. 

FACTS 
I. According to the -Gw in the United States of America 

known as the National Labor Relations Act. workc:rs have the 
right to freely form unions. This is why thc workers of Sprint 
decided to unionize with the assistance of the Communications 
Workers of America (CW A). 

II. in February 1994. the workers of S"rint La Conexion 
Familiar began to organize. By the last wec:k of April. the 
union had received authorization c-.!.rds from a majority of the 
workers employed as telemarketers and customer service repre· 
sentatives. On June 3. 1994. the organizing committec dc:mon· 
strated that it had the support of a majority of thl! workers 
when they wore T-shirts to work which read "Justice and 
Dignity." On the same day the union petitioned for a represc:n· 
tation election undcr U.S. law. An agreement was reachcd to 
hold the election on July 22. 1994. 

III. From the beginning of February and through July the 
management of Sprint/La Conexion Familiar in San Francisco 
engaged in an anti·union campaign. engaging in at ICJst -18 
violations of the National Labor Relations Act. violJtions 
which have been documented in the re.:ords of the National 
Labor Relations Board. 

IV. This led to an immediate Jnd direct allad by Sprint 
against the workers who were exercising their right to unioni­
zation, when the company. without any respect for the law. 
fired the employees on July 14. 1994. These fired workers 
numbered 177. 

V. This irregular action b) Sprint caused the workers to turn 
to the appropriate judicial authorities to demand. amvng other 
things. their reinstatement. This request for immediate rein· 
statement through a federal injunction was denied. which 
constitutes serious violation of the North American Agreement 
on Labor Cooperation by U.S. authorities. 

In addition a trial was held. in which it was demonstrated 
that more than 50 violations of the law were commitled. This 
trial will probably be decided between March and June. An 
appeal by the losing party could prolong the proceeding an­
other two to three years according to experts. This slow process 
demonstrates the ineffectiveness of U.S. law in complying with 
the principles contained in Annex One of the North American 
Agreement on Labor Cooperation to which it is now obligated. 

VI. The globalization and regionalization that is taking 
place throughout the world is causing. among other phenom-

ena. the interdependency and alliance among companies of . 
different countries. Such an alliance has been pro.')posed for 
Sprint and Telefonos de Mexico. . 

VII. These "roce~se~ of integration referred to above ... how a 
tendency on the part of multinational corporations to.') imple· 
ment policies which go beyond mere technoklgical change and 
new forms of administrative and financial managcment. The 
hegemony of multinationals has political and social conse· 
quences which impact workers worldwide and which include 
labor policies such as the following: 

A} They promote competition. disunity and cvcn confron· 
tation among workers in an industry within one country and 
among different countries. These workers compete for scarce 
jobs and falling walles. 

B) As they reduce the number of jobs. cut wagc:s and 
worsen working conditions. they lower the value of \\'llrk and 
confront workers with new technologies. 

C) They weaken thl: rights of workers and weaken and 
eliminate their level of unionization and their labor 
organizations. 
These points mentioned above arc contained in a document 

dated September 10. 1994. called General Proposal for Tac­
liCJ and Strategies. which was put out by the: labor union 
which I represent. 

These facts are the basis for our doubts. fears and the 
intcrest of my union in this case. as we will nIllI. explain. 

THE INTEREST OF STRM 

Thc labor union which I repre:sent entered inlO an alliance: 
with Communications Worke:rs of America on February 12. 
1992. We agreed to work toge:thcr to promote the rights :lnd 
interests of the telecommunic:llion workers whom we 
represent. 
Toward that same end. the Postal. Tclephone and Te:legraph 
International (PITt). at its 27th World Congress held from 
September 27 through October I. 1993. in I.isbon. PonulPI. 
approved a declar:ltion on ~tultinational Companies which 
pointed nut the ethical stJnd:lrds which multinationals must 
comply with. including the folillwing standJrds which aprl) 10 

this situation: 
Multinational companies shall encourage the exercise of 

trade union rights. and shall ensure that nothing in their 
policies or practice. or in thuse of their entities in any part of 
the world. prevents or discourages the employees from exer· 
cising the right to organize. to bargJin collective:!) and to 
strike. as defined in the relevant standards of the: Inte:rna· 
tional Labor Organization (Conventions Nos. 87. 98.135 and 
154 and Recommendations Nos. 1.13 and 163 and dccisions 
of the I LO Supervisory bodies). 

This declaration was approved by all affiliated unions of the 
PIT!. including my own. 

The Telephone Workers Lnion of the Republic of \k,ic() 
tiles this complaint with the NJtional Administrative Office of 
Meltico pursuant to the provisions of the North Ameri'::Jn 
Agreement on Labor Cooperation. in particular the provisions 
contained in Annex One of this Agreement. which gu:u:lntees 
among other things the freedom of association and thl.! prOliX' 
tion of the right to unionize. This means the right of workers to 
form organizations freely and without interference and to jlJin 
unions to promote and defend their interests. 

Therefore it follows thJt there has been 3 serious violation of 
the international obligations entered into by the Unitcd St:IICS 

Copyright () 1995 by THE BUREAU OF NATIONAL AFFAIRS. INC .. Washington. D.C. 20037 
0418-2693/95/SO+S100 

• 

./ 

f· J 



.. 

" 
j 

, 

2-10-95 (OLA) TEXT (No. 28) E-7 

aocl tbll, in this CIse. Sprint bls IIkcn uncthical actions which 
arc violations o( the 1:&-. 

THIITHICS Of THI SlTUA110H 

In ordcr to beller understand the issue. we must prescr.t the 
followin, f .lets: 

• Sprintl L:a Conclion familiar fired I toul 012) 5 emplo)"CCS 
•• "orkcn .lnd intends to remow: III traces l~"SapGrecerJ 01 
thit cnterprise in San Fr.Jncisc:o. Calirornia. 

• Throul!lout the United States Sprint has 16,000 I..,na 
distance Wl>I'k(rs. 

• The workers 01 La Conexion F;amiliar ;arc the only 
Sprint long disl.lnce workers who havc pursued their riaht to 
• "nion (1(~tilJn to the final step. 

• Sprint h;as a corporate policy or prevcntin, the unioniza· 
tion or its ... ·orken. 

• The 3ttempI by the workers or the La Concxion Familiar 
to join ;a unilJn r:aiscd expectations amona other workers at 
Sprint. 

• Thl!se f..l~ls. together wilh the slow process or seekinl 
remedies 10 \'ilJialions or labor law in the United States. 
uplain Ihe: vici..,usanti·union policy at Sprint :w.hich c3u~d 
it to lire all its workers and close the faClhty allelln, 
fin3ncial probh:ms. . 
Because of Ihes.c events. it is not illogical to believe that a 

lI'Iultin:ltion3-norporalion which rorms an alli3nce with anOlher 
will tr), to imP'"'e cllnditions which thre:lten workers and whi<:h 
Ire violations of Ihe riahls contained in the bbor l:lwS o( each 
country. We d.., not w3nl this 10 happen with Sprint in Mexico. 

Given all Ihl! fJcts which have been presenled abovc. we 
request thaI th.: (vllllwin, action be laken: 

ACTIONS 

I. ThaI Ihi, vlllc.: accept Ihis complaint on behalf..,f the 177 
workers of btinv origin who were illelally tired by Sprint in 
San Francl~c",. C.llifQrnia; and Ih31 this complaint be investi· 
pted in Ih.: be,l Interest of Ihese worker who are empl<>yed in 
the United SI.1I.:s. and 10 recommend thaI the workers be • 
reinslat.:d al Ihe eJrliesl p<X.5ible lime. 

2. ThaI thes.: charges be reviewed pursuanl to .. 'rlicle 16 of 
Ik ~A.\LC 

1 ThaI Ihi~ <llli.:c immedialely ~old a public hcarin, in San 
Franci..co. C .lhfvrnla. 113 "car tcstimon} from I"e work.:rs who 
_ere Impacled b~ I!\~se illeaal firin,s. and 10 recommend 3n 
elrecli~e judicial remed) for Ihese 117 workcrs. 

,,- Thai ..,r cour,e Ihis office. localed in Me{ico. declare that 
Spnnl Vivialcd bJsic norms or labor righls as SCI OUI in .. \nnu 
One or I he \; '\\ LC. 

S. That Sprilt .. required to comply with U.s. lallot law 
a. the norms 01 the NAAlC ,cncrally, to mpect the ",hIS 
01 its worken aad the workcrs of its subsidiaries to orpnizc 
(reely without intcnosations. intimidatioft or "rinp. 

II. That SprillJ .. required to rcinstate the 171 fired worten. 
7. That this oIfice dcdare th3tsueh pnetices will no« be 

allowed in Mexico pursulnt to AnicJe 123 or the Constitution 
01 our country. . 

•. That the NAO decl:1re that Sprint will I'IIOt be Illowed 10 

establish it.sclr in Mexico .iven iu track record o( ;abuses 
I,ainst workers who arc seckinl 10 oraanile unions (reel) .nd 
independenlly, p"rsllant to Arti<:le 121 or the Melljc"n 
Constitution. 

9. T'hat in any cyent Sprint be required to de<:l:lre publicly 
thaI it will respect the ri,hts 01 workcn as set out in Annu 
One or the NAALC, I. that it will recoanize promplly and 
voluntarily the Communications Workers o( America in the 
United St:ltes or America, and the STRM in Mexico .hen 
they demonstrate the support or a majority or the workers in 
any enterprise. 

10. ThJt Ihe NAOs or Mexico, the United States lnd 
Canada convene a rorum in 1995 to be attended by lovcrn· 
ment. labor and manalement representatives (rom the telecom· 
munications industry to explore waY' to collabor.1te .nd 
discuss appropriate standards concernin, worken' Ii,hls and 
their development .• ood payina jobs. as well :lS other imron3nl 
maUers to be discussed by the ,oyernmenl and comp:lny 
represenl31ives. 

II. That the NAO or Mexico develop standards luidelines 
• and remedies to address violJtions or the riahlS or Muic3n 

workers while lhey arc employed in the United St:ues. and 
inrorm and publicile these to companies in the Uniled StJles 
and to companies seekin, to conduct business in Me.'ico. 

&sed on 311 lhe ra<:u we h3ve presented which :are well 
founded. I request th3t you 3aree to talte the 3ctions requesled 
above and ~ave authorized attorneys Jose Luis MendOla Gilr· 
cia and Jose Alvarado to intervene in this proceeding. 

Is/ Sincerely. 
Francisco Hcrnandu Juarez 

Attachments: Resolution or Ihe Nalional laoor R.:bl!On~ 
Boord in San Francisco. California 

[Submitted Febru;uy 9. 1995 I 

(Tr;anslJtiQn by CQmmUniC31iQns Workers or .. \nlcflc3. AFt· 
CIOI 

End of Section 
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