to show such proficiency.  As we have seen, the arbitrator
rejected each of these contentions holding that under the
terms of the contract, as he construed it, the operator
could require Casebolt to demonstrate his proficiency in
the solution of routine engineering problems involving a
knowledge of general mathematics and the fundamentals of
algebra and trigonometry. 12/
The results of the 1981 math tests, which Casebolt took
voluntarily and which he has never claimed were tainted with
Watts's alleged discriminatory conduct, were reliable,
probative and substantial evidence of his lack of knowledge
and skills for the job of surveyor or mapper.  This evidence
which came from his own hand at a time when he was trying to
qualify for the jobs in question is, I believe, dispositive
of any claim that but for his protected activity he would
not have been disqualified.  Consequently, whether or not
Watts's motive was as malevolent as claimed, the smoking gun
of disqualification came from Casebolt's own hand.
In arriving at this conclusion, I have given appropriate,
but not controlling, deference to the arbitrator's "specialized
competence" in interpreting the seniority provisions of the
contract. 13/  I find this position to be in accord with
both the doctrine of deference with respect to arbitral
decisions that interpret the competitive seniority provisions
of collective bargaining agreements and complainant's right
12/  The arbitrator stated that "I have personally reviewed
Both tests taken by the Grievant and find them to be fair,
appropriate and reasonable."  Casebolt has never challenged
the fairness of the math tests.
13/  While no transcript was made of Casebolt's arbitration
hearing, a complete and authentic copy of the collective
bargaining .agreement in question has been furnished in
support of the operator's motion.  The arbitrator's decision
contains a recitation of the evidence submitted by the
parties.  This closely parallels that in the MSHA investiga-
tion file which is also in the record.
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