RAILROAD LABOR DISPU"I‘E

1 ing the year pemod nnder the arbitration law? Sev

tion aw t during the period o:
from Janu,‘ y:f2 4 nary 25, 1966, the Mediation Boar
. 93 neutrals to serye on.spe al boards under the award ;Then- decismns, in a
S every case,. rubber-stamped -the. compnay’s proposals.,.. :
a, company—dominated procedure. e
-In January of 1965, 1 took a- personal hand in t

" tacted some of the top railroad officials in the E

negotiate & ‘settlement. They sat dowl
, ent h! d, W' cons1st dispute on’
i _,and th

ote letters to the Pres1den 8
shing them copy of the Eastern,
is problem could be discussed and
ed that the solution to this crew consist ¢ ispute had bee d.
'_ The rep s began coming- in and almost ever -them either referred .
-t ‘!their ersonnel department or advised me that theil problems on: crew: ¢o sist
: andled by the National Railway Labor Conference. Not one 1
utheast or West was willing to settle, or has settled to ~
» y settled reopened the dispute.
th no sother ‘choice, T authorized our general
: h had not settled the crew consist-dispute to serv (
Railway Labor Act, in order to initiate conferences dispose of the ma
--the'end of the 2-yea ‘period The railroads T y taking the po
. they were not require rain ul the pemod expired' Th
- court to avoid the conference table, and they took the position in the ¢ 3 :
_the Railway Labor Act required the parties to bargain nationally when the rail-
roads: proposed to do so. Judge HoltzofL, in the district court in. Washington,

. held them in. their: contention that if some of the railroads wanted to comb

~the dispute into a co certed movement, the ployees had no choxce under
Railway Labor Act but ‘o follow that procedn H 1 :
- other law, because he could not. find it in the "
';1ssue is before the Wa ington Go%rt 0 1ppeals- a
t.

‘these railroads are up
they Wuant in this ] before you now, and if
courts, they will be ) ;efore you agaln begging or €0
Somewhere along the llee oing to have to be resu
. on these railroads if they 0-~cont under private cont
ownership ‘ ' : s
« me daily and th
‘ -know ‘how it is that ; isregard
extend the period of the exi ing exte o
\ ‘under PL 88-108. They are not satisﬁed with any answer I
‘ s that the thing is il in ¢ t—-—we are still<

ar
\y the rallroad brotherhi
, employees like wunions in other industries do. They feel that .
; nough- ‘to’ justlfy ‘working conditions equal to those enjoyed by oth
; ith them 100 percent. ut ‘when I try» 0 help hem:

‘out an injunction




