
CASE 2: RAIDING OR EMPLOYEE CHOICE?
Summary: A company decides to relocate because of high labor costs and other considerations. Its alleged involve​ment in employee raiding raises the issue of cor​porate social responsibility, the concept of stakeholder analysis, and highlights how different can be the perceptions and inferences from different points of reference.

The Litson Cotton Yarn Manufacturing Company, located in Murray, New Jersey, decided, as a result of increasing labor costs, to relocate their plant in Fairlee, a southern community of 4,200. Plant construction was started, and a personnel office was opened in the State Employment Office, located in Fairlee.

Because of poor personnel practices in the other three textile mills located within a 50-mile radius of Fairlee, the Litson Company found it was receiving applications from some of the most highly skilled and best ​trained textile operators in the state. After receiving applications from approximately 500 people, employment was offered to 260 male and female applicants. It was decided that these employees would be placed immedi​ately on the payroll with instructions to await final installation of machinery expected within the following six weeks.

The managers of the three other textile companies, faced with resigna​tions from their most efficient and best-trained employees, approached the Litson managers with the complaint that their labor force was being "raided." They registered a strong protest to cease such practices and demanded an immediate cancellation of the employment of 260 people hired by Litson.

The Litson managers discussed the ethical and moral considerations involved in offering employment to the 260 people. It was clear that Litson faced a tight labor market in Fairlee, and the Litson management thought that if the 260 employees were discharged, the company faced cancellation of their plans and large construction losses. It was felt, in addition, that the Litson management was obligated to the 260 employees who had resigned their previous employment in favor of Litson.

The dilemma facing Litson managers was compounded when the man​ager of one community plant reminded Litson that his plant was part of a nationwide chain supplied with cotton yarn from Litson. It was inferred that attempts to continue operations in Fairlee by Litson could result in cancellation of orders and a possible loss to Litson of an approximate 18-percent market share. It was also suggested to Litson managers that action taken by the nationwide textile chain could result in cancellation of orders from other textile companies friendly to them. The Litson president held an urgent meeting of his top subordinates to: (1) decide what to do about the situation in Fairlee, (2) formulate a written policy statement indicating Litson's position regarding employee raiding, and (3) develop a plan for implementing the policy.

SOME DISCUSSION ITEMS

1.  What action should be taken by Litson Company management?  Support your position.  Do you think a stakeholder analysis prior to the reloca​tion decision might have led to a different set of decisions? Elaborate.

2.  While the Litson Company may be guilty of faulty planning, ​do you think it engaged in any unethical, immoral, or illegal employment practices? Do you think it acted in a socially irresponsible manner? Defend your responses.

3.  Some could argue that the Litson Company should consider whether it is a more effective policy to fit its personnel practices reason​ably close to those of existing companies. Do you agree or disagree? Why?

4.  What points would you include in formulating an employment policy that could be used by a com​pany moving into a new community?


Adapted from Champion & James (1989), Critical incidents in management. Homewood, IL: Irwin.

