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J.,Brennan,Court.a unanimousforopiniontheJ.,White, delivered
750.p.post,concurring opinion,afiled
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Lawrence arguedAllen Katz the cause and filed briefs for
petitioner.

Carolyn F. arguedCorwin respondent.the cause for
With her on the brief were Solicitor DeputyGeneral Lee,
Solicitor General Wallace, Norton J. Come, Linda Sher,
and Candace M. Carroll.*

Justice White opiniondelivered the of the Court.
We must decide whether the National Labor Relations

mayBoard issue a cease-and-desist order prosecu-to halt the
tion aof state-court civil broughtsuit by employeran to re-

against employeestaliate exercisingfor federally protected
rights,labor findingwithout also that the suit lacks a reason-

able basis in fact or law.
I

present controversyThe arises out disputeaof labor at
“Bill Big AppleJohnson’s East,” one of four restaurants

operatedowned byand petitionerthe in Phoenix, Ariz. It
began Auguston petitioner8, 1978, when Myrlandfired
Helton, one of the most senior waitresses at the restaurant.
Believing that her termination was the result of her efforts

organizeto a union, she filed practiceunfair labor charges
against the restaurant with the Board.

SeptemberOn 20, investigation,after an the Board’s Gen-
eral complaint.Counsel issued a day,On the same Helton,
joined by three co-waitresses picketedand a few others, the

picketersrestaurant. The signs askingcarried customers to
boycott the restaurant managementbecause its was unfair to
the waitresses. managerPetitioner’s picket-confronted the
ers and “getthreatened to even” with them “if it’s the last
thing I presidentdo.” Petitioner’s telephoned the husband

* J. Woll,Albert Gold,Laurence Michael H. Gottesman, and Jeremiah
A. Collins filed a brief for the American Federation of Labor Congressand
of Industrial Organizations as amicus curiae urging affirmance.

Edward Miller,B. Matthew R. McArthur, and Stephen A. Bokat filed a
brief for the ofChamber Commerce of the United States as amicus curiae.
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threatenedimpliedlyandwaitressespicketingof theoneof
homenewlose theirandhurt”“getwouldcouplethethat

Theprotest.in theparticipatetocontinuedthe wifeif
addition,In22.21 andSeptemberoncontinuedpicketing

managementthat accuseda leafletdistributedpicketersthe
maintainingandadvances”sexualmaking “[unwarrantedof

alsoleafletTheemployees.”for womenrestroom“filthya
filedhad beenrestauranttheagainstcomplaintthat astated

suggestingfired afterhad beenHeltonthatandthe Boardby
organized.bea unionthat

of itsthreeand25, petitionerof SeptembermorningOn the
theandHeltonagainstcomplainta verifiedfiledco-owners

Plaintiffscourt.statean Arizonaindemonstratorsother
picketing,in massengagedhadthe defendantsthatalleged

fromegressandtoingresspubliccustomers, blockedharassed
Thesafety.to publicthreataand createdrestaurant,the

leafletthethatcount, alleginga libelcontainedalsocomplaint
thebypublishedstatementsoutrageousandfalsecontained

the plaintiffs.injuretointentmaliciousthewithdefendants
and pre-restraining ordertemporaryasoughtcomplaintThe
compen-aswellasrelief,injunctivepermanentandliminary

appropri-anddamages,in punitive$500,000damages,satory
aAfter3-9.App.relief.equitableandlegalate further

ofthe distributionto enjoindeclinedcourtstatethehearing,
order.restrainingthe requestedissuedotherwiseleaflets but

permitted.alsoweredepositionsExpeditedId,., 19-23.at
theonhearingaafterand,counselretainedThe defendants
16,on Novemberinjunctiona preliminaryformotionplaintiffs’

deniedandorderrestrainingtemporarythedissolvedthe court
Id., 52.atrelief.injunctivepreliminary

filed,suit wasthe state-courtafterdaytheonMeanwhile,
that pe-allegingthe Boardwithchargesecondfiled aHelton

prac-laborunfairof newa numbercommittedhadtitioner
waitressesthebetweendisputethewithtices in connection

peti-thatchargeawastheseAmongand the restaurant.
defendants’theforretaliationincivil suitthehad filedtioner

filedhadtheyand becauseactivities,concertedprotected,
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charges under the Act. The General Counsel issued a com-
plaint based on these chargesnew on October 23. As rele-
vant complainthere, the alleged petitioner,that by filing
and prosecuting the state suit, was attempting to retaliate
against Helton and the 8(a)(1)others, §§in (4)violation of and
of the National (NLRALabor Relations Act Act),or 29

158(a)(1)§§U. S. (4).1C. and
In December 1978, an (ALJ)JudgeAdministrative Law

4-dayheld a hearingconsolidated on the two unfair labor
practice complaints.2 SeptemberOn 27, 1979,the ALJ ren-

adered decision concluding petitionerthat had committed a
total of seven practicesunfair labor during the course of the

1 provisionsThese state:
“It shall be an unfair labor practice for an employer—

“(1) to with,interfere restrain, or coerce employees in the exercise of
rights guaranteed in section [7 of Act];the

“(4) to discharge or otherwise againstdiscriminate employeean because
he has filed charges givenor testimony under this Act.” 140,61 141,Stat.
29 U. §§C. 158(a)(1)S. (4).and

Section guarantees7 employees right“the to self-organization, form,to
join, or assist labor organizations, . . . engageand to in other concerted
activities for purposethe of collective bargaining or other mutual aid or
protection.” 61 140,Stat. 29 §U. S. C. 157.2On 15, 1979,March while the ALJ had the matter under submission, the
state court anissued order granting the defendants’ motion for summary
judgment on the business interference claims but leaving the libel count for
trial. Before the state court issued this ruling, the defendants had filed a
counterclaim alleging abuse of process, malicious prosecution, wrongful in­
junction, libel, and slander. partiesThe then apparently cross-moved for
summary judgment on both the claim and the counterclaim. The state
court, in the same order of 15,March 1979, dismissed the processabuse of
count in the counterclaim and left the libel counterclaim for trial. See
App. to Brief for Petitioner D1.

Meanwhile, there had been other developments. On 27,October 1978,
the RegionalBoard’s petitionedDirector the United States District Court
pursuant §to 10(j) of Act,the 29 U. §S. C. 160(j), for an order enjoining
petitioner from maintaining its state-court pendingsuit a final Board deci-
sion. On January 22, 1979, the District Court denied the request for an
injunction. App. to Brief for Petitioner C1-C7.
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(1980). With155,B. 168-169R.N. L.249dispute.labor
agreedthe ALJus,beforepresentlymatterto theregard

civil suittheofthe prosecutionthatthe CounselGeneralwith
ofrationalethe(4). appliedThe ALJ8(a)(1) and§§violated

(1978),449-450445,B.L. R.N.239Inc.,Systems,Power
Boardthe(CA7 in which1979),P. 2d 936601denied,enf.

to insti­employerfor anpracticelaboran unfairisthat itheld
discourag­orof penalizingfor the purposelawsuita civiltute

Board or seek­thewithchargesfilingfromits employeesing
processes.the Board’stoaccessing

employerthethatinferredBoardtheSystems,In Power
the em-the fact thatfromanimusretaliatoryacted withhad

thatto assert”whichuponbasisreasonable“alackedployer
ALJthecase,the presentinSimilarly,merit.hadits suit
thenandbasisreasonableasuit lackedpetitioner’sthatfound

be-the Actviolatedthe suitfact thatfrom thisconcluded
filedhavingforHeltonto penalizeattempt“anit wascause

defendantsthe othertoBoard, penalizeandthewithcharges
practicelaborof the unfairprotestin herHeltonassistingfor
He bol-at 165.B.,L. R.249 N.her.”againstcommitted

thethatevidencethe directnotingbyhis conclusionstered
the threatse.,i.retaliatory purpose,for afiledhad beensuit

Ibid.defendants.theand “hurt”even with”to “get
suitstatethat petitioner’shis conclusionreachedThe ALJ

fromandtheof recordthe basis“onbasisa reasonablelacked
demeanor,theirwitnesses, includingtheofobservation[his]

164.atId.,the parties.”ofbriefsextensivetheuponand
thesupport”tofail[ed]“evidencetheALJ,of theIn the view

the side-cloggedthe picketersthatallegationscomplaint’s
toexitsandentrancescustomers, or blockedharassedwalks,

was deemedlibel countTheat 165.Id.,restaurant.the
truthful-theestablished]“the evidencebaseless because

in the leaflet.3statedeverythingofness”

3 ofdenialcourt’sof the statemade awareapparently notwasThe ALJ
byapparentmostisThis factcount.to the libelassummary judgment

163, the defend­B., thatR. atstatement, 249 N. L.ALJ’svirtue of the
statethebeforependingstillprocess wasofabuseforcounterclaimants’



737

petitioner’s appeal,On adopted,the Board with minor ex-
ceptions, findings,the ALJ’s conclusions of law, and recom-
mended order. Id., Accordingly,at 155. petitioner was or-
dered to undertake a number of remedial Amongmeasures.

things, petitionerother requiredwas to withdraw its state-
complaintcourt and to reimburse the defendants for all their

legal expenses in connection with the suit. Id., at 169-170.
AppealsThe Court of enforced the Board’s order in its en-

tirety, (CA9660 F. 1981),2d 1335 holding that substantial
supportedevidence both findingsthe Board’s that the em-

ployer’s “lawsuit lacked a reasonable inbasis fact, and itthat
penalizewas filed to [and] picketersHelton the engagingfor

protectedin activity.” Id., at sought1342. Petitioner cer-
urgingtiorari, that properlyit not enjoinedcould be from

maintaining its state-court grantedaction.4 We the writ,
459 U. (1982),S. 942 and we now vacate and remand for

proceedings.further
II

questionThe whether maythe Board issue a cease-and-
desist allegedlyorder to halt an retaliatory bylawsuit filed an
employer in a state court has historyhad a checkered before
the Board.5 At infirst, W. T. Carter &Bro., 90 N. L. R. B.

court. As in 2,noted n. supra, the state court dismissed the abuse of
process counterclaim at the same time it denied summary judgment on the
libel counts of both the claim and counterclaim.

4In its brief, petitionermerits thefor arguesfirst time to this Court that
the Board erred by concluding that the taking of the state-court defend­

depositionsants’ constituted an practice.unfair labor Brief for Petitioner
33-36. This issue presentedwas not in petitionthe for certiorari and we
decline to consider it. See 34.1(a).this Court’s Rule

5It should be inkept mind that what is involved is an employer’shere
lawsuit that the federal law not exceptwould bar for its allegedly retalia­
tory motivation. We are dealingnot with a suit that is claimed to be
beyond jurisdictionthe of the state courts because of pre­federal-law
emption, or a suit that objectivehas an illegalthat is under federal law.
Petitioner concedes that maythe enjoinBoard these typeslatter of suits.
Brief for 12-13, 20;Petitioner Reply Brief for Petitioner 8. Nor itcould

successfullybe argued otherwise, for we upheldhave enjoin­Board orders
ing unions from prosecuting court suits for enforcement of fines that could
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and obtainedsuedemployeran(1950), where2023-20242020,
holdingfromemployeesitsbarringinjunctionstate-courta

heldBoarddividedacompany property,onmeetingsunion
laboran unfairsuit constitutedof theprosecutionthethat

ma-oflawcommonthefromanalogizedThe Boardpractice.
contentionemployer’stherejectedandprosecutionlicious

aofexercisea lawfulwasproceedingsto courtits “resortthat
shouldBoardthethatobjectedThe dissentright.”basic

a judicialtoits casepresenttorightemployer’stherecognize
itswithto interferewassodoinginits motiveevenforum, if

dissent-Chairman,(Herzog,2029Id., atrights.employees’
B.L. R.127 N.Co.,TaylorClydeinlater,yearsTening).

injunctionanobtainedemployerthewhere(1960),109103,
dis-unlawfulofprotestinunion picketingpeacefulbanning
theadoptedandCarterT.W.overruledBoardthecharges,

dissent.earlierof theview
the Board’sTaylor,Clydeafteryears18nexttheDuring

consist-entirelyhave beentoto usappearnotdodecisions

Board, Tex-JointStateAct, see Granitetheunderlawfully imposedbenot
2ddenied, F.446(1970), enf.636,B. 637R.N. L.Union, 187Workerstile

4,05,Ma-No.Lodge(1972);Booster213rev’d, S.(CA1 409 U.1971),369
in(1970), enf’d380, 383B.R.N. L.Workers, 185Aerospace&chinists

aff’d,(1972), 4122d 1143119, 459 F.D.App. C.148 U. S.part,relevant
request,that, at the Board’shas concludedCourt(1973), thisand84S.U.

“whereinjunctiona state-courtofmay enforcementenjoinDistrict Courta
Nash-Finchv.NLRBthe field.”pre-emptspowerfederalBoard’s][the

(1971).138, 144Co., 404 U. S.
that theassertionpetitioner’sofrejectionrequiresalsoNash-Finch

28ofby virtuesuita state-courtenjoiningfromprecludedisBoard
ofa courtprohibitsexceptions,certainsubject towhich,§2283,C.U. S.

Nash-Incourt.a stateinproceedingsenjoiningfromthe United States
where theinstancesininapplicablewas§that 2283heldFinch, the Court

purposethebecausepractices,laborunfairto restrainactionfiles anBoard
federalthestate andthebetweenunseemly conflictto avoid§ “was2283of

hamstring the Fed-not topersons,privatewerelitigantsthewherecourts
protecttocourtsof federalusetheinagenciesand itseral Government

146.S., at404 U.rights.”federal
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ent.6 Then, in Power Systems, 239 N. L. R. atB., 450, the
Board concluded: “Since we have found Respondentthat had
no reasonable forbasis its .lawsuit, . . the lawsuit had as its
purpose the objectiveunlawful of penalizing [the employee]

filingfor chargea with the Board.” The suit therefore was
enjoined as an practice.unfair labor gravamenThe of the
offense was thus held to be the objective,unlawful which
could bybe inferred lack aof reasonable basis for the em-
ployer’s suit.

Although the SystemsBoard in Power purported to distin-
guish Clyde Taylor progenyand its on the basis that the law-
suit in each of those cases “was not a tactic calculated to

employeesrestrain in the rightsexercise of their under the
Act,” 239 N. L. R. B., at 449, the distinction illusory.was

Clyde TaylorIn itself the Board found no prac-unfair labor
despitetice the specificALJ’s finding that employer’sthe

lawsuit purpose“was for the of preventing employeeshis
from exercising rights guaranteedthe to them under the Act,
rather than purposefor the of advancing any legitimate inter-

ofest his own.” 127 N. L. R. B., at 121. Since 1978, the
Board has consistently adhered to the SystemsPower rule
that employeran or union who employeesues an for a retalia-
tory guiltymotive is of a violation of the Act.7 Under this
line of cases, as the Board’s brief itsand counsel’s atremarks

6 Compare, g.,e. S. E. Nichols Many Corp., 229 N. L. R. B. (1977);75
Peddle Buildings, 203 N. L. R. B. (1973);265 and United Corp.Aircraft(Pratt Whitney& Division), 192 N. L. R. B. (1971),382 modified, 534 F.

(CA24222d 1975), denied,cert. 429 U. S. (1976);825 with, g.,e. United
Emyloyees, Local 680,Stanford 232 N. L. R. B. (1977);326 International

Organization Masters, Mates Pilots,andof 224 N. L. R. B. 1626 (1976),
enf’d, 188 U. S. App. 15,D. C. 575 F. 2d (1978);896 and Television Wis­
consin, Inc., 224 N. L. (1976).R. B. 722

7See Sheet Metal Workers’ Union § 55,Local 254 N. L. R. 773,B.
(1981);778-780 United Credit Bureau America, Inc., 242 N. L.of R. B.

921, (1979), enf’d,925-926 643 F. 2d 1017 (CA4), cert. denied, 454 U. S.
994 (1981); George A. Angle, 242 N. L. R. B. 744 (1979), enf’d, 683 F. 2d

(CA10 1982).1296
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doesBoardtheconfirm,8present caseargument theinoral
inde-anemployer’s assuitin themeritregard oflacknot

8(a)(4)§ labor8(a)(1) unfair§ andtheofpendent element
only elementessentialthethatit assertsRather,practice.

retaliatory motive.isviolationof a

­­I­­­I­­­I

A
sub-havetoposition seemsBoard’sblush, thefirstAt

(4) reme-broad,8(a)(1) areActtheand ofSectionsstance.
toableemployees bewillguarantee thatprovisions thatdial

including the§7by theofrights secured Act—enjoy their
activity forengage concertedinright totheright unionize,to

Board’sright theto utilizeprotection, and theaid andmutual
discrimina-coercion,restraint,offearprocesses—without

hasemployer. The Courttheirfromor interferencetion,
variety ofwideprohibiting aaslawstheseliberally construed

has theor thatrestrain,tointendedisemployer thatconduct
pro-ofemployees exercisein therestraining,likely ofeffect

bymay anusedbeno doubtA lawsuitactivities.9tected
or retaliation.of coercionpowerful instrumentemployer aas

employee filessuing whoby anobserved,hasBoardAs the
protected activi-engages in otherorcharges Boardthewith

any-thatemployees noticeonplace itsemployer cananties,
to thesubjecting himselfisconductengages suchinone who

Regardless howoflawsuit.a burdensomepossibility of
employee mostwillemployer’s is, thesuittheunmeritorious

legal ex-substantialincurandcounsellikely to retainhave

8 despite closeargument,At oral13, 18-21.RespondentforBriefSee
pos­theoutto ruledeclinedcounselCourt, Board’stheby thequestioning

bydeemedmight besuittotally meritoriousof aprosecutionsibility that
retaliatory purpose.filed for aifpractice,unfair laboranto bethe Board

39-41, 46-47.29-35,Arg.OralTr. of
v.(1972);9 NLRB117, 121-125Scrivener, 405 U. S.v.g., NLRBSee, e.

Exchangev.(1969); NLRB575, 617-619U. S.Co., 395PackingGissel
Corp. v.Aviation(1964); Republic405, 408-410S.Co., 375 U.Parts

NLRB, 313Corp. v.Dodge(1945); Phelps793, 797-798NLRB, 324 U. S.
(1941).177, 182-187S.U.
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penses to defend against it. Systems,Power supra, at 449.
Furthermore, as the Court of Appeals in the present case
noted, the chilling effect of a state lawsuit upon an em­
ployee’s willingness to engage in protected activity is multi­
plied where the complaint seeks damages in addition to injunc­
tive relief. 660 F. 2d, at 1343, n. 3. Where, as here, such a
suit is filed against hourly-wage waitresses or other individuals
who lack the ofbacking a union, the need to allow the Board to
intervene and provide a isremedy at its greatest.

There are weighty countervailing considerations, however,
that militate against allowing the Board to condemn the filing
of a suit as an unfair labor practice and to enjoin its prosecu­
tion. In Motor TransportCalifornia Co. v. Trucking Un­
limited, 404 U. S. 508, 510 (1972), we recognized that the
right of access to the courts is an aspect of the First Amend­
ment right to petition the Government for redress of griev­
ances. Accordingly, we construed the antitrust laws as not
prohibiting the filing of a lawsuit, regardless of the plaintiff’s
anticompetitive intent or purpose in doing so, unless the suit
was a “mere sham” filed for harassment purposes. Id., at
511. We should be sensitive to these First Amendment val­
ues in construing the NLRA in the present context. As the
Board itself has recognized: “[G]oing to a judicial body for
redress of alleged . .wrongs . stands apart from other forms
of action directed at the alleged wrongdoer. The ofright
access ato court is too important to be called an unfair labor
practice solely on the ground that what is insought the court
is to enjoin employees from aexercising protected right.”
Peddie Buildings, 203 N. L. R. B. 265, 272 (1973), enf.
denied on other grounds, 498 F. (CA32d 43 1974). See also
Clyde Taylor Co., 127 N. L. R. B., at 109.

Moreover, in recognition of the States’ compelling interest
in the maintenance of domestic peace, the Court has con-
strued the Act as not thepre-empting States from providing
a civil remedy for conduct touching interests “deeply rooted
in local feeling and responsibility.” DiegoSan Building
Trades Council v. Garmon, 359 U. S. 236, 244 (1959). It
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employer has theanthatheldrepeatedly beenhas therefore
conducttortiousfromprotectionjudiciallocalright to seek

v.& Co.Roebuckg., Sears,e.dispute. See,during a labor
Carpenters, 430(1978); v.Farmer180S.Carpenters, 436 U.

53U. S.383Workers,(1977); Guardv. PlantLinn290U. S.
ConstructionLaburnumv.(1966); WorkersConstruction

(1954).Corp., S. 656347 U.
heldsupra, we65,atWorkers,Guardv. PlantLinnIn

damages ac-tortin aproperly recoveremployer cananthat
andprove malicedispute if it canarising a laborofouttion

supra, atCarpenters,v.Farmerinjury. alsoSeeactual
aprosecution ofenjoin thetoallowedisBoardtheIf306.

anynecessarily thatfollowsitlawsuit,well-grounded state
totally de-beinjunction willsubject ansuchtoplaintiffstate

canthe “Boardinjury, sinceremedy actualfor anprived aof
anygive otherpenalty, orimpose nodamages,noaward

thetoThus,63.supra, atLinn,plaintiff.thetorelief”
filing aofright theto declaretheassertsthe Boardextent
headlongrunsAct, itof thea violationbesuit tomeritorious

incasesotherFarmer, andLinn,ofrationalethe basicinto
ignoretocongressional intentato inferdeclinedwewhich

andhealthprotecting the“inintereststatethe substantial
Seesupra, at 302-303.Farmer,well-being citizens.”of its

supra, 196;atCarpenters,v.Co.&Sears, Roebuckalso
supra, at 61.Linn,

ap-competence inspeciallight the Board’sofincourse,Of
complexities ofAct thetoprovisions of thegeneralplying the

toare entitledActinterpretations of theitslife,industrial
notposition has beenitshere,aswhere,deference, even
420U. S.Weingarten, Inc.,J.NLRB v.entirely consistent.

344,Seven-Up S.344Co., U.(1975);NLRB v.251, 264-267
language ofonly literalthe(1953). here, wereAnd347-349

inclinedbe8(a)(4) wouldconsidered, we8(a)(1) to be§§ and
theofpresent constructionitsbecauseuphold Board,theto

Considering AmendmentFirstthenot irrational.isstatute
identifiedinterestsstatethecourts andto theright accessof
concludewehowever,Farmer,andLinnassuchin cases
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that the interpretationBoard’s of the Act is untenable. The
filing prosecutionand of a well-founded maylawsuit not be
enjoined as an unfair practice,labor ifeven it would not have
been commenced but plaintiff’sfor the desire to retaliate
against the defendant for exercising rights protected by the
Act.

B
Although it is not unlawful under prosecutethe Act to a

meritorious action, the same is not true of suits based on in-
substantial claims—suits that lack, to use the term bycoined
the Board, a “reasonable basis.” Such suits are not within

scopethe of First protection:Amendment
“The first amendment interests privateinvolved in liti-
gation compensation for rightsviolated— and interests,

psychologicalthe benefits of public airingvindication, of
disputed facts—are not advanced litigationwhen the is
based on intentional falsehoods or knowinglyon frivolous
claims. Furthermore, since sham litigation by defini-

grievance,tion does not involve a bona fide it does not
come rightwithin the first petition.”10amendment to

Just as false statements are not byimmunized the First
rightAmendment to speech,freedom of see Herbert v.

Lando, 441 U. S. (1979);153, 171 Gertz v. Robert Welch,
Inc., 418 U. S. (1974),323, 340 litigationbaseless is not im-

bymunized the First rightAmendment petition.to
Similarly, the state recognizedinterests in the Farmer line

of cases do not playenter into when the state-court suit has
no basis. bySince, plaintiffdefinition, the in a .baseless suit
has not protectedsuffered legallya injury, the State’s inter-
est “in protecting the health well-beingand of its citizens,”

swpra,Farmer, at implicated.303, is not onlyStates have a

10Balmer, Sham Litigation and the Antitrust Laws, 29 Buffalo L. Rev.
(1980).39, 60 Accord, Clipper Exxpress v. Rocky Mountain Motor TariffBureau, Inc., 1252, 1265-1266674 F. (CA92d 1982);Fischel, Antitrust Li­

ability for Attempts to Influence Government Action: The Basis and Limits
of the Noerr-Pennington Doctrine, 45 U. Chi. L. 80,Rev. (1977).101
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claimshavingany, insubstantialinifnegligible interest,
theface oftheparticularly inby courts,adjudicated their
byprotectedrightsvindicating theinstrong interestfederal

laws.laborthe national
in antitrusttheled usanalogous thesetoConsiderations

exception inadopt sham”“meretheto Californiacontext
508Trucking Unlimited, U. S.404Transport v.Co.Motor

NLRA.theunder(1972). coursea similarfollowshouldWe
the Boardandimportant one,litigate anisright toThe

order-beforecareutmostwithevidencetheconsidershould
proper case,In alawsuit.a state-courting ofthe cessation

theCongress allowtointendedthat.believewehowever,
it isthatremedy. we holdTherefore,provide thistoBoard

prosecute a baselesspractice toenjoinable laborunfairan
employee forretaliating against anofthe intentwithlawsuit

§by NLRA.theprotected 7 ofrightsofthe exercise

IV
improperlyanprosecution oftheHaving thatconcluded

viola-alacking constitutesbasisa reasonablesuitmotivated
nowbyenjoined Board, wethemay beAct thattheoftion

evaluatingmay intakesteps Boardtheinquire whatinto
Peti-requisite basis.thelackssuita state-courtwhether

inquiry notmustprejudgmentBoard’sthat theinsiststioner
position iscomplaint. Itsof thebeyond four cornersthego

the statethatcomplaint relieflawfullong seekstheasasthat
themust allowgrant, Boardthejurisdiction tohascourt

hand,othertheonBoard,proceed. Thelitigation tostate
pre-scope of itstheonlimitationsperceives noapparently
rea-has aa lawsuitto whetherasjudgment determination

example, ALJthepresent forcase,In thebasis.sonable
state-petitioner’smerits oftheontriala virtualconducted

con-ALJthetrial,dethisonBasedclaims.court facto
“hispart oninjudgment, basedindependentin hiscluded,
thatdemeanor,”including theirwitnesses,theofobservation

basis.a reasonablelackedpetitioner’s suit
Although the Board’sparty.agree eitherwithWe cannot

the baretolimitedinquiry not beneedreasonable-basis
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pleadings, if genuinethere is a issue of material fact that
credibilityonturns the of properwitnesses or on the infer-

ences to be undisputeddrawn from facts, it incannot, our
view, be thatconcluded the enjoined.suit should be When a

presents genuinesuit factual plaintiff’sissues, the state First
Amendment petitioningininterest the state court for redress

grievance,of his havinghis interest in disputethe factual re-
by jury,solved a and the State’s in protectinginterest the

health and ofwelfare its citizens, lead us to construe the Act
permittingas not the usurpBoard to the traditional fact-

finding function of the jury judge.11state-court or Hence,
we conclude plaintiffthat if a state presentis able to the

11In civil practice, “genuinethe issue” test is used for adjudging motions
for summary judgment. See Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. 56. Substantively, it

veryis close to the jury”“reasonable rule applied on motions for directed
verdict. BradySee v. Co.,Southern R. 320 476, (1943) (di­U. S. 479-480
rected verdict grantedshould be when the evidence is such “that without
weighing the credibility of the witnesses there can be but one reasonable

verdict”).conclusion as to the In the civil context, most courts treat the
two standards identically, although some have found slight differences.
See generally C. Wright, Miller,A. & Kane,M. Federal Practice and Procedure
§§ 2532, (1983);2713.1 J. Moore Lucas,& J. Moore’s Federal Practice
¶¶ 50.03[4], (1982).56.04[2] The primary difference between the two
motions is procedural; summary judgment motions are usually made before
trial and decided on documentary evidence, while directed verdict motions
are made at trial and decided on the evidence that has been admitted.
Ibid.

In making reasonable-basis determinations, the mayBoard guid-draw
ance from the summary judgment and directed verdict jurisprudence, al-
though it is bynot bound either. genuineWhile disputes about material
historical facts should leftbe for the court,state plainly unsupportable in-

fromferences the undisputed facts and patently erroneous submissions
respectwith to mixed questions of fact and maylaw rejected.be

Although we leave particularthe procedures makingfor reasonable-
basis entirelydeterminations to the discretion,Board’s we see no reason
why the Board should want to hear all the employer’s evidence supportin
of his suit,state or any more than necessary, if it can be determined at an
early stage that the genuinecase involves issues of material orfact law.
In appropriate cases, mightthe Board prefer relyto on documentary evi-

alone,dence as is in practicedone civil summarywith judgment motions.
On the hand,other mightthe Board prefer to conduct a hearing.
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genuine is-raiseslawsuithisshowsthatevidencewithBoard
furtherproceed noshouldthe Boardfact,of materialsues

proceedings8(a)(4) practice8(a)(1)§ laborunfair§thewith —
suitstate-courttheproceedings untilstay thoseshouldbut

concluded.12beenhas
the statedisputed inonly issuespresent thecase,theIn

cases,beThere willin nature.appear factualto belawsuit
ofissuesturns onplaintiff’s casethe statein whichhowever,
asJustand law.question factofupon a mixedorlawstate

disputed ma-genuinelydecidingfromrefrainmustBoardthe
it likewiserespect suit,a statetowithissuesfactualterial

genuine state-right to havelitigant hisdeprive ofanotmust
judiciary.13 Whileby statethelegal questions decidedlaw

12 a leaf­distributeemployeespicketingexample, thatassume, forusLet
onRoeemployeeonadvancemaking a sexualDoemanager ofaccusinglet

forfalse, Doemaliciously suesisthe leafletClaiming thatspecific date.a
complaintathen filesCounselGeneralBoard’sThecourt.in statelibel

At abasis.a reasonableretaliatory lacksandsuit isthe statealleging that
isthein leafletthe accusationthatALJ, Roe testifiesanhearing before

thethatany evidencewithforwardor to cometestifyfails toIf Doetrue.
whyexplanationacceptableanwithfalse, or at leastmaliciouslyisleaflet

56(f) (summaryProc.Civ.evidence, Fed. Rulecf.suchpresenthe cannot
essentialto discovertimeneedsopponentifmay deniedbejudgment

lacksuit forenjoin Doe’snotwhy shouldthe Boardfacts), no reasonwe see
tohas failedplaintiffsituation, statethethisInbasis.reasonableof a

decide, andtocourtthe stateforany genuine issuesthere arethatshow
lightignore, instrong totoogroundless-isisthe suitthatinferencethe

employees’ofdeterring the exerciseagainstpolicystrong federalof the
rights.collective

elsewherethat he wasclaimsandDoe testifiescontrast, thatsupposeIn
libelthewhetherquestionTheincident.alleged sexualtheofthe dateon

falsity Doe’soforthepart on truthsubstantialturns inhas merit thussuit
Congress intendedcircumstances, doubt thatwethesetestimony. Under

toperhaps disbelievecredibility andissuetheto resolvethe Boardfor
basis, therebyof a reasonablefor lacklawsuitenjoin thestory andDoe’s

dispute resolvedthis factualhavetorighthisDoe ofeffectively depriving
turned onquestionif thetruebesameThe wouldjury.by a state-court

facts.undisputedfromto drawnbeinferencesfactualproperthe
13 course, gov­iswhich, notclaim, ofa libelinvolvespresentThe case

re­a malicesuperimposeslawlaw, federalsinceentirely by stateerned
(1966).53, 64-65Workers, 383 S.U.Guardv. PlantLinnquirement.
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the Board stayneed not its plaintiff’shand if the position is
plainly foreclosed as a matter of law or is otherwise frivolous,
the Board should allow such issues to be bydecided the state
tribunals if anythere is realistic plaintiff’schance that the
legal theory might adopted.be

In instances where the Board must allow the lawsuit to
proceed, if employer’sthe case in the state court ultimately
proves meritorious and judgmenthe has against the em-
ployees, employerthe prevailshould also before the Board,
for filingthe of a meritorious lawsuit, even for a retaliatory
motive, is not an practice.unfair labor judgmentIf goes
against employerthe in the state court, however, or if his
suit is withdrawn or is otherwise shown to be without merit,

employerthe has dayhad its in court, the interest of the
State in providing a forum for its citizens has been vindi-
cated, and the mayBoard proceedthen adjudicateto the
§8(a)(1) §8(a)(4)and unfair practicelabor case. The em-
ployer’s having provedsuit unmeritorious, the Board would
be takingwarranted in that fact into account in determining
whether the suit had been filed in retaliation for the exercise
of employees’ §7the rights. If a violation is found, the

mayBoard order the employer to reimburse employeesthe
whom he had wrongfully sued for their attorney’s fees and

expenses.other mayIt anyalso order properother relief
that would policieseffectuate the of the Act. 29 U. S. C.

160(c).14§
V

The arguesBoard petitionerthat, since soughthas not re-
view of the findingsfactual below that the state suit in the
present case lacked a reasonable basis and was filed for a

14The powerBoard’s to take such action is not bylimited the availability
injuredto employees of a state-court prosecutionmalicious or other action.

Dual remedies are appropriate because a State has a substantial interest
in deterring filingthe of litigationbaseless in courts,its and the Federal
Government anhas equally strong interest in enforcing the federal labor
laws. The Federal Government need relynot on state remedies to ensure
that its interests are served.
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isitonceaffirmedbejudgment shouldretaliatory themotive,
cir-theseenjoin undermay a suitBoardthethatconcluded

rightchallenge thehowever,does,Petitionercumstances.
circum-theinordera cease-and-desistto issueBoardtheof
reason-itsnot reachdidBoardtheandpresent here,stances

opinion. Asthiswithin accordancedeterminationable-basis
weighingaboutreservationsnohadALJtheabove,noted

oncredibility judgments. Basedmakingandthe evidence
libelthethathe concludedevidence,theofown evaluationhis

state-thebecausemerit,lackedpetitioner’s suitincount
interfer-businessthethattrue, andwereleafletin thements

tofailedevidencethegroundless, becausewerecountsence
B., atL. R.allegations. N.249petitioner’s factualsupport

provincethe ALJ’snotsupra, It was736.atSee164-165.
haveshouldheWhatdeterminations.factualsuchmaketo
wereleafletin thethe statementswhetheris notdetermined

toasgenuine issueawastherewhetherratherbuttrue,
Similarly, shouldheknowingly false.they werewhether

interfer-regarding businessthethe factshave decidednot
inquiry thetohislimitedhavehe shouldrather,counts;ence

issuesfactualraisedpetitioner’s evidencequestion whether
inbecause,Furthermore,material.genuine andwerethat

ultimatelyAppealsofthe Courtorder,enforcing the Board’s
supported theevidence”“substantialthatthe factonrelied

vio-lawsuittheprosecution offinding thethatBoard’s
nothaserrorBoard’sthe1343,at2d,F.660Act,thelated

toexpressing a view asAccordingly, withoutcured.been
returnenjoinable, shallwein factsuit ispetitioner’swhether

light theofinconsiderationfurtherforBoardthecase tothis
proper standards.

VI

themay haltnotBoardthethatwe holdsummarize,To
plain-regardless theoflawsuit,a state-courtprosecution of

orin factbasisa reasonablelacksthe suitunlessmotive,tiff’s
arebasisof reasonablelackRetaliatory andmotivelaw.

a cease-and-ofissuancetheprerequisites toessentialboth
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againstdesist order a state suit. The Board’s reasonable-
inquirybasis must be structured in a pre-manner that will

plaintiff’sserve the state right to have a jurystate-court or
judge genuineresolve material legalfactual or state-law dis-
putes pertaining to the lawsuit. Therefore, if the Board is

uponcalled to determine whether a priorsuit is unlawful to
the time that the state court judgment,renders final and if

plaintiffthe state genuinecan show that such material factual
legalor issues exist, the Board must await the results of the

adjudicationstate-court respectwith to the merits of the
state suit. If the proceedingsstate judgmentresult in a ad-

plaintiff,verse to the maythe Board then consider the mat-
ter further ifand, it is found that the lawsuit was filed with
retaliatory mayintent, the Board find a violation and order
appropriate relief. In short, althoughthen, it anis unfair

practice prosecutelabor to an unmeritorious lawsuit for a
retaliatory purpose, the enjoinableoffense is not unless the
suit lacks a reasonable basis.

In of foregoing,view the judgmentthe of the Court of
Appeals is vacated, and the case is remanded to that court
with instructions to remand the case to the Board for further
proceedings opinion.15consistent with this

So ordered.
15 remand,On the state court’s denial of summary judgment on the libel

count givenshould be careful consideration before a cease-and-desist order
issued,is petitionerunless is deemed to have pointwaived this by failing to

bring the state rulingcourt’s to the attention of the priorALJ to his deci­
sion. See 2 3,nn. and supra. In ordinarythe case, although the Board is
not bound in a judicatares bysense such a state-court ruling, we see no
reason why the state court’s judgmentown on questionthe whether the

presentslawsuit triable factual issues should not be entitled to deference.
anyIn event, such a state-court decision should not be disregarded without

a cogent explanation for doing so.
arguesPetitioner also weightthat should givenbe theto fact that a Fed-

eral District Court denied petitionthe Board’s for temporary injunctive
relief. See ibid. At inleast the context of present case,the we disagree,
because here the District Court denied relief not because it felt peti-that
tioner’s lawsuit raised issues,triable but because it ofwas the erroneous
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concurring.Brennan,Justice

Relationstoday LaborNationalthat theholdsThe Court
lawsuitprosecution of a state-courtenjoinmay thenotBoard

743, and,atante,basis,”a “reasonablesuit lacksunless the
onbasisreasonablelacks athe suitfind thattofurther, that

“genuinenoistherethatgrounds must findBoardthefactual
areme, thoseForante, at 744-748.fact,”of materialissue

takeThey thatare standardspronouncements.delphicno
and state—federalofstructuresthe basicfromtheir content

dis-judicial authority over laborandof administrativeand —
way thatin artificialthey read annot beputes, shouldand

provenance.ignores their
isin this casefocusthat ourimportant remembertoIt is

thehand,the onejudicial Onreview.ofthe functionon
notandBoard,theAct constitutesLabor RelationsNational

policy.laborfederalprincipal ofarbitertheCourt,this
recognize Board’sthemustcases, wein other“Here, as

provisions of thegeneralapplying thespecial offunction
Republic Avi-life.complexities of industrialtheAct to

Phelps798;793,U. S.Board, 324Corp. Laborv.ation
of[313 and177,] 194,S.U.Dodge Corp. Board,v. Labor

anyofsidescarefully of boththe interests‘[appraising]
controversy circum-in the diverselabor-management

special understand-particular from itscases’ofstances
Laborrelations.’industrialing of‘the actualitiesof

[357 362-363.357,]U. S.Steelworkers,v.Board United
conflictingbalancing ofproblem thetheisultimate‘The

sought “an unlawfulitunlessenjoinednever becoulda state suitthatview
con-an unlawfulenforcesues toa unionexample, whenas, forobjective,

C5.for PetitionerApp. to Brieftract.”
statebefore thependingremainscountonly the libelthatappearsIt
lack-adjudicated to befinallybeenclaims haveotherpetitioner’sIfcourt.

petitionerfinding thatitsmay reinstateBoardthemerit, on remanding in
Boardifclaims theunmeritorioustheseby prosecutingunlawfullyacted

retaliatoryfor afiledthe suitfinding that waspreviousto itsadheres
purpose.
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legitimate interests. The strikingfunction of that bal-
ance to effectuate policynational labor is often a difficult
and delicate responsibility, which Congressthe com-

primarilymitted to the National Labor Relations Board,
subject judicialto limited review.’ Labor Board v.
Truck Drivers Union, 353U. S. 87, 96.” NLRB v. Erie

Corp.,Resistor (1963).1373 U. 221,S. 236

reviewinginThus, the Board’s construction of the Act and
remedythe providedit has to purposeseffectuate the of the

Act, our task
“[is] interpretnot to [wethat statute think]as best but
rather the inquirynarrower into [NLRB]’swhether the
construction ‘sufficientlywas reasonable’ acceptedto be
by reviewinga court. Train v. Natural Resources De­

Council, 421 U. (1975);S. 7560,fense Zenith Radio
Corp. v. United (1978).States, 437 U. S. 443, 450 To
satisfy this standard it necessaryis not for a court to find

agency’sthe onlyconstruction was the reasonable orone
even readingthe the court would have reached if the
question initially had judicialarisen in a proceeding.”
FEC v. Democratic CampaignSenatorial Committee,

(1981).454 U. S. 27, 39

On the other hand, this responsibilityCourt’s interpre-for
tation of the labor laws particularlycomes playinto when the
Board’s exercise of its broad developmandate to federal

policylabor has constitutional resonances. suggestI do not
athat constitutional issue directlysurfaces in this case. But

1As was said of the Federal Election inCommission FEC v. Democratic
CampaignSenatorial Committee, 454 27,U. S. (1981),37 the NLRB is

“preciselyalso typethe agencyof to which deference should presumptively
be afforded.” It is “vested . . . with ‘primary and responsibil­substantial

” “ity for administering and enforcing Act,’the and it is provided with ‘ex­
tensive rulemaking adjudicativeand powers.’” Ibid. “It is authorized to

general‘formulate policy respectwith to the administration of this Act.’”
Ibid. alsoSee NLRB v. Weingarten,J. Inc., 420 251,U. S. 266-267
(1975).
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as tounsaidCongress muchleftthatobservedoftenwe have
relationships be­delicatetheonlawlaborfederalofthe effect

betweenrights, andpolicy individualandinstitutionaltween
intending exer­towithoutGovernments,FederalandState

regulatepower toconstitutionalof itsmeasurefullthecise
346Teamsters,g., v.Garnerrelationships. e.See,those

goes inconstruing Act(1953). thehow farIn488485,U. S.
they other­rights wouldemployers ofanddepriving workers

guidancesoughthave oftenlaw, westateunderhavewise
theory in thethattheonnorms,constitutionalfrom basic

supply indi­they surestthespecificevidencemoreofabsence
Congress intended.of whatcation

“genuineandbasis”“reasonablespirit thethatinIt is this
They areunderstood.bemustdispute” standardsmaterial

lim-judgment to whatascomplexencapsulate aphrases that
authority to setbroadmay the Board’soninfera courtits

enjoiningbypolicythatvindicatepolicy toandlaborfederal
meaning canspecificMorelawsuit.2prosecution stateof a

particular constitu-to theattentionfrom closederivedbe
they based.upon arewhichconsiderationstional

toAmendmentFirstright therecognized underahaveWe
Motorcourts.grievances in stateofredressseek California

510508,U. S.Trucking Unlimited, 404Transport v.Co.
causespre-empt some.state(1972). Congress doesandcan

jurisdiction overfederalby providing for exclusiveactionof
1338(a);§g., C.28 S.U.disputes, e.types see,ofcertain

is notpre-emptioncomplete270b(b),§ suchbutS. C.40 U.
Congress has notthatheldalsohaveimplied. Welightly

forcourtright in statesuetopre-empted thecompletely
dispute.a laborwithconnectioninoccursthatdefamation

(1966). Accord-53S.U.Workers, 383v. Plant GuardLinn

2 in­thatastutelyCourt, observedwriting theFrankfurter, forJustice
complicated“a moreAct involvesLabor RelationsNationaltheterpreting

‘ascertain­phrase,by delusiveconveyed theisthanprocessperceptiveand
v.CouncilBuilding TradesDiegoSanlegislature.’”theofintenting the

(1959).236, 239-240Garmon, U. S.359
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ingly, appropriateit is to in implicatinginfer a case First
rights,Amendment Congressas here, that did not intend to

enjoinauthorize the prosecutionNLRB to the unpre-of an
empted plaintiff’sstate-court lawsuit, even if subjectivethe
intent operationis to frustrate the of federal labor law, ex-
cept plaintiff’swhere the First Amendment interests are at
their weakest—where the suit is without a reasonable basis
in fact or law. However, as the Court makes clear, ante, at

ability741, 749, the enjoinBoard’s prosecutionto of a state
suit is not the abilitymeasure of its to determine that such
prosecution practiceconstitutes an unfair labor or of its
ability provideto other remedies to vindicate federal labor
policy. Cf. New York Times v.Co. United States, 403 U. S.

(1971) (“failure713, 733 concurring)(White, byJ., the Gov-
justify priorernment to restraints does not measure its con-

stitutional entitlement to a publica-conviction for criminal
tion”). necessityAs to the scopeand the of these remedies,
the highBoard is degreeentitled ato of deference.3

Somewhat different concerns pro-affect the standards and
bycedures which the Board makes its “reasonable basis”

determination. protectsWhile the person’sConstitution a
right prosecuteto file and to a lawsuit in state itcourt, does

guaranteenot that law,state rather than federal willlaw,
provide groundthe for regardIndecision. fact, with to

disputes,labor pre-emptionfederal of state law is the rule,
exception.not pre-emptionthe mayThat accomplishedbe

by congressionally authorized administrative asaction well as
by legislation. Fidelity SavingsFederal &Loan Assn. v. De

(1982).la Cuesta, 458 U. S. 141, 153 Even in areas where
state pre-empted,law is maynot overlay—there abe federal
as with defamation actions like the one ininvolved this case,

3 peopleReasonable could differ over the wisdom of deciding that a
nonfrivolous suit withdrawn,which is or in plaintiffwhich the ultimately

prevail,does not constitutes an unfair labor practice, ante, 749,see at but
that is questiona of policylabor for the Board to in thedecide first
instance.
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bemalicerequirement thatby a federallimitedarewhich
supra, 61.atLinn,proved. See

ques-particularguarantee thatthe ConstitutionNor does
jury. extentby To thea statedecidedbewillof facttions

disputehaving the factualinlitigant an “interesthasathat
completelyisinterestthatjury,” 745,by atante,aresolved
particularproviding aininterestState’sfrom thederivative

Yet that “State’sprocedures.particularactionof withcause
Congressby law wheneverpre-empted federalmayright” be

ininterestthe federalagent thatdeterminesits authorizedor
requiresaffecting commerce,in industriesrelations,labor

rules.different
Congresspolicylabora federal“[W]hen downit set

simply the then-altertothanmoreplainly to domeant
sought restruc-well toIt asprevailing law.substantive

effectuating thatfundamentally forprocessestheture
apply-responsibility forplacingdeliberately thepolicy,

systemlegal incomprehensivedeveloping thising and
body thanratherexpert administrativeanhands ofthe

Em-system.” Motor Coachjudicialfederalizedthe
(1971).Lockridge, 274, 288S.403 U.ployees v.

359Garmon,Building v.Diego Trades Councilalso SanSee
supra, at(1959); Teamsters,v.Garner242-243236,S.U.

490-491.
BoardCongress theauthorizedsay hasthatnotThat is to

juryrights deter-toaltogetherdisregard state-createdto
rulings on stateto state-courtandissueson factualminations

progenypre-empted. Linn and itsbeenhas notthatlaw
requires ac-someThe NLRAnot.it hasthatmake clear

question much.is howtheinterests;stateofcommodation
offrom the structureto drawinferencereasonableThe most

mayBoardtheis thatin this arearelationsstate-federal
to what-in additionif,lawsuitprosecution stateenjoin of a

an unfair laborrequired thatfindings to decideareotherever
controllingthatit determinescommitted,practice has been
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plaintiff’sfederal law thebars right to relief, that clear state
law makes the case frivolous, or that no juryreasonable could

findingsmake the of fact in plaintifffavor of the that are nec-
essary applicableunder law. I can phraseunderstand the
“genuine disputes,”material ante, at 749, way.no other

regard questionsWith to of fact, which are incrucial this
case, see ante, at 746, Virginia,Jackson v. 443 U. S. 307
(1979),provides analogyan properfor the allocation of fact-
finding authority chargedto those with protecting federal
rights. A state may regardedlawsuit be havingas no rea-
sonable basis if no reasonable givefactfinder could a verdict

plaintiff.for the Even if a State has some interest in enter-
taining frivolous lawsuits or providing juries,unreasonable
that preventinterest need not swift, effective vindication of

policy.federal labor
scopeThe of our proceduresreview of the the Board uses

accomplishto its mission is limited, and the constitutional
constraints on them are attenuated. agency goesUnless the
entirely beyond statutoryits mandate, proce-violates its own

providedures, or fails to an party processaffected due of law,
we have no role in specifying what maymethods it mayor not

findinginuse reachingfacts or conclusionsof policy.law and
See Vermont Yankee Nuclear Corp.Power v. Natural Re-
sources Council, Inc., (1978).435U. S. 519,Defense 548-549
The Court acknowledges this and notes that “we leave the
particular procedures makingfor reasonable-basis determi-

entirelynations to the Board’s discretion.” atAnte, 745,
n. 11. Specifically, maythe Board take althoughevidence,
it need not do so in every case, nor would it be wise to do so

everyin case. Ibid.
Thus, the Board powerretains broad to waysdeal with the

in judicialwhich processresort to may “powerfulbe used aas
instrument of coercion or retaliation,” ante, at 740. There is

constitutionallyno privileged harassingmethod punish-of or
ing those rightswho protectedexercise §§7by and 8 of the
NLRA. The may enjoinBoard prosecutionnot unpre-of an
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has no rea-suitthat thefindsitunlessempted lawsuitstate
no reason-hassuitmay that anotit decideandbasis,sonable

the factsjury viewcouldif a reasonablefactinable basis
lesshavewhichmay measuresothertakedifferently. itBut

rights, andAmendmentplaintiff’s Firstimpact on thedirect
it deemsextentthe fulltoinvestigate matterthemayit

par-protectingininterestnecessary federalthevindicateto
lawsuits.state-courtdisputes coercivefromticipants in labor


