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AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

FRIDAY, AUGUST 5, 1966

HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m. in room 2123,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Harley O. Staggers (chairman)
presiding.

The CraTRMAN. The committee will come to order.

The hearings today are on_legislation dealing with the current
strike in the airline industry. Yesterday afternoon the Senate passed
legislation dealing with this situation, and I immediately scheduled
these hearings for this morning. Bach member of the committee
has before him a copy of the bill as passed by the Senate. This
hearing has far-reaching implications, not only to those involved in
this strike but to all labor and management.

[ am hopeful that before the conclusion of these hearings and before
this legislation gets to the floor, there will be an announcement that
there has been a settlement of this strike. 1 don’t see how either side
is going to profit by legislation. One side or the other might think
that they can or will in the long run, but I believe that history will
show that neither side can.

It was suggested that perhaps when this legislation came over to
this side, we could by unanimous consent take this up on the House
floor, but I said it was the Nation’s business, and the Nation’s repre-
sentatives are on this committee. It was suggested at one time that
may be we could have closed hearings, and I said this was not possible
because the public is entitled to know what is going on. This com-
mittee will give due and deliberate consideration to the business
before it. and I am saitsfied that at the end we will come up with
something that will be as nearly equitable as we can make 1t, and
that means not only to labor and management but to the public as well.

I don’t know how long the hearings are going to take. I hope not
long. We are going to expedite them every way we can, beeause this
is going to affect countless millions of people who work in this land,
and management too. We are going to do our very best.

I might explain that as passed by the Senate, the bill contains nine
sections. The first section pertains to congressional findings identical
to the findings required to be made under section 10 of the Railway
Labor Act before an emergency Board may be established and con-
tains other findings relating to the current dispute.

Section 2 of the bill provides that upon enactment of the bill, the
provisions of section 10 of the Railway Labor Act are reestablished for

1




- AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

30 days, and no change shall be made by the parties, except by agree-
ment, in the conditions out of which the dispute arose, and that during
these 30 days, none of the parties may engage in or continue any
strike or dispute.

Section 3 provides that the President may establish a special air-
lines dispute board which shall engage in mediatory action, and if
such a board is established, the provisions of section 2 prohibiting
changes and conditions except by agreement and prohibiting any
strike or lockout shall continue to apply for 60 days after the ap-
pointment of the board. If at the end of these 60 days the special
board finds that the conditions recited, and as findings in section 1
continue, and recommends to the President that the 60-day period
be extended, the President may be authorized, or is authorized, to
issue an Executive order extending the period for an additional 90
days.

Section 4 provides that if an agreement has not been reached 30
days before the expiration of the final report for a period of time pro-
vided in section 3, the board shall make a report and recommendations
to the President for transmittal to the Congress. The President
shall also submit to the Congress a report of the dispute and his recom-
mendations regarding terms or procedures which will assist in the
final settlement of the dispute in the public interest.

Section 5 of the bill provides for the enforcement of the provisions
of the bill by injunction, and section 6 provides that, if during the 180
days provided for in sections 2 and 3, and before settlement of this
dispute, any other dispute involving an air carrier and its employees
occurs which threatens substantially to interrupt interstate commerce,
and all procedures of the Railway Labor Act have been exhausted
without settlement of the dispute, the President may issue an Execu-
tive order which will make applicable to the parties the provisions
of this act to the same extent as though the parties were originally
included in the act.

Section 7 is the same as section 9, paragraph eighth, of the Railway
Labor Act, stating that nothing in the joint resolution requires an
individual to render labor or service without his consent or makes it
illegal for an employee to resign.

Section 8 provides for a study by the Secretary of Labor of the
adequacies of the labor disputes provisions of existing law and pro-
vides for a report and recommendations to Congress.

Section 9 is the standard separability clause. I have gone into
some detail concerning the provisions of this bill, since many persons
may not have had time to study it in detail as yet in view of its passage
late yesterday afternoon by the other body.

(S.J. Res. 186 follows:)

[8.7. Res. 186, 80th Cong., 24 sess.]

JOINT RESOLUTION To provide for the settlement of the labor dispute currently existing between
certain air earriers and certain of their employees, and for other purposes

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That (a) the Congress does hereby find and declare that a
labor dispute between Eastern Airlines, Incorporated, National Airlines, Incorp-
orated, Northwest Airlines, Incorporated, Trans World Airlines, Incorporated,
and United Air Lines, Incorporated, and certain of their employees represented
by the International Association of Maechinists and Aerospace Workers, a labor
organization, threatens substantially to interrupt interstate commerce to a degree
such as to deprive any section of the country of essential transportation services;
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that such essential transportation gervices must be maintained; that all procedures
for resolving such dispute provided for in the Railway Labor Act have been ex-
hausted and have not resulted in settlement of the dispute, including a report and
recommendations of the Emergency Board Numbered 166, a proffer of arbitration
and mediation with the parties by the National Mediation Board; further, that
the efforts of the National Mediation Board and the Seeretary of Labor to settle
this dispute have been unsuccessful; and that it is desirable to achieve a settlement
of this dispute in a manner which serves the public interest and economic stabiliza-
tion and which preserves the free collective bargaining method.

(b) The Congress therefore finds and declares that emergency measures are

essential to the settlement of this dispute and to the security and continuity of
transportation services by such carriers.
_ Szc. 2. For a period of thirty days effective from the date of enactment of this
joint resolution the provisions of section 10 paragraph 3 of the Railway Labor
Act shall apply and no change, except by agreement, shall be made by the parties
to the controversy, or affiliates of said parties, in the eonditions out of which the
dispute arose. During such period of time none of the parties to the dispute, or
affiliates of said parties, shall engage in or continue any strike or lockout.

Skc. 3. (a) Within the period of time specified in section 2, the President’s
authorized, on the basis of the findings of Congress in section 1 of this joint resoli=
tion, to appoint a Special Airline Dispute Board which shall thereafter engage
in mediatory action directed to promoting agreement among the parties. The
provisions of section 2 shall continue to apply during a period of sixty days follow-
ing the appointment of the Board. At the expiration of said gixty-day period,
the President is authorized, on the basis of the findings of Congress in section 1 of
this joint resolution and if the Special Airline Dispute Board provided for in this
section finds that the provisions of said section 1 continue to exist and recommends
to the President that the sixty-day period be extended, to extend the provisions
of seetion 10, paragraph 3 of the Railway Labor Act for an additional ninety
days upon issuance by the President of an Executive order so providing. During
tl_u: period or periods of time referred to in this section, none of the parties to the
dispute, or affilintes of said parties, shall engage in or continue any strike or
lockout.

(b) Any agreement among the parties shall provide that the wage settlement
provisions be retroactive to January 1, 1966.

(¢) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the National Mediation
Board is authorized and directed: (1) to compensate the members of the Joard
at a rate not in excess of $100 for each day together with necessary travel and
subsistence expenses, and (2) to provide such service and facilities as may be
necessary and appropriate in carrying out the purposes of this joint resolution.

Sec. 4. If an agreement has not been reached thirty days prior it the expiration
of the final period of time provided in section 3, the Board shall make a final report
with recommendations to the President which shall be transmitted to the Congress
by the President, along with a full and complete report of the dispute and his
recommendations regarding terms or procedures which will assist in the final
settlement of this dispute in the public interest and without further interruption
of the continuity of transportation services by these carriers.

Skc. 5. (a) Upon suit by any of the parties to the aforesaid dispute or by the
Attorney General the several distriet courts of the United States shall have
jurisdiefion to restrain any violations of sections 2 and 3 of this joint resolution.
Whenever it shall appear to the court before which any proceeding under this
gection may be pending, that the ends of justice require that other parties should
be brought before the court, the court may cause them to be gsummoned, whether
they reside in the district in which the court is held or not; and subpoenas to that
end may be served in any distriet by the marshal thereof.

(b) In granting an injunction or relief under this secf ion, the jurisdiction of
stich court sitting in equity shall not be limited by the Act entitled “An Act to
amend the Judicial Code, to define and limit the jurisdiction of courts sitting in
equity, and for other purposes”, approved March 23, 1932 (29 U.S.C. 101-115).

Sgc. 6. If, prior to the settlement of the dispute referred to in section 1, a
dispute between any other air carrier and its employees shall in the judgment of
the President, threaten substantially to interrupt interstate commerce to a degree
such as to deprive any section of the country of essential transportation service
after all procedures of the Railway Labor Act have been exhausted and have not
resulted in a settlement of such dispute, the President is authorized to issue an
Executive order reciting such findings; whereupon the provisions of sections 2, 3,
4, 5, and 7 shall become applicable to such dispute and to the parties thereto as
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though originally included in such provisions: Provided, That any such agreement
referred to in section 3 shall provide that the wage settlement provision shall be
retroactive to the expiration date of the prior collective bargaining agreement.

Sec. 7, Nothing in this joint resolution shall be construed to require an indi-
vidual employee to render labor or serviee without his consent, nor shall anything
in this joint resolution be construed to make the quitting of his labor or service
by an individual employee an illegal act; nor shall any court issue any process to
compel the performance by an individual employee of such labor or service,
without his consent.

Sec. 8. The Secretary of Labor is hereby directed to commence immediately
a complete study of the operations and adequacy of the emergeney labor disputes
rovisions of the Railway Labor Act and the Labor-Management Relations Aet.
The Secretary is further instructed to report to the Congress by January 15, 1967,
the findings of such study together with appropriate recommendations for such
amendmentis to the Railway Labor Act and the Labor-Management Relations
Act as will provide improved permanent procedures for the settlement of emer-
gency labor disputes.

Sgc. 9. If any provision of this joint resolution or the application thereof is
held invalid, the remainder of this joint resolution shall not be affected thereby.

Passed the Senate August 4 (legislative day, August 3), 1966.

Attest: EmeEry L. Frazier, Secretary.

The CrarrmMan, The current dispute involves Eastern, National,
Northwest, Transworld, and United Airlines, and approximately
35,000 of their employees represented by the International Association
of Machinists Aerospace Workers, AFL-CIO.

These carriers are 5 of the 11 domestic trunk airline carriers operat-
ing in the United States representing over 60 percent of the domestic
industry as measured by passenger miles.

The parties entered into an agreement on August 9, 1965, estab-
lishing a procedure for joint negotiations of the disputes between
them. On October 1, 1965, the union and the carriers served on each
other the notices required by section 6 of the Railway Labor Aect
involving eight issues common to all the carriers, and over 100 issues,
each relating to individual carriers.

After negotiations, the parties applied to the National Mediation
Board for mediation, which began on February 1, 1966, and terminated
on March 10. Arbitration was proffered pursuant to law, agreed to
by the carriers and declined by the union. The Board made a final
offer to mediate on April 14, but this was unsuceessful, and a strike
deadline was set for April 23.

The Board notified the President that the dispute threatened to
substantially interrupt interstate commerce and the President
established Emergency Board No. 166 under section 10 of the Rail-
way Labor Act, which prevents any strike or lockout for 60 days.
The Board held hearings and issued a report on June 5, making a
number of recommendations for settling the 8 national issues and 40
local issues remaining unresolved. The union declined to accept the
recommendations and collective bargaining was resumed.

On July 8 the union called a strike which it has continued to
this date. On July 25, a Monday, this dispute was considered in
executive session by the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee.
The committee then held a hearing on Wednesday, July 27, and
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held executive sessions on Thursday and Friday of that week. On
July 29 the parties met with the President at his request and announced
a settlement on that same date, subject to ratification by the union
membership. On July 31 the membership rejected the proposed
settlement by an overwhelming vote.

On August 1 the Senate committee reported legislation to the
Senate which, after 2 days of debate, was passed vesterday afternoon
in amended form. As soon as I learned of the passage of the legisla-
tion by the Senate I immediately scheduled these hearings and asked
the Secretary of Labor if he would appear this morning to discuss
this matter with us. The Secretary very graciously agreed, and will
be our first witness this morning.

Mr. Secretary, I know this is very short notice to you but I under-
stand you have had quite a bit of practice lately testifying on this
subject, so perhaps the suddenness of our request to you isn’t quite
the hardship it might otherwise have been. At any rate, I certainly
hope so. You may proceed, sir, as you choose, with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. W. WILLARD WIRTZ, SECRETARY, DEPART-
MENT OF LABOR; ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES J. REYNOLDS,
ASSISTANT SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Secretary Wirrz. Mr. Chairman, there is certainly no imposition
as to the degree of hardship; I suppose we can determine that later.
But I am glad to appear before the committee to testify on this
matter.

I have no statement to make to the committee and will be glad to
proceed with whatever questions the committee may have.

The Crairman. I thought you would perhaps have a rather long,
lengthy statement which you would want to give us on this subject
and the benefit of your wisdom and views.

Mr. Farnsley says this is some kind of a record. Most of the
witnesses before us, we have to sort of ask them if they won't put
their statement in the record and summarize it.

Secretary Wirtz. If there is a preference on the part of the com-
mittee for a longer statement, as you suggested, there has been recent
oceasion for frequent discussion of this matter, and I shall be glad
to advise the committee, by way of an opening statement, about any
of these several matters which may be of importance to you.

You have stated very properly, it seems to me, Mr. Chairman, the
broad balancing of freedoms which is basically involved here. You
have referred to the history of the dispute; and with respect to that, if
the committee should desire a statement as to the present position of
the parties, I should be glad to advance that.

If the committee should desire a fuller statement with respect to the
impact of this strike, as we have currently measured it, I am in the
position 1o do that.

If there should be a request for discussion of the provisions, the
effect of the provisions, of Senate Joint Resolution 186, I will be glad
to go into that.

So it is rather a matter of simple identification, simply having an
identification of the committee’s interest.
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If you would advise me as to which of these areas you would like to
have a statement on, I will be glad to proceed in whatever way seems
to you advisable.

'f:he CrairMAN. Mr. Secretary, I think the committee would be
interested in the present status of what is going on, your knowledge,
and what the hopes are of getting together in a settlement, and perhaps
a little discussion of what the impact might be.

Secretary Wirrz. All right. Let me, perhaps, then put those two
matters, those two points, in reverse order, and talk first about the
impact of the situation on the country and on the economy.

Vith respect to that, Mr. Chairman, we have spent the night,
since receipt of the committee’s request, trying to bring together as
completely accurate a picture as we can of the present impact of this
dispute on the national economy and on the interests of all the groups
affected, and T would be glad to summarize that.

I think the committee has before it a summary of the hearings
before the Senate committee, where a week ago I outlined the impact
of the strike in the terms of the situation as we had determined it
then from the various departments of the Government, and also from
a careful exchange and scrutiny of the mail, the telegrams, which
have been received.

I will bring that report down to date, as of last night.

The general report is that the situation is today very much the
same as it was a week ago and as it was reported in detail a week ago
Wednesday to the Senate. There have been virtually no significant
changes as far as the situation is concerned.

Now, in more detail, that means—and let me take up first the situa-
tion as it affects the military effort, because there has been particular
interest in that—it means first that there is no effect of this strike on
the military program. There has been complete cooperation of both
parties, and also of all Government agencies in the handling of all
military air movements, so that specifically, as of about 8 o’clock last
night, the report to us from the Department of Defense is that with
respect to overseas passenger requirements, with respect to overseas
cargo requirements, with respect to domestic cargo requirements,
there is full availability, there is availability equal to the need for
those things.

I simply state to you that aside from certain matters of obvious in-
inconvenience as far as moving or arranging for meetings, and that
king of thing, is concerned, there is no impact on the defense program.

The second point of particular inquiry as affecting the facts of the
situation as far as the Post Office is concerned, and I am taking this
up from the standpoint first of the various Government programs,
about two-thirds of the total postal air service is normally performed
by the five carriers that are on strike. Last year, they accounted for
about 134 million ton-miles of postal service.

There has been obviously interruption in the airmail service. In
general, I think it is a fair statement to say that there is now about,
on the average, a 24-hour delay in mail—which would previously
have moved by air.

There are other refinements of that situation. T will be glad to go
into detail about them, but that is roughly the situation. The Post
Office Department has arranged certain special air charters to take
care of this situation. They have made other special arrangements.
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In general, it may be assumed that that mail which moved by air
before is now 24 hours delayed on the average.

Those are the two principal governmental operations which are
involved. As we turn to the situations as it affects the public in its
more private eapacity, the situation, Mr. Chairman and members of
the committee, is this:

You have suggested properly in your opening statement, Mr.
Chairman, that the five airlines involved here normally account for
about 60 percent of the airline transport in this country. This means,
in terms that are most readily understood, that about 150,000 people
a day who would normally have traveled on these carriers have to
make some other provision or are without provision for their transport.

That is appmximatel_\' the number who are affected in one way or
another. That is an oversimplification, because it does not take into
account the adjustments \\']li(‘.l]l have been made to meet this situation
on the part of the nonstruck airlines, and that has quite a marked
effect on it.

A report as of late yesterday from the CAB, just to give you
a single figure, selecting it from a number of others, estimates that
today perhaps 34 percent, let’s say 30 to 35 percent, of that traffic
which would have been handled by these lines, is being taken care of
by the other lines.

That is a rough figure; it is not precise, but it will give you the situa-
tion in general. That is as far as the traveling public is concerned.

I should add that there is increasingly a situation in which the number
of Americans abroad who had planned to return by TWA, one of the
five carriers involved here, which is struck, has mounted rapidly, so
that there are today, as of again a report of last night, approximately
6,000 Americans in Europe today and in foreign countries who had
expected to return by this time by air who have not done so.

&t- is a situation in general of obvious serious inconvenience as far as
this part of the traveling public is concerned, and that is about the
proportions of it in terms of passengers.

Now. that leads to the final area of identification, which involves
an attempt to at least estimate or describe to you in general terms the
economie effect of this strike. That is very hard to do. It is hard
because the impact here is not in terms of, if I may use that phrase,
the vitals of the economy as a whole with respect to which there is
comparatively minor impact.

It affects rather a certain number of businesses and a certain
number of areas, and affects them quite seriously and quite sharply.
I would give you a misleading impression if I were to put this in
terms of the percentage of the whole economy affected, because it
would be a very small percentage, and it would not accurately deseribe
the impact which is so serious in particular areas and among particular
eroups of people.

Now. it is with that thought in mind that we have made, during the
night, a study of the now 5,200 telegrams and letters which have
been received either at the White House or at the Department of Labor
with respect to this matter, and 1 give you this summary of the
picture in those terms.

If this situation can be measured accurately by the reports which
have come in from particular individuals and companies, it is reflected
this way:
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Of the 5,200 telegrams which have been received—5,271, to be
precise—call it 5,000 so it will be easily understood—first, 3 out of 4
of them urge very strongly the termination of this trike in one way or
another. There has been in the last few days a substantial increase
in the number who assert the importance of not interfering with col-
lective bargaining in this particular situation, and who oppose legis-
lation, and that amount has increased recently.

But, of the total, about three out of four favor an ending of the
strike,

Just to give you some of the other figures, and then to pursue it as
your interests may dictate, 60 percent of the protests from the indi-
viduals, of the mail from the individuals, comes from the States of
Washington, New York, California, Illinois, and Florida; and the
other 40 percent is distributed among the others.

We have turned then to an analysis of the business reports which
have been received. There have been communications from 3,650
business firms. Those are primarily in these States:

A very large number of them in California, Florida, Illinois, and
New York; a substantially significant number of them in Kentucky,
Pennsylvania, Oregon, Ohio, North Carolina, and Washington.

The largest number of them have come from travel agencies. There
is over 500 of that group.

There has been another large concentration from hotels and motels.
There has been a large group of telegrams from florists, companies in
the floral business in one form or another. Those have been the largest
concentrations there.

There has been another particular set of protests from those who
are or were planning to attend conventions of one kind or another.

I could go into a good deal more detail about it, Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee. I have summarized the situation as
clearly as I can as follows:

In terms which we have associated with the application of legislative
study in the past, of national defense and health 'and safety, those
matters are not affected here.

In terms of overall economic threat, I do not find, on the basis of
the information that we have, any attack going to the vitals of the
economy.

What we have is an extraordinary, an extremely regrettable dis-
ruptive interference with the conveniences of a good many people
and with the business interests of particular groups in particular
areas, and I do not mean by deseribing it that way to minimize them
in the least. But it is more a scattered effect than it is an overall
generalized effect.

To complete the summary, there is no relationship to the military
situation. There is about a 24-hour delay in mail service. There
is that group of seriously inconvenienced Americans abroad. Perhaps
that will suffice to outline the impact of the situation as it existed as
of last night.

[ should add one other thing. It is not at this point changing at
all materially. The number of people abroad is mounting, and the
injury to the businesses which were affected right from the start
continues and is cumulative in that respect; but there appears to be
no particular spreading of the impact.
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There is one other point I should mention. With respect to the
interests of the parties to the dispute themselves, we have these
estimates.

A week or 10 days ago, I used, on the basis of the best evidence
available then, a figure of loss of domestic revenues by these airlines,
that is in terms of gross revenues, of about $7 million a day. That
ficure as of today is probably about $8.2 million losses in reyenues a
day to the struck carriers.

The number of employees affected is about, as you have indicated
in your opening statement, 35,000 directly affected, that is, the
striking group. There is probably another group of between 35,000
and 50,000 airline employees in other occupations who have been laid
off as a consequence of this.

The number of people, of employees in other businesses which had
depended to one extent or another on air transport, is simply impossible
to define.

So that is about the estimate of that picture.

Now, with respect to the other part of your question, which has to
do with the current state of affairs as far as the negotiations are gomg
on, there were, of course, the very active negotiations leading up to
Friday, a week ago today, and culminating in the settlement which
was reached Friday night.

There were then the 2 days, Saturday and Sunday, which were
taken in the holding of the ratification vote on the part of the union,
which most unfortunately turned out in terms of nonratification.

There have been conversations of one kind or another during the
intervening days. That means Monday to today; but I should say
to you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that there has
been no meanineful discussion of this matter, nor will there be so
long as it is before the Congress, because the consideration, the thought
of both sides at this pomnt are concentrated upon the legislative action
with respect to this matter; and I must say to you respectfully that
the prospect of movement through mediation during the period of
legislative consideration is inconsiderable, to say the least.

It is simply very difficult to approach the matter with the parties
in terms which do not take account of the legislative matters.

So, in practical terms, Mr. Chairman, there are today no meaningful
negotiations going on, although we have kept in touch with both
parties on a daily basis, to continue to explore those possibilities.

The Caamrmax. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

T would like to ask you just two or three questions.

Has the administration recommended any legislation to deal with
the eurrent strike?

Secretary Wirrz. To deal with this strike?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. No, it has not, Mr. Chairman.

The CuArMAN. Does the administration have a position on this
legislation?

Secretary Wirrz. On the Senate resolution which is before you now?

The CrairMAN. That is right. And if so, what is it?

Secretary Wirrz. Sir, I anticipated that question, and have tried,
Mr. Chairman, during the night again, in the interests of being as
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clear about it as possible, just to put down informally the somewhat
extended answer to that question. It is, in short, this:

That the administration does not take a position with respect to
whether there should or should not be legisllnlinn in this situation.
It does take, and I shall be glad to be of any assistance I can in con-
nection with that, positions with respect to what kind of legislation
would be most effective, knowing what we do of this situation, if
there is to be legislation.

But I think T should like to make a little extended statement on
that, because I know, from the past week’s experience, that it will
come up repeatedly, and perhaps it is better that I be as specific as
I ean about it.

My thoughts on that, Mr. Chairman, start from a point which you
have very properly emphasized in your opening statement.

The question before this committee and before the Congress and
before the country today obviously involves infinitely more than the
question of just how to settle this particular strike or how to handle
this particular strike. If that is all there were—that is all there was
ever going to be, there would not be concern.

The thing that makes it, of course, a matter of great moment is that
it involves the whole question of what studies should be set for
balancing the interest which are involved in this situation and in other
situations like it, the interests which are reflected in the right to
strike, the interests which are reflected, on the other hand, in the
right, the desire of people to travel on airplanes.

There is this very delicate balancing of freedoms. It is important
to realize that this is an issue which Congress has faced four times in
the last 4 years, only that many times as far as this country is
concerned.

It faced it first in 1926 in the enactment of the Railway Labor Act,
and Congress said then if there was a situation which—and this is in
quotes from the Railway Labor Act—if there is a situation which
“threatens substantially to interrupt interstate commerce to the degree
such as to deprive any section of the country of essential transporta-
tion service'—that ends the quote—then the right to strike must be
held up until certain procedures are followed.

Those are the procedures which were followed in this case. The
last two steps are the meeting of the emergency board and the
making of its recommendations, and then a 30-day period for
negotiations.

And so, in 1926, the Congress said in that kind of situation with
that balancing of interests, there should be that procedure followed.

Then the Congress said again during World War II, and after
there had been private agreement to the same effect, that there just
shall be no strikes. On that balancing of interests, with the war and
with the possibility, if there is a possibility, of interference with
military effort, the congressional decision then was very clear. There
just should not be any strikes.

Then the Congress faced this matter again in 1947 in the Taft-
Hartley Act, and it said there that where there is “an imperiling of
the national health and safety,” there shall be a curtailment of the
right to strike for 80 days, and that is a familiar provision.

Then Congress spoke again in 1963, when there was the threatened
shutdown of all of the Nation’s railroads, and at that time, the Con-
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aress found “a situation involving the national health and defense,”
and in that situation ordered that there be no strike, that there be
arbitration, and that the arbitration award should be effective for
2 years, which was the result.

Now, there is another proposal before the Congress and before the
country to curtail the right to strike, and it involves another kind of
situation.

If I may summarize again what I have said before, first of all, the
procedures originally preseribed by the Congress for this situation,
involving the threatening of transportation in a part of the country,
those procedures have been exhausted. That time has passed, so
this is a new situation in that respect.

Second, there is no threat to the military program, so it isn’t
similar to the World War II situation.

Third, there is no imperiling of the national health or safety, so
it isn’t like, in my judgment, the situation which prompted the Taft-
Hartley Act.

Fourth, there is no threat to the national health and defense, so
it isn’t a situation like the 1963 situation.

There is a very serious inconvenience to a very great many people,
and there is economic injury to many businesses and to many workers,
especially in certain parts of the country, and there is also a very
serious issue of national economie stability involved, because we all
know that that is part of the background of the present dispute, and
then there are, of course, serious differences between the parties
themselves regarding their respective positions.

Now, this balancing of freedoms has not been previously judged by
the Clongress or the country as a reason for denying the right to strike.
Whether it should be or whether it should not be, in this case and in
others like it. It is a fair and a vitally important question.

In my judgment, respectfully, that question should be settled by
the Congress one way or the other.

If there is to be a new balancing of the freedoms of the parties to
this dispute and the freedoms of the public to use the services of these
airlines, the Congress should make that decision.

The executive departments of the Government have been engaged
in extensive efforts to settle this dispute under the existing legislative
rules. We have been working night and day for the past several
weeks, and those efforts continue.

I say to you quite frankly that it has become a major factor in the
Government’s mediation of major labor disputes, not only this one,
but others before it, especially in the past few years, whether the
mediator is or is not going to, as it is put in the negotiations, “go for
legislation”.

That consideration has become a haunting question at the media-
tion tables in the Government councils.

I think, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, frankly
that it is not a healthy addition to the mediation process as it is
conducted by the Government. That question has begun to occupy
too large a part.

So, in answer to your question, Mr. Chairman, we have not asked
for legislation in this case. We have not opposed it. It is our

position that this is a proper question for congressional determination,
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that balancing of freedom that affects so mueh more than the
immediate case before us.

If it is Congress’ disposition to consider such an action, T will be
glad to express whatever judgment may be deemed relevant to the
members of the committee regarding the comparative effectiveness
of various forms which may be suggested, but I shall respectfully
urge that the question of whether there is to be such action lies within
the responsibility of Congress,

And so, summarizing again shortly, my answer to your question,
would be that there is not a position taken with respect to whether
there should or should not be legislation. There will be the fullest
possible measure of help with respect to any questions bearing on the
matter of what kind of legislation would be most effective, if that
determination is made.

The Caarrman. Thank you.

I am concerned, too, with the precedent that this bill might create.
As you know, and as you have discussed, the Congress passed, we
hoped at that time, a one-shot compulsory arbitration situation on
the railroad dispute.

Now, we find ourselves in the position of possibly having to pass
legislation on this. If we pass this bill, do you think this will increase
or decrease the likelihood of meaningful collective bargaining? Will
it be injured if we pass this bill?

You discussed this quite fully there, but you did not answer as to
whether it will injure collective bargaining if this bill is passed.

Secretary Wirrz. I will make my answers more precise as the dis-
cussion goes on, but you are touching on very basic questions which
make it difficult to answer briefly.

Any time there is legislative action which provides for a final
determination of a dispute by Government rather than by the private
parties, there is to some degree, a weakening of the collective bargain-
ing process in the sense that one party or the other will, in the future,
depend upon that prospect rather than ascertaining its responsibility
to take a hard position.

The best illustration of that is that during the war, when we provided
by law for what was in effect compulsory arbitration, by the end of the
war, the War Labor Board was handling 625 dispute cases every week.
They were all coming in.

You have asked in terms more specifically in reference to the action
taken in 1963 with respect to the compulsory arbitration dispute at
that time.

I would answer you now illustrating the other side of this situation.
I don’t believe, and there would be disagreement about this, that
action weakened basically the mediation processes in the railroad
industry, and we have been watching that very earefully,

So many of us were very much concerned at the time that that
would happen, and that there would be no more collective bargaining.
It hasn’t worked any better certainly, but I don’t believe—or putting
it affirmatively—I believe the fair answer to that question is that that
case was marked as being so much separate and apart from the normal
case that it did not destroy collective bargaining in the railroad
industry.

I would have to give you a yes-and-no answer to the question, except
to say this, which I suppose is clear in everybody’s mind, that every
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time we provide for governmental determination of a dispute, we
weaken by so many degrees the parties’ determination to do it them-
selves in the future.

[ say that of collective bargaining. It is as true in this field as in
any other field of relationships between people in this country. To
whatever extent the Government takes over anything, people rely
less on their own responsibility.

The CraTRMAN. A dispute going on between the American Airlines
and its employees is being considered by Emergency Board 167.
Are they actively engaged in collective bargaining or are they waiting
to see what is going to be done by the Congress?

Secretary Wirrz. We would have, Mr. Chairman, only indirect
knowledge of that situation, but I can report that the members of the
mediation board, of the emergency board in that case, have met.
They have met now, I think, with both parties.

[ ‘think that the processes of the act are proceeding in that case
without regard to the disposition of this.

The CHAIRMAN. One last question because T know all the members
of the committee have many questions to ask.

Section 4 of the Senate-passed bill provides that the President shall
transmit to the Congress “his recommendations regarding terms or
procedures which will assist in the final settlement of this dispute
in the public interest and without further interruption of the con-
tinuity of transportation services by these carriers.” Now, 1 read
this as possibly providing that the President’s recommendations must
prevent employees from being able to strike, otherwise I cannot
understand the reference to ‘“‘without further interruption of the
continuity of transportation services.”

Do you interpret this language the same way I do, or do you have a
different interpretation of its possible effect?

I would also appreciate your comments on the meaning of the entire
section.

Secretary Wirrz. I see the question and I do not know the answer.
The language came from the Senate. I am sure that the question
which you are putting involves the matter whether this provides for
compulsory arbitration at the end of this period.

The Crarrman. That’s right.

Secretary Wirrz. The Senate’s view on that, and I refer to the
Senate only in this respect, as the authorization of Senate Joint
Resolution 186, made its position quite clear on that matter when it
voted the day before yesterday, I think, 18 to 6 against a compulsory
arbitration provision.

My own feeling about compulsory arbitration is exactly the same
without the six. I don’t know frankly, Mr. Chairman, how to read
this. I don’t believe that—it certainly provides or it certainly
contemplates that there will be further action of the Congress before
anything of that kind is done, so I think it would be safe to assume—
and this is the most informal advice—I think it would be safe to assume
that it would not have the effects to which you refer, without sub-
sequent congressional action.

The Cuaigman. Thank you very kindly.

Secretary Wirrz. Mr. Chairman, I am very sorry not to have
identified at the beginning of the hearing my associate, Assistant
Secretary James Reynolds. That is an oversight, partly.

67-028—66——2
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As you know, he is the one who has been carrying the great burden
of this whole matter and will be in a much better position than I to
speak to the details of the dispute. )

The Crarrman. I think most of the members of the committee
recognize Mr. Reynolds.

Secretary Wirrz. But I apologize for my oversight.

The Crarrman. Mr. I*‘rietllei.

Mr. Frigpen. Mr. Secretary, I think you stated that the airlines
are not having any negotiations while this legislation is pending.
Am I correct in that?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. FriepeL. Is there anything in this bill that causes compulsory
arbitration?

Secretary Wirtz. That calls for compulsory arbitration?

Mr. Friepsn. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. No. My understanding is that there is not. I
answered the Chairman’s question in terms of the recognition of a
possibility of that element in section IV, but I am quite clear, at
least to this extent, that there could not be action of that kind without
subsequent legislative action.

With respect to your other question, and the chairman’s question,
too, I want to make it plain that there are representatives of both
parties here in town. Your question about whether there is any
possibility of going ahead with all of this, and I don’t mean by my
answer to this question to suggest that there is any abandonment of
the attempt or even the abandonment of the hope which at times is
the only sustenance in this business, but I am simply pointing out
that any considerations of the matters during this period are very
much affected by the pendency of the legislative consideration.

Mr. Frieoer. I have been receiving a lot of mail the same as
other members, and have been reading a lot of articles in the press,
and I saw an article stating that at the present time 66,800 airline
employees are out of work, including 35,400 machinists; 150,000
passengers have been grounded each day during the strike and have
had to find other means of transportation to reach their destinations.

[ have received numerous letters and telegrams from small busi-
nesses who depend upon the airlines such as travel agencies, resorts,
cities, Their sales have dropped drastically and their incomes
reduced to a trickle.

The strike is causing severe inconvenience and economic hardship
across the country, to say nothing of the 16,000 Americans stranded
in Europe.

You say it is only 6,000?

Secretary Wirrz. That is my advice.

Mr. FriepsL. You said the airlines are losing $7 million. I thought
it was $8.2.

Secretary Wirrz. It has gone up. There is an increase.

Mr. Frieper. I am hopeful that whether there is legislation or
not—and I am not trying to condemn the airlines or labor—I am a
great believer in free collective bargaining.

Secretary Wirrz. Right.

Mr. Friepen. But I think it has grown now so that something has
to be done. Did you say that the President was not in favor of this

bill?
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Secretary Wirtz. No; I did not say that.

Mr. FriepeL. You said he is not for it but he is not against it,
is that it?

Secretary Wirrz. I tried to spell that out as fairly as I could.
Again to summarize it, no position is taken with respect to whether
there should or should not be legislation. If there is to be legislation,
then whatever advice from the administration you may consider
relevant we would be glad to advance.

Mr. FrieperL. Can you just elaborate a little bit more on the one
statement you made earlier. I thought you said there would be no
meaningful negotiations going on while this legislation is pending.
Now am I to understand that we should not pass any legislation?

Secretary Wirrz. No. If I may, in answer to your question, simply
translate into shorter terms what I have in mind, it is that I would
hope respectfully thit whatever is done or not done on the legislative
side, be done quickly, because the two processes are not going to
operate effectively at the same time.

Mr. Frigper. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuairman. Mr. Springer.

Mr. SprINGER. Mr. Secretary, your statement I think was quite
clear but rather long. I want to see if I can get the meat of this,
what you have found and how you have summed up this situation.
In this T am reading from the airline disputes hearings on the Senate
side, and I quote you, I believe.

In general, and before going into detail as fairly as I ean, Mr. Chairman and
members of the ecommittee, I would sum up this situation in this way.

And this is from the prepared statement:

“First, this strike has, of course, a direct and unquestionably serious impact
on the companies involved and on their employees.

“Socond, it has caused extensive disruption and inconvenience in air travel and
transport generally.

“Third, it has hurt particular businesses in particular areas quite badly.

“Fourth, it has had a marked but not large scale effeet on the economy generally.

“Fifth, it has slowed up the postal service significantly.

“Sixth, it has not affected the defense or military effort materially.

“Seventh, there are definite signs of increasing losses, cost, inconvenience and
possible dangers.”

Does that sum up your situation? _

Secretary Wirtz. It does except for point No. 7 to which I would
add just this. That our review as of last night of the situation,
which would be 8 days after this previous statement, identifies very
little change in the situation, so that as far as increasing cost, loss and
inconvenience, possible danger is concerned, all T could say is that those
people who were being hurt 10 days ago are being hurt cumulatively
10 days more now. Otherwise, the answer to your question is $Yes,”

Mr. Seringer. All right, now that sums it up as to what the impact
of this dispute is on the country generally.

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. SpringER. Now if this situation is as you have referred to it in
these seven items, is it the position of yourself and the President
that you do not want to recommend legislation?

Secretary Wirrz. It 1s the position that we are not—the answer to
that question is “Yes,” that we are not recommending legislation.

Mr. Seringer. All right. Now you will recall that
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Secretary Wirrz. I want to be sure that the answer does not carry a
negative premise about our position at all. It is simply a statement of
fact as to a decision, reflecting a decision not to recommend legislation.

Mr. SPRINGER, T his, of course, is the question I suppose that would
be of dispute. It was my understanding from listening to the debate
on this matter in the Senate, that the President did not want any
legislation. Now I couldn’t come to any other conclusion from what
I heard over there.

Secretary Wirrz. That would not be my understanding of his
])w-itiun

Mr. SerixceEr. Well, it was stated there by a couple of Senators
who had talked with him that he did not want any legislation, he did
not want this legislation. I want to be sure that I have stated this
carefully. He did not want this legislation.

Secretary Wirrz. There was colloquy of that kind participated in
by Senator Dirksen and corrected the next day in the wmu]l with a
statement that there had been on the part of Senator Dirksen a
misunderstanding, and it is perhaps that to which you refer.

There was also a statement attributed to me at the end of the
debate, which carried an implication of one kind or another which is
not there. I should like to express what I think is the fact that there
has been no expression of position with respect to whether there
should or should not be legislation.

Mr. Serincger. And that is the official position of this adminis-
tration?

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Seringer. All right. Now in January the President sent
down a message in which he talked about some kind of permanent
legislation in these fields which would broadly affect the public, and
[ presume this would include transportation and all of those which
do affect public service. Now are you familiar with that statement?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir, I am.

Mr. SpriNGER. To that ds 1_\. and T am not saying I would even be
for it, I am just saying this alone, that thus far the President has not
implemented his statement of last Januar y with any recommendation
or any legislative proposal that I know about in this Congress; is
that true?

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. SpriNGER. Now can you give us any reasons why he either
has not implemented or has not taken a further position?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, because I have been very much involved in
the matter and very directly involved. It is a praetical answer, Mr.
Springer.

The Congress has before it—there are two parts to the practical
answer—Congress has before it at the present point quite a lot of
labor legislation. It has seemed to me personally, and I assume that
this has affected the President’s view of the matter, that as long as we
were considering minimum wage, unemployment insurance, revision
of the Imnpimlnent Service Act, common situs picketing, and in the
beginning section 14 (b), that until we got some of those things further
along toward disposition, it would be a mistake to introduce to the
Congress this matter which has a long history of high controversy.

Now the President also has added to that himself recently the
statement, quite frank and candid, that this is a matter on which it
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has been very hard over the years for any of us to come to agreement,
and that there has been a variety of views among us legislatively,
administratively, and so forth. I would add and shorten my answer
by saying that the combination of the difficulty of the subject and the
pendency before the Congress of other difficult labor legislation has
led to this result.

Mr. SprinGER. Mr. Secretary, did you have knowledge of these
words at the time? Had this been submitted for any clearance with
your Department, this paragraph:

I also intended to ask the Congress to consider measures which without im-
properly invading State and local authority will enable us effectively to deal with
strikes which threaten irreparable damage to the national interest.

Did he clear that with you or did you see this? I don’tsay he had
to get your permission but nevertheless I take it this wouldn’t have
been said unless the Labor Secretary had certainly looked at that
paragraph.

Secretary Wirtz. I was familiar with the prospect of that para-
graph.

Mr. Serinager. Now did that have your support?

Secretary Wirrz. Of eourse, surely; ves.

Mr. Sprincer. All right, that is all T wanted to know. Now 1
would like to turn to another matter if I could, and I want to see if I
can get something on the record, because this is awfully important.

It was my understanding that in the negotiations— and you are
familiar with all of the negotiations, aren’t you—

Secretary Wirrz. Mr. Reynolds would be.

Mr. SpriNGER. You and the two parties to this dispute.

Secretary Wirtz. Mr. Reynolds would be more familiar.

Mr. SpriNGER. It was my understanding that the pact which as
finally submitted to the Machinists Union was roughly $79 million,
is that approximately correct?

Secretary Wirtz. No. Our figuring of that is in the 373 million
area, 73 to 74,

Mr. SprinGER. All right. Now let me ask you if this was not true.
That not only did the airlines offer 73, but were willing to go as high
as 877

Secretary Wirrz. There has been a difficulty which has complicated
the figuring in this whole thing, Mr. Springer. The Emergency
Board recommendation was originally in terms of a 42-month contract,
and the offer to which you refer—not the offer, the figures to which
you refer—were the cost figures for a 42-month period.

Mr. Sprincer. Instead of a 36-month period? That accounts for
the $87 million instead of the $73 million.

Secretary Wirtz. It makes the two incomparable.

Mr. SprincER. Now then, is the offer which has been made by the
companies approximately what I have stated?

Secretary Winrz. I think you will have before you company wit-
nesses who could answer that more appropriately. Let's see, if I
remember your statement, it was that there was a dollar cost on a
carrier offer in the neighborhood of $86 million, was it?

Mr. SpringER. $87 million.

Secretary Wirrz. $87 million for a 42-month period?

Mr. SerinGER. Yes. Let’s check with your assistant.

Secretary Winrrz. All right.
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Mr. Reynownps. I think it would be more accurate to say that it
was about $81 million, Mr. Springer.

Mr. SpriNGgER. Instead of 877

Mr. RevnoLps. Yes.

Mr. SerinGger. That would eover the 42-month period?

Mr. Reynorps. The 42-month period.

Mr. Springer. Instead of a 36-month period.

Mr. Reyxoups. Yes; and this reflected a willingness of the carriers
to improve the benefits which had been recommended by the Emer-
gency Board to a certain extent, that extent being reflected in the
difference between approximately $76 million at which the recom-
mendations were costed-out, and the $81 million which I have just
mentioned.

Mr. SprinGer. Now let me ask you this: That kind of a recom-
mendation—where does that fit in the President’s guidelines of what,
3.4 percent?

Secretary Winrz. Did you say the recommendation or the settle-
ment?

Mr. SerincEr. Well, let’s take the settlement. Where does that
fit on a percentage basis with the President’s 3.2 guidelines?

Secretary Wirrz. Someplace between—well, approximately 4.2 or
4.3 percent.

Mr. SeriNceEr. That is all on a yearly basis?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. SeriNGEr, That would be approximately 13-plus percent for
the 3-year period, is that correct?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes; approximately.

Mr. SeriNGER. Now 1 think all of us recognize—and 1 certainly
can understand an employee situation, because you have inflation,
and you certainly hri,\'ej]md some prosperity in the last few years, and
I think I know when the airlines went over the hump from practically
a situation which was not stable to one where they had relative stabil-
ity, and with this inflation, naturally employees are going to ask for
their share.

Now has there been, on the part of the administration, any efforts
to keep this settlement at a certain figure?

Secretary Wirtz. Yes; there has been very strong, say, emphasis.
If I may answer just a little differently: The factor of making as
sure as possible that this settlement be in line with the stabilization
policies has been a strong factor in the amelioratory efforts of the
Government.

Mr. SpriNgER. Where does this enter? Where do you enter into
this question of negotiations on a free bargaining basis between man-
agement and labor? That is what I am trying to find out, at what
point do you enter?

Secretary Wirtz. We in the Department——

Mr. SpriNGER. You have taken an active part as I understand it in
these negotiations.

Secretary Wirtz. We in the Department of Labor?

Mr. SpRINGER. Yes, sir.

Secretary Wirtz. Only at that point at which there has been an
exhaustion of the regular statutory procedures, so that specifically
there was the recommendation by the Emergency Board. There
were then some 30 days of negotiating efforts by the National Media-
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tion Board. It was only after that period that Mr. Reynolds and I
entered at all significantly.

Mr. SerinGER. Now let me ask you this second point. What part
did the CAB take in this, especially the Chairman of the Civil
Aeronauties Board?

Secretary Wirrz. None, so far as T know.

Mr. SeriNgER. Informally?

Secretary Wirtz. In the negotiations of the matter?

Mr. SerINGER. Yes, sir.

Secretary Wirtz. No. As a matter of fact, I guess I haven’t even
talked to Mr. Murphy about it.

Mr. Springer. Didn’t he take an active part behind the scenes?

Secretary Wirtz. If he did, Mr. Springer, it is a point on which I
would have no knowledge.

Mr. SprinGeRr. I understand it on very good authority, Mr.
Secretary, that he and some of his people did take an active part, in
an effort to keep this figure as low as possible. I am throwing guide-
lines in with it, but pressure was brought and I think may be the
companies would have gone for a little more money than that figure,
would they not?

Secretary Wirrz. That would be a different question which I
wouldn’t have much hesitancy in aswering, because I think the
answer is probably ves.

Mr. Seringer. Thank you.

Secretary Winrrz. It is another reflection of the fact that there has
been, as I answered your earlier question, a very real consciousness on
the part of Government participation here of the desirability of a
settlement which was not unstabilizing.

Mr. Seringer. Now it is a question as to how far you were going
to stretch the guidelines and this is a part—I am not condemning
you

Secretary Wirtz. I understand.

Mr. SeriNGER. | am trying to get it on the record here as fairly as
possible so this committee will know what took place a little behind
the scenes, and I am not finding any fault, but 1 am just wondering
about this situation. Word has come to me of the willingness to
settle at a different figure, and then the question of whether or not
the guidelines were to operate, and how far they were to be stretched
and so on. But I think we ought to get this record pretty clear.

Secretary Wirrz. That was the point, and I am glad you said that,
because I noted in my opening statement, Mr. Springer, that one of
the elements of crisis in this situation, or whatever the right word for
it is, is the importance of the stabilization point in this business. I
don’t mean to make any reservation at all on that. We have had
two problems on our hands, and by “we” I mean we, the Department
of Labor; we, the administration; we, the Congress; we, the country;
and we, these parties.

Those two problems have been, one, collective bargaining in its
traditional sense and, second, the working out of an agreement which
at this point does not rob this country or does not contribute to rob-
bing this country of its gains of the last 6 years. [ think that has
been a very real factor on every side of this table, the relationship of
the stabilization effort to this particular dispute, and I affirm that,
and it has complicated it.
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Mr. SeriNnGger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CrairMaN. Mr. Macdonald.

Mr. MacpoNarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, I
think my first question I would like to address to Assistant Secretary
Reynolds.

In your opinion, sir, have both parties engaged in this collective
bargaining done so in good faith within the technical meaning of the
word good faith?

Mr. Reynowps. Yes. I haven't any hesitancy in answering that
question, Mr. Maedonald. I think the parties did address themselves
to the problem in good faith. One must remember that they start
from different points of the spectrum, attempting to reflect what
they consider to be the proper interest of their principals, I think
that there was a desire to reach an agreement, but the approach to
that accomplishment obviously came from two different phi]l:m_:phi{'s,
two different approaches, two different sets of considerations. But
I would say that there was good faith bargaining, yes.

Mr. Macponanp. Then there has been no violation of the Railroad
Labor Act or even the Taft-Hartley Act, or anything like that as far
as the bargaining is concerned?

Mr. Revyonps. No, far from it.

Mr. Macponanp. There is no violation.

Mr. RevyNoups. No, far from it, there was a great deal of give and
take, restructuring of positions, consideration of alternatives, a sincere
desire to find an answer consistent with what each side regarded as
the needs of their prineipals.

Mr. MacponNanp. Thank you. Mr. Secretary, I find it a little
puzzling that the administration hasn’t given the Congress some
quidance in this field, inasmuch as it is not unusual to hear from the
administration about their position on other bills. I find it a little
unusual that we are not guided by what the administration wants on
this bill. Do you have any comment about that?

Secretary Wirrz. Only, Mr. Macdonald, that there is, of course, a
variety of patterns on that, and I should not for a moment question
the traditional character of the practice to which you refer.

[ tried to suggest in my statement, which was perhaps unfortunately
long, that I find here—call it a practical pragmatic application of the
separation of powers which impresses me quite a lot, not in classieal
terms at all—but I tell you this in personal terms, and your question is
broader than that, but in personal terms, I don’t too much like the
idea of a man mediating as part of a free collective bargaining process.
[ am talking just personally now——

Mr. MacooNaLp. Right.

Secretary Wirrz. And then coming up to the Congress the next
day to either recommend or not recommend a change in the rules
of that game.

Now the mixing up of the mediation process and the advice of
Congress process would, in terms of our two positions here, Mr.
Reynolds and mine, be very real. That is why I say this question
has become a kind of haunting question at the mediation table. Are
you going to go for legislation if we don't do what you say?

I don’t like that. But I don’t mean to avoid your question, because
you asked it in broader terms, and mine is only one illustration of it.
There is a variety of practice as to whether the administration does or
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does not make a recommendation. It is a deliberate decision here
that with respect to this basic question of the balancing of freedoms,
arising in the middle of this case in which the Executive is doing and
has been doing everything it can to settle it under the existing rules,
it is not advisable to enter upon the determination of that part of the
issue by the Congress.

Mr. Macpoxarp. Turning to a less emotional issue, on page 6
of section 8 of the resolution that came over from the Senate, it directs
you to commence immediately a complete study of the operations and
adequacies of the emergency labor disputes under the Railroad Labor
Act, et cetera.

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. MacponaLp. T would think that you would have been doing
that consistently. We had this problem with the railroads in 1963,
T think it was 1963 or 1962, and I am sure that we have been doing it.
Do you agree that that provision should be in this resolution?

Secretary Wirrz. I wouldn't have any strong feeling about it. I
think there are overtones of rebuke in it, probably. And yet, I don’t
see it as terribly important one way or another. I would have no
objection to it.

If your question were to be answered in the personal terms in which
it is put, I have been working on it all my life. It is the toughest nut
in the field which has been my present interest for 25 years. But in
Jess personal terms, we worked on it on the President’s Labor-Manage-
ment Advisory Committee, set up by President Kennedy in 1961.
We worked on it very extensively for about a year and did bring out a
tripartite recommendation which is virtually unanimous, and which is
a matter of record,

In answer to your question, sure, we have had it very much before us.
This would present no difficulty. I don’t know whether it is necessary.

Mr. MacpoNarp. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Secretary Wirtz. It also, if I may, Mr. Macdonald, will illustrate 1
think, a better way of cooperative participation in the basic issue of
this kind, which is to be decided, if we are to advise with respect to
this delicate balancing of freedoms which is involved here. Better
that we do it that way than in the middle of a dispute in which we
are taking a very active part—come up, and do it on short notice.

The Cuarrman. Mr. Younger?

Mr. Younger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, if we are to believe the stories in the papers that
the bargaining was rather dilatory for several days—they didn’t
meet and then they would meet for an hour. It seems to me that
somebody was dragging their feet on one side or the other. Was that
true?

Secretary Wirtz. You could get a better answer from Mr. Rey-
nolds, but it would embarrass him, so let me answer.

It was not true. I read the stories. Some of you came to town,
one side or the other—it doesn’t matter who it was—and it was
announced there had not been any across-the-table bargaining for
some time. It is a business which you don’t advertise, Mr. Younger,
all the meetings which you are holding. I don’t know whether the
negotiators and the two sides, or whether Mr. Reynolds, would hold
up physically during the period of some 3 weeks which were involved
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in this. T mean that quite literally. The meetings were extensive.
There was no dilatory tactic at any time on one side, and it was op-
portunism that led to statements of that kind coming out occasionally,
and I am sure that the representatives of both parties, when they
appear here, will give you the same answer.

should have answered more shortly. No basis for that suggestion
at all.

Mr. YounGger. I thought perhaps from what you said before as
to the pressures that might have been put on the carriers as to holding
the line might have retarded negotiations on their side. In other
words, we hear so much here—and I have been told by certain knowl-
edgeable people on this—that the airlines were prepared to make an
offer which would have settled the strike a long time ago, if it wasn’t
for the fact that pressure was placed on them not to exceed the
cuidelines.

Is there any truth in that?

Secretary Wintz. I don’t believe so, Mr. Younger. I can answer
only for myself, and some of the other questions have opened up a
wider area,

Now, if you mean by the question whether the mediators in the
conversations with the parties recognized the relevancy of the stabi-
lization principles, that was a factor in this situation, and there could
be no question about it. It was a factor in the situation from the
moment the union filed its first demands and got its first answer.
There has been discussion by the parties, by everybody all the way
through here of the relationship of this case to the “guidelines,” and
so forth. Again [ say if the question is whether Mr. Reynolds and I,
as mediators representing the Government, had in mind both the
Nation’s desire for a settlement in this case and the imperative nature
of not destroying the economy of the country through inflation, and
whether that affected the situation, certainly we did. And if the
question is whether there were those thoughts in the carriers’ minds,
I ean only presume that they were there, too.

So I don’t mean for a moment to dismiss that part of the matter.

And if the question before the country today or before us today,
was whether there would have been an earlier settlement if we were not,
in this country and in this administration, acutely conscious of the
cost-of-living problem, I think the answer to that would be “yes.”

Mr. YoungeEr. Thank you.

Now, where in this legislation is there any protection or solution to
the negotiations that are going on, say, with the American Airlines
which are now under the Emergency Board action at the present time?

Secretary Wirrz. I can only assume that that was the intention of
the Senate in section 6 on page 5. 1 think that is it, It would
seem to apply toit. I don’t mean to making a ruling on it.

Mr. Youxcer. As I understand it, the airlines would want a
correction there, that if, prior to the expiration of the period or periods
prescribed, and so forth, not the words “prior to the settlement of the
dispute,” because the dispute may not be settled for a long time, but
the expiration of the period or periods prescribed in section II, they
have suggested some wording like that. Have you any comment on
that?

Secretary Wirrz. Not one that I would trust offhand. The
problem has not been brought to my attention. I would be glad to
consider it.
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Mr. YounGer. Don’t you think that this legislation, if it is passed,
ought to be such that it would solve the upcoming problem of the
machinists and the other lines, rather than to have to come to Con-
gress again in a few weeks?

Secretary Wirrz. That again, Mr. Younger, gets into this matter
of how advisable it is, during a mediation period, to be bringing the
impact of legislation to bear on it. I would be hesitant—I don’t
have a thing to do at this point, neither does Mr. Reynolds, with the
American Airlines-TWU case, not a thing—but I would be very
hesitant to answer a question about the desirable effect, the desirable
or undesirable effect, of prospective legislation on a case which another
administering board is right now trying to handle under the present
rules.

[t would affect the mediation process quite a lot. It is a kind of
variant of the general point I was making. If you will excuse my not
answering on that basis, I would be grateful, but it would affect that
case substantially, for me to say or for us to say that there should or
should not be legislation,

Mr. Youncer. I imagine that would be true, Mr. Secretary, and
[ gather the impression from your testimony that this whole legisla-
tion may well affect not only this ease but negotiations in other cases
in other labor disputes, if we take this turn with this legislation.

Secretary Wirrz. It will have some effect.

Mr. Younger. Do you know why some 11,000 of the machinists
did not vote last Sunday in the election?

Secretary Wirrz. I don’t mean to answer lightly, and you will
appreciate it; no, I don’t. I don’t know why—that was about 25
percent of them, and I don’t know why 40 percent of the citizens in
this country don’t vote when they get a chance. I think the answer
is the same, Mr. Younger. They got a higher vote in that election
than we ean get when we elect the people to run this country, and I
agree with you that it is too bad that everybody doesn’t exercise his
privilege,

But it was a pretty hich vote, as things of this kind go. It was a
remarkably high vote.

Mr. Youncer. Well, it seems to me, Mr. Secretary, that there is
a vast difference in somebody going to the polls and voting for Joe
Doaks than there is going to the polls and voting for an economic
matter that affects their payroll and their livelihood.

Secretary Wirrz. Mr. Younger. I won’t be so presumptuous as to
say I don’t believe that, and I don’t believe most Americans do. 1
think most Americans feel that the people who represent them in
this Congress, in the Presidency, in the House, in the Senate, in the
States and in the cities, that the quality of the people who represent
them is more important than the difference between $3.78 and $3.95,
or whatever it may be. T mean this quite honestly, and don’t have
much reservations about it.

To come back to the point, I can only say to you that in terms—
[ mean not to move away from your question—I can only say to you
that in terms of the traditions of collective bargaining and the ratifica-
tion, the 70- to 75-percent vote was more than par.

I should add, too, Mr. Reynolds points out, that it was done on
about 24 hours’ notice.
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Mr. Younger. I have heard it around in conversations that the
reason why there was not such a great vote—one of the reasons why
the vote went the way it did—was the fact that of the premature
announcement on the part of the President that the strike had been
settled, and that announcement was made before those concerned
even had their ballots. Would that have influenced it, do you think?

Secretary Wirrz. I don’t believe so. In fact, I feel quite strongly
not. I don’t want to give anybody the wrong impression.

Mr. Younger, 1 resent that vote—I have no right to resent it, it
was perfectly legal, but it was a kick in the teeth insofar as a good
many of us were concerned, and I don’t mean for a moment to defend
the results. But it was done right. I don’t think the factor to which
yvou refer was a material factor. The hastening of it could conceivably
have been, but I think they just didn’t find it in those things which
they had thought from the beginning they were going to get into one
final question.

The CaARMAN. Do you believe that the President will sign a bill
enacted by the Congress?

Secretary Wirrz. I don’t suppose I am particularly entitled to
answer that question, but I am going to. It follows, it seems to me,
from what I said before, that if feeling as we do quite strongly, that
there is a basic balancing of freedom here which ought to be the con-
gressional responsibility in our understanding of it, I would have not
one moment’s doubt about the acceptance by the Executive of that
determination once made, which means that my answer to your
question would be that I would expect to see it.

Mr. Younaer. Thank you, Mr, Secretary.

The Crarrman. Mr. Jarman?

Mr. JarmaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, 8 days ago, when you testified before the Senate
committee as a part of your statement, there was one sentence:

So I urge that free collective bargaining be given a last clear chance to work.

In the light of developments in the past 7 or 8 days, would your
position be the same today?

Secretary Wirrz. The last clear chance to which I referred was
given, It worked to the extent that there was an agreement, It was
not ratified.

Your question was whether I make a similar recommendation today.
I do not. You see, I was urging upon the Senate committee at that
point that they give us time to take another try at it. I am not en-
titled on the present record to make any similar recommendation.

Mr. Jarman. In fairness to the one sentence that I took out of
vour testimony, I should add that the preceding sentence or comment
was:

That the public, through the Congress, is entitled to set a deadline on the
recognition of either interest here as above those of the parties, if there is a con-
tinuing conflict between them.

Secretary Wirrz. That is right.

Mr. Jarman. And certainly, the concern that we all have is favor-
ing the collective bargaining process, but the question is how long ean
we wait for a decision on an issue that was of such definite concern
and interest to all the people of this country?

Secretary Wirrz. You will find here another reflection. The
point that I know is difficult, I don’t think it is so difficult as has been
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made publicly, but I was saying there, our executive job is to try to
settle this thing under the present rules by collective bargaining.
Give us one more chance. We think it will work. If it doesn’t,
then there is a public decision to be made in broader terms about the
balancing of freedom.

Mr. JarmaN. Would you agree that at the present time a deadline
on that collective bargaining can only eﬂ'evti\'cﬁy be set by legislation?

Secretary Wirrz. If I could put it a little differently, the situation
as to whether there is or is not to be a deadline can only be done by
legislation ; yes, sir.

Mr. Jarman. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CuAtrMAN. Mr. Devine?

Mr. Deving. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, Mr. Secretary, I think that Mr. Reynolds is certainly deserv-
ing of public acknowledgment and tribute for his very commendable
service during this long and trying time. Getting to you, specifically,
I think you have concluded, or at least the administration has con-
cluded, that there is no national emergency on the basis of the national
defense, health, and safety being involved.

Secretary Wirtz, On the basis that there is not a health and
safety or a health and defense emergency.

Mr. Devine. 1 think you described this overall situation as ex-
traordinary, regrettable, inconvenience or interference with the con-
venience of the public, business and the mail. I see where Senator
Morse in his testimony or in his statement before the Senate, said:

Unless legislation which orders the men back to work is passed, they are not
going back to work.

Would you agree with that statement?

Secretary Wirrz. I am not sure of the context, Mr. Devine. They
will go back upon the reaching of an agreement which is ratified. I
don’t understand the context.

Mr. Devine. Well, he said:

In my judgment, unless legislation which orders the men back to work is passed,
they are not gong back to work.

You have been close to this picture. Did you have a judgment or
an opinion on that?

Secretary Wirtz. I think they will not go back to work unless one
of two things happens: One, the enactment of legislation of the kind
that is here considered; or, two, the reaching of an agreement which is
ratified.

There is a third possibility, and it may be that to which the Senator
referred. There is a provision in the constitution of the machinists
which permits a return-to-work order by the executive council, and
if his reference was to that, I would agree that that is not a reasonable
prospect.

Mr. Devine. He said that unless some action is taken that the car-
riers would be forced to capitulate and then he goes on and says this:

This would create an inflationary tornado that such a settlement not be in the
interest of the economics of America. The case will be a bellwether case followed
by every major industrial union in the country.

That is to say, that unless something happens here, the five major
carriers are going to probably accede to the demands of the union,
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which will set a dangerous precedent for all the other unions in the
country in guidelines and everything else.

Would you today agree with the statement of the Senator?

Secretary Winrz. Again, I think you will appreciate the fact that
the prospect of further negotiating responsibility or mediation
responsibility in this case would make that a very difficult question to
answer. I can answer it this way, that if this case were settled on the
basis of the original union demands, it would have a very, very broad
effect upon the stabilization policy and the future. But to comment
upon a prospective narrowing of that margin makes it pretty difficult.

Mr. Devineg. What is particularly difficult for me to understand
and, of course, you are speaking for the President, you are not asking
for legislation, you are not opposing legislation, yet there is no negotia-
ting going on. Now, if we don’t do something, what is going to
happen?

Secretary Wirrz. My point was that there is no meaningful
negotiation going on during the period of legislative consideration.
If this decision, if the legislative decision, were made one way or the
other today, there would be a renewal of meaningful negotiations
tomorrow, and at whatever point this decision is made, one way or
the other by the Congress of the issue before it, there will immediately
be a resumption of meaningful negotiation.

Mr. Friepern. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DeEviNg. Yes, I yield.

Mr. Frieper. Is there any possibility of getting the airlines and
the labor groups to start immediate negotiations?

Seeretary Wirrz. Meaningful?

Mr. FriepeL. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. While this is before the Congress?

Mr. Frigoen, Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. In my judgment, and I am sorry to say this flatly,
Mr. Friedel, no.

Mr. FriepeL. Is there any way that you can issue a call for them
to get together today or tomorrow and try to come to some agreement?

Secretary Wirrz. The call could be issued, but there is a resolution
which has been passed in one House and which is before the other, and
I can only say that I think the prospect of trying to combine the two
processes is very remote. We have a little history on that. You
will remember perhaps that in 1963, we tried that through most of
a month, a combination of the two, and it didn’t work.

Mr. DeviNe. Mr. Secretary, in mentioning the various disad-
vantages to the Nation as a result of the strike, you mentioned
$150,000 a day, this, that, and the other thing, but one thing you
didn’t mention which I think is quite important is the fact that the
Federal Government is losing considerable tax revenues daily and
that the Treasury is losing $1 million weekly in our balance of pay-
ments.

Secretary Wirrz. Yes.

Mr. Devine. Should this also be included in our determinations
whether or not this is more than a public inconvenience?

Secretary Winrz. The best estimate is that this is costing the Gov-
ernment in taxes about $14 million, that it has so far in the 4 weeks
cost us about $14 million in taxes.

Mr. Deving. In total or daily?

Secretary Wirtz. That is taxes on the wages that have been lost
and that is a monthly figure. We are into it about a month. As far




AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE 27

as the estimate on the balance of payments is concerned, I made
a statement. I think that is about

Mr. DeviNe. About a million dollars a week.

Secretary Wirrz. That is right.

Mpr. DeviNg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramrman. Mr. O’Brien.

Mr. O’'Brien. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, I under-
stand of course, that the decision in this matter would have to be made
by the Congress. 1 also gathered from your testimony that you
personally believe that legislation of the kind that we now have before
us might be described as premature, is that correct?

Secretary Wirrz. No, sir.

Mr. O’Briex. You do not believe, from your testimony, that there
is at this present moment a grave national emergency?

Secretary Wirrz. But that could leave the question of whether
Clongress decided that on this set of facts it wanted to take a position,
that there is a balance of these freedoms here which warrants a differ-
ent rule from the one before, so 1 did not mean by my testimony to
suggest a prematurity of the legislation.

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Secretary, you said several times, you used the
phrase “Go for legislation” which would in some way hurt the media-
tion process. [ wonder at what point Congress could avoid the charge
of sa Imluging: the mediation process. How grave would the emergency
have to be and how punitive would have to be the loss to the com-
mittee, the Government, and so forth.

Secretary Wirrz. I respect the point, and would feel that there
was no impropriety whatsoever about the Congress moving in this
situation to a rapid determination one way or the other. That point,
Mr. O’'Brien, was only that it complicates the role of the mediator
and of the Executive to participate in that discussion. But I have
no question about the propriety of congressional consideration of it.

Mr. O'Brien. I understand. Is it not true that Congress,
despite so much questioning by individual members did not enter
into this picture with any indication that it would pass legislation,
until after prolonged negotiations?

Secretary Wirtz. That is right.

Mr. O'Briex. And the submission of a package which you and
others who participated in its arrangement believed to be fair?

Secretary Wirrz. Well, the consideration in the Senate had pre-
ceded the making of that agreement, and I had asked for the 24 hours
and we got it, but I would answer your question this way. I have
not the slightest feeling of congressional—of too much congressional
speed in this matter. The country’s interests have been strong and
acute for quite a while now. I have full respect for the timing.
There has been no interference.

Mr. O'Briex. Now let me ask this question

Secretary Wirrz. May 1 just check that. There has been no in-
terference. 1 have said repeatedly while consideration goes on in the
Congress it is very hard to get anything done.

Mr. O’Brien. 1 do not know whether you can answer this question
or not. If we were to reject this or similar legislation, what do you
think the prospects would be for the companies agreeing to the larger
package obviously demanded by the vote of the machinists?

Secretary Wirrz. The only one honest answer to that is I do not
know. I just do not know.

Mr. O'Brien. It could take a long period of time, is that possible?
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Secretary Wirrz. Yes. 1 do not know how to estimate either the
time or the terms of a settlement which will come at the point of
actual barzaining.

Mr. O'Briex. Mr. Springer referred to the statement in point No .7
before the Senate, and disregarding loss, cost, and inconvenience,
there was the phrase “possible danger.”

Secretary Winrz. Yes.

Mr. O’Briex. And I very much concerned about that. Did that
mean perhaps the load imposed upon the other carriers attempting to
take up the slack? I understood you to say about one-third or a little
better than one-third of the 150,000 passengers are now being taken
care of by other airlines. Are they pushing their craft to a point to
accommodate the public in this respect where there is a danger to the
flying public?

Secretary Wirrz. That is a very sensitive point, one on which the
FAA would exercise an ultimate judgment. You will recognize these
elements of reluctance in my answer. [ do not want on the one hand
to sugeest that there is today a danger in flying the aireraft that are
available. T do not want on the other hand to assume a responsibil-
ity for saying to this committee that there is none of that factor
there. That difficulty sort of haunts this testimony. It is a fair
question.

I think the situation is this. With respect to the pilots, there are
definite time, hour limits per month, which are prescribed by the
FAA. There are collective bargaining limits which are even lower.
The FAA limits are not being exceeded. There has been no permis-
sion for any pilot to fly longer than the FAA prescribes. There has
been some change in the bargaining agreements,

As far as the load on the maintenance people of the other airlines
is concerned, my own best personal assumption is that no risk what-
soever is being taken or encountered. I recognize the elements of
human faticue, that as a generality enters into any situation in which
a person is working 7 days a week where he or she normally works 5.
That is as helpful as I can be.

Mr, O’Briex. We are glad to have that reassurance, Mr. Secretary.
I think that when the phrase “possible danger” was used, that to
my mind would be a very overriding consideration, perhaps more so
than cost and inconvenience.

Secretary Wirrz. It surely would.

Mr. O’Briex, Thank you very much.

Mr. FriepeL. Mr. Nelsen.

Mr. Newsen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, the
Senate I believe, had two different versions, one which would put the
responsibility of going back to work on the back of the President,
an(\ the other, since this is a labor committee bill, the Morse bill I
think provides that the Congress, by the language of the bill, will
order them back in 30 days. Now would you care to express a prefer-
ence of the two approaches?

Secretary Wirrz. There were three suggestions originally before
the Senate. A third one was in the form of a proposed joint resolution
for compulsory arbitration. I expressed an unqualified judgment
there of opposition, the same view was reflected later in the vote;
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This was original then, and comes to your question, a proposal by
Senator Morse for a single 180-day period, which would be triggered
by legislative action. There was before the Senate committee two
other provisions which would have provided in one way or another
for trigeering of this matter by Presidential action. Senate Joint
Resolution 186 represents a kind of merger of those second two
points, of those last two possibilities.

You asked what my preference would be. It would have been,
and was expressed there, as in its original form, the Morse resolution
if there was to be a statute, a choice between those three.

With respect to a compromising of those points reflected in Senate
Joint Resolution 186, it (I]ues seem to me that if there is to be a bill,
this represents a workable amalgamation of the factors in those two
which were before the Senate.

Mr. NeLsex. In other words, the preference would be that the
Congress write the directive rather than to put it right on the Presi-
dent’s back.

Secretary Wirrz. I thought of it in different terms, but I realize
that the discussion of the whole thing has been in terms of political
hot potatoes and so on and so forth. I am not either above applica-
tion or I hope beneath it. I am certainly interested m them. I
thought of it in terms of how best to get a dispute settled, frankly
because that is my business.

Mr. NELsEN. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. And it seemed to me that the best way to do it,
if it was to be done, was simply to make a finding and to say, all right,
on these facts the country cannot take this, and go ahead and mediate
it or not. And so therefore I supported as among the various possi-
bilities the mediators’ resolution.

What you have got in Senate Joint Resolution 186 does involve so
many of both of those factors.

Mr. NeLsey. I am sure you would agree that the Congress cannot
dispose of their responsibilities either. Now I would like to ask you
the question about the guidelines on the wage increase. Is the cude-
lines that the President has attempted to hold, based on the salary
only that they are presently getting as compared to the increase?

Secretary Wirrz. The salary and the fringes.

Mr. NELsen. There have been statements made to the effect that
this particular group in this particular service had not been on a
comparative basis with others in industry that are doing similar jobs.
I just wondered, is there anything to that statement? Has that been
investigated, and is it true or is 1t not true?

Secretary Wirrz. It represents, Congressman, one of the real
difficulties in applying the guidelines or the stabilization principles to
collective bargaining because the short answer to your question 1s that
the guidelines as stated take no account of those comparisons.

They compare the existing rates with the requested future rates,
and as your question properly points out, there are some traditions
of collective bargaining that are not included in that comparison, or
which go beyond that comparison. But in short, the guidelines as
stated do not provide for that comparison, except in cases where the
difference is so large that it makes it impossible to attract people to
the industry. I would make an exception there.

67-028—066——3
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Mr. NeLsen. T have this in mind. T had watched a television
program where an observation was made that these people have gone
through the tough years, recognizing that their employer was in some
difficulty, and as a result were behind the average. Now I have made
no comparison, and I do not know, but I think that thisis a factor that
probably should be taken into account.

Earlier you said the President is not recommending any ]emalﬂtiun.
and you also indicated that during the time that legislation is being
considered, negotiations are at a standstill. T am sure that is true,
but I also recall an editorial, T think in one of the Washington papers
recently, pointing out that actually the real stumbling block in the
settling of this affair was the fact that the proposal of the airlines and
the demands of the unions were both above the guidelines, and, there-
fore, the real stumbling block was the executive department through
these cuidelines that have been issued.

Now in that event, it seems to me negotiations would be at a stand-
still by virtue of the executive intervention as much as it would be
because of the congressional intervention, and I just wonder how can
we get it settled, if every time there is a dispute, we get into it one way
or another?

Secretary Wirtz. No. T think the record perhaps answers that,
Mr. Nelsen. The Emergency Board found an answer, the Presi-
dential Emergency Board found an answer which it considered to be
consistent, and so did I, with the guideline principles and with the
collective bargaining considerations.

Then we met and the representatives of both parties, the president
of the union, the vice presidents of the union, and the representatives
of the companies, found an answer which they felt was consistent with
their interests and which we felt was consistent with the stabilization
interests. So twice that answer has been found. The membership
turned it down the last time. It will be found again some place along
the line.

Mr. NeLsen. Has the result of agreement been made public?

Secretary Wirrz, The terms of it?

Mr. NeLsen. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. Newsey. Now I might mention this, that in my judgment
some of the actions that we take here legislatively, and by vritue of
even Presidential recommendations, did not follow those guidelines
of increases, For example, the OEO increases in salaries, the very
lowest was a 50-percent increase over the salaries that they were
drawing, and the highest was a 400-percent increase.

I realize this is not a factor that you deal with, but I do believe
that recommendations that do come from the Executive down to us
in the way of increases all across the board have contributed to the
inflationary trend that makes it very difficult for many people of
low income, and, therefore, the salary is very important, and I would
not want to embarrass the Secretary with any further discussion of
this, but this is the point that I would like to make as a Member of
the Congress. I thank the Secretary for his usual fine presentation,
and I see that he is a bit weary at this point, which I can understand.

Secretary Wirrz. Could I have 30 seconds to relieve myself of
that embarrassment, just by pointing out that the President’s action
with respect to the pay business has been 3.2 on the head, and that he
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vetoed last week Congress action in passing the star route contract
bill, because it had an escalator clause in it. I feel better. Thank you.

Mr. NeLsex. I won’t ask for rebuttal on that.

The Cramrman. Mr, Moss.

Mr. Moss. Mr. Secretary, the membership of the machinists
union rejected the proposal overwhelmingly.

Secretary Wirtz. Three to one.

Mr. Moss. Do you have or have you made any adjustment as
to the reasons or the points which brought about that rejection?

Secretary Wirrz. I have my own guesses which 1 would be glad
to give you.

Mr. Moss. I think it would be very helpful if we could have the
benefit of a definition of the issues which appear to bring about the
refusal to concur on the part of the membership.

Secretary Wirrz, I think there were these factors, and the prineipal
one was just that there were demands, money demands, vacation
demands of one kind or another, which they had expected and which
had not been met. That was one factor, just a simple ordinary factor.

A second. and I don’t mean to tread on somebody else’s ground, but
I think it is pretty clear there has developed in machinist’s unions,
within the last 2 or 3 years, a practice of nonratification of the first
agreement which is brought to the membership to such an extent that
it would be dishonest for me to leave it out of my answer to your
question.

We went through four or five such rounds in the Olin case in Illinois,
and two or three such rounds in McDonnell Aireraft just this year, so
that is surely a factor that could not be disregarded, just the develop-
ing practice of turning down the first thing that is presented.

Then I think that there is also, and this is reflected in some of the
questions that have come up here, a feeling all the way along about
whether there was or was not to be a busting of the stabilization poli-
cies accomplished here, and I think that there was unquestionably in
the minds of some of the people who voted on it, as reflected in the
public statements I have seen by them, a feeling that they were going
to reject this because they thought that it was too much in line with
the stabilization policies.

There would be those several factors. I would add a fourth one
which has been suggested here, to do all of that in 48 hours may or
may not have left a problem of adequate communication. Those
would be the principal ones that come to my mind.

Mr. Moss. You of course are faced with the national wage-setting
policy, and yet the employees of the airlines are concentrated primarily
in major metropolitan areas around the Nation. Is that accurate?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. Moss. With the competition in the labor markets between
those metropolitan areas, undoubtedly there have been settlements
made in wage rates by persons of equal skill. How rigidly have those
settlements adhered to the guidelines?

Secretary Wirrz. I don’t know offhand. M. Reynolds may be
able to supply that.

Mr. Reysowps. Well, Mr. Congressman, many of those settle-
ments have been in industries and in areas which don’t come to the
attention of the Federal Government. This is a situation where the
Railroad Labor Act placed a spotlight of public attention, of national
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attention on the dialog. In your own State of California, there
have been many settlements in the metropolitan areas of San Fran-
cisco and Los Angeles, which have been a source of grave concern to
those of us who are coneerned with a noninflationary economy.

And certainly they had an effect on the judgment of the men who
are going to vote on this package, which was a generous, honorable,
fine package, negotiated without force from any source by the leaders
of this union and the leaders of this industry. ,

When it came to a vote, and in large measure out in your State,
many of these men undoubtedly compared their rates with those
being received by bus mechanics in Los Angeles, longshoremen in
San Francisco, and they thought that they were being left out, being
left out of the business of abundance in this land.

I think that this is a reflection too of the fact that most of us are
all for price and wage control for the other fellow, but not for our-
selves, and 1 think that was a factor. But those settlements to which
you refer were settlements which just don’t ecome within the ambit
of the Federal influence by encouragment or exhortation. They are
settlements made on the local level, but they have their very serious
impact when it comes to a vote of a national character such as this.

Mr. Moss. Don’t they also have a very serious impact on the
localized inflation?

Mr. Reynowps. They most certainly do.

Mr. Moss. And if these individual employees are living in those
areas affected by their localized inflation, they are faced with specific
or peculiar problems for their area, are they not?

Mr. Rey~oLps. They certainly are. Indeed they are.

Mr. Moss. And so one of the underlying problems here is that
there is great disparity between the wage patterns across the Nation,
and here we are attempting to achieve a single national wage standard.

Mr. Rey~oups. I think that is a valid observation. I am sure that
some of the men in some of the small towns and small stations where
these airlines render service, would have thought that this was a very
desirable package.

In fact, there are a number of cases in small areas where there was
an overwhelming affirmative vote, because the economy in those
communities was gaited to the type of package which this union had
fought for and had gotten for its people. But when you got into the
big abrasive climate of metropolitan areas, the situation was quite
different.

Mr. Moss. I believe that just very recently on the coast we had a
settlement of a Greyhound strike. Did it breach the guidelines?

Mr. Rey~youps. 1 am afraid it did.

Mr. Moss. What effect upon those guidelines has been the action
of all major steel producing companies in the last 48 hours?

Secretary Wirtz. My answer, Mr. Moss, would be that the rejec-
tion by the machinists’ membership of agreement which had been
reached, and the action of the steel companies, brought together, has
created a threat to the future stabilization program of the country,
which requires the country’s most serious attention.

That the two probably, as by your question they are linked together,
give this country reason for very serious pause as to how we should
best meet this situation; and that as Mr. Reynolds has just said, it is
unfortunate that we all seem to be for wage and price restraints,
for everybody except ourselves.
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I think the combination of these two things requires the country
to face very squarely the matter of how we are—not whether—but
how, consistently with our principles of voluntarism, we are to avoid
inflation.

Mr. Moss. Do you believe that we can, with the pressures now on
the economy as a result of a very substantial war effort, achieve those
objectives voluntarily?

Secretary Wirtz. Yes; I believe we can. I think that answer lies
in how much responsibility there is in the minds of how large a
percentage of the American people. I also think the answer is less
clear than it was a week ago.

[ answer in quite considerate terms, but I think that there is—
when it is pointed out that there is that sufficient responsibility, despite
these two unfortunate developments, which will permit the working
out—continued working out of voluntary restraints, but it calls for
more than the country has been giving it recently.

Mr. Moss. You indicated that you feel that the fact of legislative
intervention, or the threat of legislation intervention, has had a definite
impact, an adverse impact on the bargaining table, and have urged
that the matter be disposed of rapidly by the Congress. Would you
define rapidly as being without our, each of us here on this committee,
familiarizing ourselves thoroughly with the details of the controversy
in this current strike?

Secretary Wirrz. No, sir.

Mr. Moss. Thank you. Oh, one other thing. Mr. Secretar
I believe I suggested to the chairman about a week ago that he see
from the Department of Labor certain statistical data on wage in-
creases in certain fields of activity around the Nation. Has that
information been compiled?

The Cuamman. The question you asked me was the prevailing
rates of wages being paid in certain industries.

Mr. Moss. Yes.

The CratrMaN. I have asked my secretary to contact your group,
and see about getting this.

Mr. Rey~yoLps. We will be responsive immediately, Mr. Chairman
and Mr. Moss, to any inquiries such as that. We have those figures
readily available.

(The information requested appears on p. 76.)

Mr. Moss. I would like to Eave an opporfunity to study those
figures. Thank you very much.

The CatRMAN. I am interested especially in plumbers, electricians,
sheetmetal workers in the country, and other industries.

Mr. Winuiams. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. How
long does the committee intend to sit while the House is in session?

The Cramuman, I had hoped until a quorum is called, if thereis no
objection.

Mr. Wirniams. Mr. Chairman, I regret the necessity of doing what
T am going to have to do, because I realize the need for expediting
consideration of this most important matter. However, Mr. Chair-
man, we have a matter here which, according to the Secretary’s
statement, affects a very small percentage of the American people.
Under consideration on the House floor today is legislation which
affects the lives, the future, and the welfare of 190 million American
people; so under the circumstances, Mr. Chairman, I am constrained
to raise a point of order that the House is in session.
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Mr. DingerL. Will you wait one moment to let me make a request
of the chairman?

Mr. Wirniams, Surely.

Mr. DinGeELn. Mr. Chairman, under the circumstances that the
committee operates, I think that it will be extremely helpful for the
committee to have available to it the transeript of this morning, of
this morning’s discussion, at the earliest possible moment. I hope
you will consider this and the other matters that properly affect the
determination of the issues now before the committee.

The Caairman. I think the request of the gentleman from Michigan
can be met.

Mr. Warson. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CaamrMman. Yes,

Mr. Warso~. Will the gentleman defer for just one brief statement?

Mr. WiLLiams. Surely. I am withholding it temporarily.

Mr. Warson. It has concerned me, Mr. Secretary, that apparently
fou take the position that there can be no meaningful bargaining so
ong as this matter is under consideration by Congress. I understand
the Senate has already passed the measure and it is now before us, so
apparently the Congress is going to face up to its responsibility. But
I would only make this comment:

That I would be hopeful over the weekend, if those at the bargaining
table believe in the efficacy of collective bargaining, that they would
not use the fact that Congress is considering this as a means of escaping
their responsibilities, but they would try to face up to responsibilities
and make collective bargaining be effective and try to work out some-
thing if they really want to protect that particular right.

Secretary Wirrz. I would welcome HllClll an expression, Mr. Watson.
And, Mr. Chairman, if that is the sense of the whole committee, I
should be glad to communicate it, because 1 expeeted it.

The Cuarrman. T was about to make almost a similar request.
Because objection has come from the gentleman from )Iissixsipﬁi,
this committee will stand adjourned now. But I would like to make
this statement before we close.

It is partly in answer to what Mr, Moss said, That the other day
on the floor, one of the Members came to me and he said, “You are
getting to be known as one of the most deliberative committees in
Congress,” because we have had some very hard legislation before us
to consider. 1T said, “Well, I don’t know whether that is a compliment
or not.” But I have always thought that since every member on this
committee represents a segment of America, everyone should have
his say and nllsn should have the right to question. 1 think this is as
important an issue as will come before us, and I insist that every
member of this committee will have the right to question whoever the
witness might be, and to make his statement, because his people are
just as important as those from any other part of the country.

I don’t care where they come from. So with that understanding
we are going to go ahead with all deliberate speed. We hope that
when we adjourn today, Mr. Secretary, that you and your assistant,
or you especially, can be back here tomorrow?

Secretary Wirrz. Surely.

The Cramrman. We intend to continue tomorrow, and we hope that
tomorrow we can finish questioning you, and that we can get the
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other statements here, and maybe get to some meaningful questions
or maybe get to the heart of the thing, that we can be helpful to
colleetive bargaining.

But I, too, want to express, before we adjourn, that something be
done in order to make collective bargaining possible, because as I
said in my opening statement, if this committee has to come to a
conelusion, it is not only going to affect the airlines and their employees
but every collective bargaining agreement in America and every
home in this land in the future.

Secretary Wirtz. I only express the hope that I can get to the
church on time tomorrow.

The CuarrMayx. The committee will stand adjourned until 10
o’clock tomorrow morning.

(Whereupon the committee was adjourned until 10 o’clock,
Saturday, August 6, 1966.)
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SATURDAY, AUGUST 6, 1966

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN CoOMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 2123,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Harley O. Staggers (chairman)
presiding.

The CGuarrmMan. The committee will come to order.

We are trying to expedite these hearings as rapidly as possible, and
T am surprised and concerned that there are some who have said that
we are not trying to do just that. But I made a statement when we
opened these hearings, tfmt this is one of the great committees of the
Congress of the United States. 1t has more business before it I
expect than any other committee on either side of the Capitol, and I
think that it is concerned with more problems that go into the Ameri-
can home than any other committee, and our job un(four responsibility

is to consider every piece of legislation that affects this Nation, not
hurriedly, but as well and as carefully as we can, and come up with a

solution, the best solution that we can after the 33 members deliberate
and consider the facts that have been brought before us. If we do
less than that in this current situation before us, we will be derelict
in our duty, and we intend to fulfill our obligation. I think it is that
important to the American people.

We do intend to expedite. Ihad hopes that by Monday or Tuesday
we could do something in the committee, and I again want to urge
the unions and management to get together over this weekend if they
can, and they should, because they both represent a great segment of
the American people and industry. They are reasonable people.

I would like to say to both of them, there are no winners in this bill
at all. Some might think they are winners but they are not. The
enactment of this bill will set back the recommendations of collec-
tive bargaining and many other factors at least 50 to 100 years,

Again 1 want to say that I am hopeful that over this weekend
something will be worked out, but if it is not, this committee will take
action on the business that is before us and we are going to expedite it
as rapidly as we can in an orderly way, regardless of pressures from
inside. ft will be an orderly procedure.

When we adjourned yesterday, the gentleman from Minnesota was
about to question our Secretary of Labor, Mr. Wirtz. We are happy
to have you back with us again. We are sorry that we do have to
have you here, but this is the business of the Congress.
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STATEMENT OF HON. W. WILLARD WIRTZ, SECRETARY OF LABOR;
ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES J. REYNOLDS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR—Resumed

Secretary Wirrz. Mr. Chairman, may I say this. First, to express
my great respect for what you have just said about the business, the
importance of the business before the committee, and to make it Very
clear that any lighthearted comments of mine yesterday should not
be misinterpreted. T am at this committee’s disposal indefinitely and
for whatever period of time today would in any way contribute to the
work of the committee, and I mean this, of course, very sincerely.
I want to be here just aslong as I can be of help to this committee, and
expect to be.

The CrarrMaN. Mr. Secretary, I think every member of this
committee knows that. We know your dedication to your job and what
You are trying to do and I know of no one on this committee who
would misinterpret it.

Secretary Wirtz. T just want to make it plain I am here indefinitely.

The Cuarrman. Fine. I just wanted to say a little bit more as to
what we are doing here. The hearings in the Senate started on July
27 and a bill was reported on August 4. We hope to do that well or
better, and there are more members here, and I am certain that they
are going to go into it as fully and yet to expedite this business as
quickly as we can, and that is the aim of this committee.

Mr. Keith of Massachusetts is the next man in order. Mr. Keith,
you are recognized.

Mr. Kerra. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, T am
concerned that we are now here establishing a policy that will be a
basis for approaching similar problems in other industries and all we
are really doing is saying that the Congress finds there is a threat to
interstate commerce, to agree that it deprives a section of the country
of transportation services, and that these services must be maintained,
and that other procedures for resolving these disputes haven’t been
successful. That is about what we are saying.

It seems to me that as you have termed it, it is more of a national
inconvenience than a national emergency, but it is very likely that in
the transportation industry we could be faced with real emergencies
of a nationwide nature, and we should be laying the groundwork for
the resolution of that kind of problem.

Would you comment on what indusiries other than the transporta-
tion industry might, when disrupted, constitute a national emergency?
May I ask you specifically with reference to some of the strikes that we
have had recently. What about the New York City transit strike?
Would you feel that national legislation in order to attack this problem
would be in order?

Secretary Wirrz. If I may set the specific answer in a little broader
context, it is first very clear and very important, Mr. Keith, that most
of the problems which we have encountered and which we have
characterized in terms of emergency disputes of the past 20 years,
most of them have been in the transportation industry, one branch of
it or another. This is true both with respect to those cases which
have come up under the Railway Labor Act and those which have
come up under the Taft-Hartley Act.
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If you add to the railroads, the airlines, the shipping transport
under the Taft-Hartley Act. and the longshoring operations, you have
a very large part of what have constituted the emergency prob-
lems of the last several years.

Now with respect to your specific question about cases such as the
New York City transit strike, that fits into that same pattern, except
that there is a special and additional difficulty here, and that is that
it involved a local—using that in its political sense—situation, a
situation in which the unit involved was a local governmental unit.

In approaching and in reaching eventually the closest we can come
to a final answer to your question, I am sure we will have to take both
of these factors into account, namely, the concentration of these
problems in the transportation industry, and second, the develop-
ment of it in certain local situations in which the transport is owned
or operated by a local government entity.

Now in the present Taft-Hartley Act, there is a specific exception of
situations like the New York transit situation. It is not covered by
what becomes virtually a specific exception. I think it will be a very
hard problem for us to resolve when we face up to it, but face up to it L
think we should, as to whether in a case of that kind there should be,
indeed whether there can be constitutionally Federal control over a
situation of that kind. It presents serious questions.

I may illustrate the constitutional question I have in mind this way,
without professing to give a legal opinion, because it is too involved a
question. I assume that if there should be a local labor dispute in the
sense that it involves employees of a local government, which some way
threatened the national welfare in time of war, for example, we would
all recognize the necessity of the exercise of that central Federal
authority.

On the other hand, if the answer to the problem here involyes a
determination of what the wages of a local government employee
should be, a determination by the Federal Government, we would run
into very serious problems. I cannot come to a neat answer to your
question at this time. I can suggest that I think as a personal matter
at this time that there would be substantial consensus for the proposi-
tion that where there is a local dispute in terms of local government
employees being involved, we will almost have to be dependent upon
loeal answers and local resources, except in the most extreme cases.

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts would yield very briefly to me to introduce to the committee
a group.

(Off the record.)

Mr. Kerra, Mr. Secretary, my time is somewhat limited.

Secretary Wirrz. I am sorry about the length of my answer.

Mr. Keita. 1 appreciate the philosophy, but 1 spent last night
reading the bill, the Senate hearings, and the Bonner bill 3 years ago
on the hearings in connection with that. I am going to ask some
yes-or-no, very short questions, if I may.

Secretary Wirtz. All right, sir.

Mr. Keiti. In speaking of other industries, it has been sugeested
that if the press were shut down it would constitute a national emer-
gency, or the radio, or perhaps the TV industry. Can you visualize
any cireumstances under which these could become subjected to
legislation of the sort that we are contemplating?
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Secretary Wirrz. If it were in a particular community, I could
not envisage that result,

Mr. Kerrn. May we imply that if it was a nationwide network,
even though there are two or three of them, that you could?

Secretary Wirrz. I hadn’t thought through the possibility of a
shutdown of all of the television networks—television and radio. 1
wouldn’t know the answer to that.

Mr. Kerra. Is there one union that bargains for all the employees?

Secretary Wirtz. No, sir.

Mr. Kerra. If there were it would constitute a very serious threat,
would it not?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, it would constitute a threat to the vital fac-
tor of knowledge and information on the part of the public.

Mr. Kerra. Now one difficult question. If you were a member of
this union that is the subject of this particular dispute, would you
return to work under these conditions?

Secretary Wirtz. Under which conditions? Under the statu-
tory

Mr. Keira. If this legislation were passed.

Secretary Wirrz. Would I return to work if this legislation were
passed? 1 would, and I would expect to perform to the fullest of
my capacity my obligations, and further, Mr. Keith, I think it is
fair to expect that every member of this union would do the same
thing.

Mr. Kgira. In other words, you are saying that a national in-
convenience as contrasted with a national emergency is sufficient
cause for the Congress to direct members of a union to return to
work?

Secretary Wirrz. Oh, no. 1 was expressing only a respect for Jaw,
which I think is shared by everybody in the country. I obey some
laws with which I might disagree.

Mr. Kerra. But the law gives you an out here. It says that:

No court shall compel the performanee by any individual of such labor or
service without his consent.

Secretary Wirrz. I would recognize the constitutional right of
anybody to resign from any position he holds, at any time. But I
thought your question had reference to whether I would obey the law,

Mr. Kerru, 1t did.

Secretary Wirrz. And whether I would obey it in good conscience,
and I would.

The Crarrvan. The gentleman’s time is up.

Mr. Kerra. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuarrman. Mr. Dingell.

Mr. Dingern. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, before
I begin discussing this legislation with the distinguished Secretary of
Labor, I would like to note that I am entirely in accord with you and
your comments that this committee is one of the most able in the
Congress, and also that this committee does not intend to be
stampeded into a hasty or improper consideration of the problem
before us. I want to make it very clear that on matters of great
national issue and of great national importance to this country, that
this committee wishes to bring to the subject the full wisdom of its
members and leaders, and also the patience with which it has ap-
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proached these problems. T think it should be very clear to anyone
that the way in which this committee handled the railroad strike of a
few years ago makes it plain that this committee can in its deliberation
of these matters arrive at an appropriate conclusion, one which is
clearly in the public interest.

Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask you about the administration’s
guidelines before I begin discussing other points. Are these guide-
lines written down, Mr. Seeretary?

Secretary Wirrz. The principles of the guidelines have been
written down in the annual reports of the Council of Economic
Advisers over the last 5 years.

Mr. Dineern. Have they ever been succinetly stated at any one
time so that they could serve as a clear national yardstick on the ques-
tion of raises in prices and raises in wages?

Secretary Wirrz. They have been in terms of what should be the
performance of the economy as a whole. There is a popular miseon-
ception of their being written out in terms of rules covering specific
cases. There is not the second. There is the first.

Mr. DinceLn. In other words, in our consideration of this matter,
to arrive at a determination of whether or not the guidelines are
being observed or not observed, we would have to read 5 years’
reports of the Council of Economic Advisers. Is that what you are
telling us?

Secretary Wirrz. No. I am saying even if we did read the 5

£ ]

years’ reports we would find statements of economic principles gov-
erning the operation of the economy as a whole, and we would not

find rules which are in a form so as to be applied to particular cases.
We would find principles to be followed in the particular cases.

Mr. DingerLr. Have these principles to which you allude ever been
collected in one volume or placed in one point so that they can be used
as a rather clear reference and guide for resolution of labor disputes
and the question involved in raising prices of major national com-
modities?

Secretary Winrz. I don’t believe, Mr. Dingell, that there is any
question about their being collected in a single place. They are in a
single place. The difference is rather between the statement of prin-
ciples and the spelling out of rules for particular cases. The statement
of principles is clear in each of the volumes of the Council’s report.
The specifics of rules for particular cases does not exist.

Mr. DingeLL. I think you are mistaking entirely the purpose of my
question. I have a very limited time in which to ask questions, but
I want to make very clear I am not asking you if you have a set of rules
that cover every set of circumstances that this country faces. I am
asking you if you have written down in any one point, in all the vast
papers that are issued by this Government, a clear statement of those
guidelines?

Secretary Wirrz, Yes, sir.

Mr. Dingert. Would you submit that then to this committee?

Secretary WirTz. Yes, sir.

Mr. DiNncELL. So that we may have it.

Secretary Wirtz. It will be the most recent report and the whole
series. In answer to your question, it would be the most recent report
of the Council of Economic Advisers, issued in January of this year.

(The information requested, when supplied, will be found in the
committee files.)
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Mr. Wirniams., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DingeLL. I will be happy to yield to the gentleman, but I
have a very limited time.

Mr. WiLLiams. I want to identify something. You say that the
guidelines are included in the January 1966 Economic Report?

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. WiLLiams. And I believe it is included in the hearings before
the Joint Economic Committee of the Congress, part II. I believe
it is in your prepared statement which appears on page 282 of those
hearings. Are those the guidelines?

Secretary Wirrz. My statement would not be complete there.

Mr. DingeELn, Now, let me ask you this. Did the settlement
which was concluded at the White House the other day successfully
comply with the guidelines?

Secretary Wirtz. It complies with the principles of stabilization
which are reflected in the guidelines. It does not follow the precise
decimal point application formula known as 3.2.

Mr. DingELL. [t does not?

Secretary Wirtz. It does not.

Mr. DiNgeLL. So then it would be fair in saying that that settle-
ment did not comply with the guidelines.

Secretary Wirrz. I recognize the limitations of time, but it is im-
portant and essential to point out again that the guidelines are in the
form of a statement of overall results, and it is unfair to the guidelines
to insist that the application be in terms of 3.2 to each particular
case.

But I don’t mean to spar, and I have said before that I think that
the application of the guidelines principle was followed in this case.
The specific settlement terms for those who would approach them in
terms ol percentages were 4.3 or 4 here, as conpared with 3.2.

Mr. DingeELn. Now, let me go further and ask you this. You
have indicated that there is no national emergency.

Secretary Wirrz. I have not used that phrase.

Mr. DingeELL, There are time limitations.

Secretary Wirrz. I have not used that phrase, Mr. Dingell.

Mr. Dingerr. I have to ask you can you submit to this committee
ficures indicating the economic losses to different segments of our
economy as a result of the strike?

Secretary Wirrz. I can on an illustrative basis.

(The information requested, when supplied, will be found in the
committee files.)

Mr. Dingerr. I think it would be very useful to have for the record,
Mr. Chairman,

I have some other questions. I will have to defer, I guess.

The Crarman. Mr. Cunningham?

Mr. CunNiNgaam. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Keith has something he
wishes to pursue and I would yield to him.

Mr. Kerra. Thank you.

Going back to the question which we were discussing, suppose an
individual does not report to work. Can he be fired?

Secretary Wirrz. That would depend on the particular collective
bargaining agreement, but I think that the answer in general would
}JP 11}705.,,

Mr. Kerrn. You mean, during the course of the days following

Secretary Wirrz. During the statutory period?

Mr. Kerrs. Yes.
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Secretary Wirrz. It would depend on the absentee provision in
the collective-bargaining agreement.

Mr. Keira. That is now in existence?

Secretary Wirrz, In the individual collective bargaining agree-
ments.

Mr. Kerra. Do these bargaining agreements speak to that point?

Secretary Wirtz. Yes, they do; and they would provide for the
penalties for not reporting for work.

Mr. Kerri. Massachusetts elected a Governor and the country
elected a President, a man who said you have no right to strike against
the public interest. Calvin Coolidge. It had to do with the police
strike in Boston.

It would seem to me that insofar as the transportation industry is
concerned, that we might very well have two standards, one for those
that are public employees and one for those that are employees of a
private corporation.

In your guidelines, do you provide anything with reference to the
earnings of the corporation? In other words, if a corporation can
afford. beeause of its earning 10 or 20 percent on its capital, and labor
is restricted to 3.4, in effect, you are not setting guidelines in favor of
the owners?

Secretary Wirrz. The answer to the first part of the question is
that there is provision, so far as I remember it, about ability to pay
in the guidelines.

The second part of the question as to whether they favor one side
or the other, I think they do not. They centrally state a relationship
between productivity, wages and prices, and I think it is a fair and
balanced statement of that relationship.

Mr. Kerra, It would seem to me much more fair on the part of
the guidelines to reflect that some corporations, by reason of perhaps
a franchise or efficiency, are in a better position to pay a larger salary
than another corporation, and that all iugmr should not get exactly 3.2.
It should depend upon the produectivity of the corporation as an
entity.

Secretary Wirrz. The guidelines specifically refer to productivity
of the Nafion as a whole, rather than to productivity in a particular
industry, and there has been a good deal of debate about the propriety
of that.

Mr. Kerra. That, it would seem to me, would tend to uniform
services that a corporation would get from its employees because of
standardization of the increase, and would tend to lessen the beneficial
aspeets, both of management and labor.

Secretary Wirtz. The point has been made by others.

Mr. Keira. Thank you very much.

The CrairMaN. Mr. Rogers?

Mr. Rogers of Florida. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I have been a little concerned that it seems that the
whole basis of this action is whether or not it is a national emergency
to affect the health and national defense of the country. This isn’t
really the basis of the Railroad Labor Act at all, is it?

Secretary Wirrz. It is not.

Mr. RoGers of Florida. I don’t think this has been made clear at
all, Mr. Secretary, and I think it would be well if you could just tell us
quickly, because my time is limited, too, that the basis is interstate
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commerce and that is the decision Congress made so many years ago
when we passed the Railroad Labor Act, isn’t that true? '

Secretary Wirtz. There is no question but that under the language
of the Railroad Labor Act and also under the language of the joint
resolution, you do have the situation which is referred to there.

Mr. RocErs of Florida. Now, as I understand it, following the law
that the Congress passed many years ago, the National Railway
Labor Act, stating that when interstate commerce is substantially
interfered with, there should be certain procedures put into effect.

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. The National Mediation Board should
malke this finding if there is an interruption, and I believe they so held
and reported to the President. Wasn't that correct?

Secretary Wirtz. That is correct.

Mr. RocEurs of Florida. And as a result of that finding, the Presi-
dent appointed this Emergency Board, and they, too, found that the
threat of interruption of transportation was such that they made
recommendations?

Secretary Wirtz. In effect; yes.

Mr. Rogers of Florida. I think we are kind of getting off on a trend
in this national emergency thing. Now, it is true there is significance
as to how much effect it has, I would agree, but when we state that
60 percent of the air service in this country has already stopped, and
we have the possibility of more, as I understand it—is that correct?

Secretary Wirrz. Not any immediate possibility. If the same
thing happened in the American Airlines case, it would add that
factor,

Mr. Rocers of Florida. So there in the American Airlines case I
believe 60 days have already run?

Secretary Wirrz. No, we are at the start of the 60-day period.

Mr. Rocgers of Florida. The beginning?

Secretary Wirtz. That is right.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. So we have some time there and something
will have to be done there. Now since this is clear that we are dealing
with an interruption of commerce, and this is what we should be
concerned with, and you do state that it is 60 percent, as I under-
stood it, President Kennedy in 1963 was also dealing with a situation
which was imminent in interrupting transportation, although the
strike had not actually oceurred at that time, is this true?

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct. He was dealing with a situation
which involved commerce.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. And it did happen before, the action was taken
before the strike started.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Before the strike even occurred. Now
here we have a situation where the strike has been in existence, and
the public has been inconvenienced for almost 30 days, and my area,
I can tell you——

Secretary Wirtz. Is bad.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Is really bad, is suffering.

Secretary Wirrz. There is no question about it.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Now when I look at the reports, I see that
there is quite a bit of damage that we are not even considering. I
notice a report here from the Los Angeles paper, the New York head-
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line, “The banking system is upset. The strike also cut’—and this
is talking about the strike—‘‘estimated borrowing reserve by member
commercial banks to $155 million a day. Last week’s estimate was
%456 million.”

Now, we also understand that the air carriers have about 790 jet
aireraft grounded that cost $5 to $8 million each. That is over $4
billion of grounded equipment, 150,000 people a day not being able
to get transportation. They have got to make payments on those,
don’t they, Mr. Secretary?

Secretary Wirtz. On the jetplanes?

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, [ am sure they do.

Mr. RoGers of Florida. Doesn’t that affect business?

I noticed a report in the paper today which says TWA has delayed
its purchase order for more than $400 million of Boeing jets because
of Illuz strike.

People are depending on this. I think if we really did a study on
the damages that time does not permit, that we would see there is
tremendous damage certainly in the State of Florida.

Now let me ask you this in conclusion. I know my time is about
up, Mr. Secretary. You came in with a proposal which you presented
for Senator Kennedy that you said was not compulsory arbitration,
that was simply an mitial cooling off period at that time for 2 years.

Secretary Wirtz. There were two proposals you will remember,
Mr. Rogers, that the Congress pass a quite different law from the
original administration proposal.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. IBul- your proposal I believe was supporting
the 2-year period.

Secretary Wirtz. We always disagreed about that. The original
proposal was in terms of an amendment to the Interstate Commerce
Commission Act, and I always felt that the original proposal did not
involve compulsory arbitration. There was a significant change in
the Coongress in that.

Mr. Rogers of Florida. Well, from what I understand, the ad-
ministration supported the 2-year period of time that was involved
in the proposal.

Secretary Wirtz. I think that is right. I would have to check.

Mr. RoGers of Florida. Yes, according to the record.

Secretary Wirtz. I think that is correct.

Mr. RoGers of Florida. I think you proposed it through the ICC.

Secretary Wirrz. I believe that is right.

Mr. RoGers of Florida. The same principle was involved.

Secretary Wirrz. The same period of time?

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. I thought a different principle.

Mr. RoGers of Florida. Well, you just said that you could come
back at the end of the time and l-ﬁe Congress took your advice on it,
from my reading of the hearings.

Now, I think what is being proposed here is simply another cooling
off period basically, is it not?

Secretary Wirrz. In the Senate joint resolution?

Mr. RoGers of Florida. Yes.

Secretary Wirtz. Yes, plus the activities of the Special Airlines
Dispute Board.

67-028—66——4
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Mr. Rogegs of Florida. Yes, in trying to get them together.

Secretary Wirtz. Essentially, I agree.

Mr. Rogers of Florida. So you have no basic disagreement. There
is a precedent for this.

Secretary Wirrz. Oh, no. You have left out one thing. There
was a finding by Congress in 1963 that the strike of those railroads
would in congressional language “affect adversely the national health
and defense.” That is the difference between the two, if there is a
difference.

Mr. RoGers of Florida. The Emergency Board has found, and it
so stated in its report that the President acted on, that it would affect
the health.

Secretary Wirtz. 1 do not reach a conclusion as to whether there
is a difference but there are two different standards involved. One
is the one involved here, substantially to interrupt interstate com-
merce “to a degree such as to deprive any section of the country of
essential transportation service.” I have said in answer to your
question that surely that has been found already.

In 1963 the congressional finding was of a situation involving
national health and defense. I just point out the difference between
the two standards.

Mr. Rogers of Florida. Yes, but for us to act, it is not necessary
for the prior condition to exist, you admit?

Secretary Wirtz. It is entirely up to Congress as to what standard
it wants to employ.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. In fact, that is what the law calls for us to
do to consider the interruption of commerce, does it not? That is
when the procedures are activated by the executive department.

Secretary Wirrz. That is the language which activates the Rail-
way Labor Aect.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. And that is how you have acted pre-
viously, is it not, the executive department, not on health or welfare or
national defense. You proceed on interruption of commerce, do you
not?

Secretary Wirrz. The proceedings so far have been under the Rail-
way Labor Act.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Why certainly.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

The CrAtrMAN. Mr. Broyhill.

Mr. Brovaiun. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. To continue that
point for just a moment to clarify in my own mind, Mr. Secretary, the
fact is that the requirements under title II of the Labor Management
Relations Act require that a national emergency be found which
would materially affect the safety and health and the defense of the
country, is that correct?

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct. ‘Imperiling the national
health and safety’ is the language of the act.

Mr. Brovuinn. But, as I understand it, we are operating under
another law which does not even refer to this. It refers to whether
or not the interstate commerce has been substantially interrupted to
deprive certain sections of the country of service of certain modes of
transportation,

Secretary Wirrz. That is the standard under which the proceed-
ings have been conducted.
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Mr. Brovurur. That is the same standard or the basis on which
the Mediation Board and the President recommended that an emer-
gency board be created, is that correct?

Secretary Wirtz. That is correct.

Mr. BroyuiLn. You would agree, then, that an emergency does
exist which does threaten to substantially interrupt interstate com-
merce to a degree such as to deprive any section or several sections of
the country of essential transportation services?

Secretary Wirrz. I would agree that the situation is covered there.
The statute does not use the word ‘‘emergency,” as it has been
bandied around.

Mr. BrovrILL. One other more technical question. Under section
6 of this proposal or this Senate Joint Resolution 186, it is my under-
standing that if any other work stoppages oceur, if this is enacted into
law, that they will be made a part of Senate Joint Resolution 186, and
as a result they could not go out on strike; is that correct?

Secretary Wirtz. That 1s the way I would read it, depending on
the making of a judgment by the President which is referred to there,

Mr. Youncer. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BroyminL. If the President makes the judgment. Now would
this include also the dispute as I understand it going on between
American Airlines and the Transport Workers Union?

Secretary Wirrz. It is my understanding that that is the intention
ofit. So far as I know that would be the effect. I cannot be positive
about that. I think the answer is “Yes.”

Mr. BroyuirL. 1 also read somewhere that some of the other unions
may not go back to work if the Machinists Union agreed to go back
to work. Would they be covered under this resolution?

Secretary Wirtz. Would they be covered? 1 do not know. I
would have to check that all the way through. I don’t think that is
likely to happen, Mr. Broyhill.

Mr. BrovuiLL. 1 yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. YounGer. Just one question, Mr. Secretary.

You have shown considerable interest in the guidelines and the
influence of what might happen to the economy because of this,
together with the steel prices. Do you feel that the time has come
for the President to recommend to the Congress standby authority to
freeze prices and wages?

Secretary Wirrz. 1 would not be in a position to answer a broad
question at this point, any authority at all, Mr. Younger, about
legislation of this kind.

‘Mr. BroyaiuL. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAlRMAN. Mr. Kornegay?

Mr. KorneGay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to ask unanimous consent to allow Mr. Pickle to take
my 5 minutes, not to yield to him my 5 minutes, but to substitute my
5 minutes at this time, if the Chair will agree to come back to me.

The Crarrmax. Mr. Pickle is recognized.

Mr. Pickie. 1 thank the gentleman from North Carolina and T
thank the chairman.

I hope he may have his 5 minutes, but- T would like to speak here.
Thank you.

Mr. Secretary, I am assuming when we talk in reference to this
measure which says, “It threatens substantially to interrupt inter~
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state commerce,” that you are in agreement that that is the situation
now, that this present strike involving the five airlines does sub-
stantially threaten the interruption of interstate commerce.

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir; that was found by the National Media-
tion Board; was accepted by the President when he set up this Board.

The same language is in the Senate joint resolution. I would
assume the same answer.

Mr. Pickre. Then it would elearly be within our province and
probably our duty to express ourselves as a committee on this point.

Secretary Wirtz. The question would be whether on what state of
facts you propose this course of action,

Mr. Pickre. Now, this strike, as I read the hearings and part of the
testimony yesterday, has been going on for over a year?

Secretary Wirrz. This controversy?

Mr. Pickue. Yes, sir.

Secretary Wirrz. It started just about a year ago.

Mr. Prekne. As [ recall the testimony, it was August of 1965.

Secretary Wirrz. I think that is right; early August,

Mr. Prekre. I am sure that this represents during this period of
time an endless number of conferences, boards, emergency meetings,
and similar efforts to try to settle it. Yet, in the space of over a vear,
we have not settled and we are nowhere nearer, as you said yesterday,
than perhaps when we started.

Now, my question is this: One, in your opinion, have we not done
anything that we should have done to try to settle this strike on either
the part of management or labor or the Government?

Secretary Wirrz. I do not think anything has been left undone. 1
think there has been a sincere effort.

Mr. Pickne. Then if this strike had been going on over a year,
would you say then that at this point there is reason to say that
collective bargaining has broken down?

Secretary Wirrz. The strike has not been going on over a year.
The active period of negotiation—Dbargaining, negotiation, media-
tion—is from about October last down to date, and if your question
is whether collective bargaining has failed in this situation to date,
it has.

Mr. PickiE. I thank you.

Secretary Wirrz. To date. I did not say, though, Mr. Pickle,
that we are not closer to the answer than we were a year ago, your
earlier statement. That would seem to me broader than my own view
of it, but collective bargaining has fallen on its face.

Mr. Pickre. Would you say if we are not closer, we are somewhat
closer but not a great deal closer?

Secretary Wirrz. I think we are close.

Mr. Pickie. Can you tell me what the machinists are asking with
reference to the percentage guideline?

They were offered 4.3 instead of the 3.2 or in that neighborhood.
How much are they asking?

Secretary Wirrtz. There has been no subsequent formulation of a
union request since the agreement, which was not ratified.

Mr. Pickre. Is more being considered?

Secretary Wirtz. I say there has been no request from the union
since the agreement was not ratified.

Mr. Pickie. If the demands, whatever they might be of the ma-
chinists, were met, is there any question in your mind but what this
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would not touch off steel and countless of the other major industries
throughout the land?

Secretary Wirrz. I cannot answer you because there has been
no request from the union, no proposal since that agreement of last
week.

Mr. PickLe. Would you say it would probably do that; have that
effect?

Secretary Wirrz. I think it will be in the danger area, that we are
in the danger area, but I do not know——-

Mr. Prckie. You said clearly yesterday that this would probably
be the case and that we have a serious problem facing us in the
economic situation.

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct,

Mr. PickrE. So that must follow, then?

Secretary Wirrz. I said that in terms of the combination of the
nonratification and the steel price movement.

Mr. Pickie. Then this one is just sort of the first domino, or in
my country we would say it is the goat with the bell. If you push
that one, then the rest of them probably would follow.

Secretary Wirrz. That problem is before the country. I do not
think that result would follow.

Mr. PickLe. One other question now, and I think this goes to the
heart of the problem involved, and that is section 8. This is where the
Secretary of Labor is directed to start studying about the adequacy of
the emergency labor dispute—that is, the provision of the Railawy
Labor Act—and recommending that a study be made and given to the
Congress by January 1967,

Now it seems to me that what we are saying is what we are doing
now is not adequate, or that there are weaknesses and that we ought
to have a study that would come up with something that would be
permanent but whatever we do now is somewhat temporary. We do
not want to hurt collective bargaining, but I am asking you, is there
an area between collective bargaining and compulsory arbitration
that we ought to seek or look for?

[t seems to me that this is the intent of the Congress. We are
saying here that there is an area that must be established in between
collective bargining and compulsory arbitration when it affects the
national interest.

Secretary Wirrz. T think that is exactly what this implies and what
the Congress and the country are looking for; exactly.

Mr. PickLe. T am hoping that the Department and this committee
and the Congress can come up with some legislation that would fairly
represent the situation in between those two areas, so that the national
interests would not suffer.

I thank you.

The Cuarrman. Mr. Watson?

Mr. Watsox. Mr. Secretary, yesterday you said the balance of
payments is being affected by about $1 million weekly.

Secretary Wirtz. That is correct, Mr. Watson.

Mr. Warson. Of course, that does not include the loss of foreign
tourist travel and trade and such as that.

Secretary Wirrz. No, it does not.

Mr. Warson. You say further that Government taxes are being
affected or have been thus far to the extent of about $14 million.
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Secretary Wirrz. That would be only the taxes on the wages of the
employees.

Mr. Warson. Only on the wages?

Secretary Wirtz. That is correct.

Mr. Warson. There are a number of other factors involved includ-
ing the unemployment payments that are being made to these many
people out of work, which would further aggravate the financial
condition.

Secretary WirTz. And taxes on corporate profits.

Mr. Warson. Now let me ask you this. You and Mr. Reynolds
have been with the negotiators in this dispute. Do you honestly
believe that if Government had not injected itself into it, with the
depressive guidelines, that this matter could have been settled?

Secretary Wirrz. I have said quite fairly that that has been an
element, a factor in the situation.

I do not believe T can answer the question, whether I think there
would have been a strike if it had not been for that stabilization fea-
ture, I just do not know.

Mr. Warson. Pursuing the line of questioning of Mr. Pickle the
Emergency Board made recommendations. Did you consider those
recommendations fair?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. Watson. They were not accepted by either or both of the
parties?

Secretary Wirtz. They were accepted by the carriers, were rejected
by the union.

Mr. Warson. They were accepted by the carriers, rejected by the
union, and you consider those—

Secretary Wirrz. May I say I considered them fair as a framework
for the parties’ bargaining.

Mr. Warson. They made specific recommendations?

Secretary Wirrz. They did.

Mr. Warson. Of course.

Secretary Wirrz. They did, but the law contemplates that they
shall be a basis for the parties' 30-day bargaining, and I consider
them fair in terms of the statute.

Mr. Warson. And the carriers agreed and the machinists did not?

Secretary Wirtz. That is correet.

Mr. Warson. Then we had agreement a week ago or supposedly
an agreement, and it was not ratified by the machinists?

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. WaTson. It was accepted by the carriers?

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Warsox. Now vou said among the reasons for rejection or
failure to ratify that particular agreement was apparently the tradi-
tion that the machinists automatically vote against the first offer,
and then you mentioned this: “And apparently there was a lack of
communication,” and I ¢an see where there would be, because of the
brief time within which they had to aet.

Secretary Wirtz. No; 1 think there was a direct question to me
about the time factor, and I expressed, concluded as one point that
there was a very brief period for possible communication,

Mr. Warsox. Youdid not make the statement that there was a lack
of communication.
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Secretary Wirrz, I do not believe I did. I would be glad to check
the record. I think that would be a pretty broad judgment for me
to make.

Mr. Warson. Let me ask you since that time, and it was a week
ago almost——

Secretary Wirrz. Yes.

Mr, Warson., What has been done to correct that particular
element?

Secretary Wirrz. I think that would be a question within the
union, and I do not know.

Mr. Warson. Have the negotiators advised you of any direct
efforts to try to improve communications?

Secretary Wirrz. They have not.

Mr. Warson. I believe you further stated that no ecounter-offer
or no reaction other than just the vote in the negative against the
agreement has been presented to you on the part of the machinists?

Secretary Wirrz. That is right, but if the line of questioning
suggests——

Mr. Warson. If it has not, and we have to abbreviate this, Mr.
Secretary, and I would like you to answer

Secretary Wirrz, Not at the expense of a misunderstanding of
my answer.

Mr. Warson. If there was such a situation as that then can you
honestly say in your opinion that we are in a period of honest collective
bargaining at this time?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. Warson. I thought vou said earlier that there can be no

meaningful negotiations while Congress is considering these matters,
and you have cited examples of apparently where there are no mean-
ingful negotiations.

Secretary Wirrz. The pattern of your question, sir, is such that it
requires this pattern of answer. That is the only answer that is per-
mitted, because of the insistence ulpnn a shortage or a briefness or a

brevity of the answers leads to misleading conclusions.

Mr. Warson. Are the negotiators meeting now?

Secretary Wirrz. No; they are not.

Mr. Warson. When have they met in the last week?

Secretary Wirrz. Across the table?

Mr. Warsox. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. They have not.

Mr. Warson. They have not?

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Warson. Then in the absence of such meeting you can honestly
tell this committee that there has been an effort to—

Secretary Wirrtz. No; but 1 can honestly answer your questions if
given an opportunity.

Mr. Warson. All richt, sir; you go right ahead.

Secretary Wirrz. All right, ﬂmv would be these: That with respect
to the matter of whether there has or has not been additional communi-
cation or additional effort on the part of the union to approach this
matter; whether there has been an honest effort on the part of both
sides to do everything they can to meet this situation, my answer
would be yes.

Mr. Warson. 1 see.
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Secretary Wirrz. And now given the opportunity to set the
answers in that context in what 1 think is fairness, I would answer your
question about whether there is any collective bargaining presently
going on with a clear negative answer, that the situation does not
permit effective collective bargaining.

I wanted to correct what appeared to me the implication in my
answer to suggest a dilatory action on the part of either party. I do
not think there has been.

Mr. Warson. No, sir; I am not suggesting that.

Secretary Wirtz. All right.

Mr. Warson. T am trying to look at what positive steps have been
taken in the last week to settle this particular matter.

Secretary Wirtz. Very little.

Mr. Warsox. And T think T can deduce from your statement that
they have been very limited, if any?

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Warson. One final question.

Since everyone is disturbed about Congress stepping in and trying
to represent the people here and resolving this issue, then apparently
the machinists have the answer to whether or not Congress acts. 1f
there is a settlement of this thing immediately, then certainly this
legislation, in my judgment, would not be enacted, so if they believe
in the efficacy of collective bargaining, and they do not believe that
it has failed in this instance, then why don’t they settle the issue?

Secretary Wirrz. That is really a comment—when you say that
everybody is disturbed about Congress stepping into it, that would
not be my view and I do not think it would be a general view. I am
not talking that there is anything wrong at all with the Congress
stepping in.

Mr. Warson. In other words, T can conclude that neither you nor
the negotiators object to the Congress stepping in?

Secretary Wirrz. [ cannot speak for the negotiators. If you ask
me personally, T certainly take no exception at all to Congress con-
sideration of this matter; none at all. I think that the country has a
serious problem on its hands in terms of bargaining, stabilization,
and transportation. I at no point meant to suggest any reservations
about that.

Mr. Warson. It is real serious down our way.

Secretary Wirrz. Sure.

Mr. Wartson. I think the parties here have the answer to this whole
situation if they can get together.

Secretary Wirrz. 1 hope so.

The Cramrman. Mr. Kornegay.

Mr. KorngGay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, is this procedure that is being used by the Machinists
Union in this case standard operating procedure by most or all of the
unions in the country; that is, do they submit to the membership for
ratification an agreement reached by the leaders of ihe union and the
leaders of management?

Secretary Wirrz. In one form or another the answer is yes, but
the broad answer is misleading. The practice here goes considerably
beyond what is normal in most unions in the country

Mr. KorNeGAY. Is this procedure followed by the Machinists
Union in each case?
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Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir. The fact of ratification is a larger fact
in the practices of the Machinists Union than it is in most ot hers. In
most others, there is a larger degree of prior delegation, determina-
tion, so that the bargaining representatives are in practical effect
vested with a larger authority.

Mr. KorngGay, This settlement, so far as the leadership is con-
cerned, was released on Friday night, the election took place on
Sunday, and I don’t know whether you do or not, but if you know,
to what extent did the leadership of the union convey to the member-
ship all of the terms of the settlement or agreement reached on Friday
night with management?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir, I do know a cood deal which is second-
hand. You can get it ficsthand, but I do know a good deal of it
secondhand.

I know the telegrams sent out, I know the messages, the patterns
of the communications, and I would attest that, so far as I know,
every reasonable practical effort was made by the union leadership
to communicate the facts to the membership.

Mr. KornEGAY. Now, Mr. Pickle asked this question that I had
in mind and which I intended to ask you, which is this. Has collective
bargaining failed in this case?

Secretary Wirtz. Yes, sir, it has, in my judgment.

Mr. KorneGay. And, of course, this ecase involves an air carrier
which is in the nature of a public utility, is it not?

Secretary Wirrz. When you say “failure”, there are two different
senses of that. It has certainly failed to date.

Now, if the question implies no possibility of settlement here,
ultimate failure, I do not say that.

Mr. Kornecay. But isn’t there somewhere that we must draw a
line, particularly when it involves a settlement of American industry
which is either a public utility or in the nature of a public utility?

Secretary Wirrz. May I say that—you say is there someplace?

Mr. KornEGAY. Yes. In other words, this negotiation could not
go on forever and still meet the needs of the publie.

Secretary Wirrz. I think that is pretty much the question before
the Congress right now.

Mr. KorxeGay. And the other question is, how long and how far
should it go. Isn’t that about the size of it?

Secretary Wirrz. I think so, yes, sir.

Mr. KorngGay. Now, of course, in most industries which are not in
the nature of a public utility, as a matter of fact, for example, unless
you have industrywide bargaining as you do in some instances, you
have other elements of the industry, components of the industry,
making the same thing that the struck industry makes. Therefore,
the public is not being inconvenienced and damaged.

The point I am trying to get at is we have in this case, as we do in
all transportation cases, it appears to me, a situation where the public
interest is far greater, the public concern is far greater, the publie
inconvenience is far greater than it is in the ordinary industrial st rike.

Secretary Winrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. KorNEGAY. And, of course, it is treated differently in the law.

Secretary Wirtz. That is correct.

Mr. KorneGay. Than airlines and railroads that are struck, which
come under the Railroad Labor Act.
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Secretary Wirrz. And beyond that is emerging, I think, as a very
significant element in our future thinking about this whole problem,
the fact that some of our problem has been in the transportation
industry.

Mr. KornEGay. Yes, sir; and the Railroad Labor Act was enacted
back in?

Secretary Wirrz. 1926.

Mr. KorNecay. And the airlines were made subject to it in 1936.

Secretary Wirtz. That is correct.

Mr. KorNEGaY. Since that time, have there been any unwmlmenls
to it which altered or changed or suengthenml procedures?

Secretary Wirrz. None with respect to this area. I think the
practical answer is no, with respect to these emergency dispute areas.

Mr. KorneGgaY. Do you have any comment to make on a possible
approach to this problem, such as this, to provide for an additional

rocedure, which after the recommendation of the Presidential Board
1s been coneluded, that this recommendation be submitted to the
membership of the unions and the management for their rejection
or approval, under the supervision of some Government agency, with
a sufficient time between the report and the time of the vote to be
sure that all parties are fully advised of what the proposal contains
and what the result of it would be?

Secretary Wirtz. No, I don’t, Mr. Kornegay, and in my answer, |
mean to reflect the personal judgment that this action was, whether
rightly or wrongly, and you will know that I think it was very
Wrong—

Mr. Kornecay. I understand.

Secretary Wirrz. Whether rightly or wrongly, I am quite clear
that it was the judgment of a majority of the membership of this
union.

Mr. Kornecay. You think the same results would have been
reached had this procedure which I have suggested been in the Jaw?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, I think it would. Yes, sir, we have received
a good many personal letters and one thing or another. As best I
can answer your question, this was an accurate reflection of the mem-
bership view.

Mr. Kornecay. Thank you very much, and thank you for the
great efforts that you and Mr. Reynolds have put forth in this matter,
Mr. Secretary.

'l‘lumk you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Wirrz. Thank you.

The CrairMaN. The gentleman from California, Mr. Van Deerlin?

Mr. Vax Deereiy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, do you have any information as to the relative
ability of the individual struck airlines to absorb continuing strike
l(‘l:-mf“s?

Secretary Wirtz. The financial ability?

Mr. Van DeeruIN. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. No; I do not.

Mr. VAN DEErLIN. W ould it be your nnplewmn that one of the
factors that prompted the union membership’s rejection of the settle-
ment proposals was the widely publicized feeling that the airlines
have been making it hand-over-fist?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir; it would by my view that that was one
of the elements in the decision.
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Mr. Vax DegruiN. Insofar as you know, did any of the struck
airlines in the negotiations plead poverty?

Secretary Wirtz. No, sir.

Mr. VaN Deernix. Was this ability to pay—and T assume that
none of them denied an ability to pay—would this be true of all five
of the struck lines?

Secretary Wirrz. Let me say this. There was no plea of poverty.
The discussion was not in terms of ability to pay, but it would be
a necessary part of the complete answer to that to say that there
was repeated reference to the financial effect on the corporate structure
of the wage demands, so that element was not by any means left out.

But, in terms of the traditional plea of poverty or nonability to
pay, as we have sensed it over a period of years or experienced it,
there was not that.

But there was the other, that the companies could just not properly,
on the basis of sound business judgment, afford to meet the demands.

Mr. Vax Degruin. Has this been the first major labor-management
dispute in which administration guidelines have been so pervading a
factor?

Secretary Wirtz. No, sir. They were a very, very major central
consideration in the steel case last year, just about a year ago.

Mr. Vax Degruin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Wirrz. And that case was settled more than as a matter
of coincidence on what was precisely a 3.2 percent basis.

The Crairman. The gentleman from Mississippi, Mr. Williams.

Mr. Winniams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I don’t think you are down to the foot of the
committee yet. That is where I belong.

Mr. Fagnsiey. We all yield.

The Cuatrman. Mr. Farnsley says they all yield down here, so
eo ahead.

Mr. WiLLiams. I am the junior-senior member or the senior-junior
member, whichever way you want to put it.

Mr. Secretary, I am going to preface my question with a brief
statement of background, if you don’t mind. I am concerned over
what I consider to be a very strong possibility that this bill will
ultimately lead to compulsory arbitration of labor disputes.

For example, on page 94 of the Senate hearings, we find that the
Transportation Association of Ameriea recommends the enactment of
compulsory arbitration in general, and that the Board of Directors
of the Transportation Association met at a special meeting on July 26
and recommended the passage of this bill as an interim measure.

I also notice on pages 95 and 97 of those hearings that, although
there is no one representing labor on that board of directors, the
board includes Mr. Hall, president of Eastern Air Lines, Mr. Keck,
president of United Air Lines, Mr. Tillinghast, president and chief
executive officer of Trans World Airlines; in addition to that the
board also includes Mr, Stewart Tipton, president of the Air Transport
Association, and also the presidents of two other airlines which are
currently engaged in a dispute with certain of their employees.
That would be the presidents of Pan American and American, I
believe, Mr. Leslie, vice president and assistant to the chairman,
Pan American Airways, and Mr. Spader, executive vice president and
general counsel of American.
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Now, this committee has had a little experience with compulsory
arbitration in an area that you had not mentioned yesterday, and
that is the provisions of the Railway Labor Act relating to settlement,
of minor disputes by the National Railroad Adjustment Board,
which under a 1957 Supreme Court decision, administers a system of
compulsory arbitration of minor disputes.

This system of compulsory arbitration has worked so extremely
poorly that when the matter came to the attention of the House a year
or so ago, both the House and the Senate unanimously passed a bill
that we hope will correct the existing bad situation somewhat.

Now, you pointed out yesterday that compulsory arbitration during
World War II led to hundreds of disputes each week being referred
to the War Labor Board, since the parties themselves could not reach
agreement in view of arbitration being available to them.

Section 4 of this bill, Mr. Secretary, provides that the President
is given a statutory duty to make recommendations to the Congress,
which will assist in final settlement of this dispute, and here are the
key words in there:

Without further interruption of the continuity of transportation services by
these carriers.

Now, with that preface, Mr. Secretary, I ask this question. Do
you see any way to insure that there shall not be interruption of the
continuity of transportation services if employees retain the right to
strike?

Secretary Wirrz. To insure it finally?

Mr. WiLniams. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. No, sir.

Mr. WiLniams, All right,

Secretary Wirrz. Let me be sure I understand the question so the
answer isn’t misleading.

This would not guarantee and assure complete ultimate uninter-
rupted operation.

Mr. WiLLiams. It couldn’t do it without compulsory arbitration,
could it?

Secretary Wirtz. Compulsory arbitration or legislative deter-
mination of terms and conditions.

Mr. WiLniams. That leads me to this observation. It seems that
this provision in the bill, in the Senate bill, is possibly an unintended
sleeper. When the Senate voted down the Lausche amendment,
they voted against establishing compulsory arbitration at this time.

However, it seems to me that the language of section IV confers
on the President the duty to recommend legislation to the Congress
which will prohibit strikes in the airline industry.

Now, regardless of whether these recommendations will require
further congressional action or not, does section IV require recom-
mendations from the President which will prohibit strikes in the air-
line industry?

Secretary Wirtz. I think it does not.

Mr. WiLniams. You think it does not?

Secretary Wintz. Yes. My reading of it, in short, leads me in a
different direction from yours. It says “assist.” It does not say
“agsure.” It does not say “result’’; any of those courses would have
to be open to the Senate and it does require further legislative action.

I think it is to be read in the context of the Senate vote to which
you referred, the 81-to-6 vote, against compulsory arbitration.
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T would therefore conelude, as a personal matter, that this does not
provide for compulsory arbitration.

Mr. WiLLiams. How can we be assured that there will be no further
interruption in service in the absence of compulsory arbitration?

Secretary Wirrz. There would be, technically, alternatives, con-
gressional provisions, as in the Adamson Act in 1917, of the workday,
and so forth; but the practical point is I don’t disagree with the
proposition that that is about the only way to be, as a practical
matter, sure that there won’t be any.

My only point is that I don’t think this leads down that road, in an
inexorable fashion, and I think it does leave alternatives to the
President, and certainly to the Congress, alternatives to the com-
pulsory arbitration.

I would be quite clear that the Senate—I don’t know why I should
be expressing—I am presumptuous, really, Congressman, in only
trying to be helpful, because it is a provision with which I had nothing
to do with its origin; but my opinion would be that it does not have
that rap in it to which you refer.

Mr. Winniams. Then the word “assist” insofar as you are concerned
is the key word in that?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. Winntams. I am afraid the language, as far as I am con-
cerned—

Secretary Wintz. I appreciate the point.

Mr. Witniavs (continuing). Is not a very specific term as to
directing the President to take positive, specific, particular action
in this matter. And you may be richt in your interpretation of it.

Secretary Wirrz. I just don't know. I suppose the really con-
clusive consideration is that clearly nothing would happen under this
section without further congressional action.

The point to which you refer could, if there is doubt about it, be
cleared up at that point.

Mr. Wirniaus. But there would be a duty on the President to
recommend under this bill.

Secretary Wirrz. To recommend a course of procedure, that is
correct.

Mr. Winnians. Now, getting away from that a moment, you have
indicated that since these hearings began in the Senate, there has
been no further meaningful collective bargaining.

Secretary Wirrz. That is too broad because it was after the hear-
ings started that we did get that, what we thought was agreement.

Mr. Witnians. Let me clarify that. I believe since they voted
down.

Secretary Wintz. That is correct.

Mr. Wirtiauvs. Since the Machinists voted down the agreement.

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Witniams. Now, can I construe the passage of legislation of
this type dealing with a single particular strike to be in the future
possibly an invitation to management to refuse to exceed the guide-
lines in further disputes; and, if struck, to expect Congress to bail
them out?

Secretary Wirrz. That possibility enters into a consideration of it.
I spoke to it yesterday, and I think some of the first comment being
entirely fair, perhaps, overly stated my intended position on that.
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I stated then, and I do state again, the fact that any action, any
legislative action, does have the effect to which I referred yesterday
of leading one party or the other in a future case to draw back from ifs
responsibilities. I did not mean to advance that in opposition to
Congress action one way or the other here.

Mr. WinLiams. Well, in effect, at this point in the progress of this
matter, do I understand——

Secretary Wirrz. I didn’t mean to clutter up the last answer to
your question because it is yes today, just as it was yesterday. Any
action of that kind does have that effect.

Mr. Winniams. Yes, sir. And at the present time under present
circumstances there is little, if any, incentive for either side to at-
tempt to negotiate with the other, so long as this legislation is pending.

Secretary Wirrz. So long as the legislative consideration goes on.

Mr., Wirtiamns. That is right.

Secretary Wirrz. I would Aagree with that. T would put it differ-
ently. It is not that there isn’t any incentive. I think both sides
are 1)00111111:1(* to hurt more than th-\ were before, no question about
that. There is the incentive. I did indicate that I thonght the
pendency of the legislative (_'onsidem[irm led them to draw back from
trying to get together.

Mr. WiLniams, With both sides beginning to feel the pinch of the
shoe, do you feel that it would be a wholesome thing perhaps for the
Congress to set this issue aside for a while, and let the laws of economics
and collective bargaining take over again for a while? Would that
be a wholesome thing?

Secretary Wirrz, I would have to think through the effects of that
and the terms on which it was done. I would recall the railroad
experience in which, having gotten into it about this far, Congress
twice declared a kind of moratorium of the sort to which you refer,
and that didn’t advance the situation.

Now, there was no strike in effect at that point, so the history is not
exactly parallel. My instinctive reaction to your question is that,
having gone this far, better get it decided one way or the other, rather
than to hold it in nho) ance, but I don’t have an ultimate JlltI“’IIl(‘Tli
on that,

Mr. WinLiams. How much more time do I have, Mr. Chairman?

The Crarrmax. Your time has run out.

Mr. WinLiams. May I ask one further question?

The Cuatgman. You may.

Mr, Wittiams. With a short answer.

Mr. Secretary, if you feel this is an unfair question, say so, and
don’t bother to answer.

Secretary Wirrz. All right, sir. Fair enough.

Mr. Witniams. But would the passage of this legislation strengthen
or weaken the principle of collective bargaining?

Secretary Wirrz, | think a short answer would be unfair, and so my
broad answer would be that it would have two factors. First, the one
I have mentioned before, that any necessity of legislation in this field
does tend to weaken the parties’ will to bargain collectively. I
recognize at the same time that collective bargaining has, in terms of
earlier questions, fallen on its face in this particular situation, and it is
a little hard to balance the question of whether, when it has failed this
badly, something doesn’t have to be done about it against the other
consideration to which you referred.
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My answer to that is a mixed reaction.

Mr. Wintiams. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

The Cuamrman. The gentleman from New York, Mr. Murphy.

Mr. Mureay. Mr. Secretary, I am sorry I was late _\'(’.Hiel‘{ﬁll_\' and
missed the first part of your testimony, but I was not able to get my
usual early plane from New York to come down.

The nonratification by the Machinists’ rank and file of their wage
scale committee recommendations, it was pointed out by testimony
yesterday as being a pattern as far as Machinists’ negotiations are
concerned.

To broaden this, isn’t this becoming a pattern throughout the collec-
tive bargaining situation, generally, as far as labor and management is
concerned?

Secretary Wirrz. If the question is whether there is more tendency
in general for the membership to exercise a strong voice in the bargain-
ing process, the answer is “Yes.” If the question is whether there
is a very broad practice of nonratification after the leadership con-
cludes a contract, my answer would be “No,” that it is not an increased
practice.

Now, those two, I think, are consistent. They seem on the surface
to be little a different. But, in general, I would say a larger degree of
participation by membership in the bargaining but not very much of
this nonratification, and my statement yesterday was a good deal more
of it in this union than in others.

Mr. Mureny. Is it the union constitution or the national labor
clause that requires the rank and file to ratify their own wage scale
committee recommendations?

Secretary Wirrz, It is not the national law. Tt is the provision
in the constitution, and in this case there was also an agreement
entered into between the parties—I mean the carriers and the unions—
that there would not be a final agreement until there had been ratifica-
tion, so it is not in the law. It is in the constitution and here in an
agreement between the two parties.

Mr. Mureny. So it is a question of the rank and file not following
the recommendation of their leadership.

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Mureay. In this specific instance, which side is it up to now
to make a ['.(llll'l1&]’]]]’(!])1]3‘1{15? Is it up to the management side or the
labor side, as the negotiations presently exist?

Secretary Wirrz. There would be no legal obligation on either of
them of course, and that is an almost impossible question to answer
as a practical matter, and it is a question which I am frank to say we
are continuing to probe at the moment.

Mr. Murpray, Who made the last offer or demand?

Secretary Wirrz. There has been no offer or demand from either
side since the nonratification.

Mr. Mureay. Who made the offer or the demand that was voted
on?

Secretary Wirrz, There were eight issues in it, and the answer
would be different, would vary from one to another. The last issue
in the course of the bargaining that night was the wage issue, and
there was an exchange of propositions, very rapid-fire exchange, over
the period of the last hour. I do not remember which was the last
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one came from, but the practical answer is that there was a back and
forth on that last issue.

Mr. ReyNoLps. Well, the very nature of the bargaining exercise,
Mr. Murphy, would answer your question that management made a
further concession, so if you are asking who made the last move, who
made the last offer, it was made by management and accepted by the
union leadership.

Mr. Mureay. Do you see any parallel between this legislation and
the Bonner bill of the 88th Congress?

Secretary Wirrz. That was the one covering transportation?

Mr. Murpay. That was compulsory arbitration in the maritime
strike.

Secretary Wirrz. Do I see a parallel between what is before us now
and that?

Mr. MurrHY. Yes.

Secretary Wirrz. Oh, I would not say a parallel; no, sir.

Mr. Mureay. That legislation required a cooling off period and a
Presidential board.

Secretary Wirrz. That is right.

Mr. Murpny. Fact finding similar to Taft-Hartley.

Secretary Winrz. That is right.

Mr. Mureny. Or the provisions of this legislation. And after
months of hearings, that legislation was tabled by one vote in the
committee. It was not the Labor Committee it went before. There
are four members of this present committee that sat on the committee.
I was privileged to be one. I am wondering what would be the next
step, should this committee fail to act positively on this legislation.

Secretary Wirrz. Its next step legislatively?

Mr. Murery., Well, its next step either as far as the administra-
tion is concerned, or the Congress. What other proposal?

Secretary Wirrz. If you do not act on this proposal?

Mr. Mureny. That is right.

Secretary WirTz. I do not know how to answer that. It has been
very properly pointed out that the President did, in his state of the
Union message, express the intention to present to the Congress
some matter for its consideration in this area. In earlier testimony
I have indicated some of the reasons that has not yet been done.
I would expect to see that kind of development.

Mr. MureaY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuamman. Mr. Satterfield?

Mr. SarrerFigLp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, T have listened to you very carefully and feel that
you have made a very fair and objective statement.

Secretary Wirrz. Thank you.

Mr. SarrerFreLb. Most of which I subscribe to. I realize that
you are speaking from a position where there is necessarily a limitation
to some of your answers and I appreciate that fact.

I would like to ask you this, however. In answer to a question of
the gentleman from Mississippi, Mr. Williams, concerning legislative
action tending to impede collective bargaining, is it not a fact that the
mere existence of guidelines and the manner in which they may or
may not be enforced is also an impediment to collective bargaining?

Secretary Wirrz. I answer yes with this addition. That 1t is not
just the guidelines. It is the country’s concern about stabilization.
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If there were no national concern about stabilization, no reason for
national concern about stabilization, then there would be a freer—
there would be one less factor to be considered. And so I do not
believe I can fairly answer you, sir, just in terms of the guidelines,
but I can in terms of the national, the administration, the congres-
sional, the eountry’s concern about stabilization as a factor.

Mr. Sarrerrienp, Then it would be fair to say in considering this
resolution that we as legislators cannot ignore this other factor that
may or may not impede depending on——-

Seeretary Wirtz. Certainly not, and I have sugoested I think,
one of the elements of national concern in addition to transport collec-
tive bargaining is stabilization. 1 think it is all properly in this
picture.

Mr. SarrerereLp. I notice you have stated, and T think correctly
so. that no meaningful negotiations are going to occur as long as
Congress is entertaining this matter, and that only upon either enact-
ing it or deciding not to enact it can we expect meaningful bargaining
to continue. Do you feel

Secretary Wirrz. I have accompanied that by the expression of the
fact that we will continue to try in every way we can.

Mr. SATTERFIELD. Yes, sir.

[n this conneetion I notice you also said that you thought that
settlement mizht be close. Do you feel—and I do not know whether
you can answer this question or not, and please feel free to refuse to
if you do not think you can—do you feel that the enactment of legis-
lation will have any effect upon this settlement or not?

Secretary Wirrz. That the enactment of this legislation will have
an effect on what?

Mr. Sarrerrienp. On the closeness of settlement.

Secretary Wirrz. I am glad you came back to it. My statement
that it was close was only in response to Mr. Pickle’s suggestion that
it was no closer than it was 10 months ago, and T am glad to have
an opportunity to correct any misunderstanding of that. It is pretty
clear at this point that a relatively narrow margin separates the two
parties. Now in fact we thought there was no margin last Friday.

Mr. Sarrerrienn. | understand.

Secretary Wirtz. Now we find that there is one. Now your
question is whether, if there is legislation, that gap will be narrowed?

Mr. SaTTERFIELD. Yes, sir.

Secretary Wirrz. I think that if there is this legislation, there will
be & settlement of this dispute sometime during the period which is
referred to. Is that responsive to your question?

Mr. SATTERFIELD. Yes, it is, sir; and I have one small question,
Mr. Chairman. I was not clear as to what your answer to the ques-
tion of the gentleman from North Carolina was with respect to, this
specific resolution—whether or not you felt that it should apply to
any other disputes now in process other than the five airlines specifi-
cally named in this bill.

Secretary Wirrz. If the legislation is passed, it would seem to me
that section 6 is advisedly included, and that is the section which has
that effect 1 believe.

Mr. SaTrERFIELD. Let me go one step further. T am not sure that
it does. 1In looking at each section in this bill, there is a reference to
the participants, the parties to the dispute. [t all seems to refer to
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the first clause, which specifically names five airlines. My question
is if we enact this resolution, should we make it broad f-nnugL to in-
clude any other airlines presently in dispute other than the five which
are mentioned here?

Secretary Wirrz. I would repeat my answer, which would be in
support of the inclusion of section 6 if it is passed, but would have to
say to you that that is not a very considered judgment. I have not
thought through that question, nor do I know enough about the cir-
cumstances of the other case to give you an ultimate judgment as to
whether it is a good idea or not. My offhand reaction nevertheless
is in support of it.

Mr. Sarrerrienp. That it would basically be desirable.

Secretary Wirrz. That is correet.

Mr. SarrerFieLp. Thank you, sir,

The Cramman. Mr, Huot.

Mr. Huor. Mr. Secretary, you mentioned, and it has been brought
out several times here, that there has not been any meaningful collec-
tive bargaining since the nonratification. And it is very obvious
that there probably will not be until some action is taken on this
legislation.

This legislation sets up about 180 days total, and at the end of 150
days there would be a report to the President, and then to the
Congress.

In your opinion do you think that agreement is apt to be reached
in this period of time or would there still be this same tendency that
there is now to wait and see what the recommendations will be and
what the Congress will do at the end of the 180 days?

Secretary Wirrz. I understood that to be like the similar question
and my answer would be that I would expect to see, if the statute were
passed—would exgect to see a settlement sometime during the period.

-

I do not know. Your question is in terms of what my expectations
would be, and that would be it.

Mr. Huor. Would you consider that this legislation is in the area
that Mr. Pickle mentioned, between -collective bargaining and
arbitration?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. Huor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuarman, The gentleman from Kentucky, Mr. Farnsley.

Mr. Farnstey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I realize that all good Americans always obey the
law. You brilliantly told us about how Congress has spoken on
these problems. As you undoubtedly know, Congress spoke years
ago and said as soon as a bottle containing spirits of liquors is empty,
it is supposed to be broken. Now some people not knowing about
this fail to do this, I hear by secondhand rumor. But ignorance of
the law excuses nobody. Now I hear, also by rumor, that as to the
subway strikers, the State legislature of New York had spoken and
said they should not strike, but they did. Now, I realize this would
not apply to the present unions and the present labor, the present
companies, but could you tell me step by step in 4 minutes if we
have got a bad union infiltrated from Castro Cuba or something and
we passed this law and everything had been done up to now, and
then they did not go back to work, what happens? Is that a clear
question?
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Secretary Wirtz. No, sir,

Mr. Farnsiey. I gave it too much preliminary.

If we pass this resolution and they still do not go back to work
then what happens?

Secretary Wirrz. Well now, that question is certainly clear and
I wish I could supply as clear an answer. I do not know. These
things could happen. There could be, as somebody has sugeested
here, discharges under the contract. There could be the hiring of
alternative people.

Mr. Farxsrtey. Of what?

Secretary Wirtz. Of alternative employees as a result of that,
although the question of availability would be very serious.

I guess the honest answer to your question is that we would be in
a4 mess,

Mr. Farxstey. I do not want to get you in a mess.

Mr. WiLniams. Will the gentleman yield at that point for an
observation?

We might all be eating crow from then on.

Secretary Wirrz. I recall Winston Churchill’s suggestion was
that the one most interesting thing about democracy is that at so
many points it does not offer a sure answer to the possibility of
anarchy. It has such self-confidence that it does not meet all the
ultimate questions because it has worked so well for so long.

I do not mean to make a Fourth of July speech, but I am expressing
that confidence when I say that I do not think we will have to face
up to it, and if we do, it is like a lot of other questions in this country.
We rely on our good sense.

Mr. FarysLey. Can I get unanimous consent to get a little exten-
sion of time?

The CramrMaN. You still have some time,

Mr. Farnsiey. This nice man has said—I think he said I am
suggesting the possibility of anarchy.

Secretary Wirrz. No.

Mr. Farnsuey. Look, this law says that if the President declares it
and then the courts enjoin—is that right?

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Farnspey. And then when the courts enjoin it and you do not
do it, you are in contempt of court and they can finally put you in jail.

Secretary Wirtz. If the union does not do it. That still leaves the
possibility that I thought you were asking about. Some individuals
just say I am not going to do it.

Mr. FarnsLey. Suppose nobody goes back to work.

Secretary Wirrz. That is right.

Mr. Farnvspey. And then, of course, it is un-American and I am
un-American for asking the question, et cetera. You are right, you
made a Fourth of July speech. But looking at New York, it was
against the law to strike and they struck. Now we have exhausted
all of the present laws and we are talking about another one. Now
supposing some day they do not, a union comes along that does not
go back to work. Then it goes to the courts to enjoin, is that it?

Secretary Wirrz. If the union is in any way responsible for it.

Mr. Farxsrey. But not the individual.

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Dincenn, Would the gentleman yield?
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Mr. Farxsuey. Yes; I give up. I know when I am licked. Go
ahead.

Secretary Wirrz, My apologies, Mr. Farnsley.

Mr. FarnsLEy. Noj; vou have done all right.

Mr. DixgeLL. The point the gentleman from Kentucky is discussing
is simply this in section 7:

Nothing in the resolution shall be construed to require an individaal emplovee
to render labor or services without his consent nor shall anything in this resolution
be construed to make labor or service by an individual employee an illegal act,
nor .-}1:1” the courts issue any [1l'|:['ﬂ'-:- (T4 r\'um!n‘l 1:('1'fl_|l‘rn;u:('{‘ ])_\' I:ll'- i!ltll\'it]ll:ll
employee of such labor or serviee without his consent.

Now, very clearly that forces no one to go back to work.

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. DingeLL. Anyone who wishes to may quit.

Secretary Wirrz, That is correct.

Mr. Dincern. Conceivably if they chose under that language, not
collectively but individually, the present members of the union could
individually choose not to go back to work and we would have this
issue right back in our laps.

Secretary Wirrz. As they could under the Constitntion which also
includes a similar protection.

Mr. DixcerL, Probably if this legislation fails to have this language
in, it might very well be unconstitutional, is that correct?

Secretary Wirrz. If it fails, it would be unconstitutional? 1 did
not get the ([ltt'a‘linn,

Mr. DincerL. If this language were not in this statute, we would
possibly find ourselves with one of two situations. Either an un-
constitutional question

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. DingeLn (continuing). Or in the alternative a construetion of
the courts which might deem this language to be present in spite of
the intent of the Congress or as an alternative to a finding of un-
constitutionality.

Secretary Wirrz. 1 would agree with that and would respect it as a
better answer than mine.

Mr. Farnstey. Do you think anarchy existed in New York City
when the subway people did not go back although it is clearly a
State law?

Secretary Wirtz. It is too strong a reference to it. I used the
word “anarchy” in Mr. Churchill's suggestion that in a number of
respects democracy does not cover its possible ultimate losses. 1 have
pretty complete contempt for what happened in New York as I think
everybody in the country does, and as everybody has for anybody
who violates the law, and I do not mean to spare any expression of
sentiment about that. I think the New York aect is as wrong as it
can be. The only thing I think is more wrong is the disregard of it.

Mr. Farssuey. If we would pass a law saying it is illegal to strike,
that would be all richt you say?

Secretary Wirrz. No. You mean a broad——

Mr. Farxsuey. Is that not what this says, they have to go back
to work or——

Secretary Wirrz. As I understand it, it says that for this period
of time there must be a return to work, that is correct.

Mr. Farysuey. If they do not go back to work, what happens?
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Secretary Wirrz. As individuals? Not a thing.

Mr. Farxstey. Ido not know if they do not go back asfindividuals.

Secretary Wirtz. There would be a real differencefthere.

Mr. FanrnsLey. As individuals they do not go back.

Mr. Moss. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. FarysLey. Yes.

Mr. Moss. Is not the answer as to what would happen is that they
would be deprived of all of their existing rights?

Secretary Wirrz. Under the contract, my earlier answer,

Mr. Divasrn. That would be a new issue at the bargaining table.

Secretary Wirrz. I assume so.

The Cuamrman. Mr. Adams?

Mr. Apaums. Mr, Secretary, one thing that bothers me about this
has been the constant reference to the fact that it is really special
legislation directed to a limited number of airlines. Had you con-
sidered what would be your position—and I would refer you, for exam-
ple, I remember in 1962 we filed in a machinists’ strike a Taft-Hartley
injunction under section 178. Now, all that would really be required
in order to place this in a general context would be to repeal section
182, would it not, of 29 United States Code and allow the provisions
of the Taft-Hartley Act to then apply, which provides this alternative
between compulsory arbitration and letting it go, which basically
says that there will be a board meet, that an injuction ean be estab-
lished. Then during that period of time, and this 1s what happens
in the public disputes, the public is informed of the offer on each
side——

Secretary Wirrz. Yes,

Mr. Apams (continuing). By it being so stated, that after the offer
comes from each side, it is required to go back to the union by secret
ballot and either they ratify it or they do not, and if they do not,
then the offers can go again and again, this last offer can be submitted,
so the public interests are not only involved but it is informed.

Now have you considered just this, because the only thing that
keeps this from under that is simply the exemption of 182 which says
it shall not apply to the Railway Act.

Secretary Wirrz. If your question is whether T have considered it,
I have not. If your question, as I understand it to be, is whether there
could be legislation which would take that form, and apply in effect
the 80-day period series of things on top of this one, that would be a
possibility.

Mr. Abams. As to what happens, you would simply repeal the
exemption section. This would then apply as a general law applying
to all labor relations as it presently does.

Secretary Wirrz. 1 would have to think through the question of
whether there would be more refined amendments that would have to
be made.

Mr. Apams. There might be, but I mean basically what I am saying
is, you pull out the exemption, the general law would apply, with
whatever technical changes.

Secretary Wirrz. This is a matter of legislative form. There could
unquestionably be the addition of an 80-day period of that kind to the
present situation.

Mr. Apams. Right. But what I am talking about is we would use
the general law, rather than special strike legislation.
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Secretary Wirtz. I think it would be a good deal more com-

licated than just changing that one provision, and if you did that,
Mr. Adams, you would open up a Pandora’s box about all other cases
in the transportation industry, because if you made both the Railway
Labor Act and the Taft-Hartley Act applicable to all cases in order to
avoid applying this to only five, I cannot think through the implica-
tions of it.

Mr. Apams. All right. The reason that I mentioned this is the
next question,.

If the remaining airlines are placed in the same situation, does it
at some point arrive at the standards imperiling the national health
and safety which is the Taft-Hartley Act standard?

Secretary Wirrz. If all airlines in the country went down at the
same time? I do not know how to answer that question.

Mr. Apams. All right. I ask this. Is there some necessity at
this point—and I noticed you mentioned there was an early agree-
ment for everyone to bargain together, and this is where the public
interest it seems to me continually becomes involved in the trans-
portation industry. We are hooking all of our employers together
and all of our locals together, so even though I understand several
or a number of locals voted for this, it may have been the locals of a
whole line, since for example, they cannot break the pattern so that
you get any flexibility of, say, one breaking or one settling at all; is
that correct?

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. Apams. Should we operate on that point also?

Secretary Wirtz. I do not mean to duck the question. T think
that as we come to the broader considerations, there is no problem,
that will be the erux of the whole areument as to whether there
should be unified bargaining or whether there should be separate
bargaining, and we will find as we get into it that on both sides,
on both management and labor, there is disagreement with respect
to those points, and the public is not quite clear about it either.

You see, the alternative 1s what has been identified as whipsawing,
which permits one pair of parties, either the union or the company,
as the case may be, depending on where the balance of power is, to
operate with less restraint—

Mr. Apawms. In terms of the public interest it breaks up the monolith
on both sides.

Secretary Wirrz. It does. There would be a balancing of that
against the public’s concern about whatever would be the results of
this whipsawing which might lead to less responsible end result. It is
a hard balance. It is a central balance. I think you have put your
finger right on the key factor which we will be considering in the future
in the transportation industry.

Mr. Apaws. The think I am bothered about is that we have been
skirting this now.,

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir,

Mr. Apams. Since World War I1.

Secretary Wirtz. We have.

Mr. Apams. And it seems to me that we are coming up again with
specialized pieces of legislation on a particular strike that may have
the effect of breaking the strike or may have the effect of precluding
the final economic essentials, and I am worried about the fact, taking
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the economic effects of it, I happen to be in an area where there are
probably more machinists that are ultimately in a position to be
harmed by this than there are all the locals that are out.

As T understand it there are only about 35,000 out of a total mem-
bership of a million or two.

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Apams. Thank you. I have no further questions.

The CratRMAN. Are there further questions of this witness? I
might remind the committee that we L:we two others who will be
before this committee next Monday or Tuesday that I think most of
our questions will be directed to.

The Secretary has been very patient and kind in coming, and I
hope that if there are any questions, they will be very brief. Do you
have a question?

Mr. DingerL. I have a few more questions.

Secretary Wirrz. Please not in my interests, Mr. Chairman.

The CrAIRMAN. No, I am not talking about your interests. I am
talking of the interests of the whole pattern.

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. Moss. Just one moment, Mr. Chairman. We asked certain
information yesterday. Has that been supplied?

Secretary Wirrz. Let me ask you one question. In response to
your question and my instructions, I have had prepared a table
covering straight time average hourly earnings for selected mainte-
nance occupations, but this is in manufacturing establishments.
When it was brought to me, I am not sure whether it is that which
you want, or whether you want that information outside manufac-
turing establishments. If you want if for manufacturing establish-
ments in selected areas, I have it.

Mr. Moss. Let me define rather quickly what I want.

Secretary Wirrz. All right.

Mr. Moss. For instance, I noticed that the San Francisco locals
overwhelmingly rejected this settlement. I also noted there has been
a pattern of wage increase in the bay area in northern California very
substantially in excess of the guidelines. I know that is true in my
own immediate area.

I also notice that the cost-of-living factors there may vary from
other sections of the Nation.

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct.

Mr. Moss. I want to have the average hourly wages of equally
skilled persons, whether in manufacturing, maintenance, or in the
vocations.

Secretary Wirtz. I have half of what you want and will be glad to
file that, that is those in the manufacturing establishments. When
I got it I thought it was not in complete compliance with your inquiry,
and, therefore, will supply the rest of it on Monday.

(The information referred to appears on p. 76.)

Mr. Moss. One other point, Mr. Chairman. I wouldn’t want to
appear naive, but I would voice the strong hope that this weekend
not be wasted by any of the parties to this dispute. I don’t agree
that the burden rests on one or the other at this moment. I think it
is a joint responsibility to make every effort to settle this before we
have to act.

The CuarrMAN. The gentleman from Michigan.
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Mr. Dingern. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. T will be as briel as |
possibly can. Mr. Secretary, have you submitted to the committee a
text of the settlement arrived at in the White House last weekend?

Secretary Wirrz. No, we have not.

Mr. DingeLL. I think it would be extremely helpful becanse I don't
believe this is in the record.

Secretary Wirrz, It will be in memorandum form and it will be
submitted.

Mr. Dixgern. Could you perhaps, in the interests of saving time,
also give us a summary of the provisions upon which there was agree-
ment between the leadership of the union and——

Secretary Wirrz. That is about all there is, Mr. Dingell. Tt was
never developed and spelled out in detail, so the two would be the
same.

Mr. Dingenn, We will then have a briel memorandium on this.

(The information requested appears on p. 161.)

Mr. DingeELL. Now, there are a series of questions flowing from
that. You have given us generally to understand the economic
issues or points which were in issue in the rejection by the locals
and by the membership, is that correct?

Secretary Wirrz, Yes, sir.

Mr. DineeELn, Would you, if you could, please give us a state-
ment of those economic points which were at issue between the
locals and their membership and the international leadership of the
IAM?

Secretary Wirrz. Those were all cleared up in the final settlement
I think, were they not, or were there some left over?

Mr. DingeELL. No, I am referring if you please to the grounds
for which the locals and the membership voted rejection of the memo-
randum of settlement which we have been discussing. Do you
understand my point, Mr. Secretary? In other words, give us as
carefully as you can the reasons insofar as you understand them,
why the membership rejected the proposed settlement.

Secretary Wirrz. I would hesitate, Mr. Dingell, Mr. Chairman,
with your understanding, in going on that point beyond what I did
vesterday, which was to presume upon an area in which other wit-
nesses will have a larger knowledge.

Mr. DingeLL. I understand the concern, Mr. Chairman, but I
think these points are very important.

The Cramrman. I think they are too, but I don’t think the Secre-
tary can read the people’s minds who voted against this.

Mr. DingeLL. I am not

Secretary Wirtz. That is in the record, Mr. Dingell.

Mr. DinGeLL. There is a very important point here in terms of
the broad national labor policy and I want to have a full understanding
of the question.

Secretary Wirrz. That is in the record, Mr. Dingell, and I reaffirm
my testimony of yesterday.

Mr. DixcerLr. Then can you tell us were there other issues apart
from the economic issnes which were involved?

Secretary Wirtz. Which were involved in the beginning or which
were left unresolved?

Mr. DixGeLL. Which were sufficiently unresolved that the member-
ship voted to reject the proposed settlement?
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Mr. Reyxorps. Mr. Dingell, when the case got before the Emer-
gency Board there were some 40 local issues involving these 5 lines,
local in the sense that they applied only to 1 of the 5 airlines.

Mr. DingeLs. I understand.

Mr. Rey~oLps. One of the carriers had settled all of those, namely,
National. That left 40 issues involving 4 carriers.

Mr. DinGeLL. Which would have to be resolved before that par-
ticular carrier would go back to work.

Mr. ReynoLps. That is correct. Now at the closing hours of
mediation on Friday night a week ago, those issues were resolved
by the parties, but to say that they were resolved satisfactorily in
terms of the reaction of the men is another question. Many of these
letters to which the Secretary has referred reflect the fact that in
some cases it was local issues which disturbed the men and created the
disquiet which resulted in a negative vote on the national issues.

Mr. Dincers. Then let me ask you this question. Has there been
any thought given by your agency to requesting the international to
resubmit that memorandum to the membership for further con-
sideration?

Mr. REyxoups. I don’t think that is the problem, if [ may say so,
Mr. Dingell. I think the problem is that the membership rejected
in many instances the resolution of local issues. Now it will be up
to the union to restructure or redefine or rename their demands, and
whether they can be met in a matter satisfactory to the men is again
a question.

Mr. Dingern. 1 vield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. Moss. I just wonder, has there been any indication that they
have restructured their request?

Mr. Reynoups. Have there been any indications that they have
restructured, that they can, Mr. Moss? 1 am terribly sorry.

Mr. Moss. Or have they? Have they been requested?

Mr. Rey~orLps. The union negotiating committee is meeting every
day. Many of the members of it are here. They are meeting again
tomorrow. to consider their problem and what they are going to pre-
sent to management the next time they meet them across the table.
The reports are coming into them. They are being analyzed, eval-
uated. to determine what were the areas whieh resulted in the negative
vote.

Mr. Moss. Is there a next time scheduled now?

Mr. ReynoLps. The answer to that is “No.” I am in constant
touch with the parties each day a number of times, and when there is
an appropriate moment, hopefully in the matter of not days but hours,
they will be back in contact.

Mr. DingeLL. Now the next question—I am sorry, Mr. Chairman,
but I think these are important questions.

The Cuamrman. Go ahead. You have got about another minute
to your 5-minute period.

Mr. DincELL. Now it has come to my attention that it is possible
that other issues such as loss of existing long-established contract
rights have been lost in the contractual settlement. Have there been
any longstanding contractual rights, work conditions and matters of
this kind that have been lost by the union members in the proposed
memorandum of settlement?
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Mr. Revyvoups. I don’t think I would define it that way, no.
There was an effort on the part of management to recover or recapture
or to gain certain “management prerogatives,” and there was an effort
on the part of the union, on the other hand, to get back things which
had been granted in previous years. So that it was a two-sided
proposition with respeet to local issues, but you have hit a very
mportant point, Mr. Dingell, in these negotiations, and in the
referendum.

There were areas of serious concern on the part of rank and file
people over local issues involving matters other than strict economic
things, wages, holidays, those things. Work practices, the right of
management to do certain things which they did not like, and vice
versa.

Mr. DixgeLL. Has there been any consultation with other unions
on these points with the aim of securing either their help in working
out the controversy, or perhaps even in achieving their assistance in
mediation efforts that you have been making?

Mr. Reynoups. No, there has not, and quite frankly I would
question the efficacy of such a suggestion.

Mr. DiNGELL. Now let me just ask this. I want to reiterate Mr.
Moss’ request for additional information on wages and salary scales
on an area by area basis. I think that is extremely important to
the committee, but I want to ask you one very flat question that T
think is perhaps the nub of the whole problem and question before
the committee and that is this:

If this committee, if the Congress reports Senate Joint Resolution 186
or something very similar to it, is there a prospect that the enactment
of that would result in settlement of the issues during the time period
authorized in the legislation, or would we be faced at a future time
with the possibility of having this issue again brought to us for reso-
lution by the Congress?

Secretary Wirrz. I have said, Mr. Dingell, that I would expect
to see it settled within that period. But I could make no guarantee
of it, but would expect to see it settled within the period.

Mr. DixceLL. You are aware, Mr, Secretary, that the issues in
the railroad strike of some time ago, which this Congress was com-
pelled to act upon, have not yet been fully resolved?

Secretary Winrz., Yes, sir.

Mr. DiNgeLL. And that there is hanging over our heads at this
moment a fair prospect that they may break down into a labor dis-
pute which would result in & walkout or a strike and lockout, is that
correct?

Secretary Wirrz. With the first part of the statement I would
concur that there is still a serious problem with respect to those issues.

Mr. Dinger. Now lastly, let me just ask one further question,
Mr. Chairman, and then I will yield the floor. The problem that this
committee has is one involving the whole structure of free collective
bargaining in this country. You have indicated to us that the reasons
we are at this impasse is that at least temporarily collective bargaining
has broken down in this particular set of eircumstances.

Secretary Wirtz. Yes, sir.

Mr. DiNgeLL. Or perhaps better, that it has not yet worked to a
satisfactory resolution of a dispute. How are we going to know that
if this committee takes this action, that we will not be compelled on
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a fairly regular basis to resolve by congressional actions labor disputes
of substantially similar nature and gravity in substantially similar
national interests affecting industries?

Secretary Wirrz. 1 resrect. that as a statement of possibility which
I could add very little to by way of an answer.

Mr. DiNGELL. As a matter of fact we would have est ablished fairly
clearly a precedent which might very well place this kind of problem
in our laps for resolution almost every time, am [ correct?

Secretary Wirrz. Again, it seems to me that what you have done is
state a position. If it is in the form of a question really, Mr. Dingell,
I respect it as a statement of position.

Mr. DingerL. I offer it as a question.

Secretary Wirrz. All right, then my answer would necessarily in-
clude a summarization of my answer to similar questions that have
been put before. I have said without any reservations that any ac-
tion that is taken at any point which involves legislative governmental
determination of any kind of collective bargaining dispute does have
a weakening influence on the exercise of private responsibility. Every
time we have done it, that has happened. I have said too in answer
to that question that I respect the fact that in particular situations,
one of them the railroad case in 1963, collective bargaining proved so
inadequate that it is necessary to take some particular action. That
there is a balance between this, which I think is really what brings us
together here.

So with respect to the broad proposition about the weakening effect
of any governmental action, I respond just as T have to the previous
questions, yes. 1 do it in the context of recognizing that that is not
an answer absolute, and that nobody would be entitled to say that at
any cost collective bargaining must be left free. I have said before
that at some point I recognize the fact that the public draws a line in
the sand and says “We won’t take any more,” and so that is really
the issue before us.

Mr. DingerL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Wirrz. Mr. Chairman, I am now in a position to give
you the information which Mr. Moss and Mr. Dingell have both
asked for. 1 find that I do have it, Mr. Moss, both in terms of the
straight time average hourly earnings for selected maintenance oceu-
pations in manufacturing establishments, and in selected building
trades. It covers carpenters, electricians, machinists, mechanies,
pipefitters, sheet metal workers, and then on the selected building
trades, bricklayers, carpenters, electricians, painters. If I may file
those with the committee, Mr. Chairman, in response to Mr. Moss’
question.

The C'arrMAN. It will be included in the record.

(The information referred to follows:)
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AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

DEscriprioNs FoR SeEreEcTEp JoBs Stupiep oN A Cross-INDUSTRY Basis
MAINTENANCE AND POWERPLANT JOBS

Carpenter, mainlenance. 11-801-0
Performs the carpentry duties necessary to construct and maintain in good
repair building woodwork and equipment such as bins, eribs, counters, benches,
artitions, doors, floors, stairs, casings, and trim made of wood in an establishment.
Vork involves most of the following: Planning and laying out of work from blue-
prints, drawings, models, or verbal instructions; using a variety of carpenter’s
handtools, portable power tools, and standard measuring instruments; making
standard shop computations relating to dimensions of work; selecting materials
necessary for the work. In general, the work of the maintenance carpenter re-
quires rounded training and experience usually acquired through a formal appren-
ticeship or equivalent training and experience.

Electrician, mainlenance. 11-302-0

Performs a variety of electrical trade functions such as the installation, mainfe-
nance, or repair of equipment for the generating, distribution, or utilization
of electric energy in an establishment. Work involves most of the following: In-
stalling or repairing any of a variety of electrical equipment such as generators,
transformers, switchboards, controllers, ecircuit breakers, motors, heating units,
conduit systems, or other transmission equipment; working from blueprints, draw-
ings, layout, or other specifications; locating and diagnosing trouble in the electri-
»al system or equipment; working standard computations relating to load require-
ments of wiring or electrical equipment; using a variety of electrician’s handtools
and measuring and testing instruments. In general, the work of the maintenance
electrician requires rounded training and experience usually acquired through a
formal apprenticeship or equivalent training and experience.

Engineer, stationary. 11-303-0

Operates and maintains and may also supervise the operation of stationary
engines and equipment (mechanical or electrical) to supply the establishment in
which employed with power, heat, refrigeration, or air-conditioning. Work in-
volves: Operating and maintaining equipment such as steam engines, air com-
pressors, generators, motors, turbines, ventilating and refrigerating equipment,
steam boilers and boiler-fed water pumps; making equipment repairs; keeping a
record of operation of machinery, temperature, and fuel consumption. May alse
supervise these operations. Head or chief engineers in establishmenls employing
maore than one engineer are excluded.

Fireman, stationary boiler. 11-304-0

Fires stationary boilers to furnish the establishment in which employed with
heat, power, or steam. Feeds fuels to fire by hand or operates a mechanical stoker
gas, or oil burner; checks water and safety valves. May clean, oil, or assist in
repairing boilerroom equipment.

Helper, maintenance trades. 11-3056-0

Assists one or more workers in the skilled maintenance trades, by performing
specific or general duties of lesser skill, such as keeping a worker supplied with
materials and tools: cleaning working area, machine, and equipment; isting
worker by holding materials or tools: performing other unskilled tasks as directed
by journeyman. The kind of work the helper is permitted to perform varies
from trade to trade: In some trades the helper is confined to supplying, lifting,
and holding materials and tools and cleaning working areas; :m(\ in others he
is permitted to perform specialized machine operations, or parts of a trade that
are also performed by workers on a full-fime basis.

Machine-tool operator, toolroom. 11-306-0

Specializes in the operation of one or more types of machine tools, such as
jig borers, eylindrical or surface grinders, engine lathers, or milling machines in
the construection of m:xchinl.--slmll) tools, gauges, jigs, fixtures, or dies. Work
involves most of the following: Planning and performing difficnlt machining

operations; processing items requiring complicated setups or a high degree of
aceuracy; using a variety of precision measuring instruments; selecting feeds,
speeds, tooling and operation sequence; making necessary adjustmenis during
operation to achieve requisite tolerances or dimeneions. May be required to
recognize when tools need dressing, to dress tools, and to select proper coolants
and cutting and lubricating oils. For cross-industry wage study purposes,
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machine-tool operators, toolroom, in tool and die jobbing shops are excluded
from this classification.

Machinist, maintenance. 11-307-0

Produces replacement parts and new parts in making repairs of metal parts of
mechanical equipment operated in an establishment. Work involves most of
the following: &nterpret‘ing written instructions and specifications; planning and
laying out of work; using a variety of machinist’s handtools and precision measur-
ing instruments; setting up and operating standard machine tools; shaping of
metal parts of close tolerances; making standard shop computations relating to
dimensions of work, tooling, feeds and speeds of machining; knowledge of the
working properties of the common metals; selecting standard materials, parts,
and equipment required for his work; fitting and assembling parts into mechanical
equipment. In general, the machinist's work normally requires a rounded
training in machine-shop practice usually acquired through a formal apprentice-
ship or equivalent training and experience.

Mechanie, automotive (mainlenance). 11-309-0

Repairs automobiles, buses, motortrucks, and tractors of an establishment.
Work involves most of the following: Examining automotive equipment to
diagnose souree of trouble; disassembling equipment and performing repairs that
involve the use of such handtools as wrenches, gauges, drills, or specialized equip-
ment in disassembling or fitting parts; replacing broken or defective parts from
stock; grinding and adjusting valves; reassembling and installing the various
assemblies in the vehicle and making necessary adjustments; alining wheels,
adjusting brakes and lights, or tightening body bolts. In general, the work
of the automotive mechanic requires rounded training and experience usually
acquired through a formal apprenticeship or equivalent training and experience.

Mechanic, maintenance. 11-310-0

Repairs machinery or mechanical equipment of an establishment. Work
involves most of the following: Examining machines and mechanical equipment to
diagnose source of trouble; dismantling or partly dismantling machines and per-
forming repairs that mainly involve the use of handtools in scraping and fitting
parts; replacing broken or defective parts with items obtained from stock ; ordering
the produetion of a replacement part by a machine shop or sending of the machine
to a machine shop for major repairs; preparing written specifications for major
repairs or for the production of parts ordered from machine shop; reassembling
machines; and making all necessary adjustments for operation. In general, the
work of a maintenance mechanie requires rounded training and experience usually
aequired through a formal apprenticeship or equivalent training and experience.
Excluded from this classification are workers whose primary duties involve setting
up or adjusting machines.
Millwright. 11-311-0

Installs new machines or heavy equipment and dismantles and installs machines
or heavy equipment when changes in the plant layout are required. Work involves
maost of the following; Planning and laying out of the work; interpreting blueprints
or other specifications; using a variety of handtools and rigging ; making standard
shop computations relating to stresses, strength of materials, and centers of
gravity; alining and balancing of equipment ; selecting standard tools, equipment,
and parts to be used; installing and maintaining in good order power transmission
equipment such as drives and speed reducers. In general, the millwright’s work
normally requires a rounded training and experience in the trade acquired through
a formal apprenticeship or equivalent training and experience.

Oiler. 11-812-0
Lubricates, with oil or grease, the moving parts or wearing surfaces of mechanical
equipment of an establishment.

Painter, maintenance. 11-313-0

Paints and redecorates walls, woodwork, and fixtures of an establishment.
Work involves the following; Knowledge of surface peculiarities and types of paint
required for different applications; preparing surface for painting by removing old
finish or by placing putty or filler in nail holes and interstices; applying paint with
spray gun or brush. May mix colors, oils, white lead, and other paint ingredients
to obtain proper color or consistency. In general, the work of the maintenance
painter requires rounded training and experience usually acquired through a formal
apprenticeship or equivalent training and experience.
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Pipefitter, maintenance. 11-314-0

Installs or repairs water, steam, gas, or other types of pipe and pipe fittings in an
establishment. Work involves most of the following; Laying out of work and meas-
uring to locate position of pipe from drawings or other written specifications;
eutting various sizes of pipe to correet lengths with chisel and hammer or oxy-
acetylene torch or pipe-cutting machine; threading pipe with stocks and dies;
bending pipe by hand-driven or power-driven machines; assembling pipe with
couplings and fastening pipe to hangers; making standard shop computations
relating to pressures, flow, and size of pipe required; making standard tests to
determine whether finished pipes meet specifications. In general, the work of the
maintenance pipe fitter requires rounded training and experience usually acquired
through a formal apprenticeship or equivalent training and experience. Workers
primarily engaged in installing and repairing building sanitation or heating systems
are excluded.

Plumber, maintenance. 11-3156-0

Keeps the plumbing system of an establishment in good order. Work involves:
Knowledge of sanitary codes regarding installation of vents and traps in plumbing
system; installing or repairing pipes and fixtures; opening clogged drains with a
plunger or plumber’s snake. In general, the work of the maintenance plumber
requires rounded training and experience usually acquired through a formal
apprenticeship or equivalent training and experience.

Sheet-metal worker, maintenance. 11-316-0

Fabricates, installs, and maintains in good repair the sheet-metal equipment
and fixtures (such as machine guards, grease pans, shelves, lockers, tanks, venti-
lators, chutes, ducts, metal roofing) of an establishment. Work involves most
of the following: Planning and laying out all types of sheet-metal maintenance work
from blueprints, models, or other specifications; setting up and operating all
available types of sheet-metal-working machines; using a variety of handtools
in cutting, bending, forming, shaping, fitting, and assembling; installing sheet-
metal artieles as required. In general, the work of the maintenance sheet-metal
worker requires rounded training and experience usually acquired through a formal
apprenticeship or equivalent training and experience.

Tool and die maker. 11-317-0

(Die maker; jig maker; tool maker; fixture maker; gauge maker)

Constructs and repairs machine-shop tools, gauges, jigs, fixtures or dies for
forgings, punching and other metal-forming work. Work involves most of the
following: Planning and laying out of work from models, blueprints, drawings, or
other oral and written specifications; using a variety of tool and die maker’s hand-
tools and precision measuring instruments, understanding of the working properties
of common metals and alloys; setting up and operating of machine tools and
related equipment; making necessary shop computations relating to dimensions
of work, speeds, feeds, and tooling of machines; heattreating of metal parts during
fabrication as well as of finished tools and dies to achieve required qualities;
working to close tolerances; fitting and assembling of parts to prescribed tolerances
and allowances; selecting appropriate materials, tools, and processes. In general,
the tool and die maker’s work requires a rounded training in machine-shop and
toolroom practice usually acquired through a formal apprenticeship or equivalent
training and experience.

For cross-industry wage study purposes, tool and die makers in tool and die
jobbing shops are excluded from this classification.
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Lasor DeparrMent—UxntoNn Brinpise TrapEs ScanLEs Apvance 2.8 PERCENT
1N Seconp QUARTER or 1966

Union seales are the minimum wage rates (excluding holiday and vacation
payments made directly to the worker each pay period) agreed upon through
collective bargaining and reported to the Burean by loeal respondents. The
scales do not reflect rates for apprentices or fer premium work. Overtime beyond
established maximum daily and weekly hours is excluded.

Information on employer contributions to insurance (welfare), pension, and
vaeation funds, as provided in labor-management contracts, is presented for the
various trades. These contributions are expressed in cents per hour or percent
of basic seale. Suech contributions are not included in the average scales or rate
changes. Some contracts also provide for additional payments to other funds
such as holiday and unemployment benefits. Information on payments to these
funds was not collected.

The CHammax. Mr, Nelsen.

Mr, Nersexn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I join with my colleagues in thanking the Secretary for his appear-
ance here and his very obvious conseientious attitude toward this
whole problem.

I would like to pursue a rumor now that someone has touched on
earlier. Were the details of the settlement completely made available
to the membership of the unions prior to the President’s announcement
of settlement, so that they knew

Secretary Wirtz. Not prior to the announcement.

Mr. Nersex. Well, then, would it not seem rather strange, if the
membership were to submit it to a vote, they wouldn’t know what
they are voting on really, and they then would hear the announcement
on the radio, and I would wonder if the strategy in this case of a
finesse was not obviously wrong because it did leave the membership
in a rather embarrassing position because they wouldn’t know really
what they were voting on?

Secretary Wirrz. I could give you—but you would probably rather
get it from the union, but they made it available to us—the telegram
which they sent out to all of the locals late that same night or the
first thing the following morning. It did set out in what I would
consider quite fair detail the terms which had been agreed upon, so
that by the time of voting, that had been available for quite some time.
That, I believe, is the question you pose specifically. The most
desirable sequence as between announcement and communication of
details.

I would respect the difference in judgment on that. It would be
my own that the President’s announcement, as an expression of what
we all continue to believe in as public opinion, represented the addition
of a very real force to that.

I can only respond in individual terms. As a member of any
organization, it would affect my feeling about it, that the matter had
been worked out at the White House and had been announced and
endorsed by the President, and I would call that a very great plus.

[ would respect the possibility that other people’s feelings might
be different. My net judgment would be that it was a helpful
seqlience.

Mr. Nesex. One other point.  Yesterday I asked if a comparison
had been made on wage levels through industry, and I am glad that
Mr. Moss and Mr. Dingell have pursued it, and 1 think it would be
helpful.

Now, one more question,
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Secretary Wirrz. That is what I am now filing with the committee.

Mr. NeLseN. Yes.

I noted at the opening of the meeting today that our chairman
urged that negotiations continue. Do you have any feeling as to
what would happen if this committee were to say to management and
labor, “We hope that you resolve this thing, and we also hope that
some area of, shall we say, compromise might be in the picture that
could resolve it?”

I am sure you would agree with us that if we involve ourselves in
every dispute that comes along, that collective bargaining will break
down. But I do remember that during the railroad strike, I had
substantial reason to believe at that time that labor had almost
reached a point where they in desperation said to the Congress,
“Bail us out of the problem that we have gotten into.” And I think
this was true not only with labor but also with industry.

Do you see any signs of that attitude at this point?

Secretary Wirtz. Yes, and I understand the Chairman’s state-
ment, Mr. Nelsen, to go beyond that, and to express on behalf of this
committee a feeling by several of the members—yourself, Mr. Moss,
and others—a feeling that there it not just a hope but a feeling that
there is, speaking for the publie, a real obligation on both of these
parties to do everything they possibly can, even over the weekend,
and while this deliberation goes on, and that is my understanding
as to the voice of the committee.

And so my answer to your question would be affirmative.

Mr. NELseN. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

I'he Cuamrman. Mr. Kornegay.

Mr. Kornggay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, vesterday, you stated that no meaningful negotia-
tion could take place, and that none would take place since this
matter was now before the Congress.

While I recognize that to be a fact, I find it extremely difficult to
understand if the parties to the dispute are truly committed to and
interested in the principle of free collective bargaining.

Now, the Chairman has said in the case of legislation, there would
be no winners. That, I agree with, and certainly if we would report
out Senate Resolution 186 or any similar legislation, it will in effect
do violence to the principle of collective bargaining. So I would like
to join with the chairman and Mr. Moss from California, and 1
suspect all other members of the committee, in urging that every-
thing be done over this weekend to try to get the answer and settle
this dispute.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramman. Mr. Cunningham,

Mr. CunxyingHaM. Mr. Secretary, when this committee had the
railroad problem and the compulsory arbitration connected therewith,
I was very much opposed to compulsory arbitration, but [ did vote
for it in the end because it was said it was the only way out of that
dilemma. And I said at that time that I hoped and prayed that I
would never have to do it again.

There are some questions, it seems to me, that have been answered
ves and no, through the Senate hearings, and these hearings, and it
leaves me somewhat bewildered.

Now, it seems to me the erux of the issue is how serious is this
strike, and what Senate Joint Resolution 186 says is that the Con-
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gress finds that this strike threatens substantially to interrupt inter-
state commerce to the degree such as to deprive any section of the
country of essential l1:1n~.pnlt:11mn services.

Well, I frankly don’t know how the Congress can determine that.
I think only the administration can determine that, with all the agen-
cies at their command, and I don’t want to put any burden on their
backs, but they have the information at hand. T ean’t honestly say
that I can determine what this language says here.

Secretary Wirtz. We have made that determination.

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Sir?

Secretary Wirrz. We have made that determination and do——

Mr. Cun~iNgHAM. You agree with this point?

Secretary Wirrz. I agree that without any question or qualifica-
tion, that l.lll"llll“’(‘ covers the present situation. That is the same
language that appears in the Railway Labor Act, and in taking the
first step in this case in setting up a board, we did make that deter-
mination and I will testify that that is the situation.

Mr. CuxNingaaM. I understand that is in the act. How that was
determined, I don’t know. I know the Florida resort areas are hit
very hard and I know it is a great inconvenience, but I am not certain
that it is what we might term as a national emergency. Of course, that
language isn’t in the Railway Labor Act, but I think that is what it
has to be before this Congress or this committee would consider any-
thing in the form of compulsory arbitration.

Now, I believe you said earlier, if I understood you correctly, that
you didn’t feel that this resolution was what we commonly know as
compulsory arbitration.

Secretary Wirrz. That is correct, sir

Mr. CunNinagaam. Thank you.

Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir.

Mr. CuxNincaam. Now, it seems to me that there is a good deal of
dispute as to just how much of an increase above the guidelines is
involved in the settlement, the offer that was made that was rejected.
Why is there such dispute?

Secretary Wirrz. There is no

Mr. Cunningaam. Has somebody figured out what percentage it is?

Secretary Wirrz. There is no dispute at all about the figures or
about the percentages. The dollar amount is about $73 to $74 million,
and in terms of percentage of present base, that is 4.3 to 4.4 percent.
I would leave only that margin of error, so there is no dispute about
that.

The only qu(*-ﬂiun is as to the extent to which the guidelines are
properly used: A, as a statement of how the economy in general should
operate, or, B, as a rule for each particular case that comes up. That's
the only question, but there is none about the figures.

Mr. Cunnineaam. I read in the press where somebody said it is
7 percent or 6 percent, but you make a flat statement that it is four
])uilll——-

Secretary Wirrz. 4.3 to 4.4 percent. The 7-percent statement got
out for a few minutes. I do not know where it came from. It was
wrong. It was denied by everybody.

Mr. Cunningaam. Do you know, sir, if it is a fact now that manage-
ment was willing to make a better offer, but was persuaded not do to

s0?
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Secretary Wirrz. No, sir.

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Sir?

Secretary Wirrz. I do not know that to be the case. Your ques-
tion was whether I

Mr. Cusnineaam. Does Mr. Reynolds know whether that is so

Mr. REyyowps. No, I wouldn’t, Mr. Congressman. I most re-
spectfully suggest that question probably could be most properly
directed to the management representatives.

Mr. Cun~ivgaam. Thank you.

And, finally, then, I believe in restraint where it is in the public
interest. Did you say that you felt that the guideline principle, which
has been outlined, has been mentioned and the document cited, that
that might be or was a hindrance to the settlement of this dispute?

Secretary Wirrz. I shall answer it this way, and I do not mean to
equivocate. I think that the national stabilization interest and policy
was a factor which was considered in connection with this case. That
to identify it in terms of the guidelines themselves, would be wrong
because in the public mind, the guidelines have become identified with
a specific percentage decimal point figure, and that did not in my
judgment affect adversely the settlement of this case; but if the ques-
tion is as I interpret it to be, Mr. Cunningham, the more penetrating
one, of whether one of the difficulties in reaching settlement in this
case has been the awareness on all three sides of the national stabiliza-
tion interest involved, the answer to that question is that it has been a
factor in this case.

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. 3.27

Secretary Wirrz. No, sir. That was my point. T do not think
that the 3.2 was a factor in any way adversely affecting it. As a
matter of fact, the recommendation of the Presidential Emergency
Board was at a different figure, and the Chairman of that Board,
Senator Morse, was asked at the beginning of the hearing whether he
would consider the 3.2 a limitation upon his recommendation, and he
answered “No,” and that Board came up with the recommendation
which in decimal points was different from that. The settlement was
different.

And so, T answer quite clearly that I do not find the record in
this case to be such that the decimal point concept, the 3.2 concept,
complicated it.

I do say at the same time, and T think it is a reflection of respon-
sibility on the part of everybody concerned, that the realization of
the stabilization elements in this situation, and the country’s inter-
est today in not selling out all of its gains of the last 6 years or letting
inflation steal them, that consideration has been a factor in this case.

I can really speak only for the mediators in the case, and for the
administration, and I say to you in complete candor and with pride
that our approach here was not to get a settlement at any cost to
the country. Our approach was to get a settlement which was fair
to the parties to this case, and also reflected the country’s interests
in not going down the drain of inflation.

Mr. Cun~ivaaam. I appreciate that, but you leave the impression
that you did pay quite a bit of attention to the 3.2.

Secretary Wirrz. No, sir; if you will distinguish, as T must in my
own mind, between the 3.2 point which I did not impress at the begin-
ning—distinguish between that and the application in this case of

2
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the stabilization principles and considerations, then we can come to
agreement, and I answer very specifically that the 3.2, the decimal
points, was not a factor. The eonsideration is of a responsible settle-
ment from the public standpoint as well as from the parties’ stand-
point,

Mr. CunningaaMm. T thank vou, Mr. Secretary.

I am sorry you had to come down here today.

Secretary Wirrz. Oh, no, sir, it is the most important business in
the country today.

The Cramman. Any further questions on my right?

Mr. Wisniams. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the Secretary
if it might be possible to furnish for the information of the committee
some data either in table form or chart or graph form relating to the
productivity levels of the machinists in these five airlines. 1 would
presume that that would have to include the numbers of the ma-
chinists we will say from about 1958 when the airlines went off sub-
sidy up to date.

Secretary Wirrz. All right, sir.

Mr. WiLtiams, You will probably have to include the rate of gross
revenues and perhaps profits, and so forth. I am sure you have
economists over there who ean give us the information which might
be helpful to the committee in seeking to determine the level of pro-
duetivity of the machinists dating back to the day, we will say, when
the airlines went off of subsidy up to this date, which I feel is quite an
important consideration in this matter.

I would think probably that would inelude also data that would
show the value of the stock in 1958 and whether or not it had appre-
ciated or depreciated up o this date, taking into account stock splits.

I am not trying to tell the Secretary what we would like to have.
I think perhaps he knows better than I do what we would like to have.
Do you think it would be possible to submit some information that
would give us some yardstick or some indication as to whether the
productivity level of the machinists has inereased or decreased during
those years?

Secretary Wirrz. I think first we will assemble all information of
that kind which we think bears on the point.

Second, you will have appearing before you very shortly a witness
from the industry whom we have every reason to believe, indeed to
know, that you would get that same information reliably from such
a witness,

Third, it could not be in terms of the productivity increase of the
machinists alone. There is a productivity figure for the industry.
It is currently running about 8 to 10 percent, but it will be hard to
break out.

Mr. WirLiams. Would it be possible to break that down into
operating and maintenance?

Seeretary Wirrz. I do not believe it would be, 1 think it would
be almost impossible to break it down into a service occupation in
the particular industry, but 1 will inquire about that and will see.

I think there will be difficulty on it. I think these are questions
which an industry witness will have at the committee’s immediate
disposal, but we will supply whatever we can on the same kind.
You asked, too, for corporate profit ficures.

Mr. WiLtiams. Sir?
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Secretary Wirtz. You asked, too, for corporate profit figures?
Was that your other request?

Mr. Wirtniams. If that relates properly to the matter of produc-
tivity of the employees.

Secretary Wirrz. So tha request would be for all information
bearing directly or indireetly on productivity?

Mi. Wirnianms., That is right, sir,

Secretary Wirtz. Hopefully, m this particular occupation or at
least within this industry?

(The information requested appears on p. 148.)

Mr. Winnians. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, Winniams, Yes, surely.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Mr. Secretary, your answers have been
most helpful. Would it be possible for you, since it is the strong
feeling of the committee, that the parties do get together over the
weekend before we have to come back Monday, that you could initiate
some action to get the parties together over this weekend?

Secretary Wirtz. 1 would say in supplement to Mr. Reynolds—let
me just answer you directly. We have been at every moment probing
every possibility that presents itself. It would be our disposition,
in view of the expressions from this committee, to intensify if possible
that program.

Mr. RoGers of Florida. What T was wondering, have you issued a
call and asked them to come together for a meeting?

Secretary Wirtz. [ would prefer, if it is all right, that we rest on the
expression of the expectation of the committee, and include ourselves
in the expression of your feeling that there is a responsibility to do
everything that will include contaets with the parties as it has, leaving
only the question of what form of meetings would be most advisable.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. That will be satisfactory. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Kerra. Mr. Chairman.

The Crarrman, Mr. Keith.

Mr. Kerra. It is my understanding that both labor and manage-
ment leadership is here. I would suggest that it is the unanimous
sense of this committee that we request that they get about and urge
them to proceed forthwith. I am sure that that would be a hope that
you express the sentiment of the committee in this respeet.

Mr. Secretary, is it not possible if they do not get together and
solve this and ‘we enact this legislation, that the pressure would be
off rather than on during the interim period, because under the terms
of the legislation they get economic assistance to prolong when they
seek a settlement?

Secretary Wirrz, I am sorry, I lost you. If your legislation is
not enacted?

Mr. Kerra. Is enacted and they go back to work, they get paid,
there isn’t the economic pressure on them to proceed as there is now.

Secretary Wirrz. I think to the contrary. The return to work, as
[ understand it. would, absent agreement, under the terms of the
resolution, be on the old terms and conditions.

Mr. Keira. Yes, but they would get that old pay.

Secretary Wirtz. They haven’t felt that

Mr. Kerra. Pardon?
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Seeretary Wirtz. They would not consider that pressure on them.

Mr. Kerra. That is correct.  They would not consider the pressure
on them. They would be getting some pay.

Secretary Wirrz. I misspoke. It is just a question of fact. They
would get the old pay scale unless there was agreement.

Mr. Kerra. They just argue about the difference between that and
4 percent more.

Secretary Winrrz. If the assumption is that that would take pressure
off, T do not believe it would affect it much,

Mr. Kerra. The wives would have enough money to pay their
grocery bills, and they could get along. They can get a&ung now
without it. Certainly with some pay they could get along more easily,
and they might not have the pressures that exist at the moment.

Secretary Wirrz. They have made a calculated judgment that
their future, looking at the whole of their future, and taking into
account pressures on the employer as well as on their wives does mean
that their strongest position i1s to stay off and not to accept the
employment, so if you are talking about the probing of their minds,
their feeling would be that there is more pressure on under the present
circumstances.

Mr. Kerra. That is my opinion.

You said it was necessary to have the unions restructure their
demands, I believe.

Secretary Wirtz. No, I did not mean to say it is necessary. There
was a question as to whether a restructuring would be possible, and
the question was answered in the affirmative.

Mr. Kerra, In order to give them some area for more discussion at
this time, is there any possible announcement with reference to the
guidelines that would give them that room?

Secretary Wirrz. No, sir; not in my judgment as a practical matter.

Mr. Kerra, It seems to me that perhaps to some extent-

Secretary Wirtz. Let me be fair in answer to your question. If
you mean the country were to announce, the public, the administra-
tion, the country were to announce that it did not give a hoot about
inflation, then I suppose it would change the posture of this case.

Mr. Kerra. I am not contemplating any such announcement.

Secretary Wirrz. No, I did not think you were.

Mr. Kerra. I am just contemplating more emphasis given to room
for negotiations in those cases where industry, by reason of its earn-
ings, could give more leeway in the bargaining than in its uniform 3.2.

Secretary Wirrz. I think there are not practicable possibilities
along this line.

Mr. Kerrn. I have one further question, Mr. Chairman, but I will
waive it at this time.

Thank you.

The CuarrMaN, Are there any further questions on this side? If
there is not, the committee will stand adjourned until next week.

Before we adjourn, I would like to again thank Secretary Wirtz
and his able assistant, Mr. Reynolds. I think you have done a very
excellent job in trying to give us the answers and your points of view.

We have the principals in this dispute before us next week, and I
would like to emphasize what every member of the committee has
said to me, that the principals of this dispute are in this room now,
and it is the hope not only of the chairman, but of the full committee
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and of this Nation that before we have to meet on Monday or that if
we do meet on Monday, that we can say that some kind of a settle-
ment has been made. That is the wish of each member of this com-
mittee, I am sure.

I said before in this bill there can be no winners, and I am hoping
that on Monday morning at 10 o'clock that we can announce that
something has been accomplished, and I am basing that hope on some
optimism perhaps, knowing that both sides are men of good will,
men of intelligence, men who know when they face realities, and this
is reality, that I think that they will come to a realization that perhaps
they are not only speaking for themselves but for countless millions
of others in this land, and perhaps for many years to come. So on
that note, I adjourn.

Mr. Wirtniams, Mr. Chairman, before you adjourn, may I make an
observation?

The Cuarrman. Yes.

Mr. WiLtiams, Mr. Chairman, I would like also to express our
appreciation to the Secretary for the testimony which he has given
on behalf of the executive department or the executive branch, but I
would like also to express ({eep disappointment over the apparent

unwillingness of the executive branch, which has previously become so
deeply involved in this matter, to give a recommendation or even state
a position with respect to this legislation.

I feel, Mr. Chairman, that we should have the assistance of the
executive branch insofar as having its position made known publicly
on this legislation with which we are concerned. I think it would be
of great help to the Congress, and I think it would be of great help to

the country.

While I commend Mr. Wirtz again on the splendid manner in which
he testified, and recognizing the fact of course that he represents the
executive branch, I must reiterate that feeling of disappointment in
the executive branch’s apparent reluctance to take a positive stand
one way or the other or give us any opinion or assistance with respect
to this particular legislation.

Mr. SprinGER. Mr. Chairman.

The Caatrman. Mr. Springer.

Mr. SpriNGER. Mr. Secretary, I have no pride of authorship as far
as announcements are concerned. About all T would like would be a
settlement. I do believe that it is extremely dangerous for any gov-
ernmental body to take on the purpose of announcing, whether it be
the Congress or the President. It seems to me that any settlement of
this kind of nature ought to be announced by the principals jointly
together. That is the way I think it has usually beeen done over a long
period of time. I think we did get a letdown, at least the way I felt
down in my country, that everyone thought that it was settled and it
was not, and I think generally the President thought that he did have
a settlement, but it certainly did not lend very much psychological
impetus to the problem to have it come from that source, although it
was made, I think, with good intentions in every way.

I think if you are going to reach an agreement over the weekend,
I would hope the two principals could get together in joint conference,
and that announcement could come from them, if it would be at all
possible.

That is all, Mr. Chairman.
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The CaarrMaxn,

did not mean that we would SAy it had been settled,
not have to spend more days and go ahead with this.
say Lo all the ]a,"f'.“ ;.];;:|- again that if on Monday next

settled, we are coing to expedite this lezislation with everyvthing at

our command. I do not know how long it will take, I must sav that.
| think it is s ts business and we all realize that or we would not
be here on this Sat |'.'!{'l_\'. The witnesses that will appear before the
committee on next Monday will be those representing the TAM
unions. The committee stands adjourned until next Monday at
10 o'elock.

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the committee was recessed, to recon-
vene at 10 a.m., Monday, August 8, 1966.)
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MONDAY, AUGUST 8, 1966

HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 2123,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Harley O. Staggers (chairman)
presiding.

The CuatrMAN. The committee will come to order.

It is necessary to expedite these hearings. To do so, I have re-
fused requests to be heard from a large number of interested people,
and this includes many Members of Congress. I have said that we
will hear only those who are directly involved.

There are many important people who represent great segments
of industry and labor in this country who have asked to be heard
on this legislation. If this bill is passed or not passed, they probably
will be heard to see what the future holds, but I L{!lie\-'e at this present

time, in order to expedite this legislation and get it out of this com-
mittee and through the Congress, we must hold it down to the prin-

cipals involved.

The legislation proposed in this bill will have a longtime effect as
well as an immediate one. If we pass the bill, Congress will get a lot of
eriticism. so will the unions and the carriers, and no one will forget
who the responsible parties are. Nevertheless, the people of this
country are demanding action. They want the strike settled, and
settled now.

The Congress will therefore act and act quickly.

The Senate considered this legislation from July 22 to August 4,
and approved it by a substantial majority. We will use less time,
and 1 predict that when it comes to the floor of the House it will get
just as substantial a majority as it did in the Senate, or more.

I case this labor dispute is not settled by the parties involved today,
I am scheduling another meeting of this committee for 9 o’clock to-
morrow and another meeting will be held tomortow night and carried
on until we finish. T expect that we will get this legislation to the
House floor before the weekend, and passed.

The alternative to this necessary but unfortunate legislation is
agreement between the carriers and the unions.

A law once put on the statute books is seldom repealed. It is more
often widened and expanded. It will haunt management and labor
for generations to come. The history of such regulatory legislation
in Europe has been nationalization of industry, and we ought to be
guided by history. At the very least this legislation will furnish a
precedent for throwing every labor disagreement into the lap of
Congress for settlement. I state to the representatives of labor and
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management here assembled, settle this matter out of court, for your
own good. For the country’s good. Otherwise, Congress must act,
and those involved will regret it, I am sure, as long as they live.
Collective bargaining is an American institution. Make it work if
you value American ways and customs and freedoms.

The first witness this morning will be Mr. P. L. Siemiller, president
of the International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
Mr. Siemiller, we are glad to have you with us, that you can be here
to testify and give us your side of this—well, I do not know what you
would call it—disagreement. You may proceed as you see fit.

STATEMENT OF P. L. SIEMILLER, INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENT,
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS & AEROSPACE
WORKERS, AFL-CIO; ACCOMPANIED BY PLATO PAPP, GENERAL
COUNSEL; JOSEPH RAMSEY, VICE PRESIDENT IN CHARGE OF
AIRLINES; AND VERNON KIRIKOWIC, RESEARCH DIRECTOR

Mzr. SieminLer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, we want to thank you for the opportunity to be here, and
to present our side. My name is Roy Siemiller. 1 am international
oresident of the International Association of Machinists & Aerospace
Vorkers, affilinted with the AFL-CIO. 1 welcome your invitation
to appear before you to present the viewpoint of the strikers who are,
in part, responsible for the grounding of the five airlines. In great
part, of course, the responsibility rests with management.

May I start by saying that this is a legal strike for legitimate
economic objectives. It is also a peaceful and orderly strike. We
are proud of the trade union discipline of our members. To the best
of our knowledge there hasn’t been one incident on the picket lines
from Gander, Newfoundland, to Tokyo, Japan.

It is my understanding that this hearing 1s for the purpose of deter-
mining whether the Senate Joint Resolution 186 should be adopted
by the House of Representatives as the law of this land. Essentially,
the proponents of this legislation based their case upon the fact that
a dispute exists that substantially affects interstate commerce to
such a degree as to deprive any section of the country of essential
transportation services.

Perhaps some of you have read my statement to the Senate Labor
and Public Welfare Committee on July 26, 1966, which noted in detail
my reasons for concluding that a national emergency does not exist.
I would like to repeat, if 1 may, some of the remarks I made at that
time, which, I understand, were reiterated by Secretary Wirtz last
Friday.

I am mindful of the problem that rests on your shoulders. Whether
or not you endorse this legislation will depend upon your belief that
an emergency in fact does exist and warrants action that is contrary
to the tradition of collective bargaining in this country.

Many of the carriers are still operating and advertising the fact that
they are flying with empty seats, and this includes Seattle, San Fran-
cisco, Los Angeles, Kansas City, St. Louis, Chicago, Dallas, Atlanta,
and New Ymi. Copies of some of these newspaper advertisements
are available if you have not seen them.

As further evidence it is not impossible today to travel by air.
Sitting in this room this morning are the presidents of 12 of the largest
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local unions involved in this strike that ecame from as far away as
San Francisco. They were notified on Friday that we wanted them
here yesterday. They were all here, and they had no special recourse
to any help in getting reservations in order to be here.

Secretary Wirtz last Friday noted that other operating carriers
have absorbed approximately 35 percent of the traveling passengers
who normally use these five struck airlines. Permit me to outline
briefly a few facts regarding the air transport industry in our country.

In the United States today there are 11 trunk carriers of which only
5 are on strike; 6 are still operating.

There are 13 local or feeder lines which service every city in the
United States which the struck carriers normally service,

In addition to the airlines still flving, there are three 11-cargo do-
mestic carriers still operating as well as four helicopter carriers, seven
intra-Alaska earriers, two intra-Hawaillan carriers, and one intra-
California carrier, PSA.

Finally, general aviation including the huge fleet of corporate exec-
utive planes has not been hampered by the strike.

In discussing the impediment to travel, I think it important that
we understand the proportion of air transportation today, compared
to other modes of transportation. According to the best Govern-
ment and non-Government figures, a total of 878,400 million pas-
senger miles were traveled in 1965. Of this total, 89.5 percent was
by automobile; 2.6 percent by bus; 2 percent by railroad, and 5.9
percent by domestic air carrier.

With regard to freizht, the Statistical Abstract published by the
Department of Commerce notes that in 1963, the latest data available,
the airways carried less than one-tenth of 1 percent of all domestic
intercity freight.

This strike has shut down 61 percent of the airline trunk service.
Putting things into perspective, only 3% percent of all intercity
passenger travelers are inconvenienced by this dispute, or conversely,
96% percent of all intercity passenger travel is not affected by this
strike.

It is interesting to note that the number of passengers affected by
the recent bus strike against Western Greyhound was approximately
135,000 a day—150,000 at peak periods. This is about the same
number of passengers affected by the airline strike. Yet, there was
never any hue and ery to suspend the right to strike because of the
Greyhound bus strike. This fact has led some observers to suggest
that the pressures to end the airline strike have a direct relationship
to the higher income level of airline passengers.

Some people are inconvenienced. Air traffic is not normal. In
some instances, air transportation to certain cities has been curtailed.
But, the fact remains that no city has been cut off from air transpor-
tation.

We know of no situation where the health of this Nation or of any
single community has been endangered by this work stoppage.

Further, as Secretary Wirtz has pointed out, the stoppage has not
affected the efforts of the military to press their action in Vietnam,
Contracts between the struck airlines and the Military Airlift Com-
mand are still in effect.

During the period from July 9 to July 25, our members serviced
177 charter flights carrying more than 15,000 military personnel. I
am certain that since July 25, this figure has increased measurably,
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In cooperation with the Department of Defense and the Department
of Labor, we have serviced all MAC (Military Airlift Command) and
all CAM (civilian air movement) flights. One of the struck carriers
has not requested our members to service these flights, notwithstanding
our willingness to cooperate in this endeavor.

We recognize without any question, the importance of our militar
operation in Vietnam and its implications throughout the free worl({
I should note that insofar as the transport of military personnel on
furlough, we have proposed to the carriers that if they would trans-
port military personnel without cost, union members would service
the aircraft without pay. None has responded to this offer.

In reviewing Secretary Wirtz’ testimony before the Senate com-
mittee, and reviewing this testimony before this committee last
Friday, there is no question in my mind, no question whatsoever, that
a national emergency does not exist. While some pepole may be
inconvenienced, one eannot show that our economy, our national
safety, or our national health—or even, for that matter, that essential
transportation—has been seriously interrupted by the dispute. I
won’t deny that travel agencies, some resorts, some hotels, and some
other industries may be affected. While this is very unfortunate,
I question whether there can ever be a work stoppage where some
inconvenience and some loss does not oceur.

If I believed that the resolution before you would serve to strengthen
the institution of collective bargaining without impairing the rights
of workers and owners, I would endorse this proposed legislation.
The fact of the matter is, and it is so obvious to me—and I believe
Secretary Wirtz also voiced this feeling—this legislation will not
strengthen collective bargaining. It will not serve to bring about an
accommodation of interest between labor and management.

I certainly agree with the chairman that the Senate resolution would
set collective bargaining back 50 to 100 years. Punitive legislation
is not required, just because certain individuals are inconvenienced
or delayed.

As you all know, a settlement which I recommended was rejected
by a vote of our membership employed by these five carriers. This
is not something new in collective bargaining. Workers in this
industry are a highly literate group. Let me illustrate that fact by
reading a letter written by one of the strikers to President Johnson.

SMiTHvILLE, Mo., August 3, 19686.
President Lynvon B. Jouxson,
White House, Washington, D.C.

Dear PresmenTt Jounson: I am an Air Force veteran of World War IT with
four years of active service and reserve service to retirement, For ten vears |
have been an Instrument Technician at TWA and operate a small farm in my
spare time, in addition to rearing a large family. My wife is a registered nurse
who is now working nights in order that we may survive financially.

I feel that I am representative of the average Airline Machinists member. I
submit the foregoing to help remove the stigma which attaches itself to the
phrase “Laboring Class”, even in this country.

The membership expressed itself clearly in the recent pact vote. We feel our
wages are substandard with respect to the cost of living. We helped our com-
pany earn profits resulting in large bonuses to supervision, wage increases to man-
agement, and dividends to stockholders.

Qur local problem with TWA, which must be resolved, concerns job security.
TWA has, in effect, without negotiation, removed the sick leave clause from our
previous contract. We are concerned that the 37 people who were discharged for
“absenteeism’ in the past three years were not ischarged under the “abuse of
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sick leave” elanse. This blanket charge of “absentecism” for legitimate use of
sick leave allows us little hope for retirement with our company.

Collective bargaining in the airline strike did not break down with the Machinists’
rejection of the airline offer. It was never permitted to funetion. Collective
bargaining was hamstrung the day it was decided government intervention is
the way to cure the effect of strikes on our economy. No one enjoys a strike,
least of all the working man who suffers more personal economic hardship than
the business man, whose injured pocket book is causing the pressure for this
intervention. When you speak of the “public interest”, please consider who
comprises the publie.

Our leadership in government must recognize that federal interference in the
affairs of labor, agriculture, and every field of human endeavor in these United
States is contributing to the horror of ereeping socialism.

Dictatorial powers have been given you in the past and are being offered to you
again in the airline strike problem, because apparently many in our Congress do
not have the red, white and blue fortitude to stand and speak in defense of our
constitution against the pressure from the economic power structure,

I hope and pray sincerely, sir, that God may give you the strength and wisdom
to act with the future security of our basic freedoms in mind.

Yours respectfully,
Rosert H. RicsE.

As I said, I read that to give you an idea of how the striking airline
machinist feels.

I just picked this letter u’) because it was the last one of many that
had reached my desk, and felt it would serve a purpose by reading it
to you.

The International Association of Machinists is signatory to more
than 8,000 agreements with nearly 16,000 different employers, These
agreements are in effect in nearly 250 different industries. Nine-eight
percent, of them are signed without any necessity of a strike.

For the benefit of you looking at the other copies, not the one I am
reading from, that “nine-eight’” means 98 percent.

Union members f:'et}uenlly reject a proposed settlement during a
strike. This is part of collective bargaining. 1 don’t think that we
can conclude that simply because a union does not agree with what a
vumpnn‘v,-' is offering, that their pesition is unreasonable or that they
should be penalized or called irresponsible. A refusal of the last
offer of the carriers and continuation of the work stoppage does not
mean colleetive bargaining has broken down. In fact, this is part of
the process of collective bargaining.

The question before you is whether the employees of these five
struck airlines are to be deprived of a basic right.

Ours is a great and dynamic economy. It does not move evenly.
There are sectors which surge ahead while others lag. Every industry
is in the constant process of adjusting—be it in terms of purchasing
raw materials, investment in capital goods, exploring new markets,
or in meeting the needs of its manpower requirements. Manpower—
numbers of employees, wages, conditions—is a vital element of the
productive process. Collective bargaining serves as the mechanism
of accommodating the needs of workers with the needs of management.
While in some other countries, this process is handled through Gov-
ernment orders—in this country we enjoy and depend upon the
institution of free collective bargaining. As you probably know,
there are 140,000 collective-bargaining agreements between unions
and management in this country today. Noj; not all settlements are
to the liking of the planners—some are too high and some are
too low—although we don’t seem to make the planners mad when

{h(’}' are too low.
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We have a built-in system for adjusting to change. We have
tried hard to make it work—and others have worked hard to destroy
it. We believe that collective bargaining—with the right to strike—
is basic to our tradition.

As you know, in any country where a dictator emerges, he first
destroys trade unions and the right to strike. Freemasonry and the
church come next.

The American system of collective bargaining, by its very nature,
makes us aware of change, be it in the needs of management or the
needs of working people. I don’t mean to imply that there is any-
thing antomatie aﬁnut. collective bargaining. It is not simple. But
it is a forum—a civil and semiregulated forum—in which interests of
different groups are accommodated without civil strife.

The Senate-approved resolution before this body would do much
harm to the institution of collective bargaining to the air transport
industry. While I realize that it is only intended to resolve the
dispute between the IAM and the five carriers, there is no question
that it would have an impact on future disputes in many other in-
dustries. In effect, this resolution would destroy collective bar-
gaining in this industry. It would destroy it simply because the
right to “withhold one’s labor or services’ in support of employees’
proposal would be denied to working people.

In no sense would this resolution strengthen collective bargaining
anywhere. It is unfair to compel our people to return to work while
management may or may not condescend to offer an adjustment
which would bring about a just and honorable settlement. Any
type of legislation which prevents a work stoppage—and which leaves
management free from any pressure to compromise their position—
will end collective bargaining. Pressure :mt} compromise are at the
heart of any bargaining, and this is what the resolution would sub-
tract from this dispute.

Newspapers throughout the country have been publishing ads for
skilled aireraft mechanics. There is a shortage of skilled craftsmen.
The carriers themselves have projected their needs. During the next
3 years, they have stated that they will need 8,000 more mechanics.
This is a growing industry. It is to the airlines’ advantage that they
recruit. and retain skilled mechanics. 1t is to the interests of our
country that this industry accomplish this task. If the Senate resolu-
tion passes and the strikers are forced to work under wages and condi-
tions they feel are unfair and unjust, many employees will quit the
industry for better paying work in other fields. This will be true
especially among the men with 1 to 3 years of service. And, recruiting
will be more difficult than ever.

I mention this, because our members are proud. They are proud
of what they do, and how they do it. Essentially, we are partners in
production; we are adversaries only at the bargaining table.

We believe our members are both competent and loyal trade
unionists, and they are also responsible and competent workmen.
There is a dual loyalty which exists in our society today, both to the
employer and to the union.

I am sure all of you have seen the first 6 months’ profit reports for
some of these struck carriers. I don’t have to go into (let.-nifs. You
know their profits are exceptionally high, and as far as that is con-
cerned, profits of many corporations are extremely high. When we
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are discussing inflation and stabilization as such, we in the labor move-
ment are ready and willing to make our share of sacrifices, providing
other sectors of the economy are asked to do likewise. This was true
in World War IT and the Korean situation. However, when guide-
lines are imposed on wages of workers and not upon salaries of execu-
tives, fees of professionals, commissions of salesmen, dividends of
stockholders, and other forms of personal income, we feel this is unfair
discrimination. If the state of our economy warrants a stabilization
program, then such a program cannot discriminate against one sector
of the economy in favor of another. You can’t stabilize wage rates
while rents and grocery prices are skyrocketing.

We sincerely regret the fact that this strike has intruded into the
lives of some of our fellow Americans. We ask their understanding
and their patience. Freedom is never as orderly as other systems.
Under other circumstances, it might be possible for the Government
to suppress this strike and to force airline employees back to work
against their will. In another age, a great dictator became famous
for making the Italian railroads run on time. 1 doubt that is a system
many Americans would care to live under.

Yet, the Senate resolution, in my opinion, is symptomatic of an
unhealthy concept of freedom. We believe that the right to strike
is basic to Western freedom. The right to withhold one’s services in
support of what a man considers to be a fair and equitable settlement
is a right inherent to our position in the entire Western World.

In my mind, this is the right we are hoping the people of Asia will
someday enjoy. We think the basic issues here in this airline strike
and the basic issues in southeast Asia are identical.

In closing, let me again reiterate, there is no national emergency,
this proposed legislation is not warranted. We stand ready and
willing, as we have been since the last offer was rejected, to enter
negotiations and to attempt to achieve a settlement in this dispute.
We are of the belief that those who are advocating this legislation;
namely, the carriers and other employer associations in the transpor-
tation industry, are using this situation to place a law on the books
which will hamstring all organized labor from this time on. I sin-
cerely believe that the decision you gentlemen must make is vital. As
Secretary Wirtz has indicated, if legislation is to be enacted, there
must be a so-called balance of interest. There is no balance in this
legislation. I question whether balance is in fact possible if you
suppress the right to strike. 1T told the Senate committee that we are
anxious to return to the bargaining table but the carriers have refused.
There isn’t a chance that these airlines will ever talk about an equitable
settlement as long as there is a chance that Congress will pass a law
that will force our members back to work and permit the carriers to
refuse to share their fabulous profits, increased productivity, with the
employees who made them possible.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Crairman. I hope that I will not take more than 5 minutes.
I would like to ask one or two questions. Was collective bargaining
entered into over this past weekend?

Mr. SiemitLer. Collective bargaining takes many forms.

The CrairmMaN. May I phrase this again. Was there bargaining
where you or your representatives sat down with the carriers to bargain
with this past weekend?
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Mr. SigminLer. No, sir.

The CrairMan. There was not. Were you ready?

Mr. SiemiLLeR. Yes, sir.

The Crarrman. This afternoon?

Mr. Sieminier. Yes, sir. I should say in all fairness the Secretary
of Labor I know talked with me individually and he did talk with the
carriers, and collective bargaining, as I said, Mr. Chairman, some-
times is not face to face. It is talking with each side. The Secretary
did do that.

The Cnairman. Well, that gives us something. T hope that the
negotiations will resume this afternoon and that this strike will be
settled today.

You made one statement in your prepared statement. You said
“One of the struck carriers had not requested our members to service
these flights.” Are they continuing their flights in behalf of the
military or the Defense Department?

Mr. StemiLLER. It is my understanding that they are.

The CrairmMaN. Who is servicing these planes?

Mr. SiemiLLER. Supervisors, technicians. I understand some of it
was attempted to be farmed out to another struck fixed-base operator
in Portland.

The Cramrman. Do you know why?

Mr. StemiLLer. They know. I don’t know the minds of other
men.  You would have to ask Mr. Nyrop of Northwest Airlines.

The Cramrvan. T stated that this will set collective bargaining
back a good bit. You still feel this resolution would set collective
bargaining back?

Mr. SiemiLLer. I certainly feel that it would, Mr. Chairman. It
would begin to whittle away too and destroy collective bargaining
as an institution in America. The unfortunate legislation in the
railroad strike in the firemen’s dispute in my judgment was the first
step. If this passes it will be step No. 2, and I don’t mean this dis-
respectfully, but to the workers of America, they will begin to look
upon the Halls of Congress as the chief strikebreaking agency in the
United States.

The CuairmaN. Secretary Wirtz said in response to a question,
that the machinists have developed a practice in recent years of
always rejecting the first settlement offer made. Was this the reason
for the rejection of the proposed settlement or were there other reasons
and, if so, what in general were they?

Mr. SIEMILLER. MT. Chairman, first T would have to disagree with
Secretary Wirtz. The machinists have not developed a pattern of
always rejecting the first offer that is taken to them. Many times
it is accepted. Out of the overwhelming number of acceptances,
you want to remember that I testified here, we had over 8,000 agree-
ments in the United States and in Canada; 98 percent of them are
accepted without any strike action, and many of them are accepted
with the first offer that is taken to the people. It is satisfactory.

It is also true in the air transport industry. Many contracts are
settled the first time around. Many are not. The workers have a
mind of their own. As I pointed out, they are a highly literate group.
This was a glamour industry. People went to work for the industry,
many of them with college degrees, working as mechanics. They
were recruited from all other sources. They can read, write, and they
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have a mind of their own. They looked at the issues involved, and it
is just like the letter from Kansas City that I read. Some of it was
for local issues.

The fact that on TWA and on Eastern they insist on taking sick
leave and charging it as absenteeism is an irritant that they don’t like.
The fact that they have had 37 discharges out there for this in a 3-year
period is another situation that is aggravating.

Again, these workers—there are different issues that eaused it to be
turned down. There is no doubt in anybody’s mind I hope on this
committee, Mr. Chairman, that feels that the union didn’t do, the
officers of the union, the negotiating committee, including myself and
Vice President Ramsey sitting here, didn’t do all in our power to tell
them that we thought they should buy this.

Well, they didn’t buy, for reasons of their own. They didn’t reject
Vice President Ramsey or myself. They just said “This is not good
enough.” They feel that the wage increases are coming in some cases
too Jate. Others feel that there is not enough. This is about the last
industry in which employees have to make a contribution to their
health and welfare, their hospitalization and so forth. They make a
contribution toward their pension plan out of their salaries. It is all
gone in aerospace, in auto, steel and other industries. It still exists
here, several of these, and I could go on, were factors in it being
turned down. It wasn’t, believe me, the fact that this was the first
offer taken out to the people.

The CuairMaN. My time is up.

Mr. SieminiLer. Thank you.

The CuarrMAN. Mr. Friedel.

Mr. FriepeL. Mr. Siemiller, T listened to your statement and I
drank in every word. First, I would like to say that I am 100 percent
in favor of free collective bargaining. You mentioned that this is not
an emergency, but it has caused some inconvenience. I understand
that 86,000 employees are affected. I understand about 100,000
passengers a day are not getting their flichts. You mentioned that
it affects resorts and travel agencies. It also has affected conventions.
Conventions have been canceled. I understand there are over 6,000
Americans stranded in Europe. It was brought out last Friday that
the Government has lost around $14 million in taxes so far; that the
adverse effect on the balance of payments is running about $1 million
a week.

T am so perturbed as to why we haven’t gotten down to free col-
lective bargaining. Are we fo understand that because this legis-
lation is before the House and the Senate, that you will not sit down
and try to have both labor and management get together?

Mr. SiemiLLER. No; you are not to understand that as far as the
union is concerned. We are prepared and have been prepared to go
to the bargaining table and stay there until an agreement is reached
that is satisfactory to the membership involved. There hasn’t been,
and as T warned when Senator Wayne Morse took the floor and
started talking about the need for legislation, at that very moment
collective bargaining was stymied.

If the Congress is going to bail the carriers out with legislation and
put these workers back to work under an old agreement, they are
going to be very, very reluctant to come to the bargaining table with
an offer that the people want to accept, and that is exactly what is
taking place.
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Mr. FriepeL. I can assure you that Congress does not want to be
in the strikebreaking business. '

Mr. SiemitLer. I know that.

Mr. Friever. But, believe me, we can’t tell the public that you
two people, management and labor, can’t get together. I understand
Secretary Wirtz last Friday said that he would do everything in his
power to get both together and start negotiating. Now Friday,
Saturday, Sunday, today is Monday, and yet you haven’t got, together
to try to settle this strike. We don’t want to be in the strikebreaking
business. We want you to apply free collective bargaining. There
must be some way that you men can get together and sit down in a
meeting and try to work out something without foreing Congress to
do something that is very unpopular, but the public is demanding
something.

Now I ean understand you, you have made some very good arcu-
ments here, good statements, but there ought to be some way. Are
you saying that management will not sit down?

Mr. SiemiLLer. I am saying that in my judgment management
will not sit down and bargain collectively as they would bargain if
just the pressures of the strike were on them, if they didn't hope that
this Congress was going to put their workers back to work without
an agreement. I just don’t believe they are prepared, and they have
demonstrated this all along.

So I am convinced, sir, that while as T admit there has been a lot of
inconveniences, but I must say that we just haven’t had real collective
bargaining.

Mr. FriepeL. Just two more questions and my time will be up.
Is there anything in this bill that will cause compulsory arbitration?

Mr. SiemiiLer. That is one that could be. It could lead very
definitely to it. Let me find the bill that T have. I would refer you
if you have the bill, to page 4, the Senate passed bill, and start in on
line 14.

Mr. FrieperL. What page?

Mr. StemiLLeEr. Page 4.

Mr. Frieven. Page 47

Mr. SieminLer. Page 4, section 4, and the important sentence
there—let’s read the whole section and then you will get it:

If an agreement has not been reached 30 days prior to the expiration of the
final period of time, provided in section 3, the Board shall make a final report
with recommendations to the President which shall be transmitted to the Congress
by the President along with a full and complete report of the dispute, and his
recommendations regarding terms or procedures which will assist in the final
settlement of this dispute in the public interest, and without further interruption
of the continuity of transportation services by these carriers.

To me that spells that the alternative is vou would have to say
that you would go to compulsory arbitration, the workers, the carriers,
and the union would have to agree to compulsory arbitration. I
read that in the bill.

Mr. Frieper. As T understand the bill you have 60 days and another
90 days. Is there anything in the bill that could make it retroactive?

Mr. StemiLier. There 1s nothing in the bill that would make
compulsory arbitration prior to the period of time in section 4 that I
just read, when you get into that, it is the union’s viewpoint the hill
would require
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Mr. FrigperL. My time is up. The only thing I insist on, please
get together today, and I am going to ask the same thing of manage-
ment.

Mr. SteamiiLer. Congressman Friedel, we certainly want to.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr, Springer.

Mr. Sprincer. Mr. Siemiller, T think you have made about as good
a presentation of your case as I have ever heard before a committee
on which I have served in Congress. The thing that has bothered
me in this is how much Government has entered into what I would
call orderly free negotiations between labor a nd management.

Based on all of your experience in this dispute and what has been
said, do you believe that if the Secretary and the Government had
staved out of these negotiations, that you could have arrived at a
settlement?

Mr. StemiLteEr. No: T wouldn’t put it that way, Congressman. I
would rather say it my way, a different way. T think the Secretary
was useful and helped produce what was produced and resulted in
an offer. But I believe, sir, that the first mistake was made in this
by the President of the United States, when he appointed an Emer-
gency Board. I begged him not to. I also begzed the Secretary of
Labor. I had an hour long telephone conversation with him in Los
Angeles telling him it shouldn’t be done; the Emergency Board will
not produce a settlement. I think he made another mistake when
he selected the personnel of the Board, in all sincerity 1 dare say that.

Let me give you the history of events that took place that led up
to this time, and the time that has been running, and I think this
will best answer your question. On August 9——

The CuatrMaN. Will the gentleman suspend for just a moment.
I understand somebody has been taking pictures in the back of the
committee room, and it has been prohibited always. Has it stopped?
That is the order and the rule, and I expect it to be obeyed.

Mr. SremiLLer. Thank you. This is the history of events in this
particular dispute. On August 9, 1965, our union and the five carriers
involved entered into an agreement to jointly negotiate a limited
number of issues. This agreement included a provision for ratifica-
tion by the membership. And then on October 1, the union and the
5 carrers exchanged proposals limited to 15 issues for each party, and
then on October 15 each district negotiating committee and their
respective carrier entered into negotiations on local rules.

On November 15, the TAM and the five carriers entered into nego-
tiations on the eight industry items and the unresolved local issues,
and then we go over to January 11, 1966. ~ The parties jointly applied
for the services of the National Mediation Board. On February 1,
1966, the Mediation Board commenced meetings with the parties.
On February 28, 1966, the carriers made the first offer on industry
items, which actually was insulting. On March 2, 1966, the carriers
increased their offer slightly. On March 18, 1966, the National Medi-
ation Board proffered arbitration. This was rejected by the union
voluntarily.

On the 22d, President Johnson created Emergency Board 166. On
May 6 the Board commenced its hearings, and on June 5 the Board
submitted its report.

I would suggest that all through the foregoing period of time, there
was no evidence displayed by the carriers that they were interested at
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all in reaching a reasonable and satisfactory agreement. In fact, every
indication leads us to believe that they were relying at all times on the
Government to bail them out.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Siemiller, may I follow through on this just a
little bit?

Mr. SiemiLLER. Surely.

Mr. SpriNgER. Actually when they appointed the dispute board,
o to speak, by the President, at that point the President’s guidelines
began to operate, didn’t they?

Mr. SteminLeEr. I would have to assume that.

Mr. Seringer. All right. Now this was the intervention of the
Government in an attempt, as I understand it, and T want to be fair
about this, to limit the settlement, isn’t that correct?

Mr. StemiLLER. Yes, sir.

Mr. SprinGEr. Now during all the time in which you say, or at
least T assume that there was free negotiation between labor and man-
agement, this was always in issue, wasn't it?

Mr. SiemiLLeER. Yes, sir.

Mr. Sprineer. If there had been no problems of guidelines, you
then could have negotiated freely between labor and management,
couldn’t you?

M Mr. StemriLer. Well, let me say it this way, Congressman. The
guidelines didn’t affect us. The carriers could give you the best
answer as to what they——

Mr. SerinGer. I am not talking about the carriers at this point.
We will get to that if T have got enough time. I am trying to find out
where the Government entered into this and what the problem was
with reference to Government and whether or not Government—1I am
talking about over a long period to time, in entering into free negotia-
tions between labor and management is a good thing. This is what
this committee ought to know.

Mr. SiemiLLER. I would think so.

Mr. SpriNGER. If the Government hasn’t done something here in
intervening itself in this dispute, and I am sure from what the Secre-
tary said the other day, he was pretty general and I will tell you he is
an awfully good witness, he knows how to take care of himself, I at
least got the understanding from him that this was always a principal
factor that the Government was to limit the negotiation. Now by
limiting the negotiation I am talking about limiting the amount or
the percentage of an increase which the unions could get. Now is that
not true?

Mr. SieminLer. I couldn’t answer you as to the total effect on it.
Let me put it in my words if you will, please.

To start with, the trade union movement has not accepted the
so-called guidelines. President Meany has made that clear to all
concerned, and I told the Senate, I repeat here, they are as phony as a
$3 bill with my picture on it.

Mr. SeriNnGEr. Well now let’s just stay down to this little bit
finer point.

Mr. SiemiLrLer. I am coming to your fine point.

Mr. SpriNGER. I want to see if I can get this before the committee.
That actually what you had here was the intervention of Government.
I am not saying whether right or wrong, but I am saying that there
was intervention by Government, and the real problem in this settle-
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ment insofar as a settlement was concerned was this limitation which
they thought, which they said, the Secretary testified to Friday
morning, hat he felt in the public interest ought not to go above a
certain figure. Now, isn’t that the real problem inyolved here?

Mr. SteamiLLer. I do not know. I do not know to what extent the
Secretary or the Mediation Board put pressure on the carriers to not
agree to anything above a certain point. I do not know.

Mr. SprRINGER. You don’t know that?

Mpr. StemiLer. | have no knowledge.

Mr. Seringer. All right, now you are saying you don’t have any
direct knowledge.

Mr. SiemiLLER. I have a belief.

Mr. SprinGER. What?  You have a belief and I think I do too that
the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board did put pressure on the
carriers not to go above a certain figure because they wanted to
keep it somewhere in this area of the President’s 3.2 percent. Is that
not right?

Mr. SteminLer. 1 have no knowledge of the pressures being put on
by the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board.

The only knowledge that I have is the participants in this dispute
have been the National Mediation Board, the Secretary of Labor and
from Government active participation. What went on in the back-
ground and behind I do not know.

Mr. SprinceER. Now, I want to ask you this as a final question and
my 5 minutes apparently are up.

The President, in his state of the Union message on January 12, used
these words:

I also intend to ask the Congress to consider measures which, without im-
properly invading state and local authority, will enable us to effectively deal with
strikes which threaten irreparable damage to the national interest.

Now, I want to know whether you agree with any part of that?

Mr. SiemiLiegR. Isay this: That if you take freedom away from one
segment of our society, the workers, then you must take the same
freedoms away from another sector, and when you start that, it will
be a sad day for America, not the America that we fought for, carried
arms for, and protected.

Mr. SprincER. One further question:

In any words that you had with the Secretary as an intermediary
over the weekend, did you accede to anything, or did the carriers make
any offers?

Mr. StemiLLer. We have had no different offer and I did not accede
to anything except a readiness to continue with negotiations.

Mr. Springer. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The CratgmMaN. Mr. Jarman?

Mr. Jarman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mzr. Siemiller, in your statement you come to the conclusion that
generally the Nation has not been hampered by the strike, and preced-
ing that conclusion you mentioned the fact that some carriers are
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still operating or that they are flying with empty seats, that other
operating carriers have absorbed approximately 35 percent of the
traveling passengers normally provided for by other airlines.

Let me ask you this: We have seen the strike so long now, for a
month, Assume the strike goes on for another 3 months or 6 months
or a year without any change in the present status, a frozen situation
for a longer period of time. Would Congress, in your opinion, in try-
ing to protect the public interest, be justified at the end of 6 months
or a year, let’s say, with exactly the same situation we have during
this month of a strike, with that extended period of time, would that
be a justification for passing legislation of this sort?

Mr. Sieminer. I do not want to fence with you, Congressman.
If T was to say “Yes,” then we would be down to 30 days, 15 days,
and something of this kind.

[ would agree with you if that is what you are intending to imply,
that this cannot go on forever. Let me say it quickly a different way.
The very minute that this Congress tells the carriers they are not going
to pass legislation to bail them out of the dilemma they are in, they
are going fo come to the bargaining table with an offer that their
workers will accept.

Mr. Jarman. Let me ask you this: Is then time, the length of the
strike, is that a big factor in qualifying it as a national emergency in
your opinion?

Mr, SiemiLLeR. I do not think so. I do not think so. Of course,
as time goes on, and there may be more attributes that would develop
as a result of this that might bring it into what we would consider
a national emergency, but there can be, and I think the Government
has amply testified, there is no national emergency now. The
Secretary did very well on that. That is one portion of his testi-
mony—I agree with him 100 percent—that 35 percent absorbed by
other airlines was the Secretary’s testimony that I had repeated.

Mr. Jarmax. I understand that. But then do I understand the
conclusion you reach is that if the situation remains exactly as it is,
that you think at the end of a year, with this percentage of the travel-
ing public affected, that a year could go by with this frozen situation
exactly ns we find ourselves during this 30-day period, that it would
still not be the emergency situation that would justify the Congress
in taking legislative action? I think it is a matter of degree.

Mr. SiemiLLER. Yes.

Mr. Jarman. I mean you mentioned yourself a balancing of in-
terests. You mentioned at the eonclusion of your statement, “If
legislation is to be enacted, there must be a so-called balance of
interests.”

Of course, the balancing of interests, it seems to me, is a balancing
of interests of employee and employer and the traveling publie, the
national interest. So many of us are involved.

Mr. SiemiLer. Well, the question is so hypothetical it is pretty
hard to answer.

Frankly, in all frankness if this strike went on much longer, the
carriers could not stand it and the workers would quit the industry
and go somewhere else and get a job. They are in great demand.

As long as our economy is at the level it 1s——

Mr. Jarmax. If that developed, would that be an emergency to
justify legislation based on the fact that the employer-employees
could not come to an agreement?
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Mr. SiemiLLer. In other sectors of the economy it would mean
somebody else would start in business and buy out the struck carriers,
settle with their union and start. That always happens in others.
You see, we are in such a situation. It could be much different. It
is not a question, the carriers have never pleaded inability to pay.
They have got untold millions that they have made as a profit that is
sitting there, and it only takes a small portion of that to get a settle-
ment in this case, and to be comparable with other industry in the
United States.

Sure, when we talk about millions it excites people. When you
talk about cents per hour to a worker who has to buy eggs, butter
and meat, it is quite different. And because of the great number
of workers we run into great amounts of money. The fact that the
pensions are involved here, past service comes into play in pensions,
it is a costly item that you get involved in, so we get a Tot :)} millions
in play but it really doesn’t mean too much when you talk about cents
per hour that the workers are going to enjoy.

Let me put it a different way to you, if you will. It is pretty basic.

The majority of cases in this case, the overhaul base, the big com-
plement of employees in these carriers are in metropolitan areas, two
in Miami, one in Minneapolis, one in Kansas City, one in San Fran-
cisco, relatively high wage areas. When you take an airline mechanic
with their skills getting $3.51 an hour, and they see the rates of pay
paid around them—take the California companies. A longshoreman
from one end of the coast to the other today gets $4.14 an hour
compared to the skills required of an airline mechanic for $3.52.
There are some inequities involved that they want to settle in this
case, and I know you are talking about the national emergency end
of it and the traveling public and all the inconveniences, whether it
becomes a national emergency. Let me tell you my definition for
a national emergency. You might not agree with me.

Mr. Jarman. [ would be interested in hearing it.

Mr. StemiLLER (continuing). Is when we affect the national health,
the safety of our people, or if it would impede the effort that we are
making in southeast Asia.

You want to know that the labor movement is backing the President
100 percent in the effort we are making to bring our way of life,
freedom to the people in southeast Asia. If we impeded that, if we
endangered the national health, the safety of the people, if someplace
it could be shown that somebody was not getting these drugs that
they needed or something, that this would tie it up, that they had lost
lives, then we would begin to get into what I can see as what might be
a national emergency. But all those ingredients are not here.

Mr, Jarman. With that, just let me ask this, Mr. Chairman:
With that conclusion reached then I would take it that you would
conclude that this situation could continue for some time to come
without qualifying it as an emergency that deserved action outside
of the collective-bargaining field?

Mr. StemiLLER. It could go. T do not think it will—let me say it
this way: I do not think it will. If the Congress tells these carriers
they are not going to bail them out, they will get out of it fast.

On the other hand, if the Congress passes the legislation and puts
these people back to work, and they can continue to work even
though it is retroactive, what is finally agreed to in rates of pay, they




108 AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

are back to work, and they are allowed to keep these fabulous profits
and use them, and not distribute them among their people, if the
people go back to work, the carriers should also be penalized, and be
penalized by depriving them of their profits until they reach an agree-
ment, then you would also stimulate collective bargaining.

Mr. Jarman. Thank you.

The Cuamrman. Mr. Younger?

Mr. Youncer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Siemiller, I think you have made a very fine case for your side
of the situation.

Do I understand now that there has been no bargaining in good
faith since the Emergency Board was appointed?

Mr. SiemiLLER. I do not want to go that far and say that because
the efforts that were made over in the Executive Office Building,
and when we met over there an offer was forthcoming. I do not know
how it came. It came, and we felt, I felt that there were sufficient
ingredients in that offer that would get a settlement in this case. Our
members disagreed with me, and outside of that session, I would say
there has been no real collective bargaining.

Mr. Youncer. That was rather collective bargaining under duress,
after a fashion. You were called in by the President and told to
bargain.

Mr. SiemMiLLER. You said it very nicely.

Mr. Younger. Do you think that the announcement, the pre-
mature announcement of the President that the strike had been
settled had any influence on the men in rejecting the offer?

Mr. SiemiLLER. I do not think so. I do not believe that. T have
heard that there was some resentment of that, but I do not believe
it had any material effect. The fact of the matter is that they know
our President. They know this, and I do not think it affected it
in any way. I think the ingredients of the settlement was the factor.

Mr. YounGer. How far apart, actually, are you now on a per-
centage basis or cents, or anything else, however you want to express
it?

Mr. SiemiLer. That is a hard question to answer.

Mr. Younaer. That is why I asked you.

Mr. SremiLLer. In cents per hour? In collective bargaining, as
you know, it is give-and-take.

Mr. Youncer. Yes.

Mr. SiemiLLER. Sometimes if you come on one item, why you
can back-away on something else a little bit, that you would have.
It all produces a different cost. And the total cost figures that we
have been getting, whether we put them out or whether the Govern-
ment put them out or whether the carriers put them out have some
variances involved, because it depends upon the number of employees,
and circumstances, the amount of overtime, and a lot of variances.
So to get into cents per hour, I just cannot hardly do that.

Mr. Youncer. Well, we hear right along

Mr. SiemiLrer. Let me say it differently for you. For instance,
in the settlement produced at the White House, or at the Executive
Office Building, there was agreed to 5 percent general wage increase
for each year of a 3-year—three times during a 3-year agreement retro-
active to January 1, 1966. One of the principal thing sthat the people
objected to was the length of the first increase. It would run for 18
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months, from January 1, 1966, until July 1967. Those increases
T am convinced, the very least that the people do will be to trigger
in yearly, January 1, 1967, to January 1, 1968. Now it is going to cost
the carriers additional money. Now how many cents per hour is
that? That is the cents per hour for that period of time.

Mr. Youncer. I have heard it said around here of the pact, I
think that overran something like $78 million as a package cost, and
that the airlines were willing to up that to $87 million if the Govern-
ment would let them.

Now, do you know or have any reason to believe that that is true?

Mr. SremiLier. No, I have no knowledge on this subject. The
carriers did not tell us that, and the Government did not tell us they
would not let them.

Mr. Youncer. Do you think if we adjourned these hearings right
now, that you could get together and reach a sattlement?

Mr. Steannuer. 1 think if you adjourned these hearings and told
the carriers you are not going to pass legislation, get out there and
find a settlement, we will do it before tomorrow morning, but if they
are gomg to be bailed out, you are not going to get a settlement.

Mr. Youncer. What percentage of your membership are certified
by the FAA?

Mr. StemiLLER. You mean those that carry licenses?

Mr. YounGER. Yes, that is right.

Mr. StemiLier. That have to have a license?

Mr. YOUNGER. Yes.

Mr. SteminLegr. In order to perform their work?

Mr. Youncer. That is correct.

Mr. SremiLiLer. 1 am informed that on the five carriers involved,
there are close to 19,000 carrying the classification of mechanic.
Twelve thousand of these are required to carry one of the three
licenses in order to perform their work.

Mr. YounGer. Now you have other classifications. They do
other jobs.

Mr. StemiLLER. Oh, yes.

Mr. Youncer. Is there a different scale? All we hear about is this
base of $3.52. Do all the members of your union get the same scale?

Mr. SiemiLLer. Oh, no, no. We are talking top rates when we
get into that.

Mr. Youncer. You are talking about those that have the FAA
license?

Mr. Sieminier. Those were mechanies and above. Some get
differentials above that, night shift differentials and things of that
kind, but we are talking about the mechanic.

Mr. YOUNGER. Yes.

Mr. SremiLLeEr. You know we represent a broad segment of the
airlines employees, including people known as ramp service and such
as that, which draw a much lesser rate of pay. I think the average
rate on the airlines today for the total units that are bargained for is
in the vicinity of $3.25.

Mr. Youncer. I agree with you that this guideline is phonier than
the expression you used, and I am afraid that that has been one of the
troubles with this whole negotiation, and the Government itself does
not adhere to it. As you know, with the new agreement reached out
there in the Bay area with plumbers it is $14 an hour, as you know,
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portal-to-portal, and T have not heard the Government complaining
about that at all. So I agree with you that that is the guideline
used in this case, I think it is one thing that has caused all the
trouble, and it is completely phony when you consider the rapid
increase in the cost-of-living index.

The Caairman. Mr. Moss.

Mr. Moss. 1 also want to express my appreciation for the clarity
of the statement. However, I think it essential in connection with
these hearings that we define the fact that the standards which are
emploved by law, not by an act of this Congress but by an act of a
Congress sitting many vears ago back in 1936, in placing airlines under
the National Labor Relations Act, an act passed by a Congress sitting
in 1926, employs an entirely different prineiple or test as to when the
Government should intervene than is applicable to the recent or was
applicable to the recent rate on the strike on the west coast. One is
under the National Labor Relations Act, Taft-Hartley, where a test
of health and safety or national emergency is emploved, while the
matter now under consideration, section 10, is on a much narrower
basis. Isn’t it a fact that really the Government became a party at
the conference table in transportation disputes when it enacted the
National Railway Labor Act of 19267

Mr. SiemiLLER. I would say that they became a party to it at that
time and prior to that time, because that was just the amended
Railway Labor Act,

Mr. Moss. That was the amended Railway Labor Act. It goes
back

Mr. SiemiLLer. World War 1.

Mr. Moss (continuing). To the period of World War L

Mr. SieminLEr. Right.

Mr. Moss. And from then on continuing to the actions taken in
1963, we have seen Government intervention in disputes of this type.
I\ormallv the 1963 act certainly was on an ad hoc basis. Apparently
this is being urged as an ad hoc settlement. You ecall it a bailing out.
It has been suggested as a cooling-off period, an opportunity for
negotiations.

In your judgment, has any progress been made since the turndown
of Ihe proposals you submitted to your members just over a week
ago?
Mr. SiemiLLER. The answer to your question is “No.’

Mr. Moss. Do the differences in your judgment constituting
the basic reason for turndown involve the so-called local issues or the
national issues?

Mr. SiemiLLer. A combination of them, Congressman. On some
carriers, particularly T'WA, that local issue was a hot one out in
Kansas City, where the overhaul base is. On other carriers local
issues did not present the issue it did there. Both of them were
reasons that were used by the members to vote ‘no,” not to accept the
offer they had before them.

I am informed that there was another local issue on United that
caused some problems there, too. But whether it is local issues
or whether it is national issues, it takes it all to reach agreement
that we have to have.

Mr. Moss. But there has been no effort during the weekend for
an intensification of efforts to get down to hard bargaining; is that
correct?




AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE 111

Mzr. Stemmier. I should answer your question with a direct “No,”
there has been no effort. I must say again, though, in all fairness
to those that you might expect to get the parties together in this
case I cuess it would be the Secretary of Labor. I do not sincerely
believe that the carriers are going to be willing to carry on bargaining
if you put these workers back to work.

Mr. Moss. We did not select as needing the immediate attention
of this committee. That originated in a different body under dif-
ferent circumstances but the question is, it is now before this com-
mittee.

Mr, SiesmiLier. No question of that.

Mr. Moss, And there has to be some resolution made, and I think
that the Chairman has attempted to expedite the opportunity for
development of the facts of the dispute.

Mr. StemiLLER. We recognize that, and I wanted to point out in
my statement that T recognize the responsibility of each and every
one of you. I know myself am a political animal and 1 work pretty
hard in political campaigns. When we support a Congressman and
get him to the Senate, we want him to represent all the people in his
distriet, o we are not asking for special consideration in here. What
we think we are talking about is America as a whole, and what we
are doing to an institute that we value very, very much. So do not
misunderstand me on that score, that we think that you selected
this issue and you are anxious to—you would much rather we would
oo settle it ourselves and get it off of your back.

Mr. Moss. I would certainly much rather you would go settle it
vourself and get it off my back.

You indicated that section 4 in your opinion could or probably does,
[ believe you were a little more emphatic than “could,” constitute or
have put 1t in inherently compulsory arbitration.

Mr. SipmiLLer. Yes, sir, that is true. The other time the Congress
intervened, compulsory arbitration was the answer. This is just pure
and simple, the same thing in our judgment. Eventually, if it is not
settled in this period of time, something will happen that will be com-
pulsory arbitration again.

Mr. Moss. What do you think was contemplated by the Congress
when it first wrote the National Railway Labor Act as the inevitable
consequence of failure of parties to get together, following the appoint-
ment and the rendering of findings by an emergency fact-finding board?

Mr. SreminLer. Well, I was around in 1926. I would hardly know
what they had in mind. It was a different time, a different area, a
different economy. I might respectfully suggest that that legislation
needs looking at, and probably brought into the 20th century.

Mr. Moss, I am concerned as I looked at the increasing rate of
mergers in transportation, fewer and fewer carriers, and less and less
diversity available to the public, that each and every dispute is going
to finally end up here in the Congress.

Do you think that that is a possibility?

Mre SigminLer. It looks that way to me as I see it. Every step
vou tuke—you know the first step is a hard one. From then on they
become easier, whichever direction you are going, and I think that is
inevitable.

Mr. Moss. You are convinced that the removal of the Congress
from the scene would bring about an immediate settlement? '
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Mr. SremmnLer. T am solidly convinced of that. The carriers want
the airplanes in the sky just as bad as we do. We want them in the
sky. We do not want them sitting on the ground. We want the
people back to work and working on them but they must go back with
an agreement that is just, honest, and fair. The moneys are there.
It is not a question of not having the ability to pay. I hope all of you
have taken a look upon the fabulous amounts of money, and the
moneys that they have paid this year.

Would you believe it, that United has had a 95 percent gain over
the first 5 months of last year?

Mr. Moss. Well, T want to assure you that T have given careful
attention to the earnings of the carriers, of the industry. I have
attempted within the limits of time to familiarize myself with the
competitive wage situation which exists in the major metropolitan
areas where the largest number of your members, at least your
certificated members are employed, and I am very cognizant of the
types of wage scales prevailing in those districts.

Mr. Sitemiuier. I know that, Congressman Moss.

The Crareman. The Congressman from Minnesota, Mr. Nelsen.

Mr. Neusen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to join with my colleagues in thanking the witness for
his fine statement.

I pursued the question of the Secretary the other day about the
permitted increase, based it on a statement that I heard that the air-
line employees had not advanced salaries as had been done in other
branches of similar activities, due to the economic pressure on the air-
lines and they were therefore behind. In your judgment, is this a true
statement that the airline employees were below the national average
in the skilled fields?

Mr. Sieminrer. The skills, yes. The skills required, and again we
are talking about the mechanic and higher classification, and the
others, the other classifications it is not as prevalent as it is for the
skills of the mechanics and higher. But they have, well, just as I said
a moment ago——

Mr. Youner. Use the mike, please.

Mr. StemiLLer. Oh, I am so sorry. Thank you, Congressman.
Maybe I am getting too used to these hearings and getting too relaxed
up here.

I pointed out a moment ago that an airline mechanic, with the
years he is required to work, to develop the skills he must have, the
safety of that airplane is in his hands.

Mr. NeLsen. Yes,

Mr. SiemitLer. He gets $3.52 an hour. A dockworker out on the
west coast up and down the coast gets $4.14 an hour.

We can take right in Minneapolis-St. Paul where I know you have
some interests that are in there. Their skills are equivalent in my
judgment to that of a toolmaker and diemaker. You are finding all
of them working for $4 or $5 an hour that they get and there is an
inequity, a grave inequity.

Mr. Newsen. Now the Emergency Board was appointed by the
President, is that not true?

Mr. SiemiLLer. That is true.

Mr. NeLsen. Now the one tone that I gather from your statement
throughout is that you seem to blame the carriers for the impasse
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that we have reached. Now this Emergency Board is appointed by
the President. The carriers are licensed carriers, and recalling what
happened in the controversy over steel prices some years ago where
certain people were called into Washington and given a lecture, taken
out to tﬂe woodshed, don’t you think there is the possibility that the
airlines might find themselves in the same position if they were to defy
the demands of the Emergency Board that has been set up by the
executive department?

It seems to me that the impasse is pretty much the level that is set
by the Emergency Board, and not the carriers altogether. I think
that is a conjecture on your part, certainly they cannot defy the
White House in this case.

Now, do you have any observations to make?

Mr. StemiLLer. The carriers are here, they will testify. They
would be the best source of information for you. I do not have that
information.

Mr. NeLsen. One more quick question. You indicated that if the
Congress were to say we are going to do nothing, that this could be
settled by tomorrow morning. Do you feel that to be true, a true
statement?

Mr. SiemiLier. I honestly believe it, because these carriers, if they
know that the Congress is not going to put their employees back to
work, they are going to get their airplanes in the sky, believe you me.

Mr. NeLseN. Now are yvou of the opinion that if you were to agree
to a settlement, that by tomorrow morning your membership would
approve the agreement that you would agree to?

Mr. StemiLLer. | eould not get it to them by tomorrow morning,
but for your information, I stated earlier that I had asked and they
have acquiesced to my request. I have brought in the presidents of
our largest, our 12 largest local unions involved on these 5 carriers,
including the president of the local union in Minneapolis-St. Paul,
that we would have.

I have them here as a further source of advice, help. We would
have a pretty doggone good idea if it is going to be aceepted or not
before we go out with it, because they just came fresh from the ranks
of where the people are. They know l-llleir answers, and they are here
for help, cooperation, and anything that they can do to help get a
settlement.

Mr. Neusen. Now you indicated that the settlement had the in-
gredients for settlement, the one that finally was agreed upon. If
you are so confident that the members would accept an agreement by
tomorrow morning or almost immediately, am I to assume that you
really were not enthusiastic about the agreement that you agreed to
at the last period of negotiation?

Mr. SiemiLLer. I think we are bandying with words. 1 would
rather say I felt there was enough there, bar minimums. I was not
overly enjoyed with it. The fact that there were no pensions involved,

ayment for pensions involved in that agreement, I knew it would
ﬁn\'v to be overcome. I felt personally, and the negotiators did with
me, that there was a real good possibility that the people would accept
it. It was the best that was forthcoming at the time. We felt we
should try it. We also would like to say that the whole situation
weighs heavily on our shoulders also.

We have a stake in this country, in America, and we want to
preserve it.
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Mr. Nersex. Now the observation that I would like to make,
reports came to me that the terms of the settlement were not made
available to the membership prior to the announcement of settlement,
and were I a member of the local, I would certainly resent having
somebody tell me that my problem has been settled, If I did not
know the terms of the settlement. Was it with your concurrence
that these announcements were prematurely made or have you any
observation on that?

Mr. SiemiLLER. It was with my concurrence. I did not object to
saying that the committee had reached agreement with the carriers,
reached a settlement with the carriers that we were prepared to
recommend to our membership.

Our membership understands that. I do not think there was
resentment from them on that. And even in a freethinking State
like Minnesota I do not think we run into that. That was not a fault.

Mr. NeLsen. It seemed to me that there was evidence of some
resentment of that. However, I might say that some of us have
been locked up here now for a month, ‘and when you say that there is
no area without airline service, we may have airline service, but I
cannot get aboard, and my last trip home was in a little twin-engine
Beech and I had to thumb a ride back with the Vice President, and 1
hope you people get together and get this settled, and certainly I
would join with my colleagues in the hope that it can be settled
without congressional intervention.

The Cuatrvan. The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Dingell.

Mr. Dinaern. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Siemiller, you have made a very excellent statement. I want to
discuss with you a number of points in connection with the comments,

First of all, you told the Senate committee that you were prepared
to diseuss any questions at issue at any time. Do you still stand
ready to carry forward that same commitment?

Mr. SiEMILLER. Yes, sir.

Mr. Dingern. If the Secretary of Labor, Mr. Reynolds, the
Assistant Secretary, were to convene a meeting during the time that
this committee and the Congress is considering the legislation that is
now before us, would you and the members of the Machinists Union
and their representatives be present for whatever discussions were
called?

Mr, SiemiLLER. Absolutely. We are all in this room right at this
moment. We are ready in 20 seconds.

Mr. DivegeErn. Would you be prepared to discuss fully and openly
the questions at issue despite the fact the committee happens to be
considering legislation?

Mr. SieminLer. We would strive to achieve the same thing that
we must have if our people acceptit. We would discuss it openly, and
we would say, we would tell them very honestly, and we have got a
bigzer force to use, a better sounding board that is here and available,
we would say we believe that this w ill settle it or this will not settle it.

Mr. DingELL. Are yvou able to tell us why the l(‘-.u!h of the White
House negotiations were not ratified by the unions?

Mr. StEMILLER. Yes.

Mr. DixceELL. Let me state this before you answer. In fairness to
you, I would like to have it as particularly if possible on a line by line
yasis, because I understand the issues are very different. Could you
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give us that information. Perhaps you would want to submit it for
the record rather than to give it right here.

Mr. StemitLer. [ would, rather than to do it just off the cuff, I
would rather prepare it. But what I tried to point out a while ago,
in answer to a similar question, there were different issues that are
involved, and possible different factors at different locations. For the
first time we have five carriers in joint negotiations.

If we ever get over this hump, which we will, it will be good, because
we are bringing uniformity within an industry that is competitive
one with the other. But we find situations existing where on different
carriers they have different benefits in effect. Different things have
been negotiated. So when you try to bring some uniformity, let me
give you just an example of what I mean.

On Eastern Airlines, they already had in effect 3 cents per hour for
mechanies and above on line maintenance as a differential.  The other
carriers, the other four did not have this in effect, or anything. Part
of the agreement was to put into effect 5 cents per hour for a differen-
tial on line maintenance mechanics and above. The fact then would
remain that employees on Eastern would only gain 2 cents. They
had already been enjoying 3 cents, but they would gain 2 cents, while
the others would gain 5 cents. The Eastern people, and 1 imagine
rightfully so, felt “Well, we should have something else to make up for
the 3 cents.” Once you get it, you forget about that apparently in
this. There could be some issues of that kind, and those are some
issues that are involved in this, to bring uniformity.

Principally, the wage increases were triggered in too late. That
was one of the prineipal ingredients. There was nothing in the pack-
age on pensions, and the other benefits came in too late in the 3-year
agreement.

You see, they did not all become effective as of now. Some of them
became effective in 1967, some in 1968, and like some other segments
of our society, they are saying they want something now.

Mr. DingeLL. I recognize it is very difficult for you to discuss these
matters without essentially making commitments of position as to the
TAM which is something I am sure you do not want to do. But ean
you tell us whether or not there was any inclination on the part of the
membership to reject the package because of loss of some existing or
long-established pension or other working conditions or something of
these rights.

Mr. SiemitiLer. There was no loss of pension rights or anything
they had. There was nothing in the package that would take that
away. There was something on a local condition on United Air
Lines that created, that was a take-away that had been agreed to on
a local issue, that created part of the problem. But the fact that
they would still be contributing toward the pension that they secured
was an issue, and there was no relief in that field.

Mr. Dingent. Now could T ask this question? Did the member-
ship of your union insofar as it would constitute the work force on
any particular line ratify the package?

Mr. Sremicner. Did a majority on any particular line?

Mr. DingeLL. That is right.

Mr. Siemrmnner. The answer is “No.” Tt was rejected on all lines.

Mr. Dingern. On all lines? Had it been accepted by one line,
would it have been appropriate for that line to go back to work?
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Mr. SieminLEr. No. We signed an agreement with the carriers
as to how the ratification would take place, and the total vote of all
five lines would be added together for acceptance or rejectio, which
is only fair.

In Fact, these carriers do not know here, neither do the presidents
of our local unions, exactly where it carried and where it did not.
We did not divulge that information. But in answer to you question,
I can truthfully tell you it did not carry on any property.

Let me add one thing more. You went into something, and I did
not tell you that one of the ingredients that was lacking, that there
was big resentment from all across the country that will have to be in
there if we get it accepted, is a cost of living escalator clause, and that
was not in the package before, and that came from every station
across the land.

Mr. Dingerr. The chairman has indicated that my time is up, but
you were going to submit to the committee, as totally as you are able
a list of the reasons for the rejection on a line by line basis and also
insofar as possible, I hope on an area by area basis, if you will, please.

I realize it is difficult, but this committee would find it helpful.

Mr. SiemiLLer. It would almost be an impossible task for me to
try to do that. It would be pure speculation. I could give it to you
in toto.

The CuarvMaN. I might make the announcement now that I have
from the Secretary of Labor, in answer to a request of the committee,
a copy of the tentative agreement reached on July 29 by the repre-
sentatives of the International Association of Machinists & Aerospace
Workers and the five airline companies which I am going to introduce

into the record at this point so that the committee will know what
that tentative agreement was.
(The agreement referred to follows:)
U.8. DEpARTMENT OF LABOR,

(OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., August 8, 1966.

Hon. HarLey 0. STAGGERS,
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Commitlee,
House of Represenlalives, Washington, D.C.

Dear M. CaairMan: You requested, at Saturday's session, that the Com-
mittee be supplied with a memorandum describing the tentative agreement
reached on July 29 by representatives of the International Association of Machin-
ists and Aerospace Workers and the five airline companies. This memorandum
is transmitted herewith,

You also requested, on behalf of the Committee, that intensive efforts be made
over the weekend to get a settlement of this case by agreement between the
parties.

These efforts have been made.

There has been an extended series of discussions throughout the weekend with
representatives of both parties.

In the course of these discussions, which included the suggestion of various
alternative possibilities, the Union representatives were requested to indicate the
contract terms which they would agree to and which would in their judgment be
ratified by the Union membership.

Upon receipt of these terms, late yesterday, they were presented to the airline
representatives—who rejected them.

Mr. Reynolds and I have had in mind the suggestion by several members of the
Committee that joint meetings of the parties might prove productive. We have
disenssed this with both parties. They have both opposed it as being pointless
on the basis of the discussions which have taken place. This has also been our
own conclusion.

Committee members inquired at the sessions last Friday and Saturday whether
the parties’ positions are “‘close” or “far apart.”
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This is the present situation:

The tentative agreement reached on July 29 provided for wage rate and fringe
benefit increases with a value and cost, over the three-year contract period, of
approximately $74 million.

The Union now states its present position as being a return to its proposal of
July 7. This involves wage and fringe increases with a value and cost, over the
three-year period, of between $100 million and $110 million. The Union proposal
also ineludes the addition of a cost-of-living clause to the wage provisions.

The Companies have made no proposal going beyond the terms of the tentative
agreement, of July 29.

This means a present difference between the parties of approximately $26 to
%36 million (for the five airlines over the three-year period).

In short, I must advise the Committee that the weekend’s mediation efforts
offer no increased promise of seftlement of this dispute by mutual agreement
under present cireumstances or in the identifiable near future.

The Committee also requested certain “‘productivity” figures. These are
being assembled, and will be transmitted to the Committee later today.

Secretary Reynolds will attend the hearings and will of course be glad to be of
all possible assistance to you and the Committee.

Respeetfully,
W. WiLLarp WiIRTZ,
Secretary of Labor.

TerMs 0F MEMORANDUM oF UnpersTanpiNG (DaTep JuLy 29, 1966) BETWEEN
THE 5 CARRIERS’ NEGOTIATING COMMITTEE AND THE INTERNATIONAL As-
SOCIATION OF MACHINISTS AND AEROSPACE WORKERS FOR A 3-Year Con-
TRACT BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 1966

1. Wages.—5 percent increase for each occupational rate effective January 1,
1966 an additional 5 percent increase effective July 1, 1967; and an additional 5
percent inerease effective July 1, 1968.

Elimination of the first wage progression step for each classification effective
January 1, 1967; elimination of the next to last wage progression step effective

January 1, 1968,

2. Vacations.—Four weeks vacation after 15 years, effective January 1, 1067.

Three weeks vacation after 8 years, effective January 1, 1968,

3. Holidays—An additional paid holiday (Good Friday), effective January 1,
1967.

4. Premium Pay for Holidays Worked.—Two and one-half times pay (including
holiday pay) for all hours worked on each of eight specified holidays, effective
July 1, 1967.

5. Health and Welfare Plan Contributions.—Five cents per hour worked (with
a maximum of $2.00 per week) toward the eost of employee dependents’ coverage
under employee health and welfare plans, effective January 1, 1967. Contri-
butions limifed to employees with dependents. Applicable to United, Trans
World, North West and National Airlines (Eastern Airlines is ecurrently paying
5 cents per hour toward this coverage).

6. Line Maintenance Differential—Five cents per hour differential for mech-
anics and higher elassifications employed on line operations on United, Trans
World, North West and National Airlines, effective July 1, 1967. A differential
of two cents was provided for Eastern Airlines where a three cents per hour
differential is already being paid.

7. Local Issues.—All local issues not agreed upon to be withdrawn.

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, will you yield at that point?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. Moss. I would like to ask that copies of that be made available
to each member of the committee not ']aler than this afternoon for
their study and consideration.

The CuatrMan. That will be done so the committee will know.
And further, before I call on Mr. Keith, I have gathered the impression
as we have gone along here that the impression may have been given
that maybe this committee will not report out this legislation. I want
to dispel this in the minds of any man who is sitting before us or who
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has been listening anywhere. I am certain that when we come to
vote, the committee members will accept their responsibility. We
do have legislation before us, and it will be acted upon.

I do not know in what form it will be. That is the prerogative of
this committee to amend or do as they please, but I am certain they
will accept that responsibility.

Mr. Keith.

Mr. Kerra. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As my colleagues have
said this morning, I have heard, and I cannot tell you the source of it,
that you have said or representatives of your unions have said that
there is a possibility that there might be a slowdown if they went back
to work or were ordered back to work.

Mr. Siemiuier. I did not say it. That might have been an im-
pression that some people got, in answer to a question asked by Mr.
Shore of CBS. He said in speculation, “What would happen if the
Congress passes legislation and the people have to go back to work
without an agreement? In your judgment, just what is going to
happen?”

I told him first, and I said so in my statement today, that a lot of
people are going to resent it. They are Americans. They are
mature people. They served in the Armed Forces. They feel their
basic freedoms have been taken away from them, so they are going to
be unhappy.

Mechanies with from 1 to 3 years of service don’t have very much
equity in a company. They are going to quit, some of them.

Mr. Kerru. I have read that, sir, but T would like

Mr. SiesminLEr. Wait, I am coming to the rest of it, if you will.
I said some of them are going to quit. The others that go back to
work, they are not going to necessarily slow down, but they are going
to know that the onus is on them, that they are going to be supervised
very closely, that their work, they are going to be suspect. You want
to remember Braniff dropped one out of the sky vesterday unfor-
tunately. Another one is going to happen as long as there is air trans-
portation. These workers are going to be very, very careful that it is
not their fault that an airplane falls out of the sky. They are going to
do their work well. If they do it that well, they are not going to do it
as fast as they do sometimes, so that is all that [ said on that. They
are going to be very careful. They are going to protect themselves.
Their work is going to be well, and if they do not sign it off and the
supervisor signs it off in their place, they are going to have a record of it
too, because you will be before some congressional investigating
committee.

Mr. ConNinaguam. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Kerra. Yes; I will yield.

Mr. CunnNiNgaaM. Sir, Secretary Wirtz did say that he did not
consider this compulsory arbitration, but I just wanted that brought
out. Now it seems to me, and T believe very much in collective
bargaining, and one of the votes that I had to cast in this committee
a few years ago was the worse one I had to cast and that was in the
railroad strike. But I think collective bargaining is suffering in the
public image, because it seems to me that you and the carriers and the
Government are acting like a bunch of little kids. What do you do?
Do the carriers sit in one hotel room and wait for a call from you and
do you sit in another room and wait for a call from them, and what
happened over the weekend? Did anybody actually call you and say
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that you should start, were you available for negotiations and
bargaining?

Mr. SteminLer. Secretary Wirtz called.  Let me say to start with,
you and I have something in common. I was born in Nebraska, so
we can get started on this. North Platte is now advertising the fact
as people drive through Gothenburg, they are not flying, that I was
born there, on this.

But the carriers and I, while we disagree, we are not disagreeable
with one another. We talk to each other every time that we want to.
Secretary Wirtz did call me yesterday.

Mr. Cun~xingaam. And what did he say?

Mr. StomiLLer. He said “Come on over to the office.”

Mr. Coxyingaanm., And did you go over to the office?

Mr. SiemMiLLER. 1 went over to his office.

Mr. Cuxyisgaam. Did he call the carriers?

Mr. SiemiLLer. He told me later—the carriers are here—he told
me later he had the carriers meeting with him last night.

Mr. Cuxninaaam. Did he eall them over to talk with you? He
must have told you.

Mr. StemiLLer. The carriers were not at the Secretary’s office when
[ was there.

Mr. CusninGuay. Well, you seem to leave us a little in the dark.
He called you over, he ought to call the carriers over. Did you call
the earriers?

Mr. StemrLLer. No, I didn’t call them.

Mr. Cuxxinaaam. Why not? Why didn’t you call them and say
“Let’s sit down and settle this” like the chairman of the committee
asked you Saturday or asked Mr. Wirtz? Why didn’t you call them
up?

Mr. Kerra. 1 yielded and my time is just about all gone. This is
the first time we have seen you at a loss for words.

Mr. StemmLer. 1 don’t know why. Why don’t you do anything?
Why did you tell your wife you didn’t like her breakfast this morning?
This is something else.

Mr. Cunyinaam. The whole idea of collective bargaining is going
to suffer more in the public image than it is from any legislation, be-
cause everybody sits down and says “I'm here, ready” and the other
guy says ‘‘I'm here, ready” but you never get together. Are you
afraid to lift up the phone and call somebody?

Mr. Keirn. I refuse to yield further. I think you are waiting for
the Secretary to do something and that means once again the Govern-
ment is back in, and I think Mr. Cunningham has made a good point
here. Now somebody has got to be frank and forget pride and say
“Let's get together,” and I am disappointed that you didn't get
together Sunday as the chairman al:-lkmll you to and 1 don’t think it
should be Mr. Wirtz. The first one to make that phone call—it
would have given you the chance——

The Crareman. The time of the gentleman is up. Mr. Rogers
of Florida.

Mr. RogEers of Florida. Thank you, Mr, Chairman, Mr. Siemiller,
we all appreciate your testimony and the frankness in letting us have
your opinion. Of course, the only reason that Congress is concerned
about this as you know is because of the public interest, and for me
this is the primary interest, and I think the chairman has stated it
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well when he said this committee will meet its responsibility. So I
think both parties should be aware of this, as I am sure you must be,
because we are having daily reports of what is happening in our areas,
even though it has been said only 61 percent right now of the carrier
travel is involved. We know others are imminent if something isn’t
worked out,

We have had a trial period. The public has been fairly—they are
willing to have the disruption of this substantial intervention to many
parts of the country. It isn't just the resort areas. This is what
concerns me. It is tried to be thrown off as well it is just a little hotel
area that somebody might want to go to, to take a vaecation. But
now this is not the case, and in fact already I am having govern-
mental bodies pass resolutions for the Congress to take some action
to settle this in the public interest, and that is the way I want to look
at it, in the public interest.

Now all o} us want labor and management to be as strong as they
can, but over all there must be an overriding consideration of the
interests of the public, and I think you will agree with that.

Mr. SiemiLLeERr. I certainly would, Congressman, except this.
I might disagree with you on who the public is. If you take industry
and labor out of the public, we don’t have much left.

Mr. RoGers of Florida. Well, there are other industries.

Mr. SiesmiLLer. That is right.

Mr. RoGers of Florida. But the fact as I understand it is that the
strike that you have called has put other laborers out of work that are
not directly involved,

Mr. SiemiLER. That is a very correct statement.

Mr. Rogers of Florida. So those people aren’t enjoying pay
either, so there must be some consideration given there I would
presume.

Not let me go to this point. That the reason the Congress passed
the Railway Labor Act was because they did not want substantial
interruption in interstate commerce because of public interest. Now
that is the basis, not whether it is a great national emergency.

This is made pretty clear I think in the law. I notice in your
statement on page 3 you state that of passenger-miles traveled, 2
percent is by railroad, and 5.9 percent by domestic air earriers. You
can recall in 1963 that President Kennedy made a suggestion that was
far more reaching than the present proposal before us. He suggested
a 2-year period of what he called a “cooling off,”” not of compulsory
arbitration, and certainly there is no compulsory arbitration in here
in this proposal, although I see you say in paragraph 4 this might
lead to 1t.

Well, of course, I think this would be made very clear as to whether
it does or does not, whatever this committee may do, but the pres-
ent proposal as this committee understands it I think, is that it is
not compulsory arbitration. It is more of a cooling off period and
an extension of what you have already been through under the
Railway Labor Aet, and it is another 180 days.

Now what we are interested in is trying to stop this interruption
of commerce where businesses are being affected. I don’t know now
whether we are going to start seeing, because of an overloading of
airlines, a number of crashes. Now we have had a erash by Braniff
Airlines where some 40 lives have been lost. Now I would not pre-
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sume at this time to say whether it is because this aircraft has been
overused during this period of time, whether the airline pilot was
being used to such an extent, but these are problems that may crop
up if we continue to let this situation exist. I think you will agree
that neither side ean get every point that they want. You agree
to that; don’t you?

Mr. SiemiLLer. Absolutely.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. We know that, so we are going to have to
come to some agreement. As I say, I think this Congress and this
committee is going to have to meet its interests, and that is going to
have to be the public interest, and that has got to be paramount to
labor or management in a particular situation.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuarman. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Curtin.

Mr. Curmin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Siemiller, 1 per-
sonally want to say that I think you have presented your side of this
controversial matter very ably. Mr. Siemiller, I notice that all of the
news media reports of the results of controversial strikes particularly,
it is always reduced to a percentage increase of a package deal. So
far as this last proposed settlement or rejected settlement is concerned,
one group or party said that the increase was I believe approximately
4 percent. Another party or group or agency said that it was 6
percent, and as | recn}l. I think there is even a third group that said
it was just about within the guidelines which have ﬁcen laid down
by the }’rusident.

Now, what, in telling your membership of the results of your
negotiations and your proposal did you tell them was the percentage

increase in this proposal?

Mr. StemitLer. I would like to read to you the telegrams that we
sent out as to exactly what was there, and we did not tell them any-
thing about the percentages, because you take any set of figures that
you want. They are all speculative.

Could I read to you the telegram that was sent out to the——

Mr. Currin. If it is not too long, My time is not unlimited.

Mr. Stemicuer. [ will give you facts as to what they had before
them if you want it.

Mr. Currin. If I could ask this question instead in the interest of
time. The news media always use the percentage increases. Do
they et those percentage figures from the parties or do they conelude
that when you give them the complete results of what the gains are?

Mr. Steminier. We do not use the percentages that we have. 1
don’t know how or where they get these. The newspapers, it makes
good headlines to show that they got something that exceeded the
so-called Presidential guidelines. I don’t know why that is used.
But I think it is a mistake.

Mr. Curtiv. If T could ask this question, in the event that you
should get what you are insisting is what you will settle for, can you
tell us approximately what the percent increase would be?

Mr. SieminLER. No, sir.

Mr. Curtiy. You are not in a position to do that?

Mr. Sieminier. There are too many improbables. How many
employees are you going to have? What is the increased produc-
tivity going to be on the airlines? They have got one of the greatest
increases in productivity of any industry in this country, and as the
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President stated, the indications are that it is going down, down,
down, or exceeding the cost.

Mr. Currin. Then when you discuss & proposed settlement, either
with the membership of your union or with the carriers, how are you
able to do that if you completely ignore the percentage increase as
laid down by the President in his guidelines?

Mr. SieminLEr. The President in his guidelines are of no concern to
us s & union. Let me say that fully and clearly. We don’t buy it.
We want no part of them. We want cents per hour. We said to our
people that we wanted 5 percent the first year, to the carriers. Five
percent produces I helieve 18 cents for a mechaniec. We know that
he is getting 18 cents an hour, and that is what he is interested in at
the time when we say it that way.

Mr. CurmiN. So that then when you are negotiating, the 3.2 per-
cent which has been advised by the President doesn’t enter into your
considerations at all?

Mr. SieminLer. How could it when they even changed the formula
to get 3.2.

Mr. CurmiN. Then it does not.

Mr. SiemiLLER. It does not. T am sorry I didn’t answer your
question,

Mr. CurmiN. Now, Mr. Siemiller, the figure of $3.62 an hour [
believe has been what has been given, again in the news media as
pay for members of your union. Is that the general average or is
that the highest of the membership’s pay or just how is that figure of
$3.62 arrived at?

Mr. StemiLLER. That figure is $3.52.

Mr. CurTiN. I am sorry.

Mr. SiemitLer. That is the pay for an airline mechanie which is
the top of the ladder that you have. The average rate for the bar-
gaining unit is $3.52 an hour.

Mr. Currin. $3.52 is the highest rate that any member of your
union gets?

Mr. SiemiLiLEr. No, not quite. There is some longevity that is
added to that. There are some differentials, night shift differentials
and things of that kind, but then there are also rates for lead me-
chanics above that, but this is the basic skill group that we look
to go from.

Mr. CunningaaM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Currin. 1 yield.

Mr. CuxNivgaaM. Mr. Siemiller, you mentioned throughout your
talk of the profits of the carriers which are high and I agree, and
I agree also that your employees should share fully in those profits,
but the question I have is you did agree to this settlement, and so
1 don’t know now—that is you did, the negotiators—I don’t know
now that it is fair to eriticize the carriers too much, and I am wonder-
ing this. I saw that break in on television of the announcement,
and you and the carrier representatives walked up to the microphone
and read identical statements. Did vou get together and prepare
that or did somebody down at the White House prepare that or smw
was it prepared?

Mr. SiemiiLer. I prepared mine—Mr. Curtin is here, you can
ask him where he got his if you would like to—and I am sure the
President prepared his own.
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The Cuarmman. The time of the gentleman has expired. The
gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Kornegay.

Mr. Korxecay, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Siemiller, I
would like to welcome you here and thank you for the fine statement
you have made as to your point of view on this controversy. With-
out arguing with you whether or not it is a national emergency,
I do want to point out that insofar as the terms and conditions of
the Railway Labor Aet is concerned, that in my area of the country
and in my State, North Carolina, it certainly has been deprived of
essential services there because there is only one airport in the State.

You wouldn’t even get to make the presentation t[lmt you would to
an arbitrator. The results may be better.

Mr. Witniams. Mr, Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. Chairman, the House is in session. I am not going to make a
point of order this afternoon. 1 am going to leave, because I think
the business on the floor is much more important than this business is,
even though this is important.

I am going to leave, and I just wanted to inquire how long the com-
mittee intends to stay in session while the House is in session.

The CratrMaN. It is the hope of the Chair that the committee can
stay in session until a quorum call.

Mr. Winniams., Mr. Chairman, I plan to leave to go to the floor,
and if a quorum call hasn’t been made before I get there, I will make
it. I would like to state, Mr. Chairman, that the sooner this com-
mittee breaks up, the more time these parties are going to have to
bump heads and try to get together.

I would suggest that the Chair advise both sides, who I am sure
are represented in this room, if they want to contact the others and
they cannot contact them in this room, there are telephones outside
which T am sure the committee will be glad to make available to them.

I would hope that both sides will relax their bullheadedness just a
little and see if they can’t get together and wind up so Congress will
not have to bump their heads for them.

The CuatrMan. I thank the gentleman from Mississippi.

The gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. Cunyingaam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Sir, is it within your prerogative to say what Mr. Wirtz called you
down here for over the weekend?

Mr. SresminLer. Yes. We have no seerets. I don’t lock my files
in my desk and we have no secrets. He called us down there and
wanted to know what I thought was the very least it would take to get
an agreement. We had some discussion.

He said he was later meeting with the carriers. In fact, collective
bargaining is such that many times separate meetings with a mediator
with the ability of Secretary Wirtz is much more helpful than getting
together, because you get heated sometimes and you call each other
pet names.

Mr. Cunningaam. And yon did give some recommendations that
you thought might bring this to a conclusion?

Mr. SreminLer. We had a discussion, Congressman., 1 want to
reach agreement. It would do no good——

Mr. Cunnivgaanm. 1 understand. It has evidently been established
that under section 10 of the Railway Labor Aect, that this perhaps
does threaten substantially to interrupt interstate commerce, depriving
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transportation to some sections of the country, and amounts to an
inconvenience and the ability of people and goods to move.

I am not one who believes it is a nutinmj: emergency. [ am not
one that knows. I think only the President, who has at his command
all of the agencies affected, would be able to determine that. It may
be a national emergency in the minds of many Members of this greatest
deliberative body in the world when it goes home to campaign, but
outside of that, I would have to rely upon the executive branch to
tell us what is a national emergency.

I certainly don’t have facilities at my command to make that
determination.

Mr. Frieper., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Cunyineaam. I do think, from talking to some of the Members
that I know, they did resent the fact that they were told nationwide
that the strike had been settled. You have a very deomocratic union.
I compliment you for that, and I think that just didn’t set well with
them, at least some that I talked to.

That may have been a factor in this whole impasse that we have
now.

I was interested in this letter from Smithfield, Mo., by Mr. Ritchie.
It is a very well done letter.

He indicates that he has a horror of creeping socialism and space
and defense against our Constitution, against the pressures, and I
know that man is sincere, and that is some of the philosophy that I
hold.

I consider myself somewhat of & moderate. I was one of about a
dozen members on our side of the aisle that voted against the Landrum-
Griffin bill, because I come from a union family, but I was a little bit
disappointed when I watched the Walter Cronkite show, an hour-
long special the other night, when you said that your union was only
interested in supporting liberals, and a lot of us don’t fall in that
category, although we think we try to do a good job and we are
against creeping socialism and for constitutional government.

Mr. Kerra, Would the gentlemen yield?

Mr. Siemitner. I would like to answer the Congressman, If I
might, on that one.

Let me say if I could, please, sir, we have our definition of liberals.
They are not on one side of the aisle. They are on both sides of the
aisle, and if I had written this letter, I wouldn’t have used the words
“ereeping socialism.” I would have found some other way to express
what I think he means.

Mr. Kerrn. Would the gentlemen yield?

I would be delighted if you and Mr. Curtin would join me in a
glass of cranberry juice in my office following the session. I am the
“Cranberry Congressman.”

I will forget the quorum call. Will you drink that cranberry juice
with me, Mr. Siemiller?

Mr. SiemiLLER. I am afraid we have got a commitment right after
this adjournment. I would sure like to have a raincheck on that.

Mr. i{.EITl{. All right.

Mr. Warson. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? He has
made a very interesting statement.

You said you had a commitment immediately upon adjournment
of this committee?
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Mr. SIEMILLER. Yes, sir.

Mr. Warson. Could that commitment possibly be to meet with
the negotiators to try to work out a settlement?

Mr. SiemrnLer. [ am not at liberty to say.

Mr. Warson. That should not be a difficult question. If you
want to work it out, and if that is a commitment, Mr. Chairman,
I am ready to make a point of order now that the House is in session.

He has 10 of his key representatives of the locals here. If they
want to prove that collective bargaining will work, and if you want
to put an end to this legislation, you can do it in a hurry.

I am of the opinion that you are planning to meet with the members
of the carriers and if that be true, Mr. Chairman, I am very reluctant
to do so, but I am afraid we are just whistling Dixie here.

Mr. Vax Degruix. Mr. Chairman, I wish the gentleman would
withhold his point of order for a minute or so. I think maybe we
have the basis of a settlement here.

Mr. Warsox. 1 would like for the principals to settle it rather than
this committee. I will withhold temporarily the point of order.

The Caarman. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The gentleman from California, Mr. Van Deerlin, is recognized.

Mr. Vax Degruiy. I thank the gentleman. I suppose I am bound
now to settle this dispute.

Mr. SiemiLLer. We are all ears.

Mr. Vax Degruin. I know it would be improper to pry into the
terms of your conversation with the Secretary on Saturday afternoon,
Mr. Siemiller.

I note, however, the one thing which you mentioned was almost
unanimous in the comments from the locals around the country in
rejecting the terms of the settlement a week ago was the lack of a
cost-of-living esealator clause in the settlement.

In the closing moments of your questioning by Mr. Dingell, you
emphasized this point. In other sections of your union, notably in
the aircraft workers in my locality, the cost-of-living escalator clause
has been an important part of every agreement you have signed for
the last 7 or 8 years. It has worked well, and it has the happy factor
of being received without argument on any side.

[t seems to me that the so-called economie guidelines that have
been imposed by the administration cannot be violated by a cost-of-
living escalator clause. In the normal course of events—I see John
Bell made it.

The CrarrmaN. The gentleman will be allowed to complete.

Mr. Vax Deeruin. In the normal course of events in bargaining,
it is necessary after a rejection to take something new to the member-
ship.
Mr. StemiLier. That is correct, yes, sir. I would not be justified
in taking back to the members the same package that they turned
down. It would just be an exercise in futility, and there must be a
cost-of-living escalator clause in the package that goes out next time,

Mr. Vax Deerniy. Yes. Now, whether this in itself would do it
would remain to be seen.

Mr. SiEMiLLER. It would take a little more.

Mr. Vax Degruin. This would be a pretty sound beginning,
wouldn’t it?

Mr. SiEMILLER. Yes, it would.

67-028—66——9
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Mr. Van DEerLiN. By the Secretary’s own testimony on Satur-
day, he indicated that there had been no plea of poverty on the part
of any of the five airlines involved. Without asking any more
questions or taking any more time, I would express the hope that all
sides could agree to this at the beginning of a new presentation to
the membershig.

Thank you, Mr. Siemiller.

The Cuarrman. We wish to thank you again. I would like to say
in closing that the committee will meet tomorrow morning at 9 o’clock.

Mr. Nerwsen. Mr. Chairman, I am wondering if we could not get
this thing settled so I can get home to my farm this weekend.

The CrarrmaN. Just one moment. [ was going to make a
statement.

As I said in my opening statement, it is necessary for us to expediate
these hearings. It is before us, and [ do not believe that any Member
of Congress or any member of the committee is going to not accept
his responsibility here. We won't discuss why it is here. It is here
and we will work on it.

But again, I just want to say that it is the hope and wish of every
member of this committee that collective bargaining start imme-
diately and that the strike be ended before tomorrow morning.

[ would say this. We are going to meet tomorrow morning at
9 o’clock and have night sessions, in order to expedite this legislation,
but we believe again that the two sides should take the opportunity
to talk the thing over.

Mr. DingerL. Mr. Chairman, on that point, in response to the
comments made by Mr. Rogers as to the question whether the air-
lines have been safely operated, which has come up, I would like to
request that the staff be directed to inquire of the FAA and the CAB
whether there has been any weakening of safety regulations which
would result in any deterioration of safety to the people of the country
in the operation of the aircraft.

Second, Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire that the record be
made available to the members of the committee at the earliest
possible time so that we may continue our study.

Third, I think it would be very useful to sugzest to Mr. Siemiller
on behalf of the committee that we would hope that at the earliest
possible time, he would again make himself available to the Secretary
for continuation of whatever discussions are possible toward negotia-
tion and also that the Secretary be advised if there are useful devel-
opments.

The Crarrman. The committee is adjourned until tomorrow
morning at 9 o’clock.

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene
at 9 a.m., the following day, Tuesday, August 9, 1966.)
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TUESDAY, AUGUST 9, 1966

HovsE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Coyyrrree oN INTERSTATE AND ForergNy CoMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 9 a.n,, in room 2123,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Harley O. Staggers (chairman)
presiding.

The Craamryax. The committee will come to order.

First, for the record I would like to insert two letters that I have
received in answer to a request of the chairman. Omne from the Chair-
man of the Civil Aeronautics Board in relation to the recent Braniff
Airlines crash, and also the general question on the effect of air safety
of the strike. This will be inserted in the record at this point.

Also one from the Federal Aviation Agency, William F. McKee,
Administrator. In answer to our request the FAA is surveying the
operations of the nonstruck airlines who are continuing to conduct
flight operations, especially on safety.

This will be inserted in the record.

(The letters referred to follow:)

Crvi. AEroNauUTICS BOARD,
Washington, D.C., August 8, 1966,
Hon., HARLEY O. STAGGERS,
Chairman, House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C,

DEAR Mi. CHAIRMAN: You asked that I answer two questions: First, what
relationship, if any, is there between the current strike situation and the recent
Braniff Airlines crash; and second, what effeet, if any, has the current airline
strike had on air safety?

In response to the first guestion, you may be advised that we have no informa-
tion which in any way suggests that the strike had any effect relative to the
Braniff crash, Should any such information develop in the course of our cur-
rent investigation, we will promptly advise yon.

On the more general question of the effect on air safety of the strike, the
following information may be useful: From the outset of the strike it was
agreed that every effort would be made to maintain operations at the established
air safety level. To our knowledge the Federal Aviation Agency has granted
no authorization for deviation from the existing safety regulations. Moreover,
instructions were issued to all Board safety personnel in the field that should it
come to their attention that the strike was having any adverse impact on safety,
that such matters were to be promptly called to the attention of the Director of
the Bureau of Safety in Washington. No such reports have been received to
date,

With the foregoing in mind, it is our current judgment that the strike has had
no adverse effect on the safety of the operations currently being conducted,

Sincerely yours,
Crarres S. Mureny, Chairman.
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FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY,
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington, D.C'., August 8, 1966,
Hon. HAgLEY O, STAGGERS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Deag M CoamMax: In answer to your request the following are the proce-
dures we are using to survey the operations of the non-struck airlines who are
continning to conduct flight operations.

Following the July 8, 1966, commencement of the IAM strike we immediately
implemented special inspection procedures designed for use during a strike sit-
nation. In fact on June 29, in anticipation of this strike, we alerted our field
offices to the need for special actions to insure continued safety of airline opera-
tions. These special inspection activities are intended to insure that those air
carrier operations which continue during a strike do so with no derogation of
safety. Special emphasis is placed on increased FAA surveillance, on a con-
tinuous basis, of all phases of airline operations.

The scope of this special surveillance includes an increased number of en route
inspections of flight procedures and crew performance and a vastly increased
monitoring of ground operations including airplane servicing and maintenance.

In order to provide the necessary manpower we have temporarily reassigned
inspectors who are normally assigned to the airlines affected by the strike, to
assist in the surveillance of those carriers still operating.

Status reports are required from the inspectors assigned to this accelerated
inspection activity regarding any deficiencies noted and 'the type and status of
the necessary corrective action. No exemptions have been granted by FAA for
flight time limitations, maintenance procedures, or any other safety regulations.

Special emphasis is also being placed on monitoring the military contract oper-
ations which the airlines affected by the strike are continuning to perform. In
view of the lack of availability of airline seats and the resnltant increased activ-
ities of air taxi operations we have also increased our surveillance of such
operators.

This increased surveillance will continue until normal operations are resumed.
We are also taking steps to insure orderly and safe resumption of service by
struck earriers.

Sincerely,
Witriaym F. McKEeg, Administrator,

The Cuamman. Mr. Siemiller, you were on the stand yesterday
when we adjourned.

STATEMENT OF P. L. SIEMILLER, INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENT,
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS & AEROSPACE
WORKERS, AFL-CIO; ACCOMPANIED BY PLATO PAPP, GENERAL
COUNSEL; JOSEPH RAMSEY, VICE PRESIDENT IN CHARGE OF
AIRLINES: AND VERNON KIRIKOWIC, RESEARCH DIRECTOR—
Resumed

Mr. Smatieer. Yes, sir.

The Cuaamrmax. Before we start this morning I would like to
ask you a question. It is common knowledge that there was a meeting
of your organization and the airlines with the Secretary of Labor
yesterday. In your opininn was any progress made in negotiations
or collective !mr gaining?

Mr. Siemitier. In my opinion the Secretary expressed it exactly
right when he said it was zero. There was no progress made,

The Cuamax. I might ask this. My colleague, Mr. Friedel, asked
if there had been any give and take on “either side on these questions
any proposals for give - and take.
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Mr. Stemnier. None whatsoever.

Mr. Springer. Mr. Chairman, may I clarify this more exactly?
In talking very broadly, Mr. Siemiller, the proposal which as I under-
stand it was agreed on between you and management on July 29
was $74 million, is that correct?

Mr. Stemiiier, As I said yesterday, we cannot price this out. We
have no price on it.

Mr. Sprincer. Was that about what it was roughly ?

Mr. StemiLier. One figure is as good as another. If it will help
you any call it $74 million.

Mr. Springer. Now it is my understanding from the letter which
the Secretary wrote us, and I will quote from it, and I would like
to know whether that is true or not. Well, first this paragraph:

The tentative agreement reached on July 29 provides for a wage rate and
fringe benefit increases valued in cost over a 3 year period contract of approx-
imately £74 million,

The Union now states its present position as being a return to its proposal
of July 7. This involves wage and fringe increases with a value in cost over
the three-yvear period of between $100 and $110- million.

Is that the position now?

Mr., Smemieer, Our position of the union, after the membership
turned it down, we did revert to the July 7 position of the union as
to what minimums it would take to settle the controversy. We feel
that that is what it will take before the membership will ratify it.

Mr. Serineer. In other words, that is your position as of today?

Mr. Siemtiier. That is the position.

Mr. Serincer. Between £100 and $110 million ?

Mr. Stemriier. I am not buying the $100 to $110 million. There
are too many variables, as T said yesterday, to it, the number of em-
ployees, the amount of overtime that they work, the amount of emer-
gencies they run into,

Mr. SprinGer. Let me ask you this: Would the Secretary be very far
ofl in stating those figures?

Mr. Siemiier. 1 do not know whether he would or not. T think
that has been the trouble all along in these negotiations. They have
had a tendency to throw it into millions of dollars instead of cents
per hour for employees and equity for the employees between the rates
that they receive and other people. As we talk about millions, if it
was $110 million, say it was

Mr. Frieoer. Will you yield for just one brief question ?

Mr. Serinaer. 1f I can clarify this and then T will, if I may. Now
has there been any offer by management different from the $74 million?

Mr. Stemineer. Not that we know of.

Mr. Seriveer. All right. So really this is where you ave today,
then. is in this area as I take it between what was agreed on between
you as the representative, I am not saying the unions but you as the
representative and management was approximately $75 million on
July 29 and now to settle this, you are in a period of $100 to $110 mil-
lion. and this is the area between the two figures of 74 to 110 where
the dispute lies now, is that right?  Is that about right ?

Mr. Siemiier. That would be relatively correct.

Mr. Serixeer. Thank you.

That is all, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Frieper. Mr. Chairman, just a brief question.

The Cuamaran. All right.

Mr. Frieper. Mr. Siemiller, in answer to the question of Mr.
Springer, you said you cannot price it out. You cannot come to a
figure, but yesterday I thought you said that one of the objections in
the turning down by this vote was that they had a provision in the
January 1, 1966, to July 1967, and you thought if that would have
been January 1, 1967, that would have been more acceptable. Was
that offered in your deliberations ?

Mr. Stesrreeer. Tt was not.

Mr. Frieper. You did not even bring that up?

Mr. Siemirier. We talked about it.

When we met the carriers face to face, we told them that the in-
creases before we could take it out, before our people would buy it,
would have to run for yearly periods with the first period being retro-
active to January 1, 1966, the next increase becoming effective January
1, 1967, the third one January 1, 1968, vearly period of 5 percent.

Mr. Frieper.. What would that run into in dollars and cents?

Mr. Stemiiier. Based upon present employment that ean be costed
out. We would have the figures here. Tt would actually increase
the mechanics’ rate of pay over the 3-year period of 56 cents an hour,
but if you are talking about the total cost in millions, T think maybe
we have this figure or something pretty close to it.

Mr. Frieorn. Can you give a rongh fignre ?

Mr. Smyvrieer. T am attempting to dig it out over here.

Mr. Kerrir. Mr. Chairman, while he is looking for that fisnre. conld
Yyou supply the parliamentary situation as to the amount of time we
will have this morning ?

The Cmamyan. T am goine to start right now. T have allowed
these two gentlemen on my left and right to ask these questions.

This morning. we will start our questioning by Mr. Satterfield, the
gentleman from Georeia.

Mr. Stesrer. We have the figure. Might T allow Mr. Ramsey
to answer? Would vou mind ?

The Cramaran, That is fine.

Mr. Raymsey. Mr. Chairman. the ficures we had some time ago indi-
cated on the cost of the hourly increase the first vear would be approxi-
mately $11,830,000: the total the second year, $12.558.000. and at that
time we were usine a different nercentage; so in the third year, it
wonld have dropped back to $10.425.000.

However, at the White House. it was improved to 5 percent for the
third year, so no donbt it would run somewhere close to $13 million
for a total of abont $35,900.000.

The CrHAmRMAN. My, Satterfield.

Mr. Sarrerrrern. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Siemiller. the figures you just gave us, they relate only to wage
increase. hourly increase ?

Mr. Srearerer. That is correct.  That was the question that was
asked and that was what we responded to.

Mr. Sarrerererp. T wasn’t clear in mv own mind. Would there
be in connection with this agreement additional costs on the basis of
the items discussed ?
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Mr. Stemiier. Very much so.

Mr. SarrerrieLn. You do not have the figures for that, do you!

Mr. Seavinier. No; we donot.  Some of those are intangible figures
for the cost of hospitalization insurance. It depends upon the usage
of it, what would finally be agreed upon in connection with payment
toward pensions and such as that.

As I repeated so many times, there are variables that are hard to
prize out, unless you prize out the total maximum possible amount
that you could get involved in, but it never runs to that.

Mr. Sarrereierp. Yesterday, sir, 1 think in answer to a question
by the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Keith, you explained a
statement that you made on television. I would like to ask you about
another statement that some people have attached a considerable
amount of attention to, at least to what yon may have intended.

I refer to your answer to a question from Senator Williams in the
Senate dispute. If youmay recall, you said:

Frankly, there is another thing, Senator Williams, which would be of concern
to everybody. Every one of us is a human being. Every one of us has certain
prejudices and feelings. You take 35,000 people and send them back to work
against their will. What kind of performance are they going to give? This con-
cerns me greatly. What kind of morale are we going to have in this very
essential industry and essential work force?

I fly in these planes. I want fo be just like the pilot on TWA, who wrote
the President of TWA and said when he took off in his Grumman in World War
I1. he wanted to be sure that the gny who checked it out knew what he was doing.

He feels the same way when he takes over one of the TWA's planes. I feel the
same way. I want tofeel that the plane is airworthy.

There has been considerable comment, among writers throughout the
country who have interpreted these remarks to say that if the men in
your union are forced to go back to work that their prejudice and
feelings you referred to might be such that the aircraft may be unsafe
to fly.

I wonder if you wonld like to comment on this, if this was your
intention, or if you would like to clarify the statement a little bit to
tell us just what you were talking about?

Mr. Steairrer. I was just making a statement of fact, as T under-
stand, No. 1, human nature: No. 2, the feelings of the people: No. 3,
the strain that these workers are going to be under. They are going
to be feeling that the eyes of the world are upon them.

If their work is not absolutely perfect beyond a shadow of a doubt,
when an accident does occur, and it will occur, in this industry, there
is going to be a continuation of the accidents the same as the Braniff
one.

I am going to urge our people, our members, to be very, very careful
that every job that they perform is a perfect piece of workmanship.
T am going to urge them not to sign off an airplane that has got any
default in it whatsoever, and let management continue to sign it off
with their supervisors when our workmen think it is unsafe, and put
the responsibility right where it belongs.

Mr. Sarrerrrerp. Then you were not implying that if your unions
are ordered back to work that we might expect, because of the morale
situation, that they would not perform as well as they have in the
past?
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Mr. Smeaiier. They are going to perform better. They are not
going to sabotage an airplane. They are not going to sabotage the
public. They are a conscientious group of people, but. they are going
to protect themselves. They are going to do their work in my judg-
ment better than it has ever been performed before.

Mr. Sarrerrierp. Thank you, Mr. Siemiller, I thought you might
want to straighten that out.

Mr. SieminLer. Thank you.

Mr. Sarrererern. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramsax. Mr. Huot.

Mr. Huor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Siemiller, as you know, there has been criticism about the man-
ner in which the announcement has been made as to whether the
President should have made it or whether it should have been made at
that time of a positive nature when the ratification had not been held.

Another criticism was that, possibly, because of the rapid exchange
from that time until our membership was eontacted, would you say
that your membership was completely informed of the terms of the
agreement ?

Mr. Stemiiier, Yes. I firmly believe that every individual was
fully informed as to the terms of the agreement. Those that attended
the meetings and voted had it fully explained to them. There may
have been a slight bit of misapprehension when the President an-
nounced that the agreement reached in the White House was in the
framework of the Emergency Board’s report. I would say that it was
an elastic framework.

Mr. Huor. You also said yesterday that you now had, in Washing-
ton, members of your large locals here which would give you a sound-
ing board. This is, I take it, is not a usual procedure that you nor-
mally have them for negotiations?

Mr. Siemizier. This is an unusual procedure. The news media
which carried the story that the Secretary of Labor had brought these
12 presidents in, who are sitting right here in front of you, I brought
them in and I didn’t bring them in at anybody’s request except my
own, I asked them to come in, to be of assistance, to be of help.

They come from around the country, New York, Miami, Kansas
City, Minneapolis, St. Lonis—no, not St. Louis, but San Francisco, and
cities of —Chicago, I almost forgot the world’s greatest city.

So it would be a real cross section of fresh feeling from the field as
to what the members are thinking. I brought them in for help, in an
attempt to find an answer to this dispute that we have. They are here
to assist their union in any way that they possibly can, and as you can
take a look at them, it's a sampling of what the intellect and the type
of people that are employed in this industry that we have.

I am very proud of them.

Mr. Huor. In the voting of your membership, from that voting I
would assume that you had the indication of the membership as to the
items in which they disagreed, you have it by items.

Mr. SiemiLLeER. Yes.

Mr. Huor. Ormajor items, perhaps?

Mr. Sremeier. Yes. In fact, from these people here that we were
just talking about, there were some differences of opinion on different
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airlines and on different segments of the country or sections of the
country. The people on the west coast, the wages are so out of line
with what is being paid along the California coast, where there are
two large contingents of these employees. They would rather have
the entire package in money, as an example, and no fringes.

In other parts of the country, they do want the fringes. A balance
across the group is that fringes are necessary and need to be in there.
But there is a great amount of irritants in local rules on certain
airlines.

We might say it would extend on pretty near all of them, the great-
est irritants coming on TWA, United and Eastern.

Mr. Huor. Because of the men that are here and voting, you are
aware. and I think in answer to a question by Mr. Friedel, you said
that this, the new proposal, or now that you know the items that the
membership want or do not want, that this has not been presented
tothe carriers?

Mr. Steaaier. That it had not been ?

Mr. Huor. The new proposal had not been presented.

Mr. Sreyinier. We had an opportunity to discuss this with the
carriers yesterday. We were in negotiations with the carriers face to
face yesterday. We had separate discussions at various times with
Secretary Wirtz and Assistant Secretary Reynolds; and in addition
to this, Secretary Wirtz, Assistant Secretary Reynolds had a session
with these 12 presidents alone to where they could talk to them.

We just left them with them and said, “Here, you talk to them.
They are yours. They will tell you like we have been telling you what
the sitnation is in each part of the country.”

Mr. Steaier. I understand from the Secretary that he was real
happy with that and it was somewhat productive.

My, Hoor, Butnot quite enough apparently.

Mr. Stearier, It didn't convince the carriers that they should do
one thing more than they had agreed to do at the White House or
the Executive Office Building.

Mr. Huor. You said yesterday that if this commiftee was to reject
the proposal or the legislation that this could be settled rather quickly.

Mr. Sremiiaer. T am convinced of that, in fact I just know it is
going to happen. I said the minute that Wayne Morse, who had been
a lone-time friend of mine, got up in the Senate, because his vanity
was hurt. and started to talk about the nonaceeptance of the Emergency
Board report, that there was not going to be movement on the part of
the carriers that would be satisfactory until it was determined there
would be or would not be legislation. I believe it and feel it stronger
today than T did at that time.

Mr. Huor. When Secretary Wirtz was here, he indicated that if
this legislation—you said that this legislation if it 1s not passed here
that von conld reach a settlement. However, Secretary Wirtz said
that he felt. in answer to a question, that in these 180 days which this
legislation sets out, and 30 davs prior to the ending of the 180 days,
a report has to be made. He felt that he thonght an agreement could
be reached in that time. Do vou agree to that?

Mr. Steanmnier. I do not sharve his feeling,




134 AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

The Cramryan. The time is up. Yesterday when you were re-
quested to read the telegram sent to your membership, I thought you
were going to insert that in the record. Did you do so?

Myr. Siemiier. No; 1 did not.

The Cramaran. Would you do that for the record ?

Mr. Smeaaieer. I would be happy to. Do you want me to read
it for the record ?

The Cramarax. No; I don’t believe so, if you will just put it in
the record so that some members who looked for it this morning could
find it.

(The telegram referred to follows:)

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS,
July 30, 1966.
Below settlement was concluded yesterday under the direction and super-
vision of the President of the United States. It is the unanimous consensus of
yYour National Negotiating Committee that this package represents the best
offer that could be secured. We strongly recommend that this settlement, which
we value in excess of 70¢ per hour for the 3 year duration, be ratified. In sum-
mary the settlement is as follows: (1) Duration: 3 year agreement effective
January 1, 1966. (2) Wages: 5% general wage increase effective January 1,
1966, (Full retroactivity for all time worked since January 1, 1966, 5%
general wage increase effective July 1, 1967. Percentage increase to be computed
on new rate. 5% general wage increase effective July 1, 1968, Percentage
increase to be computed on new rate. For example, a mechanie presently re-
ceiving $3.52 would receive a total increase of 56¢ per hour over the term of this
agreement. (3) Holiday: One additional holiday (Good Friday) effective
January 1, 1967. (4) Holiday overtime: Effective July 1, 1967, two-and-one-
half times for all time worked on paid holidays. (5) Health and Welfare:
Effective January 1, 1067, the Carriers who do not already pay for dependent
health and welfare benefits will contribute 5S¢ per hour not to exceed $2.00 per
week towards their respective programs, (6) Line Maintenance Premium:
Effective July 1, 1967, 5¢ per hour preminm to be paid mechanics and above
performing line maintenance work. Sinee EAL already pays 3¢ they will be
raised 2e¢ establishing a uniform line preminm. (7) Progression Steps: Effec-
tive January 1, 1067, the first progression step for all classifications is to he
eliminated. Effective January 1, 1968, the rate just before the final progres-
sion step rate is to be eliminated. This also will apply to all classifications.
(8) Vacation: Effective January 1, 1967, employees with 15 years of service
will receive 4 weeks vacation with pay. Effective January 1, 1968, employees
with 8 years of service will receive 3 weeks vacation with pay. Disposition
of local issues to be wired yon by your General Chairman. Ratification vote
is to be held Sunday, July 31st. Results of vote should be wired or called in
to Grand Lodge Headquarters, Phone (202) Adams 2-6309, no later than 6:00
pam. your local time, Mail confirmation of vote required. In summary we
believe this is to be the best esettlement ever negotiated on the airlines. We
are in full agreement with the remaining members of the committee in strongly
arging your favorable acceptance of this package.
P. L. SIEMILLER,
International President.
J. W. RAMSEY,
General Viee President.
The Cramyax. You made a statement there—and I would like
to pursue this briefly for one second—that separate carriers want
separate agreements. Would it be possible for you to reach separate
agreements with separate carriers?
Mr. Smyrrer. I don’t know, I don’t think so at the stage of the
game we are in at this time.
Mr. Dixgern. Would the chairman yield? Are you speaking on
behalf of the TAM as to reaching separate agreements with the dif-
ferent carriers? Mr. Chairman, if you would yield further.
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Would you, speaking on behalf of the TAM, tell us whether or not
you would be willing to reach separate agreements with the different
carriers if you could resolve the issues of controyersy in that way?

Mr. Stearinier. We are committed by a signed agreement with the
five earriers that we will not settle separately, that all five will be
settled together. This is a document that we signed in good faith.
We would be compelled to live up to this in good faith.

We are not asking the carriers to break that document. That was
signed on August 9, 1965,

Mr. Dincerr. I would like to pursue that question further at the
appropriate time.

The Cuaamyan. Mr, Devine.

Mr. Steariieer. Mr. Chairman, you asked for one of the telegrams
to be inserted in the record.

The Cuamryan. Yes.

Mr. Stearrier. We have given it to you. I have an additional tele-
gram that was sent out to all the full-time people that work for the
international union, urging them to also see that it was ratified. May
1 insert this one along with the other one?

The Cuamryman, You may.

(The telegram referred to follows:)

(Straight Telegram—Book Message to 30 Addresses Previously Furnished)

JuLy 30, 1966.

The package seftlement proposed and accepted by unanimous action of the
Negotiating Team including all General Chairmen should be supported by all
representatives. It is the best possible that can be obtained under the ¢ir-
cumstances and rejection will lead to immediate action by the Congress that
will doubtless force our membership back to work under old rates and condi-

tions for a period of six months.
You are requested to recommend and support the work of your General

Chairmen and the Negotiating Team.
P. L. SIEMILLER,
International President.
Joseri W. RAMSEY.
General Vice President.

The Cramaran. Mr. Devine.

Mr. Devine. Mr. Siemiller, T regret that I was unable to be here
yesterday to hear your testimony. I was held up as a result of the
airlines strike.

Mr. Stemiiier. How about that.

Mr. Devine. The day before the actual strike on July 7, I believe
the position of your organization was that your offer on the basis of
5 cents for 1966, 5 cents for 1967, and 4 cents for 1968—is that accurate?

Mr. Steaniier. It would be percent in place of cents.

Mr. Devine. Percent instea(.\ of cents.

Mr. SIEMILLER. Yes.

Mr. Devine. And then as of today, a month later, this is your
position, 5 percent for sixty-six, 5 percent for sixty-seven, and 5 per-
cent for sixty-eight, a 1-percent increase since a month ago, and coupled
with that a cost-of-living clause plus an increase in pension benefits,
neither of which were in the Emergency Board recommendations?

Mr. Sreaiceer. The 5 percent, 5 percent, and 4 percent on a 3-year
agreement was based upon the necessity of having a cost-of-living
escalator clanse put into the agreement along with that. '
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Mr. Devine. Was that your position on July 77

Mr. Smeyiier. That was our position on July 7. When we later
took the offer that was made out for ratification, there was 5 percent,
5 percent, and 5 percent, but not for yearly periods. The first 5 per-
cent would run for 18 months, the next 5 percent for a period of a year,
and the last 5 percent to trigger in at

Mr. Devine. Forty-two months overall ?

Mr, Sieminier. Noj it was a 36-month agreement, but it would be
for the last 6 months of the agreement. It was different from the
Emergency Board report. In that there was no cost-of-living
escalator clanse involved in the offer that we took out to our member-
ship. This is one of the things they say they must have. They are
worried about the rapid rise in the cost of living.

Mr. Devine. Was the cost of living included in your original de-
mands? The cost-of-living escalator?

Mr. Sieminier. The original demand was for a short-term agree-
ment. When the carriers eame back at us and wanted a 3-year agree-
ment, we finally said, OI, but with a cost-of-living escalator clause, if
it is going to run over a 3-year period.

Mr. Devine. One other thing you have repeated a number of times
as I understand the Senate started hearings and the House has had
legislation pending, that there can be no meaningful collective bar-
gaining during the pendency of legislation. Is that still your position ?

Mpr. Siearineer. That is my position, more solid than ever.

Mr. Devine. Isn't it a fact that 1 year ago today you commenced
this overall bargaining bit, August 9, 1965, in which you said you
started the procedure of collective bargaining. What T am getting to
is, yon have been at this for a solid year. How much more time do
you think we should sit back and do nothing waiting for you all to
come to an agreement, ?

Mr. Sieminier. To August the 9th 1 year ago, is this the 9th? If
it is, was the date that the agreement was entered into that there would
be ioint bargaining, and that the five air carriers would bargain jointly,
and that we would ratify any agreement reached on a joint basis.
That is true. As to how much time, the answer to your second question,
[ don’t believe sincerely that there is any emergency existing in
America today that would require the Senate and the House to pass
a law to take awav the right to strike from this group of workers.

Mr. Devine. Then this should just go on indefinitely in your
opinion ?

Mr. Smineer. This will get a settlement, because we have had a
strike for n month. As soon as the carriers know that this body is not
going to bail them out and put their people back to work at the rates
of pay that they were enjoyving at the time of the strike, then they are
going to come to the bargaining table and are going to settle. But as
long as they think they have got an ally in the Congres, they are not
going to realistically make an offer that will settle this agreement.

Mr. Devine. Mr. Siemiller, isn't that a two-edged sword? Maybe
the union feels the same way.

Mr. Stemreier. I didn't get it because there was a cough. Would
you repeat. it, sir?

Mr. Devize. I say isn't that a two-edged sword? Maybe the other
party may feel that they too will be bailed out.




AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE 137

Mr. Smeaarier. No, sir. 'We are prepared fo take it right down the
line.

Mr. Devixe. Indefinitely ?

Mr. Stesinrer. Let economics decide when either side has had
enough and willing to settle.

Mr. Frieper. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Williams of
Mississippi, you have 5 minutes.

Mr. Witpiasms. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Siemiller, up to
this point I have not looked on this legislation with a great deal of
favor. for the reason that I felt that legislation was an implied request
on the President to submit recommendations for compulstory arbitra-
tion at the end of this period of time if the strike has not been settled.
On yesterday, in discussion section 4 of the bill, if I understood you cor-
rectly, you did not interpret that as a mandate to the President to sub-
mit a recommendation that would provide for compulsory arbitration
of this dispute. Am I correct in that?

Mr. SteMiLLER. No: you are in error in that, Congressman.

Mr. Wiiuians. With respect to your interpretation of it?

Mr. SteminLer. Yes. My interpretation is that this is an absolute
necessity because of the last sentence in there:

Which will assist in the final settlement of this dispute in the public interest
and without further interruption of the continuity of the transportation service
by these carriers,

It says pure and simple to me compulsory arbitration, and disregard
the interests of the carriers or the workers, and get whatever definition
of the public that you might have, and settle it in the public interest.
This is what the bill says.

Mr. Wintiams, Then as a matter of fact I misunderstood your
interpretation.

Mr. StEMILLER. Yes, SiT.

Mr. Wincianms. And we are in agreement on it, is that right ?

Mr. Steariier. If what I just said is what you understand the bill
to be, we are in 100 percent agreement.

Mr. Wirriams. That is exactly what I understand the bill to be.

Mr. Siemiceer. That is what I understand it, We are in agree-
ment. )

Mr. WirLiams. You answered some questions yesterday and I think
every point that could be covered probably has already been covered
in the questioning, so 1 have but one further question. As I under-
stand it the settlement or the agreement made at the White House
provided a 4.3 overall increase in the cost of the carriers, isn’t that
right ?

Mr, Stemiurer. It has been costed that way. That figure has been
used. It might be somewhere within the ball park.

Mr. Winuiams. All right, sir. Now original demands that were
made by the TAM would have increased the cost by what percent? 1
am just trying to find out how far apart you are.

Mr. Stemitier. When we start talking—I am trying to answer your
question, so it will be understandable. When we start talking about
this percentage cost, what are we basing it on, the carriers existing
cost? Are we basing it on the increased productivity per man-hour
in this industry—which is fabulous—or not? Are we basing it on
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the actual increase in rates of pay and other conditions of employment
from what the workers are now getting? There are several ficures
you can use. And when you get to Gardner Ackley’s figures, why you
never know what basis they are coming from has been my experience.

Mr. Wittiams. You indicated that the 4.3 figure was somewhere in
the ball park.

Mr. Stemruier. And then I came back and set on what set of figures.
I don’t really know.

Mr. Witniams. Can you give me an estimate in response to the
further question about the greatest demands made by the union that
might be in the ball park?

Mr. Sreyaiier. It has been batted around, and we haven’t put the
figures together, but it has been batted around——

Mr. Wirrams. Would it be 5 percent, would it be 4.5 percent, would
it be 8 percent, 6 percent? Would it be twice as much as the agree-
ment f'.:llllmi for?

Mr. Siemitier, I am going to try to give you a figure, but I won't
vouch for its accuracy. I am making a guessnow. 1 would say some-
where——

Mr. Winriams. Keep it in the ball park.

Mr. Smyiirer, Yes; somewhere in the vicinity of 6 percent.

Mr. Friever. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Winraasms, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Frieoer, The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Siemiller, does the union have set up any proce-
dure for recognizing hardship on the public?

Mr. Swearier, The procedures that we have set up are arrange-
ments that were made with the Department of Labor and the De-
partment of Defense for servicing of the movement of military.

Mr. Harvey. I am not asking about the military. I am talking
about the civilian personnel in the country.

Mr. Stemiceer. We have made no arrangements with the carriers
for the servicing of civilians, or what you would say, hardship cases.
We have assisted many in getting reservations when they said they
couldn’t. We find out that it is easier to travel than some people
think, if you have got the time to wait to get on a flight, or if you know
the proper people to ask for a reservation. We have assisted many.

Mr. Harvey. Let me state that the Detroit Free Press carried a
story yesterday about a young man in his early twenties who has
been unconscious since 1962 when he was involved in an automo-
bile accident, and who was out in California for the purpose of
neurosurgery but who could not get home because he could not get an
airline reservation or could not be flown home. Finally a corporation,
the Pacific Leader Jet Co. in Van Nuys, Calif., recognizing his plight
flew him home, together with his parents. Now, don’t you feel that
both the union and management have a duty to the public to recog-
nize cases such as this and to recognize that there are many other
hardship cases that are being created as a result of this strike? ~Is this
beyond your duty to the publie, do you think ?

Mr. Smeyier. We have taken care of many such cases. If that
had been brought to our attention, and he couldn’t have gotten on an
airline to fly directly home, we would have chartered an airplane and
flown him home, and there are plenty of them you can charter,
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Mr. Harvey. Let me ask you this. What about cases where there
is a death in the family, for example, and someone has to get to
some remote part of the country ? My point is do you have any pro-
cedures set up for handling hardship cases like these?

Myr. Stearineer. The answer, Congressman, is no. There is no pro-
cedure set up. On cases that have come to our attention, we have ar-
ranged to do something.

Mr. Harvey. Let me say this. Don’t you—there is no procedure
set up—don’t you as an individual, as a union leader, feel it is your
responsibility to the public to make such a procedure, to see that
hardship cases of the public are taken care of in these circum-
stances? Isn’t that your duty as well as management’s duty to the
public? That is why we are meeting here today, to talk about that
duty.

Mr. Steanrer. Let’s take another look at it. 'We don’t manage the
airlines. If the airline called us and said “We have got some emer-
gencies, some hardships, we want to fly a plane,” we will work it for
free, if they will fly it for free, and we will work it anyhow.

Mr. HarvEY. Bt you recognize certainly a responsibility with man-
agement to share that duty to the public, don’t you?

Mr. Siemrrer. Weare willing to.

Mr. Harvey. But thus far nothing has been done. No procedure
has been set up as far as you know.

Mr. Sreyinier. You are talking to the wrong people. We don’t
manage these airlines.

Mr. Harvey. No: I am not talking to the wrong people, because
vou keep those airlines flying just like management does and it is a
two-way street here. I think you both have responsibility.

Mr. Sremirer. Well thank you, but then I would say

Mr. Friepen. Will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Harvey. 1 yield; yes, sir.

Mr. Frieper. Can the airlines fly anybody free?

Mr. Steariier. Can they?

Mr. Frieper. Yes. Arve they permitted under the CAB or FAA
laws?

Mr. Stemriier. I don’t know. I don’t think so.

Mpr. Frieper. I think there is a restriction on flying them free.

Mr. Stearnier. It could very well be,

Mr. Harvey. If I could ask one other question, has the unions in
your discussions, either among yourselves or with management, given
any thought to flying home those either 6 or 6,000 people who are
stranded overseas?

Mr. Smeaier. All we have got to do, there are plenty of flights
coming from overseas on the foreign carriers, all _\'tmllm\'e got to do is
to relax the number of flights they can bring in and you can get them
home in no time. This is the biggest bunch of baloney that every
existed.

Mr. Harvey. Have you concerned yourself with that? Have you
sat down and made an effort to get these people home who are stranded
overseas?

Mr. Stearmnrer. No: I have made no effort to get them home.
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Mr. Harvey. You haven’t concerned yourself one bit with those
people overseas, have you? Answer me. Have you discussed this in
your union councils, how to get these people home ?

Mr. Steaiiier. No, we have not, because this is——

Mr. Harvey. Have you sat down with management and asked how
you can get those people home ?

Mr. Sieainier. I would suggest—no, we haven'’t. You are talking
to the wrong people again. Talk to——

Mr. Harvey. You feel you have no responsibility to those people
overseas; isthat correct ?

Mr. SieaiLier. We do not control the number of flichts that a for-
eign carrier can bring into this country. You talk to the Government
agencies and they can relax the flights and get them home before Sat-
urday. The foreign carriers have got plvnl\ of space.

Mr. Harvey. You can put your statement in in a few minutes. You
just answer my question. I nnl\' have a very few.

Mr. Papp. Mr. Chairman, may I object ?

Mr. Harvey. What you are saying is that you have no responsibility
as far as you are concerned to help those people who are stranded over
in Europe or wherever else they may be: amn I correct?

Mr. Siesineer. That is your statement, not mine.

Mr. Harvey. What is your responsibility and what have you done
about it?

Mr. Smayinier. Our responsibility is to negotiate an agreement as
much as we ean with these carriers to get the responsibility to agree
to help in case of an emergency where the carriers Ll']ll"’ it up or some-

body brings it to our attention. It isnot our responsibility to go to the

FAA or the CAB.

Mr. Harvey. You have not said anything at all about these people
I am talking about overseas. So far, you have ignored them; 1s that
correct.?

Mr. Pare. Mr. Chairman, may I object to this line of questioning
as badgering Mr. Siemiller, please, sir?

Mr. Harvey. T would like an answer to my question.

Mr. Stemrrier. I have not done one thing, as the president of this
union, to relieve, to take over the responsibility of other de ‘partments of
Government that regulate the number of flights coming to the United
States, that would relieve the congestion of “Americans in Europe. Tt
is not my responsibility. We have competent and able people to do
that.

Mr. Harvey. Let me say that T think a good many American people
differ as to whose responsibility it is. They don’t care whether it is
management’s or whether it is your responsibility, but they are getting
a little tired of the present situation and they feel thaf some effort
should be made to help these stranded people, and the other hardship
cases in this muntr\'

Mr. Seyrier. That should be good propaganda when you run for
reelection.

The Cramymax, We don’t want any demonstrations in the room.

Mr. Pickle.

Mr. Proxkre. Mr. Siemiller, you said a few minutes earlier the only
reason Senator Morse urged this legislation was because his vanity
was hurt. Are the majority of the Senators who voted to pass this




AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE 141

resolution—are you saying that the U.S. Senate acted from a purely
vanity standpoint?

My, Stemrier. No, sir, I did not. I said when Senator Morse got
up and talked about it, but I am really rather disturbed when the
junior Senator from the State of Illinois get up and publicly admits to
the Senate that he told an untruth, that he had made a statement but it
wasn't true. 1 am concerned when Senator Morse comes in indicating
that he just received a telephone call from the Secretary of Labor when
the Secretary is forced to publicly deny any such call. I am concerned.

Mr. Prcgre. I am concerned when you said the U.S. Senate, though
by implication, acted from a sense of vanity.

Mr. Stearireg. 1 didn’t say that, siv. 1 am restricting the vanity to
Senator Wayne Morse.

Mr. Preckre. Then we understand each other.

Now, I want to go to section IV for just a minute.

Mr. Stesirier. Fine,

Mr. Prokre. You said that this does not mean compulsory arbitra-
tion, and you point out on lines 14 through 17 of the act those words
which you think are the same thing as compulsory arbitrat ion.

Now, Secretary Wirtz testified before this committee last week that
this does not mean compulsory arbitration.

What is your reaction to that?

Mr. Starriier. Secretary Wirtz is a very learned man, but the school
T went to, which was down in Florida, they didn’t teach the English
language to mean anything else but compulsory arbitration when yon
put it here.

Mr. Presre. Then there is a difference of agreement between you
and the Secretary of Labor as to how this would read. In both in-
stances, would yon agree that further congressional action would have
to take place at some point before we could have any semblance of
compulsory arbitration?

Mr, SiEMILLER. Yes, SiT.

Mr. Progre. All right, we are in agreement on that.

Now, I want to skip to section VIII for just a minute. This gets to
the heart of shat is involved. Whatever 1s worked out on the strike,
eventually, like all things, it will come to pass.

Mr. Siearmeier. That is right, Congressman.

Mr. Prere. You will find a solution in some form or another.

Mr. Smeameier. We must.

My, Prckie. And I hope soon.

Now, we get to section VIIL. This is where we are directing, the
Congress is directing, the Secretary and the President to make recom-
mendations to improve our situation. I asked Secretary Wirtz Sat-
urday if he thought this was in effect the intent. of Congress, that we
are admitting our weaknesses in this field and that we have got to
make improvement, and that we perhaps ought to have recommenda-
tions that would improve that, and I want to read this langnage to
you. These are my words:

It seems to me that this is the intent of Congress, that is, we are seeing here
that there is an area that must be established in between collective bargaining
and compulsory arbitration when it affects the national interests,

Secretary Wirrz, I think that is exactly what this implies, and what the
Congress and the country are looking for, exactly.

B87-028—66——10
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Now, it seems to me then if we reach the point, and the Secretary
of Labor admits publicly that we have got to find an area somewhere
in this country somewhere in between collective bargaining and com-
pulsory arbitration, this means a form of labor court or some kind of
mediation board with authority, whether you call it compulsory arbi-
tration or whether management does,

Now, what is your feeling on this matter?

Myr. Stearrnier. I would note first that you used the words “national
emergency.”

Mr. Pegre. “National interest.”

Mr. Sieminier. I don’t know how you define “national interest.”
I really don’t know how you define “national emergency.” Most laws
are rather loosely written with words that can be defined in any way,
but T will speak to the subject that yon have.

Mr. Prckre. Yes. If we had time, I would like to hear your Flor-
ida school of interpretation, but we do not have that time, so let’s
forgo that.

Mr. Stemiiier. What this wonld provide would be some method of
compulsory settlement of a dispute at some point, and, of course, until
it is hammered out into a law, at what point would then be determined.
It would mean, in my judgment, that in certain industries or in certain
situations that there would have to be a terminal point decided either
by the Congress, by some court, or by some board of arbitrators that
might be set up, and that it would have to be final and binding.

Any way that you take it, it would be a step in taking freedom
away from management and labor to let the economic impact settle
a dispute.

Mr. Pickre. Am T to interpret what you said as that you do not
want anything established in between collective bargaining and com-
pulsory arbitration ?

Mr. Sreminier. You are correct, Congressman. T do not want
anything established.

Mr, Pickre. You do not want it and T don’t know that this com-
mittee or the Congress wants it, but when we are faced with a
situation with two groups like vou and the management of the five
airlines will not budge an inch, then I say that the national interest
is involved, and that this committee and this Congress is going to
take action.

Now, I will just comment further. It seems to me that yon are
sayving, as you have over and over, that you are not going to have
any meaningful negotiation as long as there is a threat of con-
gressional action hanging over you.

Mr. Stesareer. That is right.

Mr. Picxre. And you are saying, in effect, to this committee and
to this Congress that “We dare you to aet.™

Mr. Steayrier. Oh,no: T am not.

Mr. Pickre. Under these circumstances, and perhaps manage-
ment is saying the same thing, but before the American people, you—
the two groups—are just sayving that you dare us to act while we are
trying to consider this problem. And I will tell you if you do not
act, we are going to accept your dare.

Mr. Smyieer. Let me tell you, Congressman, to start with, we
are not issuing any dare, and I would respectfully suggest that man-
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agement. does not want to issue a dare. We are not daring the
Congress.

Mr. Prcxre. Then what are you doing?

Mr. Smeyrrer. We are telling the Congress if you do this, in
our judgment, you make a mistake. You are taking freedom away
from a segment of our society. You are taking freedom away from
workers. You are taking freedom away from management actually
that you have. You are taking the first step toward a dictatorship
in America.

Mr. Pickre. Yes, we are changing some of the procedures we have
used in the past that we would all Iike to see maintained, but in the
absence of any meaningful progress, this Congress and the American
lax'rjlrit‘ are going to expect action.

That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramyan. Mr. Broyhill.

Mr. Broymimin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t have any
questions at this time. I think that the various aspects of this dis-
pute have been covered and I certainly think that we, if the thing
continues, are going to have to do something if there isn’t a volun-
tary settlement.

The Cnamrman. The gentleman from Georgia, Mr. Mackay.

Mr. Mackay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Siemiller, I, too, was grounded in Atlanta yesterday because
the carrier didn’t have a flight to get me here in time to hear your
testimony. It was not operating. I regret that.

I have read your testimony and I do have a rather novel situation in
that I come from a key transportation point at which your union,
after being aware of the trend in the national voting, voted 3 to 1 to
take what they could get and go back to work. That is the Atlanta
vote. That is correct, 1sn't it ?

Mr. Szearreier. I don’t think so.

Mr. Mackay. That was reported in the press.

Mr. Sieairier. I will give you the result of the Atlanta vote if you
will let me. You are relatively correct.

Mr. Mackay. I want to be right.

Mr. Sreminier. 1 don’t know about 3 to 1. 1 will give you the
figure on that that we happen to have. It is 440 to 123.

Mr. Mackay. What was that again?

Mr. SiemirLer. 440 to 123,

Mr. Macgay. I am a freshman Congressman and I am trying to
learn to think in terms of the Nation as a whole, but I must confess
with an election coming up, I cannot think much larger than just one
congressional distriet.

Mr. Sieaniier. I ean certainly understand that,

Mr. Macgay. I have listened to Secretary Wirtz say there is no
national emergency, but we relate to people just as individuals, and
I look at this strike in my area and I sgee first the people that are
directly involved in the matter being fully apprised of the issues
and the national leadership coming in and recommending that they
accept this contract, and voting that overwhelmingly, and that is one
side of the picture that I see in my own area.

The second one is that not from the coast, who do seem to be making
pretty good money now, but from the manufacturers’ representatives
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and the small businessmen that rely very heavily on air transporta-
tion, they don’t accept the word “inconvenience” to describe what is
happening to them personally.

They are wiring me and writing me and deseribing it in terms of
personal disaster, and this is bad news to hear from a constituent,
because we want our constituents to be happy.

I just simply report that, this idea that this thing isn’t cutting deep,
does not ring very well in the mind of a guy who is really being stopped
in his tracks in his particular business, and this causes me genuine
concern,

Mr. Stemiueer. I would say that to the individual that misses his
flight, it is an emergency, to the individual, and when we say it is not a
national emergency, we take in the United States as a whole. But to
the individual or fo the group of individuals that it is a hardship, it
costs them money.

In fact, we are getting some suits in court today, suing us because we
have, what they said, created a sitnation that costs them money.

Mr. Mackay. I would like to go on with that point to say that in
my area, I find people who believe in the right to st rike, that there is
an essential freedom here that has to be balanced against some other
essential freedoms. But the thing that is bothering me about this
situation is this unique situation in which the workers say *we want
to take this contract and go back to work,” plus the public inconven-
ience, and the personal disaster feature of this thing.

I am wondering if you have any thought that we might lessen the
type of result that has occurred here, by getting away from the in-
dustrywide bargaining. Does this essentially weaken labor’s hand, to
deal with each carrier as, say, the airline pilots do!?

Mr. Steannier. 1 don’t really know the answer to that. That is
something that has been running through our minds, too. Is this a
2ood move or was it a bad move? So far it has not brought agreements
that we would have.

I should tell you that in speaking of Atlanta, you are speaking
mostly of Eastern’s employees. The bulk of Eastern’s employees are
in Miami, the overhaul base, and it was about 3-to-1 against accept-
ing the agreement. So one city balances off another. I know that
does not help you in your congressional district, what they do in
Miami.

Mr. Mackay. What T am suggesting is that either through volun-
tary arrangements or through legislation, it seems to me that if you
move in the direction of collective bargaining indeed, but not industry
or nationwide bargaining, because it seems to me that everybody is
about to go nuts listening to economists argue about what the national
picture is, but the worker in his local situation can grasp what his
situation is in relation to his carrier, plus the fact that it seems to me
that if you deal with your own earrier, you put labor in a competitive
position where there 1s incentive on the part of management to treat
their people well, to keep them there and to recruit other people.

But I am just talking out loud about my problem, and our situation
there, and I hope that your union can help suggest ways that we can
balance these two rights, because I have not heard anybody talk about
union busting or anything of the kind.
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T am getting tearstained messages from people that simply want to
have reliable transportation service to carry on their life, and I would
welcome any thoughts that you might have.

I think you have said and everybody has said that the issues here
far transcend this particular controversy. You would agree to that,
wouldn’t you?

Mr. Stearrnier. I think that is right; yes.

Mr. Mackay. I mean, the issue confronting Congress.

Mr. StEMILLER. Yes.

Mr. Mackay. Thank you.

Mr. Seaier. Let me add, too, you brought up Atlanta, the
Atlanta vote: it did not carry on any of the five carriers, a majority
vote to accept.

Mr. MackAy. Well, again a Congressman looks at his const ituents,
and not only that, these collateral employees—I talked to an Eastern
pilot in Miami, just a fellow that I knew, and tears were coming
through the telephone because he is off work without the high income
that he is accustomed to, and I think we need your help in achieving a
balance. We have got an imbalance now, and we are looking for a
balance, and I hope we can find that, that will be compatible with the
interests that are involved.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramyan. Mr. Watson.

Mr. Warson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Of course. we are all disturbed that this matter is apparently no
nearer a resolution today than it was yesterday. Are the issues pri-
marily national or are they local issues that are keeping you apart at
this point ?

Mr. Steaanier. Not necessarily. It is the total issues. TLocal is-
sues will have to be fixed on some airlines. They are a big problem on
United. They are a big problem on TWA, a problem on FEastern, a
smaller one on Northwest. But the big problem is the eight national
issues. I believe the local issues can be straightened out. But there
doesn’t seem to be much incentive to straighten them out until we get
the eight national issues straightened out.

Mr. Warson. I see. Well, now, of course, you at one time reached
an agreement, did you not?

Mr. Sreainier. The answer is yes, we reached agreement among
the negotiators. We felt, I felt, I speak for myself, that they had-

Mr. Warsox. Obviously you had the confidence of the membership
because you are the president, are you not 2

Mr. Steavieier. Well, they elected me.

Mr. Warson. Yes, sir.

Mr. Steanmer, In fact, T did not have any opposition. They did
not nominate anvbody against me.

Mr. Warsox. That is even more of a compliment to you, that you
were elected without opposition. Now go ahead. I did not mean to
interrunt you.

Mr. Sreariier. 1 felt that there was the bare ingredients in the
offer, the number of different things that our membership would prob-
ably accept. It was the best that was forthcoming. We were being
criticized heavily by some people in the press and by some manage-
ment, because we had never submitted anything to our members for
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a vote, including the Emergency Board report. The offer was much
better than the Emergency Board report. So we felt that we were
dutybound to take that to the membership, and I went all out and so
did the rest of the negotiating committee, in recommending, which you
will see by the telegrams that were put in here as an exhibit.

We were also trying to do this in a hurry. We wanted, if we had
an agreement, to get it over as fast as possible. So we used telegrams,
we sent it out, we got our people out to the locations that had the actual
knowledge of what had taken place. They were there to explain it.
We did every conceivable thing I think that we could to convince
the membership to accept. They did not agree with us, which they
have a perfect right to disagree.

Mr. Warson. Isee. You do not think that it would expedite settle-
ment if you were to look at this and try to settle the national issues
and then resolve the local issues on an individual airline basis?

Mr. SiemiLier. We had to either sign off, accept what we had—all
local issues would have been finished 1f they had bought the package
that went out to the people. We just forgot some of them, said OK,
we will withdraw them for the purpose of this. And if they would
have voted yes, we would have had a total agreement on the five
carriers.

Mr. Warsonx. Now one thing that disturbs me, T am sure the mem-
bership has confidence in you and I have observed you and Mr. Ramsey
who I believe is your vice president——

Mr. Stemivier. He is.

Mr. Warsox (continuing). And I am convineed that both of you
are very able negotiators.

Mr. Siemriier. Thank you.

Mr. WarsonN. And it disturbs me now should you reach an agree-
ment as to whether or not it would be accepted. Now is there any
failure of confidence on the part of the membership in their present.
negotiators? Would it possibly help to bring in some additional
negotiators?

Mr. Sieyrrier. To answer your question, I would sound very vain.
I am convinced that if you would see the telegrams and letters that
come in, that they do have full confidence in their negotiating team,
but as I told this committee earlier in order to have better contact and
soundingboards, from the feelings of our local people, you have sitting
in this room the presidents of the 12 largest local unions in this
dispute.

Mr. WarsoN. I am very hopeful the fact that you brought them in
would bring this matter to a quicker resolution. I hope that you
will keep them around a few days and still try to resolve it.

Let me ask you this: How much money are the members of the
Machinists Union losing each day so long as this strike continues?

Mr. Stemitier. There has been published statements of wage loss.
I do not have it real handy, but you could take 35,000 people at $3.25
an hour average and get it.

Mr. Warsox. That is what they are losing each day. I am sure
the union provides them with some minimum monetary consideration.

Mr. Siemizer. Our union pays strike benefits of $25 a week.

Mr. Warsoxn. $257
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Mr. Smeanier, $25 is all. It is no stimulus to continue the strike
because they are getting large strike benefits. It will hardly buy
meager groceries for a family.

Mr. Warson. Of course, you do not have an idea as to how much
the loss is of the other 40,000 to 50,000 affected workers of the industry ¢

Mr. Steminrer. No. The other air transport employees, the pilots,
the stewardesses, the clerks, the people that have respected the picket
line, the people that have been laid off by the carriers are not drawing
strike benefits. They may in some cases draw unemployment insur-
ance. If it was in the railroad industry they would all be drawing
unemployment insurance, but not in the air transport industry.

Mr. Warsox. One disturbing factor, if you ultimately get your $80
or $90 million package, but you will never be able to recover over the
next 3 years the wages you have lost over the past 30 to 35 days.

Mr. Sreamirer. That is a matter of simple economics, and you are
quite right. The increases that are involved in the package in the
next 3 years would not make up the wage loss. They would have to
work an awful lot of overtime to come out even.

Mr. Warson. They surely would.

Mr. Stemiiier. There is a lot of overtime in this industry though.

Mr. Warson. All of their payments continue, their monthly re-
sponsibilities for the home and all of that, they continue while they
are on strike.

Mr. Stemmnier. I think they do as good Americans. T believe they
take care of their responsibilities to their homes. They pay their
taxes, act just like you and 1.

Mr. Warsox. Yes. One final question. Do you think that collec-
tive bargaining has been successful when the only way you can bring
about a resolution of the conflict between management and labor is
through a protracted strike which virtually is nothing but economic
starvation, for both you, labor, and management ?

Mr. Stemiiier. The answer to that is we get a few aggravated cases
that get us in the category that you are speaking of.

Mr. Warson. Yes,sir.

Mr. StemiLier. The great majority of cases in collective bargaining
don’t go this route. In my original statement yesterday, I pointed out
that our union has 8,000 agreements with 16,000 employers seattered
over to what you would call 250 different industry groups. It is a
broad union: 98 percent-plus of all agreements are negotiated without
any work stoppage whatsoever. So collective bargaining on the whole
does work, :mrll really works well in Ameriea, but when you get a case
like this. it directs and focuses all attention on it, and the inclination
istosay it hasfailed. Tsay it hasnot failed.

Mr. Warsoy. Isee. Rut you do not see as I recall from your earlier
testimony, any possibilities of resolving this issue so long as this mat-
ter continues before Congress ?

Mr. Sieaicier. That is correct.

Mr. Warsox. Well, now, let me make just this one observation. I
am sure my time is up. This has disturbed me, the comment that has
been made by you and the Secretary, that he does not feel, does not
believe that there is any inclination on the part of the negotiators to
try to resolve this issue so long as it is before Congress. Tet's turn the
coin over.




148 AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

If I really believed in collective bargaining, and I knew that Con-
gress was going to act upon this in the interests of the American
people, or that there was a very good likelihood, then I believe the
fact that that sword was hanging over my head would encourage me,
Mr. Siemiller, to make the extra effort, in order to try to resolve the
issue, and T am disturbed that apparently these gentlemen from your
10 locals have apparently come up here and convinced you that the
early agreement that you reached was totally wrong, because accord-
ing to news reports, you are back where you were on July 7, and you
were a lot closer to resolution subsequent to that time.

Mr, Stemiiier. Collective bargaining is a two-sided deal. Tt takes
two to tango in this as well as in anything else. There are 35400
people, the majority of which has to be satisfied. It is Ameriea, it
is democracy at work. T myself would do almost anything to keep
this Congress from acting and imposing legislation. T must tell you
that these workers, unless they get what they believe they are entitled
to and what they consider a fair share of the fabulous profits of these
companies, they are prepared to take anything that you give them
and carry the ficht on every avenue that they can. They will con-
tinue at work. They will continue politically. They will continue
doing everything that they ean do to present their side and to see the
change come that they think is right, and I think that is OK. T think
that is America.

Mr. Warson. T share the feeling of the other Members of Congress.
We believe in collective bargaining, but right now I am apprehensive
as to whether or not the negotiators believe in it as much as we do.

Mr, StEmnier. Thank vou, Congressman.

The Cuamamax, The Chair would like to make an announcement.
In response to a request by the committee for information on nro-
ductivity of airline employees, T have a letter from Secretary Wirtz
inclunding this information which I would like to put into the record
at this point.

(The information follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C'., August 8, 1966,
Hon. HARLEY STAGGERS,
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Commiltee,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR CuamrMAN @ In response to the request of your Committee for infor-
mation on productivity of airlines employees, I am enclosing a summary of the
latest information collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics relating to output
per employee in the air transportation industry.

You will note that this index eovers all employees of the industry. Separate
breakdowns for the classifieations of employees involved in the current dispute
are not available.

Sincerely,
W. Wittarn Wintz,
Seeretary of Labor.

AIR TRANSPORTATION INDUSTRY

Trexps 1IN Ovreor PER EMPLOYEE, 1947-64

Output per employee in the air transporfation industry more than quadrupled
from 1947 to 1964, increasing at an average rate of 7.8 percent per year." This
dynamie performance in an industry where employment has about doubled since

8 ANl average annual rates of changes are based on the linear least squares trends of the
Ingarithms of the Index numbers.
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1947, indicates the great capacity of the industry, generated by vast sumns of
capital investment and technological developments, and the greater demand for
both passenger and eargo services. Demand, in turn, is a reflection of increased
public acceptance and the quality of service and equipment provided by the indus-
try, as well as general economic prosperity and such incentives as promotional
fares,

Year-to-year increases in output per employee ranged from 16.5 percent ( 1949~
50) to less than 1 percent (1959-60). In general, output per employee increased
very rapidly from 1947 to 1955 (more than 11 percent per year), more slowly
from 1955 to 1961 (averaging about 4 percent), then accelerated to more than
10 percent per year beginning in 1962,

In many industries, annual percent changes in productivity are closely related
to percent changes in output, but this relationship has been less pronounced for
the air transportation industry. Rather, the rate of increase in output per
employee has generally been highest when employment declined or increased
moderately. The rate of productivity gain has fallen when employment increases
were large, as in 1952, 1956, and 1957 or when output increases were small as in
1958 and 1960. Produetivity, output, and employment have all been expanding in
the past few years,

Output inereased more than 700 percent from 1947 to 1964, at an average
annual rate of 13.3 percent. Since 1957, output has about doubled, and since
1962 the rate of growth has been accelerated. Increased capacity and greater
demand for both passenger and eargo service have resulted in recent growth
rates which are similar to those of the 1950’5, In domestic operations, cargo
ton-miles have been increasing even faster than passenger-miles, and the need
for jet cargo aircraft has been recognized. International traffic trends have been
even more favorable than domestic: international passenger-miles have shown
the largest rate of growth in the last few years.

In contrast to the 700-percent inerease in output, employment in the air trans-
portation industry has about doubled since 1947, inereasing at an average annual
rate of 5.2 percent. This reflects the increased capacity and technology of the
industry, which has permitted an expansion in ountput without proportionate
inereases in employment,

As the industry adjusts to the jet age, there are some important occupational
shifts. Overall, the increase of flight personnel has been about average for the
industry in recent years, but navigators in transoceanic flights and flight engi-
neers on all jets are being eliminated. The number of mechanics has increased
at less than the average rate of all employees since 1957, but aireraft and traflic
servicing personnel have increased at much more than the average rate, indica-
tive of the inereasing quality of air transportation equipment and service.’

DEFINITION OF THE INDUSTRY

This report covers Air Transportation, Certificated Carriers, defined in the
19537 Standard Industrial Classification Manual (prepared by the U.S. Bureau of
the Budget) as “Companies holding certificates of public convenience and neces-
sity under the Civil Aeronautics Act, operating over fixed routes on fixed sched-
ules, or in the case of certificated Alaskan carriers over fixed or irregular routes,
These companies may be primarily engaged in the transportation of revenue
passengers or in the transportation of cargo or freight” (SIC 451). This in-
cludes the domestic trunk, local service, helicopter, intra-Alaska, intra-Hawaii,
international/territorial, and all-eargo carriers. Certificated carriers are often
referred to as “scheduled airlines,” although they also perform nonscheduled
service.

Supplemental air carriers are not included in this industry. These are a
group of ecarriers holding interim certificates, issued by the Civil Aeronautics
Board (CAR), authorizing them to perform passenger and cargo charter services
supplementing the scheduled service of the certificated route air carriers. Sup-
plemental carriers are often referred to as “nonskeds,” i.e., nonscheduled carriers.

2 Spe FAA Statistical Handbook of Aviation, 1965 edition, Federal Aviation Agency,
September 19635,




150 AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

AR TRANSPORTATION INDUSTRY

Output per employee, unit labor requirements, output and employment, 1947-64

Output per Employees |
employee perunitof | Ountput Employment
output i

95.
110.3
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124. 1
140.2
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185. 0

= R Bt B R - -
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D64
1964 |

Average annual rates

147-84. .. .....
1057-04. ..

Preliminary ine

1065. . .. - i - ——— 72, 58, 24.6

Awverage annual rates
. T

Source: Based on data from the Civil Aeronsutics Board.

Nervice groups and weights wsed in the output inder

| Average 19057-50 unit revenue weights per—

Type of operation Revenue Freight, ex- | Freight, ox-
passenger- pre and press, U8,

mile 7.8, mail and foreign
ton-mile mail ton-mile

Domestic passenger eargo. . . —EE Y £0. 0562 £0. 2616
International territorial passenger cargo. ... .. <

Domestie all cargo — T

International territorial all cargo_.

| Weights are for chartor passenger services of the cortificated all-cargo carriers.

Bource: “Handbook of Airline Statistics,” 1963 edition, Clvil Asronautics Board, April 1964,

The Cramarax. I would also like to make another announcement
that the Chair and certain other members of this committee must leave
to appear before the Rules Committee on Highway Safety and I and
the others will be back and the hearings will continue.
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Mr. Gilligan will be the next questioner and I turn this over to
Mr. Friedel.

Mr. Wirttams. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The Cuamraan. Mr. Williams.

Mr. Wirtiams. Do you expect to be back before noon?

The Cramyan. Yes, I do.

Mr. Wirniams. According to the news you indicated apparently to
the press that you intended to wind these hearings up this evening or
tonight if at all possible. Is it your plan to call the committee to-
gether after the House adjourns?

The Cramayan. I might say this: That since yesterday things have
changed because I have every indication that the House will be in
session until late tonight, and if this is true, this committee will not be
able to meet tonight, because we have on the floor a very important
bill, and I am sure that I could never get unanimous consent for this
committee to sit at that time,

Mr. Wirnrams. Mr. Chairman, you may be assured of that.

The Cuamyax. I intended to make the announcement, but I will
be back, and if T am not back, Mr. Friedel will make that announce-
ment, and the time we meet in the morning will be 9 o’clock to continue
again, if we cannot meet tonight. With those words, I will turn this
over to Mr. Friedel.

Mr. Frieper. I would like to add that I hope management and labor
will come to an agreement before we meet tomorrow morning at 9
o'clock. Mr. Gilligan.

Mr. Giriigan. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr, Siemiller, this is a question which I perhaps should address to
the management representatives rather than to you, but I would like
to get your opinion of it. I will ask it of them later.

You have made repeated references to the fabulous profits in the
last couple of years in the air transport industry. Have you any
figures on those profits, 1965 over 1964, or 1964 over the previous year,
that could be reduced to percentages?

Mr, StEMILLER. Yes.

Mr. Ginricax. The percentage increase.

Mr. Steairrer. I have in front of me an exhibit that was used in
the emergency board hearings. It is taken from the July 15 issue of
Fortune magazine, when it lists the 50 largest transportation com-
panies. I understand it was not in the emergency board proceedings,
I am in error on that, but the exhibit is here. We have the figures on
this.

United Air Lines for the period of 1964-65 made 16 percent on in-
vested capital. Trans-World Airline made 21.4 percent on invested
capital. Eastern Airlines made 24.1 percent on invested capital.
Northwest Airlines made 27.7 percent on invested capital, and Na-
tional Airlines made 28.1 percent on invested capital. This is profit.

Mr. Grurigan. Do you have in front of you or do you have knowl-
edee of what the figures were in the previous year ?

Mr. Sieamrier. Yes, we have it over previous years that we have,
The previous vears, some of them, they haven’t been near that good.
Airlines were built in America by two subsidies. one by the Federal
Government, to get them started, the other was by their employees




152 AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

working for lesser rates of pay than they would have had in other
industries, The time has come in our judgment to equal up.

Mr. Gruuiean. The reason I have asked this question is that these
guidelines that have been under discussion in the committee hearings
here and in other places around the country supposedly apply to both
profits and wages, and I am leading to the question, in your opinion,
do you think the carriers would ])leL’l' to share their profits with their
employees by granting a larger wage package, or to share them with
the riding public by .u(pptmg an across-the-board fare decrease as
ordered by CAB?

Mr. StemiLeer. T do not think it would be fair for me to give you an
opinion of what T think the carriers think on this subject. They are
going tobe here. Why don’t you ask them ?

Mr. Giuuican. All right, sir, T will ask them.

Mr. Siemiuier, The profits furnished, the figure furnished for this
year, shows that for January through May again over January through
May of 1965 shows United with 95.3 inerease over that period, North-
west 55 percent, National 31.9, Trans World 12.5, and Eastern 7.4, an
increase over the ficures that I read.

Mr. GiLuicaN, Thank you, Mr. Siemiller.

Mr. Stemrrier. Just a minute.

Mr. Friepen. Next will be Mr. Farnsley.

Mr. Siemiceer. I am in error.  Could I correct an error? It shows
aminus of 7.4 on Eastern.

Mr. Farnscey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Siemiller, T am sure your people read Fortune. T show yon
the Wall Street Journal and recommend it to you because your cousins
in New York, the Herald Tribune—I use the Wall Street Journal to
maintain a slender hold on reality. This morning the Wall Street
Journal said that secondary lines were doing all right but not as good
as the major lines. He has covered that so T do not have to ask yon
that. Tn Kentucky we have a funny old-fashioned scheme that if you
are kind of a natural monopoly, then we say you can only make I think
it is 6 percent, and then mavbe you div ide the rest of it up with your
employees and with the public, that is me, you see, I ride Eastern. Ts
there any chance T could work out an arrangement. with you, T am doing
it publicly, that what we try to do is divide up this extra profit between
me as a consumer and your people as employees

Mr. Smyinuer. What we are asking for will allow both. Tt has al-
ready been stated by the governmental regulating agency, because of
the heavy investment necessary for the airlines in equipment, they
should have 10.5

Mr. Farnsiey. But they are doing better than that. They do not
force them to stay at the 10.5: isthat it?

I ought to know these things. I should not have to ask you.

Mr. Stearreier. Thev have not vet.  They are running over. They
have talked about ents in fares and other things of this kind, but these
are actual facts as to what they are doing.

Mr. Farnsrey. Thank you so much.

Mpr. Friepen. Thank youn, Mr. Farnsley.

Dr. Carter.

Mr. Carrer. Mr. Siemiller, what raise are you asking for now, what
is the union asking for?
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Mr. Sreyiier. Raises in rates of pay !

Mr. Carter. Yes, sir.

Mr. Stemimier. We have asked, the demand at the moment is 5
percent.

Mr. Carrer. Five percent for a year for 3 years: is that right?

Mr. SieairLer. Per year for 3 years, yes. That was included in the
offer that was taken out to the people and was turned down, but the
principal reason in my judgment it was turned down is that the times
that the 5 percent would have become effective, it was delayed, delayed
action on it. If it had been effective the first of January for each of
the 3 years of the agreement, it would have been accepted, that portion
of it, and that is what we are asking for now.

Mr. Carrer. Reading in the Washington Post this morning, don’t
you think it is possible that you could get together with the airlines
and work out successful solutions to your problem, since the Presi-
dential guidelines are going to be flexible from now on!?

Mr. Siemucer. I saw that article, sir, in which it indicated the
guidelines had gone the way of the dodo bird.

Mr, Farxspey. Will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Carrer, Yes, sir.

Mr. Farxstey. You haven't been telling your people about those
things you read in Fortune, have you?

Mr, Stemier. Some years ago when I was a vice president out in
Chicago with the responsibility for the nine Midwestern states, I got
my stafl together and I suggested to them that they first read the
paper “The Machinist” which is the best labor paper in the world,

secondly they read the “Wall Street Journal” every day, third they

y had a very good labor
piece in it, and last to read “Esquire” and learn how to dress and look
presentable when they went before the public.

Mr. Farxsrey. I have nothing further.

Mr. Carrer. 1 just have one question and then I will yield to Mr.
Cunningham. Did the machinist’s paper say anything about a suc-
cessful completion to the strike recently or not?

Mr. Szaiceer. It earried a headline that was somewhat the equiva-
lent of the famous Chicago Tribune headline that announced that
Dewey was elected.

Mr. Carrer. I yield.

Mr. Stesinier. The story was correct. The headline was wrong.

Mr. CounNineaad. Were you in charge of the day-to-day negotia-
tions on this strike ?

Mr. SiemiLier. Yes,sir. It is my responsibility.

Mr. Con~iNGiaM. Yes, but I understood that it was Mr. Ramsey
that really was mixed up in these day-to-day negotiations, was he not ?

Mr. Srearicier. Mr. Ramsey presented the case to the Emergency
Board. Mr. Ramsey and the negotiating committee did the negotiat-
ing with the carriers, yes. I was in constant touch with him.

Mr. ConningaAM. Yes, I understand. My only reason for asking
that is for the benefit of the committee, in case they wanted to ask
for the details that may not be available to you or in your mind at
the moment, that they might want to direct a question to Mr. Ramsey.

read “Fortune,” because in those days they
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Mr. Stesrrier. Oh, fine. And I am sure Mr. Ramsey will be glad to
answer them. I referred to Mr. Ramsey a moment ago here to get the
answer to a question. I am sure he is a better negotiator than I am.
We have got to have the best in there at all times.

Mr. CuxNiNeuam. I am sure of that. Sir, if we were to act as
arbitrators of this dispute, what would you say were vour major
unmet demands, and if they were met would get your people back to
work?

Mr. Stemmrer. The wage increase that T mentioned awhile ago,
to trigger in on yearly periods January the first, for carriers to

Mr. ConNiveram. Would the escalator elause be an important part
of that?

Mr. Stesirrer. Yes, sir, it must be in there before they are going to
buy it.

Mr. Coxninguaym. We have the letter from the Secretary about the
settlement that was rejected but we don’t have any information, at
least I don’t, as to what your position wason July 7.

My, Steminier. The escalator clause was

Mr. CunNiNeray. That is a major item isn’t it ?

Mr. Stemirier. It wasinvolved. It wasa demand on July 1.

Mr. Cun~zineaam. And these local disputes, is that a major item
with your locals?

Mr. Stemirrer. It is, sir. The TWA membership in Kansas City
talked mostly about the fact that they used sick leave to charge against
absenteeism, and they want that rule changed. So, if you are off
on legitimate sick leave, it is not charged as absenteeism, if you are
accused of excessive absenteeism,

Mr. ConxNixaiay. But the thought was there might be both. Some
of these other items might have been important in their turning this
down.

Mr. Frieper, Mr. Adams.

Mr. Apams. Mr. Siemiller, T regret exceedingly that the Congress
is trying to sit as a part of the collective bargaining process, becanse
I have tried, as your counsel there knows, some cases on behalf of the
Government in this precise area of the application of labor-manage-
ment relations, so I break my question into three parts. We seem to be
doing three things here.

First, we are going to have to act as a partial mediation board. T
have some questions on that. Second, if we are going to consider this
piece of temporary legislation T want certain conelusions as to your
thonghts and those of your counsel on that, and third, if we are going
to do something of a more permanent nature, which it seems, obviously,
1s necessary, what your thoughts are, and T want to particularly di-
rect your counsel’s attention to this. Perhaps you might make a con-
ple of comments on section 179 as to whether or not we ought to extend
the processes of the public being involved using the system that is pre-
sently used under the Taft-Hartley Act as opposed to the Railway
Labor Act.

Now, goinga to the first section, first T would like your conclusion.
This piece of legislation that is before us, you have intimated this, do
you believe it would be our intervening on the side of the carriers?

Mr. Steyinier. T eertainly do.
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Mr. Apams. Second, have you prepared a restructured offer in light
of your membership being in town, and presented this to management

Mr. Stearriier. We have reverted back to the July 7 position on
account of the membership being in town, realizing this is going to be
somewhere in the ball park of what will have to be forthcoming before
they will ratify an agreement.

Mr. Apams. I know their having rejected it, T assume you have now
brought your people in and you have talked. Have you restructured
those so that you have a position that management can now work
against ?

Mr. StEMILLER. Yes.

Mr. Apams. And they are aware of this?

Mr, Siearinier. They are, yes sir.

Mr. Apanms. Youhave ]H'l'.-i!'l'lft‘ll that?

Mr. Stemrier. That is correct.

Mr. Apays. Now, turning to the second part which is the temporary
legislation, there was an original first proposal that was made in the
Senate which was that if we are going to, in effect, put the men back
to work by mandatory provisions of this, that we should at the same
time put the airlines in receivership so that they weren’t in a position
to make a profit at that time, so that both sides would be balanced.
What is your position with regard to that piece of legislation as op-
posed to thisone?

Mr. Sreainier. To evaluate between the two pieces of legislation,
I don’t think that that would be the answer to the problem either, as
much as T don’t think this would be the answer to the problem now.

Mr. Apams. T may well agree with you, and T take it your position
is that you don’t favor any temporary legislation at all. But T wonld
ask you between the two, which would you prefer?

Mr. SiemrLer. Congressman, let me say this. I said yesterday, in
answer to a question, it wonld be grossly unfair to send these people
back to work while allowing the companies to keep their fabulous
profits and not share them.

If the Congress acted, then they should get down to putting all above
say 6 percent in the Treasury of the United States of their profits,
and then all of us could share in them. Further than that, we haven’t
vet. asked that the carriers pay 6 percent interest on the delayed wage
inerease that we have got coming.

Mr. Apawms. All right, now I have got that for temporary legisla-
tion. Now, moving to a more permanent type legislation, we are all
aware that this is under the Railway Labor Act rather than under the
Labor-Management Relations Aet, and the Labor-Management Rela-
tions Act as you know has the provisions in it that if there is a na-
tional emergency, we are talking about permanent changes

Mr. Sremreer. Yes, I am aware of that.

Mr. Apams. As a definition, that you are required at the end of the
mediation period to, one, make your offer and position publie, man-
agement is to make their offer and position public, the Board is to
make its position public, and then if this can’t be settled at that point.,
then the last offer of management is to be submitted to the membership
at that point.

Mr. Steynier. That is correct.
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Mr. Apams. And that is not possible under the present act that we
are operating under, is it ?

Myr. Siesneer. That is correct.

Mr. Apams. Now, I want to ask your opinion as to this, We talked
about the extremes of compulsory arbitration as doing nothing and
there is a whole gap in between. T realize you like secrecy and the
ability to make informal offers back and forth and so on. But I would
ask vou this question. If we redefine public interest, in other words,
at what point industry or the thing is so much of a problem and we
have got to deal with it, what would you think of legislation that
would state, building on what I have just told you in the Taft-Hartley
Act, that there would be the public involved with a Public Mediation
Board and then a retirement of a series of offers and counter offers
back during a period of time with the ultimate of an injunction and
a taking over at the end while these public offers back and forth
continue ?

Mr. Stesinier. Well, under that offer, under the Taft-Hartley Act,
the Labor-Management Act or whatever we call it, it gives the Pres-
ident the right when there is a national emergency, to declare an 80-
day injunetion that we have. The cases in \\hll]l it has been used,
they did find an answer during that 80-day period that they have as
I recall it.

Taking the companies’ last offer out to the people to accept or reject
has never found an answer on that.

Mr. Apams. But what has happened with that, and this is why I
would build on this, that there be after that perhaps—Ilet me just ask
one more question, Mr. Chairman, and that is this: Do you think that
perhaps in the major industries where the public interest is involved,
like transportation, communications and so on, that we should perhaps
require a breaking down of the units so that we prevent. every possible
transportation strike from automatically exploding into a nationwide
strike?

Mr. Steaninier. No, T don’t think that you do, because if you do
that, then next yon move into communication, and then affer you
move into communications, you will move into other industries, and
we will just——

Mr. Apams. No, T am not saying we require them to do anything
other than bargain one at a time so that they go out one at a time.

Mr. Sremirier. I don’t think that that is wise. It is a regulated
industryv. They are all operating under the same procedures. I think
mavbe the railroads and the joint bargaining

Mr. Apams. All right, let me say you will agree, won't you, that the
position of the machinists in Seattle or San Franciseo is worse under
this agreement than it is say in Atlanta ?

Mr. Sreaeer. T would be inelined to agree,

Mr. Apams. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Frigpen. Mr. Macdonald.

Mr. Macpoxarn. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Siemiller, were
you surprised that the administration, nobody in the administration
would take a position as to whether or not this legislation should be
passed, A, by this committee, and then by the Congress?

Mr. Siemitrer. Not necessarily. I think the administration was
very, very honest when they came in and testified that no national
emergency existed. I wouldn't want to be critical of them.




AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE 157

Mr. Macponarn. I am not being critical. I am just making inquiry.

Mr. Sresnier. I know that, and my answer might be critical if I
was to answer, to say that they have. I would say that my judgment
tells me the President has a great respect for the Congress, and if he
felt that there had been a national emergency, that a need for legisla-
tion was here, he would have been over here jumping up and down and
asking you for it. The lack of him asking, he doesn’t think there should
be legislation is what I believe.

Mr. Macpoxarn. I take it because the administration has not taken
a position, that the administration doesn’t want the legislation ?

Mr. Stemiteer. That would be my observation.

Mr. MacooNarp. Secondly, I would like to ask, with all due respect
to my colleagues and myself, you can tell from our questions that we
really don’t have the background or the knowledge of what went on
in those negotiations to make up our own minds as to whether or not
the public interest has been so badly hurt that we should take this very
extraordinary step in depriving organized labor of its only real power,
and that is the power to strike. I would ask you if you don’t feel that
this is the wrong body to make a summation of months of negotiations
and say well, now a national emergency exists even though the Secre-
tary of Labor says that it doesn’t, because that in effect is what we
would be saying i passing this legislation, isn't it?

Mr. Sremicier. Yes, perhaps you ave right. You would be saying
that regardless of what the administration testified to, and regardless
of whether or not they asked for legislation, this body felt that it was
and they were going to pass it, and that you would have to define—
well, the legislation that i1s before you does not use the words “national
emergency.” 1 think it should. It says, it could be so defined in my
judgment that if Podunk in Towa was denied essential transportation,
then the effects of the law could be used. So I think it is wrong, all
wrong.

Mr. MacpoNarp. T am sure you can understand as a concrete ex-
ample T feel very strongly about this legislation. I, along with Mr.
Adams, have had experience in trying to work out cases between labor
and management, and it is just a fact that the ultimate of what
Iabor has in its defense is the right to strike, and it would seem to
me that that should only be taken away under very severe provoca-
tion, and without any guidelines, to use that overworked word, from
the administration as to what transpired during the negotiations, and
by this I am not being critical of anybody—Mr. Wirtz testified
clearly before us and Mr. Reynolds, whom I know is a very competent
man, testified before us, but we still really don’t have any idea except
what we read in whatever newspapers we read as to what transpired.

Therefore, why should we make this very grave decision that so
affects the lives and the livelihoods of so many people ?

Mr. Smeamrier. Back when they passed the original Wagner Act,
it was a declaration of principle that there should be collective har-
gaining in America. It also said that there needed to be, because of
the strength of capital, that there had to be trade unions. You take
away the right to strike from the trade unions, you destroy the trade
union movement in my judgment. ' {

Workers are no longer going to be interested in the trade union
movement because the trade union movement is not a force that will
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deliver for them what they feel they must have to equal the combined
power, prestige, and wealth of management.

Mr. MacooNarp. Isn't it true that in any strike, any strike at all,
there there is some public interest involved ?

Mr. Stemier. Absolutely.

Mr. Macponarp. In any strike.

Mr. SieamaLeer. Absolutely.

Mr. Macpoxarp. But yet, isn’t it also true that the Congress shonld
not intervene as a third party to say you can no longer strike, unless
there is a national emergency? On the one hand we have been told
no, there is no national emergency, and it is spelled out in detail why
there is no national emergency, and then on the other hand we are
confronted with this legislation, which will in effect take away the
right, to strike from your organization.

My last question. What makes anybody think that if under intense
pressure the two parties haven’t been able to get together, meaning
labor and management, that given 6 months of sort of leisurely
negotiations that during these 6 months you are going to be able to
get together?

Mr. Steminier. I don’t have the slightest idea as to the answer to
the last question, and in fact I don’t see it as any help at all. Tt is
going to l[)e like two bulldoges standing back and looking at each other
and growling for a period of 6 months. On the other hand, you take
a little city out in Arkansas or any other State that has one drug
store or one restaurant, and it went on strike, that would pretty much
be a national emergency for that locality that they would have, if there
was not an opportunity to purchase something. When you get into
what is an emergency, I think then we have to equate the greatness
of America with what is a national emergency, and I will assure you
this union will be the first to run to help to take America out of any
national emergency that may develop.

Mr, Frreoen, Mr. Siemiller, the chairman made a statement that we
might meet tomorrow morning at 9 o’clock. Are you willing now to
sit down this afternoon with management and try to work out an
agreement ?

Mr. Steamrrier. The answer is “Yes,” Mr. Chairman. We are will-
ing to do it as I have stated and have repeatedly stated, we are willing
to sit with management until we do reach an agreement.

Mr. Frieper. Mr. Curtin, would you be willing to sit down this
afternoon and try to negotiate and try to get an agreement before we
meet tomorrow morning at 9 o’clock. :

Mr. Wirniay Cormin. Yes, sir.

Mr. FrieperL. You would ?

Mr. Wmiax Courtin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Friever. Is there anyone here representing the Secretary of
Labor? Is Mr. Reynolds here? )

Mr. Reynolds, will you see that they get together this afternoon and
try to iron this out ?

Mr. Warson. Mr. Chairman, in that regard, why does he have to sit
with these gentlemen ?

Mr. Frieoer. He does not have to sit with them. I want him fo
arrange that they meet together.
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Mr. Watson. These gentlemen are well able to arrange that. I say
that in all kindness,

Mr. Friever. They both said they would, but I want to make sure
that a meeting is arranged. I want to make sure that Mr. Reynolds
sees that they get together. _ h

Mr. Farnstey. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary question. Did you
say that they are willing to or that they would meet ¢

Mr. Friepen. They said that they would meet.

Is that correct?

Mr. WinLiam Currin, Yes, sir.

Mr. Siearie. We will be there.

Mr. Frieper. They will meet.

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Friepen. Mr. Younger, and then I will call on you.

Mr. Youncer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

There is one matter, Mr. Siemiller, that I think ought to be clear
for the record, and I am sure you didn’t mean it. A while ago, when
they were talking about the possible slowdown, you said that you were
going to instruct your mechanics not to sign off on a plane that had
any mechanical deficiencies in it. By inference, you inferred that
under normal procedures, your mechanics do sign off planes which have

o

mechanical deficiencies, and I am sure you did not mean that, did you?
Mr. Steyirier. I did not mean that they would sign off any ];lzme
that had a mechanical defect that would affect the airplane in f
Mr. You~neer. And they never have?
Mr. Stesirier. To the best of my knowledge, they never have.

ight.

Mr. Youxcger. That is what 1 mean.

Now, you noticed last night the guidelines of the Government are
somewhat changed. The Treasurer announced that they were going
to make their guidelines more flexible. You and I had a little talk
on that yesterday, so I am glad that at least we have made that im-
pression.

Now, one other question., Is it trne what yon said yesterday, that
from now on, no contract would be signed that did not have a clause in
it, an escalator clause, tied in with the cost-of-living index? Is that
true?

Mr. Stesareer. I said in my judgment, that these workers would
not accept a contract that did not have a cost-of-living escalation clause
in it. If they were to accept one, if it came out again and they voted
in the majority, we would sign it. But my judgment tells me they are
not going to vote in the majority without an escalator clause in it.

Mr. Youncer. That is one of the

Mr. Stemiiier. Tt is a must.

Mr. Youncer. A must. One of the things, one of the questions
which you said hampered the approval of the agreement which you
made before, was that in the second increase, it covered an 18-month
period instead of 12.

Mr. Smayarer. The first increase,

Mr. Youncer. Yes, the first increase.

Do you believe that if you had held tight and got an annual in-
crease for 3 years, you would have had a contract which would have
been agreeable to the mechanics the country over?
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Mr. Smamieg. I do not know if that would have done the total
job or not at that time. It would have been one that would have
helped to do it, but it is a must if we get one, when we get one. We
are going to get one.

Mr. Younaer. Do you believe that the Government ought to take
over the airlines?

Mr. Steanineer. 1 don’t want the Government to take over the air-
lines.

Mr. Youncer. Do you believe that the Government should take
over the airlines?

Mr. Sreynier. Noj I don’t.

Mr. Frieoer. Mr. Moss.

Mr. Moss. Mr. Siemiller, in view of the strong urgings of M.
Friedel that bargaining be resumed this afternoon, I would like to
inquire as to the progress, if any, in the attempts made at bargaining
yesterday.

Mr. Steyirer. There was no progress. I should report that the
earriers said they were standing pat on the offer that they made at the
time that our membership rejected it. They have made no additional
offer.

We said it takes more and we have put in—said we want the position
of July the Tth. There has been no offer, no give or nothing to say
that we would

Mr. Moss. Has there been a counter offer on the part of your organi-
zation modifying the July 7 position?

Myr. Sigminier. There has not.

Mr. Moss. Was the item of escalation in the cost-of-living index
included in the July 7 request.?

Mr. Steatier. It was.

Mr. Moss. Then the assessment of the Secretary of Labor in the
morning’s paper, “ceiling zero, visibility zero,” is an apt description?

Mr. Stearer. It is perfect.

Mr. Moss. Isthe cost-of-living escalation the principal difference?

Mr. Senmier. It is one of the principals. It is a major one.

Mr. Moss. Isitthe most substantive of the issues?

My, Steminrer. I would say yes, Congressman Moss.

Mr. Moss. I would like to, Mr. Chairman, recognizing the fact that
the Assistant Secretary of Labor is present, ask that this committee
be furnished at the earliest possible moment with a list of industry
bargaining agreements containing cost-of-living escalation clauses, so
that we have the benefit of some idea of the breadth of such provisions
in labor agreements.

What would you list as the next most substantive item of disagree-
ment between the parties?

Mr. StemiLier. It is pretty hard to say the most substantive that you
would have. The cost-of-living escalator elause, the wage increases to
be for yearly periods with retroactivity to January 1, 1966, We want
the vacations that they have agreed to to become effective next year,
not further down the Iine. 'We want the two and a half times pay for
overtime work and a holiday to become effective now.

Mr. Moss. You want the escalation of the agreement, in other words?

Mr. Sreanrer. Yes, to bring up to the present time, to bring in the
fringe benefits, to bring it in either now or January 1, 1967, depending
upon the various ones that are involved.

Mr. Corriy. Will the gentleman yield ?
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Mr. Moss. I have remaining time. T will be very pleased to yield.

Mr. Curriy. I have just one question. You said, Mr. Seimiller, that
the carriers yesterday indicated they were going to stand pat. Did
labor also indicate that you, too, were going to stand pat on your
demands, or did you indicate a willingness to give on some if the man-
agement gave on some?

Mr. StearLier. We never had a counterproposal. We came back to
the July 7 position of our union, which we s:iitll we would have to have.
This July 7 position which we moved away from at the White House in
order to take it out was put together after a broad consultation among
the people involved.

We thought maybe they had overestimated, overstated it, and we
were willing to take out the offer that was worked out over in the
Executive Office Building.

However, we moved back yesterday to the July 7 position. The
carriers stuck with their last position, so I wouldn’t say that they were
any more bullheaded than we were yesterday.

Mr. Curriy. You were both adamant yesterday on your previous
positions?

Mr. Siemtiier. Yes. I have high respect for these carriers and
these people here, the people we are dealing with, so I am not about
to eall them names that I won’t call ourselves.

Mr. Corrin. Thank yvou, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Frieper. Mr. Dingell. We want to hear from management
before we adjourn.

Mr. Diveern. I will be very brief.

Mr. Siemiller, we have been discussing from time to time the
August 9 agreement under which you agreed that bargaining would
be done with all five of the parties concerned, and that you would
arrive at a uniform agreement with each.

I would like to ask you whether this has in any way impeded a settle-
ment of the issues before the management and labor negotiators!

Mr. Stearrner. 1 don’t think so, because I believe that question im-
plies would one of the carriers break away from the other four and
sottle behind their backs or behind the scenes. I think they are too
honorable for that. I don’t thinkithas.

Mr. Dixeern. I don’t think that the question of the honorable
nature of the carriers is involved any more than the honor of the
bargainers for the union are concerned. What I am asking is were it
not for this agreement between the management and labor representa-
tives, and apparently between management representatives, could this
matter have been more quick resolved ?

Mr. Steamieeer. I don’t think so.

Mr. DixceLL. Supposing you tell me why not ?

Mr. Steminier. The issues wonld have been the same. T believe
the carriers’ position would have been the same on each of the prop-
erties, whether it was individually or collectively.

Mr. DinaeLr.. Was this August 9 agreement. then something which
had to do with rejection by the membership?

Mr. Stearmier. The August 9 agreement—if it would please the
Chair, we will make a copy of it available to the total committee for
your perusal. We will be happy to do that.

Mr. Dincern, Let me make this point now.

Yesterday, you told this committee that the fact, for example, that
Eastern Airlines already pays 3 cents on line maintenance work, and




162 AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

would be raised 2 cents under the agreement instead of the 5 cents that
would be available to other lines, this is done because of the August 9
agreement, and you indicated to the committee at that time ﬂmr this
may perhaps have been one of the obstacles in acceptance by employees
of Eastern. Now, I ask you in the light of that whether or not you
will make the flat statement to this committee that that Angust 9 agree-
ment would not stand in the way of resolution of the issues between the
parties?

Mr. Stemrerer. T don’t think it did. T am convineed that it did not
stand in the way of an agreement. T am convinced if Eastern, if some
airline, had settled as they have agreed to for 5 cents now, Eastern
would have still taken the same position, “We will meet it, we won’t
go above it.”

Now, 5 cents is in effect on other airlines at the present time. It is
not new or novel that they have come up to in this agreement.

Mr. Fremer, Mr. Nelsen.

Mr. Nrrsen. You indicated that Mr. Wirtz met with the carriers
and did not convinece the earriers that they should give any more. In
other words, you implied that Mr. Wirtz asked the carriers to make
concessions but they felt they should not, or would not. Ts this what
yonu intended to lmnTv

Mr. Semmurer. No; T did not intend to use that language. T don't
know what Mr. Wirtz said to the carriers. e met with them. He
discussed it. T am quite certain that he ascertained their position.
What he asked them to do or not to do, T have no knowledge of.

Mr. Nrrsex. T would like to raise this point. Do vou think that
the gunidelines of the Presidential Commission is unfair in these
necotiations?

Mr. Steamirer. The so-called enidelines are un fair. per iod.

Mr. Nursen., All right. Then, are you of the opinion that the air-
lines are nermitted to negotiate w ithout any regard to the guidelines?
Do vou believe that thm could do this? Do you believe that the
Presidential Commission would hold still for the airlines going above
the cuidelines set un?

Mr. Seyiner. You -1«:]{0(] me for my opinion. Of course, T have
no knowledge as to this. T do not know what pressures the earriers
have been put under to keep within any kind of guidelines. T know
that what was agreed to over in the Executive Office Building exceeds
3.2. T am convinced also that the earriers are financially able to
meet the whole bill, and T do not know whether it is rnnr19]11w- or could
I'sav stubbornness to keep them from doing it.

Mr. Nersex, May T just state this? Tt is not clear to either of us
as to whether or not the Presidential Commission wonld go along
with additional concessions on the part of the airlines. Yet, the con-
troversy seems to be continuing between lahor and the airlines. Yet,
T have the feeling that the intervention of the Presidential Commis-
sion has been the one problem that has stood in the way of settlement.

I would like to be convineed that there ig a way out of this thine,
but all of the fime, we et the Government involved, and T wonder
what the real answer will be.

Now, Mr. Chairman. T don’t want to take more time, but T do not
think we have had a clear-eut answer, and T do not know that Mr.
Siemiller can give it to us really.
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Mr. Friepern, T think the action taken the other day was above 3.2,

Mr. Neusexn. It was4.3.

Mr. Seyimier. I can’t give you an answer that it was above that,
as to what the pressures were involved in that that we would have.

Mr. Nersen. Iunderstand.

Mr. Smeanrer. 1 would note that the administration did not do
anything to tell the steel companies they couldn’t raise prices, and the
new price of steel is pretty solid today.

Mr. Frreper. Mr, Keith, for a brief question.

Mr. Kgrrsr. Mr. Chairman, I got the impression that Mr. Wirtz
had some responsibility insofar as the arrangements for the after-
noon session is concerned. I would hope that this should take place
with some privacy.

Mr. Frreper. 1 want to note that both management and labor will
meet together this afternoon. I just want to make sure that they
will meet. I do not want the Secretary of Labor to get involved in
the thing, but I want to make sure that they got together and sat
down and arranged for coffee or something and stay there, and 1
would hope that they would bring out a bill themselves in settlement.
[Applause. ]

Mr. Kerrin. I know I hope that something doesn’t happen to the
publie.

Mr. Frieoer. I will tell you right now this committee wants labor
and management to get together, so we will not have to act.

Mr. Stearrer. I understand that.

Mr. Frreoer. And that is the sentiment, I think, for the majority
or the unanimous sentiment of this committee. So we are asking
you to please give and take. You can’t say “This is it,” and man-
agement can’t say “This is it.” You have both got to give and take,
and we will be very, very happy.

Mr, Stemrier. I am sure that is correct.

Mr. Frieper. Are there any more questions?

Thank you, Mr. Siemiller. You have been very, very good. I
think you have answered the questions very fairly.

Now, we would like to hear from management,

Mr. Curtin.

Mr. Stemircer. We will be very happy to give them the hot seat
here.

Mr. Chairman, this is the August 9 agreement that we said we
would put in, whoever picks them up for you.

(The document referred to follows:)

AGREEMENT

This Agreement entered into this 9th day of August, 1965, by and between
the undersigned Air Carriers, hereinafter referred to as the Carriers, and the
International Association of Machinists, hereinafter referred to as the Union,
representing the employees covered by the agreements listed in the Appendix
attached hereto.

Whereas, it is the intent and desire of the parties to maintain good faith
bargaining and amicable labor-management relations and to arrive at mu-
tually satisfactory collective bargaining agreements in an expeditious manuner
between the Union and the undersigned Carriers;

Whereas, it is understood by the parties that there is no legal compulsion
to agree to joint negotiations as herein provided or to any negotiating pro-
cedures apart from those provided in the Railway Labor Act, the parties volun-




164 AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

tarily agree to the procedures hereinafter set forth with the understanding
that this Agreement will not create a precedent, custom or practice;

Now, Therefore, the parties to this Agreement mutually agree as follows:

1. Notwithstanding the provisions of the individual Union-Carrier agree-
ments with respect to the time at which notices of intended change may be
served, such service by written mail notice postmarked Oectober 1, 1965, shall
be made by the Union and Carriers npon each other of any intended changes
in agreements affecting rates of pay, rules, or working conditions, and no other
provisions of such Agreements, including the Duration provisions thereof, shall
be affected by service of such notices.

Such intended changes as to each agreement between each individual Carrier
and the Union shall be stated as separate, single and specific proposed items
and shall not exceed fifteen (15) in number by either party thereto. Such
separate, single, and specific proposed items on the following subjects, served
by either party, which are identieal to all earriers shall be the subject of
Joint bargaining :

(a) Rates of pay and progression steps

(b) Vacation allowance

(¢) Holiday provisions

(d) Health and welfare programs (insurance programs)

(e) Overtime rules

(f) Pension plans

(g) Hours of service

(h) License requirements and premiums
Any other Union or Carrier proposed items shall be subject to individual carrier
bargaining as hereinafter provided.

During the pendency of the proceedings covered by this Agreement, including
proceedings that may be initiated in accordance with the Railway Labor Act,
until agreement has been achieved as to the intended changes proposed, no
further proposals or Section 6 notices of intended changes shall be submitted
by any of the parties. Nothing contained herein shall preclude the Union or
the Carriers from submitting counter proposals on any item of Intended change
inclnded in the original written notices if not previonsly withdrawn,

2. Two weeks after the date of the notices of intended change, each Carrier
shall meet with its employee negotiating committee in direct negotiation con-
ferences to consider such proposals subject to individual Carrier bargaining.
Such separate conferences shall be held at the individual Carrier offices,
These direct negotiations shall continue five (5) days per week for a period
of not more than three weeks, Extensions of the period of direct negotiations
may be agreed upon between a Carrier and its employee negotiating commit-
tee but any such extension shall not delay the further proceedings hereunder
deseribed.

3. On November 15, 1965, a committee representing the Carriers shall enter
into direct “joint” negotiations with a committee representing the Union on
all then remaining issues and proposals served by the parties as herein pro-
vided, including those issues that may not have been resolved during the indi-
vidual Carrier negotiation conferences. The Carriers parties to this Agreement
shall designate one principal spokesman, and the Union shall designate one
principal spokesman. The “joint"” negotiations shall continue for a period of
not more than four weeks, unless otherwise agreed to by the parties.

4. All remaining issues not resolved in the preceding step shall within ten
(10) days be referred to the National Mediation Board for mediation.

5. In Steps 2. throngh 4. of this procedure. all proposals agreed upon shall
be reduced to writing in a form to be inserted in the appropriate collee-
tive bargaining agreements, initialed by the appropriate parties, and removed
from negotiations, subject to agresment on the remaining proposals.

6. Negotiations commenced under this agreement will include all procednres
under the Railway Labor Aet and will be on a joint basis. All issmes in
Jjoint negotiations will continue to he handled on a joint basis between the
parties nnfil final disposition of all issues in accordance with the provisions
of the Railway Labor Act.

7. The Carriers and the Union agree that their respective committees shall.,
at the commencement and thronghout the procedures provided in this Agree.
ment, be empowered to negotiate agreements which shall become final and hind-
ing on all parties upon ratification by the members of the Union. None of the
parties shall exeenfe an agreement until all of the parties have reached agree-
ment in final setilement of all issnes.
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8. Necessary joint expenses authorized to carry out the purposes of this
Agreement shall be borne one-half by the Union and one-half by the Carriers.

9. The Union and the Carriers agree to observe all the provisions of the
applicable agreement and the status quo provisions of the Railway Labor Act
throughout the proceedings covered by this Agreement. The Union agrees that
it will not call, canse, sanction or ratify any work stoppage, slow down, sit
down strike, refusal to work normal overtime, or other actions intended to
interfere with the normal operations of the Carriers during the life of this
Agreement. The Union further agrees that it will take immediate affirmative
steps to direct any members, Local or District Lodge officers to cease and desist
from any action in conflict with the intent of this Paragraph. Nothing herein
shall preclude any employee, group of employees, or parties to this Agreement
from availing themselves of the grievance procedures and protections afforded
in the applicable agreement,

10. The parties further agree that any action to change the status quo follow-
ing exhaustion of the procedures of the Railway Labor Act shall, if taken by the
carriers, be a joint action by all carriers parties hereto, and, if taken by the
Union, shall be a joint action as to all earriers parties hereto.

11. This Agreement shall terminate on the date all of the parties have exe-
cuted collective bargaining agreements or amendments to all agreements speci-
fied in Appendix A.

In witness whereof, the parties have signed this Agreement as of the date
first above written.

EAsTERN Ak LINES, INC,,

JorN B, MEAD.

NATIONAL AIRLINES, INC.,

J. W. ROSENTHAL,

NORTHWEST AIRLINES, INC.,

By — -
Traxws WorLD AIRLINES, INC.,
By J. Wooprow THOMAS.
UxrTep A1e LINES, INC.,

By CuarrLes M. Masox.

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS,
v Josern W. Ramsey, G.L.P.
r Fraxk Heisver, G, L.R.
* B. B, ———
Approved NMB.
Howarn G. GAMSER,
NMEB Member.
APPENDIX A

AGREEMENTS COVERED BY JOINT
AIRLINE NEGOTIATIONS AGREEMENT

Eastern Air Lines, Ine Agreement dated December 30, 1963,
between Eastern Air Lines, Inc., and
the International Association of
Machinists.

Agreement covering mechanical, stores
and related employees.

* The Agreements between Northwest
Airlines, Ine. and the International
Association of Machinists covering
“Mechanie and Related Personnel,
Flight Kitchen, and Plant Protection
Employees.”

Trans World Airlines, Ine The Agreements commonly referred
to as covering “Mechanics and Re-
lated Employees,” “Dining Service
Employees,” and “Guards.”

United Air Lines, Inc Mechaniecs, Ramp and Stores, and
Dining Service Agreements between
U'nited and the International Asso-
ciation of Machinists,

*(Considered ag one agreement for the purposes of Paragraph 1 of the Joint Negotiations
Agreement.
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Mr. Friepen, Can we get an agreement as to what time you are
going to meet this afternoon ?

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. CURTIN, SPOKESMAN FOR ATRLINES;
ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS D. McCANN, ATTORNEY; AND RICH-
ARD C. HOTVEDT, ATTORNEY

Mr. Wirriax Corrin. What time do we conclude here this after-
noon ¢

Mr. Frieper. 12 o'clock.

Mr. Witrram Corrin. 2:30.

Mr. Frieper. Can you arrange a place?

Mr. Winriaar Corrin. The Labor Department has been happy to
make rooms available to us for some time.

Mr. Frieper. I do not want to know where you are going to meet
but have you all agreed where?

Mr. Curriy. Mr. Chairman, may I say a word ?

Mr. Frieoer. A word ?

Mr. Corrin. As one Curtin to another Curtin, I want to welcome
you to this committee. I do not think we are related but I have been
following your activities in this matter with very close attention.

Mr. Wivniay Cormin. Thank you, Congressman.

Mr. Friepen. Mr. Curtin, you may proceed.

Mr. Witniam Corrin. Mr. Chairman, preliminarily, we brought
down a number of statements or copies of the statement which I
intend to present to you this morning. We have given them, I
gather, all to the clerk of the committee. Should there be extras
I believe that the union representatives would like to have some
additional copies; is that correct ?

Mr. Senvinier. That is correct ; four or five.

Mr. Witriay Curmiy. I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman,
which I do not intend to read. I would ask that it be placed in the
record, and if T may——

Mr. Frieoer. If there is no objection, the full statement will be
included in the record.

(The full statement of Mr. William Curtin follows:)

STATEMENT oF WriLLiam J. Curtiy oN BEmALF oF EasTeErN AR Lines, INc.;
NATIONAL AIRLINES, IN0.; NORTHWEST AIRLINES, INC.; TRANS WORLD AIg-
LINES, INC.; AND UNITED AIR LINES, INC.

My name is William J. Curtin. I am an attorney and a partner in the firm
of Morgan, Lewis & Bockius. I serve as the Chairman of the Five Airline
Carriers Negotiating Committee.

The Chairman of this Committee has kindly asked us to testify upon
Senate Joint Resolution No. 186 which passed the Senate on August 4 and
which now is under consideration in this body. That Resolution finds that
the current dispute between the Intermational Association of Machinists and
the Five Carriers is a threat to essential transportation services within the
meaning of the Railway Labor Act. To be specific, that Resolution finds that
the Machinists strike against these airlines:

“threatens substantially to interrupt interstate commerce to a degree such as
to deprive any section of the country of essential transportation services.”
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As we understand the purpose of this Hearing, the question for discussion is
whether the IAM strike against the airlines meets this test. We shall so
limit our remarks both in terms of time and subject matter and will not even
begin to discuss the issues and equities of the negotiations. Naturally, if
any member of the Committee has any questions about the dispute or our con-
duet of negotiations, we will be pleased to answer such questions subject to the
limitations of time and the rulings of the Chair.

Thank vou for the opportunity to tell the House Commerce Committee how
seriously essential national transportation services have been disrupted. Some
would have the Congress ignore the crisis. Despite such partisan pressure
from those who seek to profit at the public expense, it is abundantly clear that
the crisis was serious at the outset, and has grown steadily worse as the
Nation suffers without the majority of its air transportation system, We
believe, and think the Committee will conclude, that essential transportation
services have been disrupted after a review of the economic facts and the testi-
mony of informed, objective observers.

It is noteworthy that the Railway Labor Act itself provides for the creation
of an “emergency board” whenever there is a dispute which threatens “sub-
stantially to interrupt interstate commerce to a degree so as to deprive any
section of the country of essential transportation.” Significantly, when the
National Mediation Board recommended and President Johnson created
Presidential Emergency Board No. 166, they declared through Executive Order
11276 that the dispute threatened “substantially to interrupt interstate com-
merce to a degree such as to deprive the country of essential transportation
service.” Clearly, from the very outset of this dispute, it has been recognized
that it is not a local or regional problem, but it is a national problem affecting
the essential transportation services of the country as a whole. On June T,
President Johnson stated that this strike would “cripple the vital flow of people
and products across Ameriea.”

Not only have the National Mediation Board and the President spoken force-
fully upon the disruption of essential national transportation services caused by
this dispute, but the Civil Aeronautics Board has also come to this conclusion.
On July 9, 1966, in Order E-23926, the Civil Aeronautics Board recognized
that the strike required extraordinary measures and granted emergency authority
in an admittedly inadequate attempt to alleviate some of the public’s suffering.
The CAB said:

“This strike has created an emergency sitmation of major proportions. The
five trunkline carriers handle well over one-half of the Nation's domestic pas-
senger traffic—approximately 85,000,000 passengers during 1965—and collectively
they serve over 230 important cities, over 70 of which are left completely without
trunkline service as a result of this strike, Manifestly, a shutdown of service
of this magnitude will work substantial hardship on the public. Also, as the
President has stated, the work stoppage could bring a disruption of the move-
ment of ‘men and materials needed to support our commitments to freedom's
canse thronghout the world.' ™

Congressional leaders have forthrightly protested disruption of our essential
transportation network. As Congresswoman Bolton said :

. . the people of my district—as well as in all areas of our country—are
suffering tremendously. The economic loss is very great. . . . It is a shocking
and intolerable gitnation.,” Cong. Ree, 16664

Congressman Kornegay stated in the Record :

“ .. the people of my district—and I am sure the people in the districts of
many of the Members—are suffering tremendously. In my district we are
totally deprived of any trunkline service. The economy is suffering. ...”
Cong. Rec. 156441,

Congressman Jarman declared :

“Not only are the airlines themselves the only parties injured by this
strike. . . . A strike against airlines, Mr. Speaker, is a strike against the pub-
lic. . . . Settlement of this strike at the earliest possible moment should be
urged in a single coordinated demand by the publie, the Congress and the Presi-
dent, acting together in what has become an emergency situation to restore these
vital air services.” Cong. Rec. A 3795,

Congressman Rivers has said :

“This strike is costly to the military and it is costing us untold millions of
dollars at a time when air service is critieal, to say nothing of the millions of peo-
ple who are cut-off in their respective towns and hamlets across this great Nation,”
Cong. Rec. 14901.
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Congressman Conte has said :

“Mr. Speaker, for more than one week now, this country has been in the
throes of a major economic crigis as a result of the strike against the major
airlines by the machinists union. . . . But inconvenience is the very least of the
headaches that are piling up as a result of the airlines strike. . . . These are
grim statistics indeed, especially at a time when this Nation is undergoing critical
economic stresses from other sources. . . . It is critically important and, in my
judgment, should have a No. 1 priority among the domestic problems currently
facing this Nation.,” Cong, Ree. 15212,

These are ouly a few of the vigorous Congressional demands for an end to this
transportation crisis. As many as 48 Representatives have publicly expressed
themselves in the Congressional Record on the damage to the public interest
cansed by this disruption of essential transportation services. (See Appendix
A)

By its passage of S.J. Res, 186, the United States Senate joined the National
Mediation Board, the Civil Aeronantics Board and the President in declaring
that this is a erisis in our national transportation system.

So far, we have cited the testimony of objective observers to prove that the
standard for Congressional action preseribed in the Resolution has been met. A
review of the economic facts supports their econclusion. Air transportation has
become the dominant mode of intercity passenger travel on common earriers.
To be precise, 59% of intercity passenger movement on common carriers takes
place by air. The strike has effectively removed the large majority of that air
capacity. A quick review of the facts with which the Committee may already
be familiar bears ouf this conclusion. Shortly before this strike Im::ltl the
average daily number of passengers being carried by these five carriers was in
excess of 150,000 persons per day. In 1965 these five carriers alone performed
more than 30 billion revenue passenger miles. They served a combined total of
231 cities. They operated in the largest and most important airline markets in
the country. In many markets, they provided the only air serv ices available.
Indeed, in 54 major city pairs, these carriers provided 1009 of the flights as
proven by an official Order of the Civil Aeronautics Board issued July 15. We
attach to our prepared statement a copy of that CAB Order E-23963 (appendix BB)
which shows total elimination of regularly scheduled service on 54 heavily
traveled routes, That CAB survey also shows another 47 top city pairs in which
the struck carriers had been providing more than 50%, but less than 1009 7%, of
the flights. It is significant that the CAB released this evidence after the strike
began and the CAB had attempted, nnsuccessfully, to ease the public's burden by
trying to let other carriers fly these routes, The lack of available equipment and
personnel has meant that the CAB’s extraordinary efforts to substitute other
services has done little more than ease the public’s suffering in a few areas to
a slight degree.

In the New York-Miami and Chicago-Miami, as well as other Florida markets,
at least two-thirds of the service was provided by one or more of these carriers,
On the transcontinental routes, two-thirds of the service between the principal
Bastern cities and Los Angeles and San Francisco was operated by the struck
carriers, In the Northeast corridor, the shutdown of operations by Eastern has
affected approximately 857 of the trafiic moving between Boston, New York and
Washington, Similarly, termination of this carrier’s services has removed the
only regular air service between Huntsville and Cape Kennedy.

The Civil Aeronautics Board on July 26, 1966 tried to alleviate the traffic jam
of defense, space and technical travelers between Washington, D.C, and Hunts-
ville, Alabama, by asking a local service carrier to try to fly its eqnipment over
this long route, This stopgap effort was done at the request of NASA., There
are now 68 cities in the United States without trunkline service, including five
state eapitals. Included are such important cities as Akron, Allentown, Harris-
burg, Lansing, Lincoln, Madison, Milwaukee, Moline, Norfolk, Richmond, Spo-
kane and Youngstown. In addition, there are 24 significant cities deprived of
all their regularly schednled air transportation.

A survey of the 100 top markets in the country shows that 65 of them have
lost between 50% and 1009 of their air transportation service. Among the
major cities most severely damaged are Tallahassee (}-lnrid'l capital) which
has no air service; Mobile, Alabama, which has lost 98% of its trunkline service ;
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Flint, Michigan, which has lost a91% of its service; and Baltimore, Pittsburgh,
Richmond and Toledo all of which have almost more than 8090 of their trunkline
service. Some 87 cities have been deprived of 50% or more of their normal
air transportation service, We attach a summary of those cities (Appendix D)
showing how widespread the interruption of commerce in cities with which
Committee members are likely to be most familiar are marked with an asterisk.

The Committee should know that these carriers provide several kinds of trans-
portation services for the Department of Defense and military men. We nor-
mally provide regular military transport service flights and charter flights all
over the country and the world for the movement of servicemen nnder orders.
While these flights have continued, supported by a patchwork of emergency
arrangements for maintenance by workers and supervisors, there is no telling
how long such efforts can be efficiently and safely continued so that the Depart-
ment of Defense can rely to a certainty on this mode of transportation as it has
in the past. In addiiion, these five carriers provide travel facilities for off-duty
servicemen so that they may efficiently use their off-duty time for home visits.
In the strictly limited leave time available to these servicemen, they have come
to depend on this service and are now relegated to days of waiting in air termi-
nals hoping for a vacant seat on the limited facilities still operating. In the
most recently recorded 12-month period, these five carriers transported 2,566,425
servicemen on this basis. That means that more than 7,000 servicemen per day,
or a total of more than 200,000 since the strike began, have not had this low
cost, dependable service available to them for use of their furloughs.

The Department of Defense has rigged up emergency National Guard and Air
Foree flight systems in an attempt to maintain the flow of spare parts, vital
supplies, and personnel. Even so, by July 27, the Administration admitted that
official Department of Defense travel within the United States was down as
much as 40% : United States Contract Cargo prograins have not found adequate
substitute services: and defense contractors are having difficulty moving key per-
sonnel on time. Even if emergency military arrangements haul some of the load
for a while, there is no telling how long they can keep it up withont detracting
from essential defense roles. And, as Congressman Rivers has stated, the cost
to the Government is enormous.

Not only do people travel on airplanes but cargo does, too,—important, special-
ized cargo. The main items in air cargo tend to be small, high-priced, usually
precigion components or highly perishable items, The Administration has testi-
fied these include delicate electronic and scientific equipment, spare parts,
finaneial and legal documents, bauk clearances, medicines and medieal supplies,
and military supplies needed quickly. These are being severely hurt becanse
there is insufficient capacity among the other carriers. The five struck airlines
last year carried more than 525 million cargo ton miles. Among the industries
most affected by the almost total absence of useful shipping facilities are indus-
tries moving perishable commodities to market. In some regions of the country
where growers, processors, manufacturers and fishermen have specialized in such
perishable commodities, the impact is particularly cerunel. Some lobbyists have
attempted to belittle air cargo by comparing its relatively low tonnage to the
enormous transportation of bulk freight by rail and truck, The qualitative-
quantitative distinction is obvious and need not be belabored.

The disruption of passenger and freight service on these carriers flying overseas
routes causes vet another danger to the national interest; namely. a sharp
worsening in the already serious balance of payments problem. As travelers
find themselves unable to fly U.S. flag carriers such as TWA and Northwest,
they are turning to foreign carriers in steadily increasing numbers, We con-
servatively estimate $1 million a day is being diverted to foreign flag carriers.

Another barometer of public concern is the overwhelming editorial comment
from newspapers around the country ealling for restoration of vital transporta-
tion services. This comment, much of which has been reprinted in the Congres-
sional record thanks to the efforts of concerned Senators and Representatives,
testifies to irreparable damage being caused thronghont the nation.

To summarize this portion of our testimony, we have reviewed the following
authorities and facts to show that transportation services, which are essential
to the nation, have been disrupted :

the expressions of grave concern by the National Mediation Board, the
Civil Aeronautics Board, the Administration and Members of Congress;
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the dominant size of air transportation in intercity common earrier passen-
ger traffic;

the majority of that air transport industry made up by these five carriers:

the elimination of tronk airline service from scores of major markets
nationwide, leaving many cities totally without essential services:

the elimination of air cargo services to those industries and regions de-
pending upon speedy travel for quality and perishable cargo;

the elimination of air service to off-duty servicemen and the wholesale
reduction of Department of Defense official travel ;

4 damaging loss to our balance of payment position:

and finally, the overwhelming nationwide editorial comment expressing
support for prompt action in the publie interest.

In short, this presents a case for action to break a tragie Impasse,

Turning away from the disruption of essential national transportation serv-
ices, we think it will be helpful to advise the committee of certain economie facts
about this air transport industry. It has taken a long time for the air transport
industry in the United States to achieve a healthy, economic condition, capable
by its own resources of meeting the public's needs of today and tomorrow.
Beginning in 1956, the Civil Aeronautics Board studied airline fares, earnings
and costs, The CAB recommended that, to pay good wages, maintain safe con-
ditions and meet the needs for continuing equipment changes, airline carriers
such as these should be receiving an annual average rate-of-return on investment
of 10.5 percent. That CAB study was concluded and published in 1960 when
the carriers were earning a scant 3.5 percent rate of return. In subsequent
years this dropped and then climbed gradually through such figures as 0.8
percent, 4.2 percent, 5.3 percent, 9.6 percent and, only in the last year 12.3 percent.
Over the 6-year period since the CAB delivered its 10.5 percent rate on invest-
ment formula, these five carriers have earned barely more than half that figure or
an average of 6.4 percent annually. It is especially important to realize, as did
the Presidential Emergency Board No. 166, that despite this inadequate, long-term
profit performance, this industry consistently paid top-class wage rates, then
and now. It is also important to recognize that this industry, despite this in-
adequate profit performance over the long-run, has privately financed an enormous
investment in new equipment. These five carriers fly almost two billion dollars
worth of aircraft and have made firm contractual commitments to double that
amount over the next five-year period. Such growth, which is in the interest of
the national economy, is being financed by private capital, flowing from or de-
pendent upon continued earnings potential. The earriers have consistetly re-
turned better than 85 percent of their net profits to this kind of investment in
progress rather than disbursing it in dividends to the shareholders. We are not
arguing the equities of this labor dispute by mentioning these facts. Rather, we
are stressing that the air transport industry, of which these earriers constitute
the major portion, has hecome an essential component in our dynamie economy,
IT it cannot continue to finance existing equipment and grow with future national
needs, these vital transportation services are either going to go unperformed
or the federal government will fall heir to the responsibility for this enormous
transportation system. A shift from private to public responsibility for our
transportation system should be abhorred by all.

Since this strike began, the five carriers have suffered revenue losses of more
than $256 million. The strike has compelled the carriers to lay off as many
other employees (union and non-union) as the union called on strike. The wages
lost by these employees amonnt to about £2 million every day and $64 million
for the entire strike so far. These are dollars which are not now flowing through
the economy. In addition, in all of the 231 cities these carriers serve, industries
and people whose services are closely tied to the air transport industry are
severely hurt. Among these are fuel and food suppliers, ground transportation
systems, and other airport service facilities. The loss of revenues to the cities
we serve is serious. Bvery report from cities like Miami, Chicago, San Fran-
cisco, Los Angeles, New York, and Minneapolis-St, Paul tells of daily six-figure
losses and greater to businesses related to our transportation system. The New
York City losses in travel related businesses are about £750,000 per day and the
corresponding Miami losses are about $1,400,000 per day. When lost airline eox-
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penditures for wages and supplies are added in the Miami area report, it has lost
$2 million per day, which is 564 million since the strike began.

The economic loss does not only hit at the private economy; it also hits the
treasuries of Federal, State, and Local governments, because the parties, if
working, would be yielding approximately one and three-quarters of a million
dollars daily in tax revenues L0 the various levels of government, which means
that about $56 million in tax revenues have been cut off from government so far.

Turning to another aspect of the dispute, we would like to speak briefly about
the nnfortunate history which has brought us all into this room. This is not
an aftempt to relitigate the economic facts already demonstrated by both parties
and decided according to law by Presidential Emergency Board No. 166. It
should not be necessary to move into the massive detail here that the parties
went into before the Presidential Emergency Board. But the Committee may
be interested in knowing how and why we conclude that ecollective bargaining
has broken down and that legislative action is necessary to protect the public
interest and indeed the collective bargaining process itself. In the summer of
1965, it was the Union which asked the five carriers to bargain as a group.
Bargining on national and loeal jssues continued until the winter of 1966
under the auspices of the National Mediation Board. That Board, pursnant to
the Railway Labor Act, proffered voluntary arbitration to the parties. The
carriers accepted but the union refused to submit to such objective judges.
Shortly thereafter, as the President was on the eve of appointing an Emergency
Board, the Machinists wired him saying he should mot bother to appoint an
Jmergency Board “because it would be a waste of time.” When the Presidential
Emergency Board issued its report on June 8, 1966, it recommended an expensive
sottlement which would cost the five carriers $76 million more in wage costs
over a 42-month period. Despite this large increase in labor costs, the carriers
accepted the Board's rceommendation as a framework for settlement in coopera-
tion with the President’s plea for settlement on that basis. The union rejected
that recommendation out of hand with the comment that its Chairman was
guilty of “Nineteenth Century thinking”. As the union’s strike deadline ap-
proached, the carriers increased their offers even further in an attempt to satisfy
the union’s appetitie, On July 7, rather than moving in the direction of a
settlement, the union presented a flat demand for at least $114 million dollars
in added labor costs over a 36-month period. The strike followed with its
staggering costs to the parties and the public,

On July 29, the carriers and the leadership of the TAM came to a settlement
agreement which was even more costly than the carriers’ final offers on the
eve of the strike. Despite the endorsement of President Johnson and the TAM
leadership, the membership rejected it. Fully one-third of the workers did not
even bother to vote on the offer while the Nation suffered the loss of most of
its air transportation system. In short, the carriers have stretched themselves
to the utmost in efforts to cooperate with the law. In response, the rank and
file of this union has displayed only intransigence,

Confronted with this impasse, the Committee may fairly ask itself what can
Congress do to ease the publie suffering and restore common sense to the col-
lective bargaining process. The answer is that Congress can and shonld arrange
for the resumption of essential transportation services and devise an equitable
procedure for the termination of the dispute. Snuch planned Congressional action
in major, deadlocked labor disputes was built into the legislative history of the
Taft-Hartley Act of 1947. The Act’s authors expressly contemplated that, if
all mediation and fact-finding devices failed, the Congress should be prepared
to devise an ad hoc remedy for individual situations. In 1963, when the parties
to the railroad dispute were at an absolute impasse and the dispute threatened
essential transportation services, the Congress moved swiftly to resolve the dis-
pute and avoid a strike. There is, thus, legislative history and precedent to
support Congressional action in this transportation erisis.

Legislation to settle the dispute in the public interest without erippling the
parties is the important object. It is not our place to design or require legis-
lation of one particular style or another. We can only suggest that the legisla-
tion contain certain key concepts, including prompt restoration of service and a
terminal procedure for resolving the collective bargaining impasse. Commend-
ably, the Senate fought its way through these problems to a sensible compromise,
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joined in by men of good will of both parties. The product of that debate is
before you in the form of S.J. Res. 186, As a spokesman for the management
of the five carriers which have everything at stake, we nat urally could find many
parts of the Resolution inadequate to protect our private interest. Indeed, it
is difficult not to be critieal of many sections of the Resolution which might
otherwise resolve this dispute more expeditionsly and with less uncertainty,
But we do refrain from such eriticism and from attempts at further revision
because we recognize that the important thing is to restore service and erect
some acceptable procedure for resolution of the dispute.

BUMMARY

At the Committee’s invitation, we have addressed ourselves to whether the
current dispute threatens the interruption of essential national transportation
services. By the testimony of anthorities and the demonstration of economiec
facts, it is evident that such a transportation crisis exists, This crisis is harm-
ing the public and both parties to the dispute by erippling a major portion of the
air transport industry. Normally, collective bargaining should avoid these
crises and resolve all differences before threatening the public interest, Tragi-
cally, the eollective bargaining process has failed to produce anything but an
impasse and a transportation crisis. In the past, the Congress has planned to act
in such a situation and has had successful experience in such action. Unfor-
tunately, the time has come for another ext raordinary legislative act. In
devising legislative action we do not suggest any particular form for the Com-
mittee’s consideration, but only state that despite many things we find wanting
in 8.J. Res. 186, we conclude that, in the best interest of promptly restoring
service and devising an acceptable settlement procedure, it deserves the Com-
mittee’s thorough consideration and support.

Thank you for your attention to this serious matter,

APPENDIX A

Below is a list of Congressmen who have expressed their views in the Con-
gressional Record concerning the damage to the public interest caused by the
disruption of essential transportation services,

1. Morris (New Mexico) 25. Jacobs (Indiana)

. Fountain (North Carolina) 26, Andrews (North Dakota)

. Matthews (Florida) 27, Fascell (Florida)
Duncan (Tennessee) 28, Dorn (South Carolina)

. Bolton (Ohio) 2. Wyatt (Oregon)

. Curtis (Missouri) 30. Culver (Iowa)

. Gross (Iowa) 41. Tuck (Virginia)
Erlenborn (1llinois) 42. Walker (New Mexico)
Kornegay (North Carolina) 33. Taleott (California)
Haley (Florida) 34. Abernethy (Mississippi)
Nelsen (Minnesota) 45. Cramer (Florida)

2, Devine (Ohio) 36. Derwinski (Illinois)
Jarman (Oklahoma) 37, Sikes (Florida)

. Lipscomb (California) 35. Fisher (Texas)

Jonas (North Carolina) 30. Wright (Texas)
Conte (Massachusetts) 40. Martin (Nebraska)
Hanna (California) 41. Morse (Massachusetts)

. Younger (California) 42, Smith (Iowa)
Rumsfeld (Illinois) 43, Ashbrook (Ohio)
Rogers (Florida) 44, Quillen (Tennessee)

21. Howard (New Jersey) 9. Reid (New York)
Hull (Missouri) 46, Tunney (California)
Rivers (South Carolina) 47. Flynt (Georgia)
Bolling (Missouri) 48, Gurrey (Florida)
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ArPExDIX B
Order No. E-23963

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Adopted by the Civil Aeronautics Board at its office in Washington, D.C.,
on the 15th day of July, 1966

DOCKET 17532

IN THE MATTER OF SPECIAL OPERATING AUTHORIZATION TO SUPPLEMENTAL AIR
CARRIERS

ORDER GRANTING SPECIAL OPEEATING AUTHORIZATION AND EXEMPTION

Effective 6 :00 a.m., Eastern daylight saving time, July 8, 1966, the International
Association of Machinists (IAM) struck United, Eastern, National, TWA, and
Northwest. This strike continues. The Board in a series of orders' has issued
special emergency exemption authority to the nonstruck carriers designed to
alleviate to the greatest extent possible, the public inconvenience resulting from
the strike, Despite these authorizations and the substantial effort of the non-
struck carriers to accommodate the public during this emergeney, the capacity for
air transportation being offered is insufficient to meet the requirements of the
publie, particularly in the major markets."™

In Order E-23928, July 9, 1966 the Board among other things, authorized the
supplemental air carriers to:

“{a) provide individually-ticketed passenger services, provided that passengers
involved hold tickets issued by a certificated combination route air carrier for
authorized transportation over its route, at the fares currently in effect pursnant
to the tariff of such route air earrier or competing carriers for the same service
and under specific arrangements with such carriers.”

We are advised that pursuant to this authority the supplemental carriers
have attempted to enter into arrangements with the combination ecarriers, and
some such arrangements have been made. However, practical difficulties in
consummating the necessary agreements have prevented the supplemental carriers
under that exemption from making the most effective contribution of which they
are capable to the emergency needs. Under the continning emergency situation
we believe it is now appropriate to grant the supplemental carriers authority
to directly engage in individually-ticketed service to the extent hereinafter pro-
vided.®? After analyzing the overall market situation we have determined that
the greatest need for additional capacity exists in certain major markets. There-
fore, we shall authorize the supplemental carriers to perform individually-
ticketed service in those markets listed in Appendix A. This special operating
authorization should permit the supplemental carriers to provide additional
capacity to meet the emergency requirements.

In each of the listed markets 200 or more passengers a day were exchanged
as of the third quarter of 1965, and 50% or more of the flights were performed
by the struck carriers,

We have not included among the listed markets certain of the major markets in
which the non-struck route carriers certificated to serve those markets have
increased their capacity. Further, we will not authorize the supplemental car-
riers to conduct individually-ticketed services in those markets where the local
service carriers are now conducting emergency service pursuant to the exemptions
previously issued by the Board.

While the listed markets reflect our best judgment, on the information avail-
able to ns, of the most critical needs, we stand ready to consider additions to,

1 Orders E-23026, 23027 and 23928,

18 Of course, we have recognized from the outset that there were no means of meeting
gatisfactorily the bulk of the emergency needs. With the continuation of the strike, addi
tional action has hecome necessary.

2 We should anticipate that it would continue to be in the economic Interest of the car-
riers, as well as best suit the convenience of the public, for the carriers to opeérate so far
as possible under the original terms of E-23928,
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or deletions from the authority being granted by this order on the basis of matters
presented at the hearing ordered herein, or npon specific application, We will,
of ecourse, continue to monitor the situation and will make changes on our initia-
tive where necessary.

Because of the emergency nature of the situation and the obvious time limita-
tion, we shall exempt the supplementals from the requirements of section 403 of
the Act, provided that the rates charged by the supplementals are equal to those
currently in effect for the struck ecarriers or the competing carriers for the same
classes of services. In addition, we shall require the supplemental carriers to
submit to the Board a daily report setting forth relevant traffic data with respect
to any operations condueted pursnant to this order,

Based upon the foregoing facts and circumstances, the Board finds that the
capacity for air transportation being offered by the holders of certificates of
publie convenience and necessity hetween the pairs of points listed in Appendix
A of this order will be temporarily insufficient to meet the requirements of the
publie and that supplemental air carriers ean provide additional service tem-
porarily required in the public interest. Accordingly, the Board will issue to
such supplemental air carriers special operating authorizations to engage in
air transportation hetween such points, upon the terms and conditions set forth
herein. The Board further finds that to provide for notice and protest of such
special operating anthorizations by air earriers certificated to provide service
between the points involved, would unduly delay issmance of such special op-
erating authorizations, taking into account the degree of emergency involved.
However, we shall afford interested parties an opportunity to present their
views orally before the Board on July 21, 1966 ; * however, any notice of objection
or protest which is filed will not stay the effectiveness of this order.

The Board further finds that the enforcement of the provisions of Section 403
of the Act and the Board’s regulations thereunder, would be an undue burden
upon the class of air carriers named herein by reason of the unusual circum-
stances affecting their operations and is not in the publie interest,

AccorpINGLY, IT Is OrRDERED THAT :

1. All supplemental air earriers holding currently effective certificates of
publie convenience and necessity or interim certificates or operating authoriza-
tions be and they hereby are granted special operating authorizations to engage
in individually-ticketed air transportation of persons between the pairs of points
named in Appendix A, attached, subject to the condition that the fares charged
for such transportation are equal to those eurrently in effect in the markets for
the same types of service ;

2. All snpplemental earriers be and they hereby are exempted from the tariff
filing requirements of Section 403 of the Act and the Board's regulations there-
under, for the services anthorized herein ;

3. All supplemental earriers providing services pursuant to the special anthor-
ization granted herein shall file by telegram on a daily basis, with the Director,
Bureau of Operating Rights, a report showing for each market (a) the number
of flights operated. (b) airceraft type utilized (¢) the number of passengers
carried, and (d) number of tickets sold by the supplemental earrier or by another
air carrier or travel agent ;

4, Any interested persons objecting to any provision of thiz order will be
afforded an opportunity to present their objections orally to the Board on July
21, 1966; and as a result of such objections, if any, the Board will make such
modifications or amendments to this order as are deemed appropriate, provided
that any objections shall not stay the effectiveness of this order:

5. This order shall become effective immediately and shall remain effective
for 30 days unless extended or sooner terminated by further Board order;

6. This order may be amended or revoked as to individual markets, carriers
or otherwise, at any time in the diseretion of the Board without notice or
hearing ;

7. This order shall be served on all certificated air carriers and the Federal
Aviation Agency.

This order will be published in the Federal Register.

By the Civil Aeronautics Board :

[sEAL] Harorp R. SANDERSON,

Seeretary.

Isagemona wishing to object shall notify the Chief Examiner no later than 4 p.m., July 20,
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Exxmir A
City Paies

Group 1.—Struck carriers provide 100% of flights :

Chieago, T1L
Chicago, I1L
Chicago, IlL
Minneapolis, Minn.
Chicago, I1L
Denver, Colo,
Chicago, Il
Detroit, Mich.
Baltimore, Md.
Chieago, I11.
Detroit, Mich.
Indianapolis, Ind.

San Francisco, Calif.

Pittsburgh, Pa.
Detroit, Mich.
Kansas City, Mo.
Milwaukee, Wis.
Dayton, Ohio
New York, N.Y.
Charlotte, N.C.
Cleveland, Ohio
Boston, Mass.
Chiecago, Tl
New York, N.Y.
Cleveland, Ohio
Chiecago, Il
Miami, Fla.
Detroit, Mich.
Los Angeles, Calif.
Chieago, Ill.
Philadelphia, Pa.
Hartford, Conn.
Denver, Colo.
Greensboro, N.C.
Detroit, Mich.
New York, N.Y.
Minneapolis, Minn.
Detroit, Mich.
Cleveland, Ohio
Milwankee, Wis.
Cleveland, Ohio
St. Louis, Mo.
New York, N.Y.

San Francisco, Calif.

Fresno, Calif.

Los Angeles, Calif.
Detroit, Mich,
Chicago, Il
Boston, Mass.
Chicago, IlL
Chicago, I1L
Columbus, Ohio
Atlanta, Ga.
Detroit, Mich.

Cleveland, Ohio
Philadelphia, Pa.
Pittsburgh, Pa.
New York, N.Y.
Seattle, Wash.
New York, N.X.
Columbus, Ohio
Los Angeles, Calif.
Chicago, I1l.
Dayton, Ohio
Washington, D.C.
New York, N.Y.
Washington, D.C.
Washington, D.C.
Philadelphia, Pa.
New York, N.Y.
New York, N.Y.
New York '
Seattle, Wash,
New York, N.Y.
Philadelphia, Pa.
San Francisco, Calif.
Des Moines, Iowa
Norfolk, Va.
Washington, D.C.
Las Vegas, Nev,
Pittsburgh, Pa.
Pittsburgh, Pa.
Pittsburgh, Pa.
Portland, Oreg.

San Francisco, Calif.
Chieago, Il
Seattle, Wash,
New York, NX.
Milwankee, Wis.
Raleigh, N.C.
Washington, D.C.
San Francisco, Calif.
Miami, Fla.
Minneapolis, Minn.
Pittsburgh, Pa.
Washington, D.C.
Richmond, Va.

St. Louis, Mo.

Los Angeles, Calif.
Miami, Fla.
Minneapolis, Minn.
Rochester, Minn,
Pittsburgh, Pa.
Toledo, Ohio

Salt Lake City
Washington, D.C.
Nashville, Tenn.
St. Louis, Mo.
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Group 2.—Struck carriers provide more than 509 and less than 1009 of

flights :
Boston, Mass,
Chicago, 111
New York, N.Y.
Los Angeles, Calif,
Detroit, Mich.
Chiecago, I1L
New York, N.Y.
Cleveland, Ohio
New York, N.X.
Chicago, IIl.
Seattle, Wash.
boston, Mass,
Los Angeles, Calif,
Chicago, I1L
Chicago, 111
Atlanta, Ga,
New York, N.Y.
Chiecago, 111,
Portland, Oreg,
Los Angeles, Calif,
Kansas City, Mo.
Los Angeles, Calif,
Atlanta, Ga.
Denver, Colo.
Baltimore, Md.
Houston, Tex,
Columbus, Ohio
Los Angeles, Calif,
Las Vegas, Nev.
Chieago, 11L
Los Angeles, Calif,
Houston, Tex,
New Orleans, La.
Atlanta, Ga.
Los Angeles, Calif.
San Franecisco, Calif.
Spokane, Wash,
New York, N.X.
Chicago, I1L
Atlanta, Ga.
Chiecago, T11.
Chicago, 111,
Atlanta, Ga.
Baltimore, Md,
Baltimore, Md.
Fresno, Calif,
Richmond, Va.

LABOR DISPUTE

New York, N.Y.
New York, N.Y.
Washington, D C.
New York, N.Y.
New York. N.X.

Los Angeles, Calif.
san Francisco, Calif.
New York, N.X.
Pittsburgh, Pa.

San Francisco, Calif.,
San Francisco, Calif,
Chicago, 111,
Seattle, Wash,
Denver, Colo,
Washington, D.C.
New York, N.Y.

St. Louis, Mo.
Miami, Fla.

San Francisco, Calif,
Sacramento, Calif,
St. Louis, Mo,
Washington, D.C.
Chicago, 111

San Francisco, Calif.,
New York, N.Y.

New York, N.Y,

New York, N.Y.
Kansas City, Mo.
San Francisco
Louisville, Ky.
Portland, Oreg,

Los Angeles, Calif,
New York, N.X.
Miami, Fla.

St. Louis, Mo,

Salt Lake City
Heattle, Wash.
Louisville, Ky.
Tampa, Fla.
Jacksonville, Fla,
Grand Rapids, Mich.
Moline, I11.

Tampa, Fla.

Los Angeles, Calif.
Boston, Mass,

San Franecisco, Calif.
Washington, D.C.

ArvpeEnNpix O

Attached are the route maps of the five airlines parties to the current airlines
dispute, including Bastern, National, Northwest, Trans World, and United.
These maps indicate the routes and cities which are not being served by the
five carriers as a result of the strike,
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WATIORAL AIRLINES, INC.

CERTIPICATED ROUTES

Tallahassee
Panama City
Pensacola

Savannah
Mobile
NEW DRLEANS ypcxsoMviLLE
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Norfolk 4
Charteston 4

Daytona Beach
Cape Kennedy
j Melbourne
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Koy West

PHILPPINES

NORTHWEST ORIENT

INE PN ST AL
SYSTEM MAPF




AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE
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APPENDIX D

List oF 87 Doumestic Crres Ix WaHicH 50% or MORE OF ALL SCHEDULED AIR
PAassENGERS Hap BEEN UsING SERVICES OF THE FIVE CARRIERS

(3rd Quarter, 1965 Traffic Data)
100 PERCENT DEPENDENCY

Allentown, Pa

Jowling Green, Ky----

Bozeman, Mont_______ v =
Daytona Beach, Fla— - _______
Elko, Nev

Ely, Nev

Fort Myers, Fla

Gainesville,

Jamestown, N. Dak__.__

Key West, Fla

Melbourne, Fla __

Merced, Calif. e
Missoula, Mont ____

Modesto, Calif__.

Ocala, Fla__ ...

Pensacola, Fla_

Rome, G

2
-

b
-

Vero Beach,
Visalia, Calif_____
Wayeross, G

90—H9 PERCENT DEPENDENCY

Fargo, N. Dak. (90.0) oo mecmemmem
Flint, Mich (9L.0) oo __
Greenville, S.C. (90.4)

Mobile, Ala. (97.8) -

Pendleton, Oreg. (94.5)

80—80 PERCENT DEFENDENCY

Jaltimore, Md. (80.0)

Charlotte, N.C. (84.0)

Fort Wayne, Ind, (87.1) .
Grand Forks, N. Dak, (S84.5) - e LAWY
Newport News, Va. (89.9) .. BORELSS 0 B 0.
Norfolk, Va. (86.8)

Pittsburgh, Pa. (82.8)

Raleigh, N.C.

Richmond, Va. (80.1)

Saginaw, Mich, (86.0)

Spokane, Wash, (82.0)____

Tampa, Fla.

Toledo, Ohio (88.5).

Youngstown, Ohio (89.1)
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70-79% PERCENT DEPENDENCY

Akron, Ohio (79.5)

Boise, Idaho (75.8)

Dayton, Ohio (72.4)

Grand Rapids, Mich. (70.0) U

Greensboro, N.C. (79.2) ccmomammceee HA,

Jacksonville, Fla. (77.7) 0]

Lansing, Mich, (73.8) ]

Miami, Fla. (79.7) DA, NA,NW, TW, UA
Moline, II. (71.6) ]

Muskegon, Mich. (78.8)

Orlando, Fla.

Philadelphia, Pa. (75.0) A, NA, NW, TW, UA
Portland, Oreg. (T4.2) oo A

Reno, Nev. (72.2) ‘
Rochester, Minn, (77.7) cceecmmemaaea N

Seattle, Wash., (T7.0) c oo NW, UA
Stockton, Calif. (72.1) UA

West Palm Beach, Fla. (70.5) EA, NA, UA

60—-i8% PERCENT DEPENDENCY

dismarck, N. Dak. (66.6) mcmacccunaua NW

Cedar Rapids, Iowa (69.6) UA

Charleston, 8.C. (6 LA, NA

Cleveland, Ohio (60.4) JA, NW, TW, UA
Colnmbus, Ohio (67.9) BA, TW, UA

Des Moines, Towa (60.4) ]

Fresno, Calif. (66.4) :

Hartford, Conn. (64.0) A, TW, UA
Milwaukee, Wis. JA, NW, UA
Minneapolis, Minn. (61.0) BA, NW, UA

New York, N.X./Newark, N.J, (625)-. EA, NA, NW, TW, UA
Omaha, Nebr. (62.7) J

San Francisco, Calif. (61.9) VA, TW, UA
Washington, D.C. (67.5) JA, NA, NW, TW, UA

50-59 PERCENT DEPENDENY

Albuquerque, N, Mex. (53.5)

Bakersfield, Calif. (50.1) cceeae— ale - EF

Boston, Mass., (58.7) GA, NA, TW, UA
Charleston, W, Va. (55.6) A, UA
Chattanooga, Tenn. (58.7) A, UA

Chicago, I, (B4.8) e - HBA, NW, TW, UA
Helena, Mont. (08.3) ccoommeeeeee e NW

Huntsville, Ala. (58.0) EA, UA
Indianapolis, Ind. (57.1) EA, TW
Louisville, Ky. (56.8) EA, TW
Madison, Wis. (564) e eae N

Panama City, Fla, (50.6)

Sacramento, Calif. (54.8)

&t. Lonis, Mo, (51.1)

Souree : Clvil Aeronautics Board, Competition Among Domestic Air Carriers, 3rd Quarter,
19635 (latest published data).

Mr. Wiriam Curris. I would point toa few of the principal points.

Mr. Youncer. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman identify the two
associates at the table?

Mr. Wintzam Corrin. Yes, Mr. Congressman, this is Mr. Richard C.
Hotvedt, an associate of mine in the law firm of Morgan, Lewis &
Bockius, and Mr. Thomas D. MeCann, an associate of mine.

Mr. Younaer. Thank you.
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Mr. Wirtiam Curriy. The first matter which is treated in the pre-
pared statement submitted to the committee relates to the statutory
task posed in Senate Joint Resolution 186. I think that the testimony
of Secretary Wirtz on this point was not only clear, but conclusive, and
that is that the test which is in the bill is the same test which appears
now in the Railway Labor Act and by the action of the Chief Execu-
tive in April of this year it is clear that this dispute meets that test,
that statutory test.

I would, however, like to supplement the statement presented here so
farblqs to impact of this 32-day strike on this industry and on the
publie,

Air transportation has become the dominant mode of intercity pas-
senger travel on common carriers. To be precise, 59 percent of move-
ment in intercity by common carriers takes place by air.

Shortly before this strike began the average daily number of pas-
sengers being carried by these 5 carriers was in excess of 150,000 per-
sons per day. In 1965, these 5 carriers alone performed more than 30
billion revenue passenger miles. They served a combined total of 231
cities and 23 foreign countries. They operated in the largest and most
important airline markets in the country.

In many markets they provided the only air service available, In-
deed, in 54 major city pairs these carriers provided 100 percent of the
flights, as indicated by the order of the CAB issued on July 15, a
copy of which is attached to the statement.

A survey of the 100 top markets in the country shows that 65 of them
lost between 50 and 100 percent of their air transportation.

Mr. Friever. Could you tell us what page you are reading from?

Mr. Witiase Currin, Yes, sir; I am on page 7 of the statement at
this time.

Mr. Frieoer. Page 71

Mr. Wirtiam Currin. Yes, sir; the first full paragraph.

Among the major cities most severely damn;_re(ram Tallahassee in
the State of Florida, which has no air service, Mobile, Ala., which has
lost 98 percent of its trunkline service, Flint, Mich., which has lost 91

yercent of its service, and Baltimore, Pittsburgh, Richmond, and
‘oledo, all of which have lost more than 80 percent of their trunkline
service.

Some 87 cities have been deprived of 50 percent or more of their
normal air transportation service, and a summary of those cities is
attached as Appendix D to the statement.

Mr. Dixgerr. Mr. Chairman, it is very difficult for the members of
the committee to follow the statement. Perhaps he could indicate the
page from which he is reading.

Mr. Wirtiam Corrin. I will be glad to do that, Mr. Dingell.

I would then refer you to page 12 of the statement. Questions have
been asked with regard to the profits or rate of return on investment
in this industry, and we have prepared figures which indicate the rate
of return on investment of the five carriers.

Beginning in 1956 the Civil Aeronautics Board studied airline fares,
earnings, and costs. The Board recommend that, to pay good wages,
maintain safe conditions, and meet the needs for continuing equipment
changes, airline carriers such as these should be receiving an annual
average rate of return on investment of 10.5 percent.
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It was also indicated that that was to be over a period of time. That
CAB study was concluded and published in 1960 when the carriers
were earning a 3.5-percent rate of return.

In subsequent years this dropped and then climbed gradually
through such figures as 0.8 percent, 4.2 percent, 5.3 percent, 9.6 per-
cent, and only in the last year 12.3 percent. Over the 6-year period
since the CAB delivered its 10.5 percent rate on investment formula,
these five carriers have earned barely more than half that figure or an
average of 6.4 percent annually.

It is important to realize, as did the Presidential Emergency Board
No. 166, that despite this madequate, long-term profit performance,
this industry consistently paid top-class wage rates, then and now.

I direct the attention of the committee to page 13-A, which relates
to further impact felt by this strike.

These five carriers, which as you know comprise more than 60 per-
cent of the domestic trunk industry of this Nation, have suffered reve-
nue losses of more than $256 million through yesterday. The strike
has compelled the carriers to lay off as many other employees, union
and nonunion, as the union called on strike. The wages lost by these
employees amount to about $2 million every day or $64 million for the
strike through yesterday, the strike period through yesterday. These
are dollars which are not now flowing through the economy. The loss
of revenue to cities we serve is also serious. Every report we receive
from cities like Miami, Chicago, San Francisco, Los Angeles, New
York, and Minneapolis-St. Paul tells of daily six-figure losses and
greater to businesses related to our transportation system. New York's
losses, well published, in travel and related businesses, are about $750,-
000 per day, and the corresponding Miami losses are about $1,400,000
per day. When lost airline expenditures for wages and supplies are
added in the Miami area report, it has lost $2 million per day, which
is a total of $64 million throngh yesterday.,

The economic loss does not only hit at the private economy: it also
hits the treasuries of Federal, State, and local governments, because
the parties, if working, would be yielding approximately 134 of a mil-
lion dollars daily in tax revenues to the various levels of govern-
ment, which means that about $56 million in tax revenues have been
cut off from government so far.

I would like to turn now to a brief history of the development of
this dispute and its present status, because it has become quite clear
that the members of this committee are interested in the development
of the collective bargaining process in this dispute, or its failure, and
I do not have, I am not going to be referring to any particular part of
the statement here. 1 wonld first like to clear the record at least in-
sofar as my own opinion is concerned with regard to the guidelines
problem, because it has been a disturbing influence in terms of the
testimony and the questions asked here so far, On June 8 of this year
the Emergency Board report was submitted to the parties in this dis-
pute. We costed that Board report based on our figures to provide for
an annual average increase on a guidelines basis, which is wages and
fringes, of 3.6 percent annually.

The carriers accepted the recommendation of the Emergency Board
and at that time and T think for all time the issue of whether or not
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the guidelines—a decimal point concept were a deterrent to the prog-
ress of these negotiations disappeared. I do not wish to leave the
members of this committee with the impression that the earriers, or
the Government representatives, or the union for that matter, I am
sure. were not conscious at all times of the fact that we were engaged
in a highly advisable collective bargaining process on which we were
on notice to the Nation as to the kind of results that would come ouf
of this contract negotiation, and that we were conscious of the impact
which we as a small group of employers with a relative handful of
employees could have upon the st abilization programs and policies
of this Nation, which I think we both agree are very important, be-
cause not only are the airlines concerned about the impact, but the
union has a number of pensioners who are enjoying years of retire-
ment. under the union pension program, and I cannot believe that
they are not fully concerned about what inflation can do to those peo-
ple. We are concerned about problems of inflation and I am sure the
union 1s, too.

But in any event, in mid-June we accepted that Emergency Board
report, which took us to a position beyond the onidelines.

Ve negotiated with very considerable help of the Labor Depart-
ment, representatives until July 8 when this strike began. Before the
strike began the carriers made an additional offer In an attempt to
avert the strike.

Mr. Frieper. Above the 3.6

Mr. Witrtasx Corriv. Above the 3.6, yes, Mr. Chairman. We were
disappointed that it was not sufficient to avert the strike, but it again
indicates that there was no guideline deterrent in the picture, and that
the Government representatives were being helpful to us as mediators
and not sitting on us making it impossible for us to reach agreement.

After the strike occurred, the carriers made two or three offers in
excess of the offer presented immediately before the strike that went
beyond, further beyond the guidelines at that time in attempting to
seftle the strike. And of course the settlement which was reached on
July 29 was substantially in excess of the guidelines. Our figures in
that respect are that the average annual increased cost to these carriers
would be 4.7 percent, so that we are considerably above any guideline
figure at that point, and we were in excess of 13 percent, that settle-
ment would have cost us in excess of 13 percent above the Emergency
Board recommendations.

Now I suppose that everyone in this room is disappointed that the
settlement which we reached that evening was not ratified by the rank
and file. T would not presume to advise this committee as to why I
think it failed of ratification. I can say that Iam personally persuaded
that the leadership of this union did do what it could do to obtain
ratification.

Tt felt that it had reached an honorable and a generous settlement
of the dispute on July 29, and that it recommended earnestly to its
membership that there be ratification of the contract reached by the
negotiators. I point to the two telegrams which have been introduced
“hto the record this morning by Mr. Siemiller. Those telegrams were
not only descriptions, and fair descriptions of the facts of the agree-
ment reached, but they contain strong admonitions to the representa-
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tives of the international union to secure ratification and to recom-
mend it heartily. There is a statement in those telegrams to the effect
that this is the best contract ever negotiated by this union in the airlines
industry. Itisthat flat. There isa strong statement in those telegrams
to the effect that if the membership do not accept this generous con-
tract settlement, then in those circumstances, they can expect congres-
sional action.

Now, I think that that goes above and beyond the pale of duty in
terms of the international leadership of this union making a strong
recommendation to its membership that they accept the best job which
could be accomplished by the parties at the negotiating table. They
did that. Nevertheless, we saw a 3 to 1 rejection of that strong and I
am persuaded bona fide recommendation by this international union.
I do not know who was more disappointed, Mr. Siemiller or myself, but
we were both very disappointed with the result. The fact is that now
we find ourselves a week later advising this committee, perhaps for two
different reasons, that we do not think that collective bargaining will
work at this time.

Mr. Siemiller in fairness to his statements, T do not wish to mis-
construe it to you at all, as I understand it has stated to yon that it
won’t work while Congress is considering legislative action. I say
to you that in these circumstances, after a 32-day strike, it won't work
until Congress has acted and this union is placed in a position of as-
serting its leadership to this membership. It has warned this mem-
bership of the consequences of an irresponsible rejection of a generons
package. I suggest that it is depending on the carriers that legislative
action in this particular case and for this particular case only is the
answer to the dilemma in which we find ourselves.

You have urged upon us, the chairman and many of the members
of this committee, you have urged upon us that we return to the col-
lective bargaining table. We returned there yesterday. And I do not
mean to suggest now for a moment that efforts were not made every
day and every night since the rejection of this contract of last week.

Efforts were made by the Secretary of Labor and by the Assistant
Secretary of Labor to find a basis, a real basis, a realistic basis for a
resumption of collective bargaining talks. I know that they talked
to me innumerable times, and I am sure that the same is true with
respect to the union leadership. But there was no realistic basis, there
was no realistic basis for returning to the table.

The union, Mr. Siemiller testified this morning that he brought into
Washington his district leaders and his local union presidents of the
12 of the principal lodges involved in this dispute. Apparently—
I say apparently because I do not really know, but apparently—over
the weeI]:xend, in response to requests of this committee, and I am sure
of the Secretary of Labor, and undoubtedly in response to their own
self-interest and our mutual interest in this matter, they developed
what their position is as of this time, after that rejection, and that
was presented to us directly for the first time yesterday afternoon.
That position, gentlemen, is that in order to settle this strike at this
time and with no assurance of ratification, because the international
leadership points out quite correctly that they cannot gnarantee ratifi-
cation, and at this time their position is that we would have to agree to a




AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE 187

contract which would cost these five carriers $112,800,000, excuse me,
$112,387,000. That compares to a contract settlement for the same
period of $73.4 million. That is the settlement which we reached at
the Executive Office Building a week ago. That is 74 percent above
the Emergency Board recommendations, and we are not prepared to
settle on that basis, and I would be surprised if the union would testify
to you that they expected us to settle on that basis.

We are not only not prepared to settle on that basis, but we cannot
bargain on that basis. We cannot say we reached a week ago a settle-
ment which every man in the room felt was a fair, not only a fair
settlement, but a generous settlement, one which reflected that this
union had demonstrated its economic strength for over 3 weeks, and
that this industry had felt the impact of that economic strength for
over 3 weeks.

In those circumstances we reached an agreement which would have
cost $73.4 millon, and now we find ourselves a week later told that
despite what we all thought was a settlement that not only was fair
and generous but would be accepted by the membership, that now the
price for settlement at the bargaining table, with no assurance of
ratification, is over $112 million. Neither of us, neither set of negotia-
tors wants to leave this committee room, I am sure, or this committee
with the impression that we are not willing to return to the collective
barganing table and to make our best efforts, but in those circum-
stances there are no efforts possible which can lead us to reaching an
agreement. That is exactly the spot that we are in today, and it is only
because we are in this spot that these five carriers are saying to Con-
gress for the first time, and we are saying it for the first time, only
after that rejection, only after that failure of ratification by the mem-
bership, that we think legislation is the solution.

The question of legislation has been discussed in speeches on the
Hill for at least a week, and perhaps longer before we reached our
agreement at the Executive Office Building.

These carriers never asked for legislation at that time. Our pref-
erence always is to settle this problem by collective bargaining. But
we tell you that today, and this week, after the experience that we
have been exposed to with the failure of ratification, that we do not
regard the prospects for settlement at the collective bargaining table
as realistic, and if we had the slightest doubt in our minds, it was
removed yesterday afternoon when the union, and I am sure in good
faith, told us what it regarded as the minimum settlement which they
could reach at the bargaining table under these circumstances.

What are the prospects, then, if the bill, Senate Joint Resolution
186 is passed? It is a bill which does not provide for compulsory
arbitration. I think we are diverted from the real thrust of the bill
if we suggest that it does. I think that the legislative intent of the
Senate is abundantly clear on that point. They rejected by an 81 to
6 vote the Lausche amendment which provided for a compulsory
arbitration substitute. I think it is a bill which contemplates the
collective bargaining process taking effect.

That is what it is talking about for 180 days, or a period short of
180 days. It is a collective bargaining bill. "What it says, return this
situation to sanity. Get these carriers operating. Protect the public
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interest. (et these employees back on the job so that reason can pre-
vail at the bargaining table and not just a tug of war, a pitting of eco-
nomic factors against each other. We have no interest at all in win-
ning this fight by starving out our employees, and I hope and T am
sure that this union has no interest at all in winning this fight by
crippling over 60 percent of the Nation’s domestic trunkline industry,
and that is where we are today. We are in that kind of a bitter
struggle, and it is because of the facts and the situation in which we
find ourselves today that these five carriers are saying to you, despite
reservations as to particular parts of Senate Joint Resolution 186, that
we urge this committee to report that bill out and have Congress take
prompt action on it, so that the facilities can begin to operate again,
so that the employees are back to work, and so that we can resume
collective bargaining in a rational atmosphere.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuamyax. Thank you, Mr. Curtin. I would like to ask yon
this. I think you can answer this without violation of any confidence.

Has your organization made any new offer to the union since the
White House agreements?

Mr. WiLtzay CurTiN. No,sir; we have not.

The Cramyan. Have they made any new offers to you?

Mr. Witriasa Corrin. Well, it depends upon your definition of new
offer, but they did make an offer yesterday afternoon. They told us
what it would take to settle it, yes.

I think, if I may, to put my response in context, the collective bar-
gaining context, you might say, we reached an agreement which the
carriers accepted and the union rejected. The next logical step after
that is for the union to tell the carriers what its position isnow. They
did that yesterday afternoon, so that there is a new offer on the table
from the union in that sense, and it is an offer which, as I have indi-
cated, exceeds $112 million, without attributing any cost to a cost-of-
living escalation provision, which could be considerably costly, but
there is no way to estimate that or to determine that.

The Cuamrymax. As I understand it, dating back to the original
offer; is that right ?

Mr. Witriam Curmin. Basically, the cost of the original offer. The
cost of the position stated by them when they went on strike July 7
was about $114 million, and this is in excess of $112 million, so I
think that is what Mr. Siemiller is testifying, that they are back to
about the cost—some of the details are different, but the cost of the
package is about the same,

The Cuamyax. What I am trying to do, and my time is almost up,
that you did have an agreement at one time between the principals?

Mr. Winriaym Currin. Yes, sir.

The Cramyan. Going from that, going back to the original, if
you had made a further offer or if they had after the agreement had
seen reached, if they had come back to you and tried to get a com-
promise, I just wondered from the original agreement reached at the
White House if yon have made an additional offer beyond that, or
if they have asked you for additional things based on that agreement
at the White Hounse ?

Mr. Winniay Corrrx. T think T am going to be responsive when I
say no to that question. :
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The Crameyan. On which side, or both sides?

Mr. Witniay Curriy. Yes, though I say they have made an addi-
tional offer in the sense of the one I have described.

The Cuamaan. I understand.

Is not collective bargaining in its pure sense making offers and com-
promises?

Mr. Witrran Corriy. Yes, it is, making offers and counteroffers.

The Cramaax. On both sides?

Mr. WitLiax Curraiy. When you are talking in terms of reason it
seems to me, sir.

The Cramyax. By both sides?

Mr. Witiiax Corrin. Yes, sir. on both sides, and we made offers
and counteroflers to each other. That is how we got to the agreement
which was reached at the White House, exactly.

The Cramaax. Evidently that did not stand up. Would it not be
reasonable if you are going to continue collective bargaining that o her
offers be made in an effort to compromise ?

Mr. Witriaar Curris. It is reasonable to assume that offers and
counter offers will be made, but it is also reasonable to assume that
you must be talking in an area of the settlement. If $73 million was
the settlement which we thought across the bargaining table was a
reasonable, fair, honest, generous settlement for this industry, one
which the union could characterize as the best ever in this industry, we
think that it is unreasonable now to be faced with a demand for $112
million.

The Cramyax. In my mind that still does not prohibit the other
side from making some kind of an offer. Maybe they have gone beyond
what you think is reasonable.

Mr. Witrray Corrin, Thatisright.

The Cramyax. But I do not see where, if you are going to have any
kind of a settlement, that there are not counteroffers.

Mr. Wittiax Corrin. Yes, in the sense that collective bargaining
has been my business for some time, I can tell you that the kind of
offer that this position elicits at the bargaining table is a recession,
is a withdrawal from a prior position by employers. That is what
happens ordinarily in these circumstances. We are not doing it.

The Cramyay. Do vou know, and I should have asked this of Mr.
Siemiller, how many of the men have ot her jobs today, do you know?

Mr, Wirniay Currin. I do not know. Tt is a period of full or high
employment and I expect that a considerable number of them have other
jobs today, whether on a temporary or permanent basis we just do not
have any 1dea.

The Cramyan. You said you had some reservations on certain
parts of the bill and I am not sure if you gave them when I was
not here,

Mr. Winrzay Curmin. Yes, sir. What I said, Mr. Chairman, is
reflected——

Mr. Nersen. Mr. Chairman, if T may just interrupt before we leave
the trend of thought that you were pursuing, I think Mr. Siemiller
mentioned that there is give and take in negotiations, and he has indi-
cated their position which you feel is going too far.

Now have you had any indication that if you submit another pro-
posal separate and apart from what was agreed on earlier, have you
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any indication from Mr. Siemiller that this would be submitted here,
a new proposal would be submitted to the membership of the union?

Mr. Witniay Corriy. No, sir.

Mr. Nersex. You have no assurance of that whatever. Is this a
deterrent.?

Mr. Wirriax Corriy. An additional offer by us to be submitted ?

Mr. Netsexn. Yes. If you had an additional offer to make, have you
any assurance that it would be submitted to a vote by the membership
of the Machinists’ Union ¢

Mr. Wintiam Currin. No, sir.

Mr. Nersex. Is this a deterring factor in presenting a new proposal
as far as you are concerned, feeling that perhaps it will not even be
submitted tothe membership fora vote?

Mr. Wintasm Corrin. Congressman Nelsen, not really, because we
are not interested in having offers submitted to the membership. The
position we have taken throughout the negotiation is that we wish to
reach a setlement at the bargaining table with the union represena-
tives of our employees so that they can take that settlement, that con-
tract ont with a recommendation.

Mr. Nrrsex. I understand.

Thank vou, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Witray Corrix. The point I was attempting to make, Mr.
Chairman, is reflected on pages 16 and 17 of the statement which I
have submitted to the committee. Essentially it is this: that we think
that the best resolution of this dispute now 1s legislation, and we en-
dorse Senate Joint Resolution 186. We think that there is much more
to be lost by the time which could be taken in terms of perhaps trying
to get a bill which wounld be more acceptable to management.

For example, certainly management feels that on the basis of this
dispute only, and I limit all of my remarks to this dispute only, legis-
lation for this dispute only, that it would be better if there was a more
clear statement that this dispute would be finally resolved, that there
would be a final determination under the bill. We are not asking you
to do that. We are endorsing 186 becanse we think that that is a com-
promise which was worked out after a great deal of discussion and
hard work in the Senate, and we commend it to you.

The Crarrmay. What you are asking them is that it be worked out
finally under compulsory arbitration ?

Mr. Witiiam Curriy. That is one way to have a final determina-
tion of the dispute, ves, sir, what is labeled compulsory arbitration.

The Cramryax. That is all the questions I have.

Mr. Friedel.

Mr. Frieoer. Mr. Curtin, how far arve you apart, both sides? Yon
mentioned the figures there, $112 million something or $73 million.
Now are vou $45, $49, or $50 million apart ?

Mr. Wirriaym Corrix. Mr, Friedel, we are about $38 million apart
not attributing any cost to the cost-of-living proposal or demand of
the union ; yes,sir.

Mr. Friever. $112 million?

Mr. Minniay Corris. No, I am sorry: we are apart $38 million.

My, Frirper. You are apart $38 million?

Mr. Wittiam Corriy. And in addition to that, whatever the cost
under the agreeemnt would be of a cost-of-living provision.
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Mr. Frieper. One of the things that was brought out very clearly
that the union has turned down was the first 18 months, and 1 want an
answer from you, and I think that has to be considered this afternoon,
trying to consider January 1, 1967, 1968, and 1969. Will you give that
consideration ?

Mr. Winiam Curtin. Yes, sir.  We will give that great con-
sideration.

My, Frieper. You arein favor of this bill?

Mr. Wirnias Currin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Frrepen. I want to mention a proposed amendment, and not
from me, that is going to be considered. It would provide that “when
the emergency legislation provided for in 186 was put into effect, the
President will appoint a receiver for each airline coming under the
act. The receiver will take charge of all receipts coming into the
hands of the airlines. He would disburse all necessary expenses of
operation and nothing else. He would impound all other moneys until
the strike was settled, after which they would be used as provided in
the settlement agreement for return to the airlines.” In other words,
thisis practically a seizure clause ?

Mr. Witeiam Courrin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Frieper. Would you be in favor of that ?

Mr., Wirrian CurmiN. No, we would oppose that, sir, as the union
wonld,

Mr. Friepen. In other words, this bill would make them come back
to work ?

Mr. WitLiam Corrix. Yes, sir.

Mr. Frrepen. On the other hand, there would be no restrictions on
the airlines?

Mr. Witriaxr Currin, There would be tremendous pressure on the
airlines, if that is what you mean, Congressman Friedel, because we
would have ourselves a very unhappy situation with employees who
are not working under an agreement. We are very conscious of that,
and I can assure you that it is not the intent of these five carriers to
see a bill enacted and then to go home for 6 months or something. We
are going to be right back at the bargaining table trying to find a
solution to this problem.

Mr. Friepen. I did not like one remark made that if we passed this
bill that we will be strikebreakers. We do not want to be strike-
breakers.

Mr. Witriax Cugrrin, I do not know whether Congress in 1926 and
1936 was called strikebreakers when they passed the Railway Labor
Act, but it is provided in there if you meet the statutory test, which is
in Senate Joint Resolution 186, that in those circumstances there will
be required by law extended periods of negotiations, and that is its
concept in here.

Mr. FrieverL. You heard my earlier statement when I asked you to
meet this afternoon ?

Mr. Wirciam Corniy. Yes, sir.

Mr. Friever. Both of you. Will you go in there with the attitude
of give and take?

You have already made your offer. They have returned to their
original offer. I am expecting them to give and take too, and I hope
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before tomorrow morning at 9 o’clock, when we are supposed to meet,
T would like to read in the papers that you have reached a settlement
and agreement. Get together. There must be some way, some
answer.

As to how far you can go, you must go a little further, how much
they will have to rec ede—and they will have to ree sede—that you can
get together and settle this strike and get the people back.

I want to make one other point. For 2 days I have been trying to
get a little girl back, who is 12 years old, to her mother here in Balti-
more; and I cannot get her back to Baltimore. She is out in Seattle,
W ‘l:\h.

Mr. Stearmrer, We will get her.

Mr. Frieper. I will eall you right away.

Mr. Winniam Currix. \n\ilmur we can do to be of assistance to
meet the public obligations which were suggested in some of the ques-
tions earlier, we will be very happy to try to do that.

Mr. Fripoer, I have been trying for 2 days and I have not gotten
any response yet. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuamyan. Mr. Springer.

Mr. Serineer. Mr. Curtin, the testimony here of Mr. Siemiller said
that there was not a chance of getting a settlement here, if I under-
stood him correctly, he said as long as there was this threat of legis-
lation, as long as it 1s in existence, th at you are relying upon the Con-
gress to bail youout. Have you a reply to that ?

Mr. Wiitam Curriy. Yes, sir. 1 think that in that area he has
misgaged our motives. Frankly, we would love to be able to settle
this dispute by collective bargaining rather than by legislation. The
fact of the matter is that the “bills were introduced and speeches were
made before our settlement on July 29, and at least in my judgment,
if it had any effect, it was in the form of an inducement to the parties
to get to w ork, as many of the members of this committee have sug-
gested, get to work to find an area of settlement. We did find an
area of settlement but unfortunately it was rejected.

Mr. Serincer. Now on July 29, you settled this for approximately
$74 million?

Mr. Wintiam CurTiN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Seriveer. Now this August 9, roughly 2 weeks later; roughly,
is that about right?

Myr. Wirrianm CormiN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Serineer. Have you made any offer other than the $74 million
package to labor?

Mr. Witniam Currin. No: we have not.

Mr. SeriNgeER. Your answer is “No™?

My, Wintiax Currin, No.

Mr. Serrveer. Have they made any offer to you?

Mr. WiLLiax Curtin. Yes; it is one I described earlier, $112,387,000
plus a cost-of-living provision and no assurance of rat ification.

Mr. Serivcer. Now they have made an offer to you ¢

Mr. Witriax CurTiN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Serixcer. You have not made an offer to them?

Mr. Wiriram Corrin. That is right.

Mr. Serincer. Well now, you have had how long to do that?
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Mr. Winriax Currry. We received this offer late yesterday a fter-
noon, this demand late vesterday afternoon.

Mr. Serixcer. Did they make this offer on July 20? They went
back to this position?

Mr. Wittiax Corrin. $112 million?

Mr. SPRINGER. Yes.

Mr. Witriay Corriy, No, sir. We settled for $73.4 million on
July 29, and when you ask really whether we have made an offer, I
think perhaps I was not clear earlier.

The union says that this is the offer or the position which it can settle
upon at the bargaining table, and which it will take out for ratifica-
tion, $112 million. So if we make an offer that is intended to conclude
the negotiations, it is $112 million.

Mr. Springeg. They made you an offer on July 77

Mr. Wirriax CurTIN. Yes.

Mr. Serixcer, Of $112 million. Now in the last 48 hours have you
made them an offer?

Mr. Wirtiam Cortiy. No, sir.

I am apparently not being clear in my responses to you, Congress-
man Springer,

Since the rejection of the settlement which we reached, which the
parties at the table reached, we received the union’s position as to
what it would take to settle this dispute the first time yesterday after-
noon. We costed that position last evening. It would cost these five
carriers $112 million plus the cost-of-living provisions as opposed to
$74 million upon which we settled.

The union advised us that this is the position which it must have,
this is the contract which it must have if it is going to take anything
out to the membership for ratification, and it., of course, cannot guaran-
tee that anything would be ratified, so that when you ask us if we
have made an offer, this is presented to us frankly in the terms that if
we wish to make an offer to settle the dispute, it must be an offer of
¢38 million in addition to the settlement reached a week ago, plus a
cost-of-living provision, and we have not made that offer.

Mr. Serixcer. But the point that I am trying to make, Mr. Curtin—
and I am sure that you understand what I am talking about—have you
made them any counteroffer?

Mr. Wirtiaym Curriyn. No, sir; not since yesterday.

Mr. Serixger. That is what I wanted to know.

Mr. Wittiax Curmin. Yes.

Mr. SeriNGer. You can say “Yes” or “No” to that question, can you
not?

Mr, Wirraa Corriy. Yes, sir. I was not trying to evade your
question.

Mr. SprinGeRr. You should not.

Mr. Wirttaa Corrix. I did not understand it.

Mr. Serineer. This committee is trying to get an understanding as
to where the negotiation is at this point. '

Now as I understand it, they have said that to settle this it will cost
$112 million and you have not made any reply to that; is that correct ?

Mr. Wirriay Corrin. We have rejected that.

Mr. Sprixcer. Now are you going to make any answer to them or
reply to them?
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Mr. Wirriam Currin. We are not going to agree to pay $112 mil-
lion ; no, sir.

Mr. Serivcer. 1 did not say that.

You understood, Mr. Curtin, that I did not say that?

Mr. WivLiay Currin. Yes, sir.

Mr. SeriNGer. Are you going to make any counteroffer?

Mr. Wivtiam Cuorrin. 1 do not know the answer to that question.
I would have to consult

Mr. Serineer. I think it is pretty important to this committee to
know, if you are asking to come in here and that we pass this kind of
legislation, we want to know what you are doing :mtl] whether or not
you are bargaining in good faith. T am not saying that you are not.
I am just saying that this committee ought to know whether or not
you intend to bargain in this matter, or whether you intend to stick
on $74 million,

Mr. Wiiniam Curmin. Yes, sir; you are entitled to know that and
I will let you know after we meet this afternoon.

Mr. Serincer. Pardon me. Had you finished? I did not mean to
interrupt.

Mr. Worrax Curmin. T said we are planning to meet this afternoon
at the request of Congressman Friedel and the committee, and the
question you asked of course will be developed factually then.

Mr. Friever. 1 said give and take.

Mr. WiLtiam Currin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Serineer. Mr. Curtin, one further question.

In the negotiations—now you know whether these things go on or
not, and I want to know whether anybody connected with these five
airlines—during these negotiations were there pressures exerted by
the administration to not go above a certain figure.

Mr. Wirriayx Currin. No, sir.

Mr. Serixeer. Wait a minute. T am not talking about the Secre-
tary of Labor. I am talking about the Chairman of the Civil Aero-
nautics Board.

Mr. Wituiay Corrin. T heard your questions the other day with
respect to the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, whom I do
not know and have never talked to. I do know, Congressman
Springer, that the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board has
spoken with representatives of these five carriers, I suppose on many
OCccasions,

As you are undoubtedly aware, after the strike took place, the CAB,
for example, issued emergency orders and there were meetings of ear-
riers, not only these five but others, and I am sure there have been
innumerable conversations with Mr, Murphy and perhaps others at
the CAB.

Mr. Serivcer. Now was there this in the negotiations to not go
above the President’s gnidelines or not go very far above them ?

Mr. WirLiax Corrin. No,sir,

Mr. SerixGer. There was no discussion of this with the Secretary of
Labor?

Mr. Witntax Currin. We went above the President’s guidelines
when we accepted the President’s Emergency Board report.

Mr. Seringer, Now was there pressure exerted not to violate these
guidelines very much? That is about the best way I can put it.
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Mr. Winriam Corrin, I would hesitate to say pressures. We were
always conscious, I think both sides at the bargaining table were
always conscious that the administ ration has a stabilization program
to try to fight inflation in this Nation, and that they were concerned
that neither of us should enter into an unduly or excessively costly
contract.

Mr. Sprixcer. All right, they made that clear to both sides, did
they not ?

Mr. Wirtiam Corrin. I thinkso: yes.

Mr. Serixceg. 1 just wanted to be sure. I am not condemning any-
body for that, because I realize that there are guidelines in the situa-
tion, and I just wanted to be sure that we get it all on the record that
there were people involved in these negotiations other than you and
labor. That is the purpose of the question.

That is all, Mr. Curtin.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Criamryax. Mr. Macdonald?

Mr. Prekre. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this question?

The Cramyax. Will Mr. Macdonald yield ?

Mr. Macpoxarp. I yield for a question.

Mr. Prckre. Could you give the committee a translation of what the
sums involved would mean with reference to percentages, if they had
asked for $112 million as compared with your $74 million ?

As I figure it, that is approximately 50 percent more. Am 1 saying
in effect that this would Lv over a 9-percent-guideline increase!

Mr. Wirtiay Corriy. I am not a very good statist ician either, but
that is the way I would figure it, Congressman Pickle: yes.

Mr. PrckLe. Nine,almost ten percent

Mr. Wirtiaym Cormin, I am not sure we are using the correct base
when we use that kind of comparison.

Mr. Prexie. I thank you.

Mr. Macpoxarn. Mr. Curtin, going back to a point raised by the
chairman, one of the factors, of course, that we all worry about during
the strike is safety.

Mr. WirLiay Corrin, Yes, sir.

Mr. Macpoxarp. And I noticed, and I do not remember exactly or
have the figures, a number of people who did not vote in the regular
procedure of accepting or rejecting.

Mr. Wirriay Currix. About a third of the membership: yes, Sir.

Mr. Macpoxarp. These people are very highly gkilled ; are they not;
highly trained?

Mr. WiLray CorTiN. Some are, some are not. This is not just a
group of mechanics, you understand.

Mr. Macponarp. Right. The mechanics themselves are the most
likely to be able to obtain other jobs?

Mr. Wirriay Currin. Ohj yes,sir.

Mr. Macponarp. They are very highly sought after?

Mr. Wirtiam Currin. I would think so: yes, sir.

Mr. Macponarp. I was wondering if the airlines have taken into
consideration that even if this legislation passes, and the airline em-
ployees, the mechanics which I am now directing myself to, decide
that they would rather get jobs in other industries that are a little




196 AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

higher paying, would not the airlines themselves be in a very bad
situation inasmuch as the safety requirements of the CAB would still
have to be lived up to, the public confidence would have to be restored
that these planes, having been parked on the runways, which I can see
fortunately since I am from Boston and Northeast 1s still flying; have
the five companies taken this into consideration #

Mr. Wicraaym Currin. Of course we have, and we are concerned
about the prospect which you have indicated. However, I think it
does assume perhaps too much, and that is that all of the skilled em-
ployees would take jobs elsewhere, and that these five carriers will
resume operations on a complete basis. In other words, that we will
be operating at 100-percent capacity immediately, and 1 do not think
that that is going to be the case, because there 1s going to be a very
difficult period where we are going to have to get ourselves cranked up
and get back operating, so that there will be a gradual period in which
employees wi]i be returning to work, aside from the strike situation.
This industry has a very low turnover rate, something less than 2 per-
cent, so that it is considered quite a desirable industry in which to
work.

Mr. Macpoxarp. The other question I would like to ask, which
I asked the representative of the machinists, Were you surprised
that the administration did not take a position on this legislation ?

Mr. Witiayx Cuorrin. Surprised? I think I was disappointed. I
do not know whether I was surprised.

Mr. Macpoxarn. Do you read anything into the fact that they did
not take a position, even though they were very much in the picture
during the negotiations?

Mr. Wirtiam Corrin. T do not read anything into it that relates to
the status of this dispute, and certainly I am not qualified to make
judgments in other areas as to why they may or may not be taking a
position with regard to this legislation. I think that they have taken
a couple of positions which relate to the legislation and which are
very relevant.

The first is that collective bargaining has failed in this dispute to
date, and the second is that action ought to be taken, whatever it is.
promptly.

Mr. Macooxarp. Sir, T noticed in your statement you say that col-
lective bargaining has failed, but that is not quite the fact vet, is it?
It will have failed if Congress passes legislation, but until Congress
passes legislation dealing with this strike, it is the normal process of
collective bargaining that is taking place right at this moment.

Mr. Wirtiax Cormix. Not in my experience, Congressman,

Mr. Macpoxarn, Well, I am sure you have more experience than I
have.

My, WinLiay Corrry. Ithink it isto the contrary really.

Mr. MacpoxaLp. When they make a demand of you, and I think that
1s what confused some people earlier——

Mr. Wirriay Currry, Yes.

Mr. Macpoxarn. The use of the word “offer” rather than “demand”,
and you rejected it, that is the ordinary process of collective bargain-
ing, 1s it not ? 3

Mr. WirLrax CurtiN. As a general proposition, yes, offers, counter-
offers, rejections, acceptances. :
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Mr. Macooxarn. And is there anything unusual in having the
negotiating committee for any union then take the package back to
the membership and have the membership reject it? Does this not
happen every day throughout the bargaining processes ?

Mr. WirLias Corrin. No; it does not happen every day, Congress-
man.

Mr. Macpoxarp. I am sure that you do not enter into a contract
every day.

Mr. Wirras Currin. It is not the rule.

Mr. Macponarp. But it is not unusual is my point.

Mr. Wiziaym Currin. Yes, but it isnot the rule.

For example, this union as I understand it with regard to the em-
ployees it represents in the railroad industry has no—this union,
as 1 understand it. with regard to the employees which it represents in
the railroad industry under the same act has no ratification procedures,
so first of all, it is not always the rule that there is a ratification pro-
cedure, and in my experience it is by far the rule that when there is a
ratification procedure and the leadership of the union recommend a
settlement, that it is accepted.

Mr. Macponarp. At the hearings before the McClellan committee,
was not that one of the main issues, to prevent so-called sweetheart
contracts, that the leadership of the unions would have to go back
to their membership to have the contracts ratified so that the people
who actually belong and work, belong to the unions and work for the
companies cannot be sold out ?

Mr. Wintam Currin. That was a concept that was advanced; yes,
sir.

Mr. Macpovarp. And is that not in your opinion a reasonable
process? j

Mr. Witiam Corrin. Yes: but no more reasonable than those rep-
resentatives of the union standing for election every 2 years to defend
the decisions that they have made in the interim period.

Mr. Macpoxarp. My last observation. With the package that they
got, and I think it is a very good package, I think they would

Mr. WirLiax Corrix. I would hope so.

Mr. Macpoxarp. I am not sure that that could be said for everyone
here in the country.

Mr. Caamrman. Mr. Younger.

Mr. Youxeer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

In lieu of a contract tied in with the cost-of-living index, would you
be willing to accept a contract tied in with the earnings of the air
carriers?

Mr, Witriaym Corriy. With the earnings of the air carriers? Over
a G-year period ; yes, sir.

Mr. Youxcer. That is what T mean.

Mr. Wiziam Corrin. Yes; you are talking about a trend ?

Mr. Youxcer. Would you be willing to accept a contract tied in with
the earnings of the airlines?

Mr. WiLriax Cuorrin. Yes, sir; we would be willing to consider
approaching a contract on that basis. Y

Mr. Youncer. Now you call for this legislation and you call for 180
days before it comes back into somebody’s lap again. What prospects
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are there that there will be any meaningful negotiations, because the
record shows that from the time the President appointed the Emer-
gency Board until you met recently at the White House, there were
no bargaining meetings; is that true?

Mr. WiLLias CURTIx, No, sir. We had bargaining meetings prac-
tically every day and every weekend.

Mr. Youxaer. Well, that differs a lot from what was testified to in
our hearings with the other side of this issue.

Mr. Witriaym Courrin. That there were no bargaining sessions, sir?

Mr. Youncer. Practically no bargaining sessions from the time—-
and I asked the question specifically—from the time that the President
appointed the Emergency Board until they were called to the White
House. You had some meetings, but no bargaining of any kind, no
offers or anything of that kind.

The Chairman u.lnh me to yield and I will.

The Cuammax. I asked him to yield for this purpose, not for a ques-
tion of you, but to ask the committee if they would remain for about 2
minutes after 12 o’clock, so that we might have a short executive session
of the members that are here, and we will ask this room to be cleared
when the bells ring.

You may proceed.

Mr. Wirtam Currin, Could I try to respond to that question of
Congressman Younger.

Mr. Youncer. Yes.

Mr. Wicray Corriy. My understanding of the exchange, if I re-
member it correctly, was whether there had been any real collective
bargaining during the period, and I think that you are quite correct,

that Mr. Siemiller answered that question no, or something to that
effect.

Mr. Younaer. Well, then why——

Mr. Winntay Currin. Yes, sir,

Mr. Youneer. Why would we P\{)l‘l'f Mr. Curtin, to have any real

bargaining sessions in the next 180 days, if the men went back to work
under this legislation ?

Mr. Witniam Corrin, Well, for one reason, because I think that the
Secretary of Labor and I would disagree with Mr. Siemiller’s conclu-
sion, I think there was real bargaining. I know that we made a num-
ber of offers and I know that the union made a number of offers which
finally culminated inan agreement on July 29. The Secretary of Labor
announced, or stated his opinion that if this bill were passed there
would be a settlement during the term and T share that opinion.

Mr. Youncer. Well, yes, but the Secretary will not recommend this
legislation.

Mr. Wittiax Corrry. I know that, sir.

Mr. Youxeer. And the administration will not recommend this leg-
islation. They can talk all they want to, but the Secretary also told
us that the guidelines that they had set was an important factor all
during the time that he talked to you, and I think he so stated in his
tesimony, if I recall it correctly.

Now if this legislation is passed, in your opinion, and you have read
it probably many times, will this take care of the American airlines
and Pan-American and the other lines that are coming up under this
same situation?
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Mr. Wirriax Curmin. It appears to be designed to do so; yes, sir,

Mr. Youncer. In youropinion it will do that?

Mr. WirLiay Curriy, Yes, sir.

Mr. Youncer. Normally in the bargaining is it your attitude that
the agreement which was reached July 29, and was “turned down, and
then you returned to the bargaining table, you start bargaining from
that agreement ?

Mr. Wiztiam Corrin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Youncer. And not from some previous agreement back
July 77

Mr. WirLiam Corrin. Exaetly, sir.

Mr. You~aer. Is that not normally the bargaining process?

Mr. Wintraym CurriN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Youneer, Thatis all I have.

The Cramsan, The committee will stand adjourned until 7:30 to-
night, unless the House is in session and we cannot meet here. Now
if it is in session at 6 o’clock or after we will not come back.

The room will please be cleared.

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee adjourned, to reconvene at
7:30 p.m. the same day.)
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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 10, 1966

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 9 a.m., in room 2123,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Harley O. Staggers (chairman)
presiding.

The CEAmRMAN. The committee will come to order.

When the committee adjourned yesterday, the committee was ques-
tioning Mr. Curtin, and, as I understood when I had to leave the
committee, Mr. Friedel had an agreement from the principals that
they would meet yesterday a fternoon.

T would like to ask you, Mr. Curtin, was there any progress made
in the meeting yesterday ¢

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. CURTIN, SPOKESMAN FOR THE AIR-
LINES, ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS D. McCANN AND RICHARD C.
HOTVEDT, ATTORNEYS—Resumed

Mr. Wmriam Curriy. No, sir; I am sorry there was not. Mr.
Ramsey, the chief negotiator for the union and his committee and
our negotiating committee met. for over 4 hours yesterday afternoon,
had a very thorough exchange of ideas and discussion of the costs of
their proposal, and discussion of the cost of modifications of the agree-
ment reached on July 29, but there was no basis for an area of agree-
ment developed through those discussions.

The Crarmyan. I think that the committee has been very patient
with both sides, and the time has come that this committee must act.
There will be amendments in this bill that neither labor nor manage-
ment is going to like, I can assure you of that from what I understand
from the sentiments of some of the members here that they have
decided that playing around must come Lo an end and that both
sides on this must be brought to their senses some way.

I would like to ask Mr. Siemiller a question at this time. In your
statement yesterday you agreed with me I believe, in your response to
questions, that the enactment of this legislation would set collective
bargaining back.

Mr. StEMILLER. Y es, SIT.

The Cramyan. And 1 understand that this setback will not only
hurt the Machinists Union but it will hurt all organized labor. ;

Mr. Stemtier. No doubt of that.

The Cramyan. And eventually it will hurt management as well.
as it is now proposed ¢

201




202 ATRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

Mr. Smemiuier. If they take freedom away from the workers, they
will take it way from management. It is just the first step. That
is my belief.

The Cramyax. Well, I wanted to ask you, but T think T have the
answer from Mr. Curtin, about the productivity of the negotiations,
but apparently they are unproductive at the present time.

Mr. Sieanier. It is my understanding that the carriers were will-
ing to change some dates around, but weren’t willing to put one cent
more into the pot. That they were willing to switch some dates
back and forth for the start of certain benefits. That may or may
not be entirely correct, but it is within the ball park.

The Cramrymay. Therefore, I want to make one proposal and I
think this will probably be the last thing, and I want you to listen
carefully if you will, and you too, Mr. Curtin. 1If an agreement can
be worked out with the carriers under which there would be a guaran-
teed floor on the benefits to be provided the members of the union. for
example, the recommendations of the Emergency Board, would you
agree to apply the current dispute, the provisions of sections 7 and 8
of the Railway Labor Act under which your organizations are now
operating which would provide for voluntary arbitration of the
dispute, subject to the ratification of the agreement entered into by
the members of your union ?

Mr. Siemicer. As I understand that, it would mean that any-
thing that we could work out with the carriers as something that
would be a final offer, the issues left standing, would we submit it to
final and binding arbitration. I don’t have the authority to say ves,
but I would submit such a proposition to the membership for their
ratification and for the authority to enter into such an agreement.

The Cramaan. How long would this take, Mr. Siemiller ?

Mr. Stemiier. About like the other one. Maybe we ought to take
a little longer on it to be sure they understand it. First we would
have to work it out with the carriers as to just what they were willing
to do to make—which issues they could agree with us that we could
fully recommend, and that wouldn’t have to go to arbitration under
this, and that shouldn’t take very long. T would say I want to malke
it as short as possible, but it would take 3 or 314 days, to work it out
and to submit it to the membership.

The Cramyan. Thank you very much. Mr. Curtin?

Mr. WiLiam Curriy. Mr. Chairman, T think you are fully——

The Cuamyax. 1 just want to ask this of you. The earriers have
agreed twice to accept arbitration in this dispute in the past. T
believe the record shows this. Without regard for the present pur-
poses as to the terms of the agreement to arbitrate, would the carriers
be willing to submit this dispute to voluntary arbitration ?

Mr. WirLraym Corrin. Of course.

The Cramarax. Where there is a controversy and both sides will
agree to voluntary arbitration, there is set up the principles and
the procedures under which they shall proceed, and it is exactly
under the law. This is no new law. This is the law under which
the carriers and the unions are operating today, and it doesn’t have
anything to do with any other law or any other outside parties. Tt is
within their province and entirely as written out under the lay.
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Mr. Sprinaer. In other words, if they haven’t come into an agree-
ment voluntarily on their own part, to submit it to their own board,
is that the simplest way I can state it?

Mr. Wirriax Corriy. Eventually you agree to submit all unre-
solved issues,

Mr. Serizcer. This is an article in writing covering the areas that
can be explored and submitted to arbitration !

Mr. Wirriaa Corrin. Yes, that would be the ordinary form.

The Cizameyay. There is a form and procedure as to how it shall
be handled and how many on the board and all the other fine details
worked out in the law.

Mr. Wirrraar Curriy. They are not worked out in the law. They
are worked out between the parties as I understand it.

The Crzamaax. What is to be arbitrated, that is right.

Mr. Wirtiam Currin. Yes.

The Criatraran. But I am talking about the procedures. They are
in this law, in this act. Well, I will tell you, this committee will
continue its deliberations. 1 would like to say that we do not pro-
pose to be rushed into illogical and hasty legislation by any manner
of means. We are going to proceed at our utmost speed under the
resolution that is before us, and our procedures in this committee, and
probably we will go into executive session this morning, and if we
can get permission from the House, we will be in executive session
this afternoon. The committee will use their judgment, but I do
believe that if the union and the carriers can sit down and come to
some agreement on this arbitration, this committee I believe would be
more than willing, they would be very happy to give the time that is
needed to get ratification for the voluntary arbitration to take place.

Mr. Witrian Corrix. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that that 18
a very simple question whether or not we accept voluntary arbitra-
tion really. It is not even as complicated as the issues which were
submitted to the membership for ratification a week ago. I think,
speaking for the carriers, we would hope that if it is necessary con-
stitutionally or otherwise for the IAM to submit that kind of ques-
tion to a vote of the membership, and I am not sure that it is under
their constitution, Mr. Siemiller would know, that it could be done in
a very expedited fashion so that whatever harm is occurring to the
public may be minimized in this matter.

We have, as you indicated, agreed to the principle of accepting
partial factfinding on two prior occasions in this dispute, and we
stand ready to do that again.

The Ciamraray. I am sure, and I hope that Mr. Siemiller will eon-
firm this, that if it doesn’t take three and a half days that you will
not wait the three and a half days.

Mr. Sresanrer. That is correct. We will do it at the very first
possible moment. As I would see what we have, we would have to
2o over very carefully with the carriers and our committee decided
what we are in agreement on that we would recommend that would
be final and binding, and which articles would be left to voluntary
arbitration under the law. I wouldn’t want to lead you astray. The
membership would have to be sold on the idea. I think if it hit
them cold, why they would say no, but then we are perfectly willing
to try it.
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The Crammax. All right. I would say this. T don’t know if this
will take place but if it does, I hope it will take place in the presence of
the Department of Labor, that they will be with yon and that it can be
workm{ out if this is the wishes. If you wish to do it just alone, that is
fine, but if you do not, they are very competent. in the Department of
Labor.

Mr. Wittiay Corrry. Mr, Chairman.

The CraRMAN. Yes?

Mr. Wiuriax Currin. May I continue to address myself to this
question. It seems to me that one of the very critical questions with
regard to the submission to voluntary arbitration, if it does have to be
subjected to a vote of the membership, is the TAM’s position, that is the
leadership position as to whether they intend to recommend that the
dispute be submitted to voluntary arbitration. It has been the position
of these unions on other matters, during the course of these negotia-
tions, that any position which is put before the membership without
the recommendation of their leadership is tantamount to having a
recommendation against the proposition, and therefore will surely fail,
and we would be engaging I am afraid in a 3-day exercise which
would yield no result,

If Mr. Siemiller is indieating that this proposition would go to the
membership with the leadership of the union’s recommendation, it
seems to me that then it may be a worthwhile venture.

The Cramyax. That is my understanding, Is that your under-
standing, that you would recomemnd this if you could work out the
terms of it.?

Mr. Siemiiier. Mr. Chairman, I don’t quite place the value upon
our recommendations that Mr. Curtin does, because we couldn’t recom-
mend a settlement any greater than we did the last one that we sub-
mitted. However, we would definitely tell our membership that this is
much better than legislation from the Congress, and the other seems to
be inevitable.

Mr. Frieper. Will the chairman yield ?

The Cuammax, Yes.

Mr. Frieper. Mr. Siemiller, T think you said yesterday that you had
10 or 12 heads of locals here. Are they still here?

Mr. Siemiier. Yes; they are,

Mr. Frieper. That might be a very, very good barometer, by convey-
ing this to them when they get back to the locals.

Mr. Sieaanier. Thank you, Congressman. I will certainly talk to
them.

Mr. Prexre. Mr. Chairman.

The Caamaan. Yes,

Mr. Prckre. I would like to ask Mr. Curtin and Mr. Siemiller if this
subject of voluntary mediation or arbitration has been offered by either
party in the negotiations thus far. Has this come up at any point?
Have vou refused to do it ?

Mr. Wirtiam Currin, Yes: it came up, Congressman.

Mr. Prexre. Did both parties refuseto do it.?

Mr. Wiretay Cormin. No; we agreed to do it.

Mr. Pickre. The unions did not? The machinists did not ?

Mr. Wittiay Currin, That is right, that is correct.
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The Cramryan. When we adjourned yesterday, the questioning had
been beyond Mr. Friedel. You did not question Mr. Curtin? Mr.
Friedel.

Mr. Friever. First, I would like to say that when I woke up this
morning, I was very disappointed that I didn’t read in the headlines
that both labor and management had gotten together, and I think that
is the feeling of everybody on the committee. I think we all realize
the importance of free collective bargaining, and we understand that
legislation would be harmful, we feel it would be harmful. I am glad
that vou are practically agreeing to submit this to voluntary arbitra-
tion. I hope we are not forced to pass legislation that will cause harm
at the present time and in the future.

But, gentlemen, if you will in considering the importance of this to
the publie, the inconveniences that are caused the United States and
in Iurope and probably in other places too, that you will realize this
is an obligation that you must have, to try to get together, and go in
there with the idea that you are going to give and take. I under-
stand yesterday that most of the meeting was how did you arrive at
this percentage or at this figure and the other side saying how did you
arrive at this percentage and figure, and that is the wrong way to go
into a pact where you want to try to really come to a head.

Now I understand Mr. Siemiller said that there was some talk about
dates, effective dates, and I think that would be very helpful, instead
of 18 months, 12 months. T hope there is some way that you can get
together on these two or three things and put the rest to arbitration.
I pray that both of you get together.

Mr, Siemiller, you call your men that you have here today, and tell
them that Congress does not want to pass any legislation that will be
harmful, but the public cannot be damned. We must do something.
That is all T have to say, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramraan. Mr. Devine.

Mr. Devixg. I would like to ask Mr. Siemiller one question. He
made a statement here earlier that in the event this situation does
develop as suggested by the chairman, that he wounld like to have an
opportunity to give his membership more time to weigh this so they
would know what they were doing. Now those are your words, so
they would know what they were doing. Do you mean to infer that
they didn’t have sufficient time to know what they were voting on last
time, Mr. Siemiller? i '

Mr. Stemitier. No: I don’t.  This is just a little more complicated
and something that is nnusual that we would have. That vou are
voting to accept or reject certain issues, and if you accept these issues,
then the other issues would go to final and binding arbitration; we
would need to know that they thoroughly understood what they were
voting upon. ;

Mr. Devaxe. I just want it elear on the record here thal vou didn’t
mean to infer they didn’t know what they were doing last time.

Mr. Smavrier. Absolutely not, Congressman.

Mr. Devixe. That isall.

Mr. Steainier. This is an entirely different type of a situation and
an unusual one. I find in that that it takes a little more explanation,
a little more talking than something that you normally do every day.
in order to be fully understood, and that 1s what I intended to imply.

67-028—06——14
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T would reiterate again the membership absolutely, positively were
informed and knew what they were voting on in the last referendum.

Mr. Devine. That clearifies the record. That was the purpose of
my question,

Now, Mr. Curtin, I believe that night before last in one of your
television appearances you asked a rhetorical type question, “Does
the TAM Ie':ullcrship speak for the TAM membership ¢” Apparently
the question arose from the fact that they did not ratify the recom-
mendations of the union leaders. Do you wish to enlarge on that in
any way ?

Mr. Witrasm Corrin. I do not recall making that exact statement,
but it certainly represents a problem which is of great concern to the
carriers in this matter, because it complicates an already difficult bar-
gaining situation, when we find ourselves faced with the fact that the
leadership, despite their best recommendation, is unable to persunade
a significant, even a significant number of the membership that, it pre-
sents a particularly difficult problem when the facts indicate that the
leadership, despite their best recommendations, are unable to persuade
even a substantial minority, you might say, of the the membership in-
volved that the contract settlement was in fact the best ever reached
in the airlines industry, and ought to be accepted for that reason. So
that this does make for a very uncertain feeling at the bargaining table
that is not conducive to bargaining.

I remind you that I reported the union’s position as given to us
Monday afternoon was a retreat to the cost of the ultimatum we re-
ceived on July 7, immediately before the strike, and yet even with that
figure on the table, the IAM felt constrained to say that it carried with
it no assurance of ratification.

Mr. Devine. The day before yesterday when Secretary Wirtz di-
rected a letter to the chairman of our committee, he said in there that
he felt that a joint session between the carriers and the union would
be “pointless,” and he agreed that that was the position of the carriers,
the position of the union and that he felt that way. Is that still your
feeling ?

Mr. Witttam CorriN. Yes.

We as somewhat professional bargainers, recognize that we are so
far apart that to start from those poles is very difficult.

I wish that collective bargaining were as simple as a “now I move,
then you move” situation. To oversimplify it, the way that that
would work then would be when you have a contract settlement, it
is reached but not ratified at $74 million, then the one party would
resume bargaining at $112 million and we would retreat to 36.

Mr. Devixe. I understand what you are trying to say, that you still
feel it would be pointless.

Mr. Wintaam Corrin. That is right ; that is exactly right.

Mr. Devine. Well, now, it is my understanding that after the rejec-
tion by the union membership of the agreement announced by the
President that the unions have retrogressed, if we can use that word,
to their position of July 7

Mr. Witniaym Currin. That is right; to the cost of their position
on.July 7.

Mr. Devine. Involving the benefits between roughly $100 and $110
million for 36 months plus the cost-of-living clause.




AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE 207

Mr. Winniam Currin. Yes.

Mr. Devine. Have the carriers retrogressed to their position in
which they are willing to accept the recommendation of the President’s
Emergency Board?

Mr. WirLiax Currin. No: we have not receded from the contract
settlement.

We have not gone back to a prior position.

Mr. DeviNe. You still retain the same position that yon did at the
time the President announced the agreement of July 297

Mr. Wirriam Currin. That is right, sir.  That is the offer we have
on the table right now.

Mr. Drvine. Thank you.

The Camaan. Mr. O’Brien.

Mr. O’Briex. Mr. Chairman, I do not have any questions, but T have
listened very carefully to what the chairman has had to say. Tt does
seem to me at this point in view of the number of times we have been
told that no fruitful negotiations are possible while this legislation is
hanging fire, that the Chairman has pointed out, in my opinion, the
last possible escape hatch on the road to probable legislation. It is
my opinion, and I am glad that he did pont it out, and I hope both
sides will understand.

Mr. Witpiay Corrin. T am happy that he did too, Congressman,
and for the carriers we are happy to accept the principle of voluntary
arbitration in this dispute.

Mr. O'Brien. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Ciamyax. Mr. Nelsen?

Mr. Newsen. Mr. Curtin, the details of the settlement that was
agreed on, we keep hearing that the detail of this agreement was not
made available to the membership, and it was suggested that it not
be made available.

Is this a true statement ?

Mr. Wirniay Currin. I donot believe so; no, sir.

I think it may be that there was an understanding that the ear-
riers would not disclose the details of the settlement to the public
press until the union had an opportunity to present those details to
the union membership in their own meetings.

Mr. NeLsen. That would be proper, I would assume?

Mr. Wiriam CortiN. Yes, sir.

Mr. NeLsen. Now yesterday I believe you said that the only agree-
ment that Mr. Siemiller would submit to the membership for ratifica-
tion, the only proposal was the $112 million one at this point.

Mr. Wieiaar Currin. That is his statement, yes, sir; on Monday
afternoon.

Mr. Newsen. In other words, there is no arbitration. There is a
fixed position. It is my understanding that there is give and take in
negotiations, and I would assume from that statement that there
would be some possibility of the carriers moving a bit and also the
Machinists moving a bit toward a settlement, but T gather from that
statement the only settlement would be the $112 million package, and
that would be submitted to the membership for ratification. There-
fore, there is really no negotiation whatever, no give or take, from that
statement.

Mr. WirLiaya Currin. That was how it was clearly expressed to us,
that this was the package which they could submit to ratification.
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Mr. Nensexn. I hope this is a misunderstanding on our part.

I hope there is a little disposition to give and take.

Now, then, might T ask this question: The comparisons of salaries,
we hear some who may say that the level of wage of the Machinists
in this industry is not on a level with some other areas. Now, I pre-
cume there is a possibility that this may be true in some areas and in
other places it may not be, but have you employed or do you have
a factfinding commission that is independent of the industry, inde-
pendent, of labor, that might have given a study to this?

Mr. Wittiaym Currin. Yes, sir; the Emergency Board appointed
by the President——

Mr. Nersen, Yes?

Mr. Wintiam Currmin (continuing). Took exactly those factors
into account. That is one of the ways that factfinding, impartial
factfinding hoards determine what an appropriate recommended in-
crease would be, to look at how the workers are paid at the present
time, what the national trend toward settlement is, and the like.

This was litigated extensively before that Emergency Board.

M. NenseN. Yes?

Mr. WiLiaym Currin. And T presume it was the basis for what we
regarded to be an extremely generous wage recommendation.

Mr. Nersex. Now in the event that the carriers should find it pos-
sible to present a more generous offer, are you of the opinion that the
President’s Factfinding Commission would turn thumbs down on it
and put pressure on the airlines to recede from a more generous
position ?

Mr. Wittiasm Cormin. No, sir.

The Emergency Board, which I think is what you are referring to?

Mr. Nersen. Yes.

Mr. Witriay Corrin. As the Faetfinding Commission has expired.
Tt is no longer in existence. Once it rendered its report to the Presi-
dent on June 5, its function was completed.

Mr. Nersex, Well, in conclusion, I do hope that the carriers will
find it possible to submit another proposal, and I do hope that the
Machinists will take a look at it and back away from the firm position
which indicates no desire to change from the $112 million, because I
do hope it is settled.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Caamyax. Mr. Moss?

Myr. Moss. Mr. Curtin, on page 16 of your statement, you said that
the Congress in the case of the 1963 dispute, “moved swiftly to resolve
the dispute before the strike. There is thus legislative history and
precedent to support congressional action in this transportation
erisis.”

Now the issues are not the same.

Mr. Wiriaar Cormin. That is right.

Mr. Moss. We moved this swiftly. We met, agreement was reached.
At the ureing of the chairman, that the parties return to the bargain-
ing table for 30 days, during which time the members of this commit-
tee were permitted the opportunity, the adequate opportunity to fully
inform themselves on the issues unresolved. We then met, and as I
recall in hearings far more extended than those we have had so far,
in order to give the most careful and deliberate consideration to the
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rather unprecedented step we were about to embark upon. There then
was not a strike. There the settlement directed by the Congress was
on the basis of areas of agreement, and remaining issues were then
resolved by staying, we will say, for a period of 2 years any further
strike action on them and ordering them to conform to compulsory
arbitration.

So the situations are not the same, Is it your contention and that
of the industry that we are at this moment faced with a national
emergency !

Mr. Wittiam Corrin. No, sir, that is not our contention. Our
contention is that essential transportation services of this Nation have
been threatened and have been affected by this dispute.

Mr. Moss. We had that on the west coast for an extended period in
the west coast Pacific Greyhound strike, did we not

Mr, Wirtiam Currin. 1donot know.

Mr. Moss. Did you have any familiarity with that?

Mr. Wirriaxm Corrin. No, sir.

Mr. Moss. Well, we did have for an extended period, and I believe
we had in other bus strikes. The thing that concerns me is that again
we are asked on an ad hoe basis to embark upon a rather radical treat-
ment, and from every source we are being urged to act post haste, and
T recognize the great stake of the American traveling public. I am
part of that traveling public. I move between Washington and my
district exclusively by air. I have been inconvenienced. I do not
like to be inconvenienced . I have the resentment of any American
when he is inconvenienced. But can you tell me of any strike, if it
it against a local food chain, where there isn’t a public inconvenience !

Mr. Wittiaym Curtin. No, sir.

There are always indirect inconveniences but I suggest to you that
is more than an inconvenience affecting only the traveling public.
For example, in northern California we are told that the people there
who grow perishable products such as flowers are suffering an incon-
venience of over $1 million——

Mr. Moss. Oh, not only are the flower growers down in the bay area
suffering but people in the cherry areas in my district are also suffer-
ing.

Mr. Wiriaym Curtin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Moss. I wasnot minimizing this.

Mr. Winriay Corrin. Yes, sir. I am sure you were not. But I
wanted to make it clear that T was in agreement with your statement.

Mr. Moss. But T am very much concerned with the precedents raised
here in a move of expedience, where perhaps we need to take a broader
look at the basic law and adopt a more lasting and enduring method
of settling these issues when both parties confess an inability to settle
them on their own.

Mr. Wirriam Corrin. I for one hope that you will, that the Con-
gress will take that look at the enduring problem, but we——

Mr. Moss. The problem we have here now, though, is that you are
urging us to act in a manner which in my judgment finds one party
guilty, and T haven’t heard the evidence that persuades me that only
one party is guilty. )

What would vour attitude be toward an immediate solution of this
by having the Congress direct the Government to seize, to operate, and
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the workers to return to work until such time as the two parties can
come forward with a package upon which they both agree ?

Mr. Wittiax Currin. Both the union and the carriers have pub-
licly expressed their opinion on that question, Congressman .\}oss-‘.
within the last 24 hours, and I do not know which one of us has said it
more definitely, but we are both opposed to that proposal.

Mr. Moss. Well, you are both opposed to the proposal to seize?

Mr. Wirrray Curris. That is right.

Mr. Moss. And one party is vigorously opposed to the proposal of
an order back to work and the other party is vigorously in support of
1t.

Mr. Wirriaym Corrin. That is right.

Mr. Moss. And really we are here not supposed to be too much
concerned with either party but rather with tLo public interest.

Mr. Wirtzay Corris. That is true.

Mr. Moss. With the equities of the situation. And T have not had
enough evidence to pass judgment to determine which is at fault. I
am not blessed with the wisdom of Wayne Morse nor have I had
the opportunity to examine as fully as he has all of the issues. We
have been occupied for many hours of each day during the time of
these hearings with a very controversial and in many respects a very
precedent-setting piece of legislation on the floor of the House.

Mr. Wirriam Corrin. Congressman Moss, if T can reply to that
statement, 1 would like to suggest to you that the wisdom of Senator
Wayne Morse is not the only question. He was joined in his recom-
mendations by two distinguished Americans.

Mr. Moss. I donot think we have to——

Mr. Wioiray Curriy. I have one other aspect to put to you and
that is that

Mr. Moss. It is not necessary for you to defend Wayne Morse. We
can terminate it at that. But I do have before me the information I
requested from the Department of Labor indicating that there are
approximately 212 agreements covering 1,862,210 workers containing
a cost-of-living escalation clause; that it is estimated in addition that
there are 200,000 unorganized workers usually in establishments where
unions do have escalation clauses, also enjoying the benefits of escala-
tion clauses, and that there is an estimated 325,000 production workers
in nonunion and smaller union establishments in manufacturing
where other cost-of-living escalator clauses are in mid-1965. And so
I am concerned here with the equities of the package that was offered.

(The information referred to follows:)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C,
Hon. HARLEY (). STAGGERS,
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee,
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeAR Mi. CHAIRMAN @ This is in response to the request of your Committee
that the Department of Labor supply information on the extent to which col-
lective bargaining agreements contain cost of living escalator provisions,

I am enclosing hereto a report we have prepared including the number of
major agreements containing such provisions, the approximate number of em-
ployees covered by the agreement, and the industries where such provisions
are in effect.

If we can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,
W. WiLrArp WIRTZ,
Secretary of Labor.
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Major collective bargaining agreements with cost-of-living escalator provisions’

| Approximate | Number of
Industry | namber of Agrecments
workers

Automobiles and automoebile parts. ..
Farm and constroction equipment._._. .

Inneons metalworking.....
] tpacking ,
Cereals e
Chemlcals. ... .
Apparel
Printing.. e
Lumber snd furniture.. .. ......
Trucking =3 ERRRIIE - EAP /
Local and intercity transit. .. ... ...
Wholesale and retail food stores
Retail drugstores i o
Construction. .

b1 b e e L 210

1 Sjtuations involving 1,000 or more workers.

NoTE.—In addition, at least 200,000 unorganired workers—usually in establishments where union pro-
duction workers have escalator clauses—are cavered by provisions for cost-of-living escalation. It is also
estimated that 325,000 production workers in nonunion and smaller union establishments in manufacturing
were under cost-of-living escalator clauses in mid-1965,

Source. U8, Department of Labor, Burean of Labor Statistics.

Mr, WiLriay Currin.  Yes, sir.

Mr. Moss, And again I have not had the opportunity to get all of
the facts.

Mr. Wirniaym Currin. I think you are doing just what you are
afraid of doing, and that is suggesting a judgment on one fact or one
issue between the parties. The fact is also—

Mr. Moss. I have not suggested any judgment——

Mr. Wintiam Curmin (continuing). That only 15 percent of collec-
tive bargaining agreements in America have cost-of-living clauses.
That is another statistic that could be mentioned in this area.

Mr. Moss. Now just a moment. I have just stated as emphatically
as I could that despite the most diligent effort, I have not been able to
get all of the facts I need to make a judgment or a finding as to which
party here bears the greater burden of blame for the failure to reach an
agreement. I have sought information. I am getting it piecemeal.
I feel really that I have a burden of responsibility to the public, to try
to be fully informed if I am going to in effect make a judgment that
places the blame or inferentially carries with it a conclusion that one
party is more at fault than the others.

Mr. Pickre. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. Are we
operating under the 5-minute rule ?

I hope that we can stay with the rule because there are some of us
who would like to be able to question or ask some questions and we will
not have the opportunity if members have 10 minutes or more.

The Cratryan. Thank you.

Mr. Keith ?

Mr. Kerri. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is my understanding with voluntary arbitration, there would be
one member chosen by the union, one chosen by management, and one
member agreed upon by both. Is that the way it is normally involved !

Mr. Wirtianm Currin. That is a very common procedure for selec-
tion of an arbitration board ; yes, sir.
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Mr. Kerra. So the agreement on the third party is really an impor-
tant factor.

Mr. Wirriam Curriv. Yes.

The Railway Labor Act suggests that that be named by the National
Mediation Board. It is u-1mll) not a dilatory feature in selection of
arbitration boards here.

Mr. Kerra. It seems to me that the puhliv has been extraordinarily
patient with this problem, and that the Congress too has been quite
deliberate in its efforts to determine the facts and reach a conclusion
that is equitable.

But as Mr. Moss has just said, it is very difficult for us here to deter-
mine who is right and who is wrong, and it is very difficult I think for
the public to do so. I would express the hope that union and manage-
ment leaders could agree expeditiously on this thing, and support it
wholeheartedly, because I do not believe the Congress will be as patient,
if this proc edure is not followed and enthusiastic: :]l\ followed and con-
curred in, as to the result, and that you will end up with compulsory
arbitration.

I think you have got a big selling job. I noted that as Mr. Siemiller
talked to this point the twutlmm-n alttmw directly in back of him were
shaking their heads until he tur ned around, at which time they stopped
-11<1l\!11(r their heads. He is going to have some problems locally, and
I can assure you that we are going to have some problems here if you
do not iron them out when you get back to the privacy of your
organization.

I have no further comment or questions.

The Cramyan., Mr. Dingell.

Mr. Dineerr. Gentlemen, you have forced this committee into a
}msit.i(m where it really frankly does not want to be, and T say that to
oth you good gentlemen from management and my friends in the
labor movement. It is fair to remind you that those who sow the wind
are very likely to reap the whirlwind. I would remind you gentlemen
in management that you have no assurance that this committee is
going to act on legislation of this kind. T would remind my friends
in the labor movement that this committee may very well act on
such legislation, and if it does so, you may very well be establishing
precedents which the labor movement will long have cause to rue.

This committee has not been dilatory in its consideration of the
problems before it. We have acted expeditiously considering the im-
portance of the question and considering the fact that the membership
have needed to familiarize themselves thoroughly with the issues in
order fo act wisely in the public interest. It is fair to for me to tell
each of your parties that there is no way that anyone can speculate on
what will come out of this committee. I think it is very well to say
that there are a number of alternatives open to the committee which
you gentlemen should be keenly aware of.

There is a possibility of the legislation as drawn, or there is a possi-
bility of seizure legislation, or there is a possibility of no legislation
at all, or there is also the possibility of something else, and I can assure
you that unpalatability of any one of these results will be equally un-
palatable to the members of this committee.

I think you gentlemen therefore should be not only keenly aware
but more keenly aware than you have demonstrated yourselves to be
during the time that this matter has been pending.
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It has been reported to this committee by the Secretary of Labor on
several occasions that it is his honest belief that there can be no
successful negotiation during the time that this matter is pending
before the committee. That was received very poorly by this particu-
lar member of the committee, and T am satistied by my colleagues.
I would point out to you that the clock is now ticking on your interests
as well as the public interest, and it may very well be that before the
sun has set on the last day of this week that the legislative recom-
mendations of this committee will be placed before the Congress. So
you have that much time, I think, remaining in which you may re-
solve the issues here without a precedent being established which may
very well jeopardize either the interests of management in the running
of its own affairs, or the interests of labor in free collective bargaining.

Gentlemen, I want to conclude by simply asking a few brief ques-
tions on the point of national emergency.

I believe you said, Mr. Curtin, that there is no national emergency
here; am I correct.?

Mr. Wirniam Currin. I said that we are not contending that be-
cause as we read the statute it is not required.

Mr. Dixgern. 1 wish then to ask you is there a national emergency
here?

Mr. Wirtiaym Currin. I do not think there is one affecting the de-
fense, health, and safety of the Nation, no. I have heard Secretary
Wirtz testify in that regard, and he is in a much better position, or
the administration is, to make that judgment than T am certainly.
I know that he is of the opinion that there is not a national emergency
in that sense before you. I think he has also indicated that there is
an emergency or a crisis, let’s put it that way, in the sense that we
have very important questions of the stabilization policies of this
Nation before us in this dispute, in connection with this dispute.

Mr. DingeLn. And you would recommend very sweeping legislation,
which in effect places a new person at the bargaining table here.

In effect, you may have established a precedent which will give
management a partner in the resolution of its issues at the bargaining
table, and which may well put a supervisor over the labor movement at
the bargaining table. It is my feeling that this should be done only
after the gravest of cause.

I would say very clearly that I would support this legislation if there
was a national emergency. I am asking you to demonstrate a national
emergency which would justify some so sweeping a change in our
labor-management. relations and in our national policies regarding
free collective bargaining, which is a highly important part of our
free capitalistic system.

Mr. Wirtiay Courrin. I believe, Mr. Dingell, T would have to stand
on Secretary Wirtz’ statement that the country has a serious problem
on its hands in the terms of bargaining, stabilization, and transporta-
tion, and I think he means it is a serions problem. Whether that meets
your definition of national emergency, sir, I do not know.

Mr. Dineerr. Do you generally agree with the Secretary’s assay
of the situation then, with regard to whether or not there is a national
emergency ?

Mr. Wirrranm Currin. Yes, as to defense, health, safety—that con-
cept which is what I believe he was discussing.
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Mr. Dincerr. And the traveling inconvenience to the American
public?

Mr. Wintaam Currix. As to the travel inconvenience.

Mr. Dixcerr. And as to the traveling conveniences of the American
public?

Mr. Wirriam Corris. No,sir. I understood him to say in the state-
ment which T just read to you that this country has a serious problem
regarding transportation.

Mr. Dixcerr. I do not think you are quite interpreting my question
correctly.

I said: Do you agree with his statement with regard to traveling
convenience of the American public, and that there is no national
emergency with regard to travel or with regard to essential services?

Mr. Witiam Currry. Well, yes, because I think his testimony in
that regard is that there is a deprivation of essential transport: ation
services and the executive——

Mr. Dingerr. Your answer is not responsive to my question. 1T
asked you if there is a national emergency in this area and you said
there is this national deprivation but you do not make the flat state-
ment that there is a national emergency. I asked you if there was a
national emergency in this regard.

Mr. Witnias Curriv. You asked me if T agreed with Secretary
Wirtz' testimony. I am not trying to fence with you.

Mr. Divgerr. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much.

The Caarrayrax. Mr. Curtin?

Mr. Corrin. Thank you.

Mr. Curtin, Mr. Siemiller said yesterday that these negotiations have

resolved themselves, I believe you said, into eight national issues, and
then a number of supplemental local issues. Would you agree with
that?

Mr. Wintiaym Currin. Yes, T think it is really six national issues
now, but yes, I would agree with that generally, yes.

Mr. Corrin. My question is as to how many of those national issnes
have been settled and how many are you still negotiating?

Mr. Wintzaym Cortis. Congressman Curtin, we settled them all at
one point, as you know. There was a rejection. It is rather difficult
to say that anything is settled until everything is settled. But in the
sense of your question, if I understand it, two of the eight national
issues, if I correctly interpret the union’s position, are no longer
issues between us, and T would at Jeast hope that w e have reached a basic
agreement in terms of the wage increases since the wage increase that
we have offered in terms of percentages in fact exe -eeds their demands.

Mr. Currin. Then it is safe to say that all the time has not been lost
since the rejection of the offer, that you have made some progress on
some of these issues since that time ?

Mr. Wirtiaym Curriy. No,sir; it would not be safe to say that.

Mr. Currix. It would not ?

Mr. Witriax Corrin. 1 donot believe so.

Mr. Curmix. So that really all of the issues remain pretty well as
they were before, with the exception of the possible two of them that
you say are more or less

Mr. WiLtiaym Corrin. Yes.

Mr. Currrx. Inthe gray zone, at this point.
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Mr. Wirniaym Curriy. I would say that they unfortunately are not
where they were before, because we had reached an agreement. Where
they are now is back where they were on July 7.

Mr. Currin, In settling issues of this nature in negotiating you get
one out, of the way and then proceed to another, or is it a give-and-take
with all of them at one time?

Mr. Witriam Corrin. Usually there is a package approach, because
that is basically what we are all talking about, how much the total
benefit will be to the employees and from the union’s point of view,
and how much the total cost would be to the employer, so it is very
difficult to resolve one independently of all. But there aren’t so many
issues here that that makes it complicated in terms of our understand-
ing each other. We understand each other completely.

Mr. Corrin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramyan. Mr. Kornegay.

Mr. Korxeeay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Curtin, do you
and your clients believe in the principle of collective bargaining?

Mr. Wirtiayx Currin. Yes, sir.

Mr, Koryecay. I would have asked Mr. Siemiller the same question
but I did not have the time the other day. I certainly gather from
statements that were made that he and those whom he represents cer-
tainly believe in it.

Do you believe, Mr. Curtin, that collective bargaining has failed in
this instance ?

Mr, Wirriay Curmin, Yes, I do.

Mr. Korvecay. Now here the question really resolves itself into
what you might term the primary and secondary considerations of this
committee. I think many members of the committee are interested in
this. No. 1 is what can be done to resolve this particular dispute, and
No. 2, what can be done, what should be done, to avoid in the future
such conditions as exist in the transportation industry.

I would just like to say, to use somewhat of a cliche, the natives are
getting restless. In other words, the public is becoming inereasingly
concerned in my opinion, based on what I hear from my constituents
and from what I read in national newspapers, about the strikes, stop-
pages of public service are becoming somewhat commonplace, which
are adding a great deal of a burden to the American publie.

Now many or several suggestions have been made. - In fact, the ad-
ministration has said they were going to send us some legislation. We
haven't gotten it yet and I don’t know when we will get it. But some
of the commentators have suggested that maybe some ways to avoid
this type of thing would be to do away with industrywide bargaining,
to do away with this system where contracts expire simultaneously, and
some of them, of course, go so far as to suggest that the only real solu-
tion to it is compulsory arbitration.

Do you have any comment to make to us with reference to this busi-
ness of industrywide bargaining and simultaneous expiration of con-
tracts?

Mr. Wirriam Currin. The broader question, Congressman, rather
than as applied to this dispute ?

Mr. Kornecay. Yes,sir; on the broader question.

Mr. Wirntaym Corrin. On the broader question ?

Mr. Korneeay. In other words, would that help to avoeid this type
of stoppage, where the public becomes so much involved?
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Mr. Wirriaa Courmin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Korxecay. To go back into history, so you will understand
better what T am getting at, I guess as far as T know the principle of
collective bargaining certainly was firmly established in the Wagner
Act back in the thirties. At that time there was little or no industry-
wide bargaining, and the principle envisioned the situation where the
management and labor in a particular company of a particular con-
cern through the process of collective bargaining and the economic
forces that flowed therefrom should resolve their disputes.

Now, of course, in any situation such as that, somebody is being
damaged, but not large segments of the public, as in the case now
where you have all these major airlines at the same time. If only one
of them were out at this time, while certainly some would be incon-
venienced, the impact would not be nearly so great as it is today.

Mr. Wirriaym CurtiN, Yes, sir.

Mr., Koryecay. I told Mr. Siemiller in my State of North Carolina
that there is only one airport which gets any trunkline service at the
present time, because United and Kastern serve all of them.

Now the point is, would it be a help not to have industrywide bar-
gaining, not to have contracts that expire simultaneously !

Mr. Wittiaym Curmin. Congressman Kornegay, I think that the
answer pretty clearly is that if you don’t have a large segment of
an industry involved in bargaining, and, therefore, don’t run the risk
of a strike of that segment at the same time, then of course you are
going to minimize the risks of the impact coming from a strike. But
on the other hand, the alternative usually discussed is some sort of an
individual employer bargaining requirement in the law. The great
difficulty there, of course is that there is a tactic known as “whip-
sawing” or “leapfrogging” which occurs, and that has a tremendous
public impact too, because that is the surest way to lead to inflationary
contract settlements.

It also causes difficulty for the union, because it finds itself repre-
senting members in the same industry, and yet forced to improve upon
contract. A when it negotiates the contract with B, thus making for a
disparity among its own members. That is one of the reasons that a
union :

Mr. Kornecay. In other words, the boys leapfrog, but the one result
is that you eliminate some of the forces of competition when you do
that.

Mr. Witraay Currix. That is right.

Mr. Korxeeay. For example, competing lines who are operating,
there would be much more incentive on the part of the management
of a struck company to get together and come up with a contract or
an agreement, wouldn’t you?

Mr. Witriaym Curmiy. That is my point. That is why it would
lead to inflationary settlements, yes sir.

Mr. Koryecay. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

The Caamramax. Mr. Cunningham.

Mr. Cuxyizagaaym. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr, Curtin, I some-
what agree with Mr. Dingell. I don’t think there is any certainty
that the committee is going to approve any legislation. My present
mind is that T am going to vote against Senate Joint Resolution 186
and I think others may do the same, so I don’t think that you can take
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too much comfort in the fact that we are going to pass this, because
that is something that has to yet be determined.

I would like to know, sir, I didn’t know it had been testified that
you were not actually an employee of the airlines but you are a special-
1st in this field.

Mr. Wirtraa Curriy. In labor relations matters, yes sir.

Mr. Cuxvyineaanm. Have the officials ever attended any of these
bargaining sessions?

Mr. Wirriam Currin. Every one, yes sir.

Mr. Cunx~ineaay. The airline officials along with yout

Mr. Wirriay Curriy. Oh, yes. The vice president of each of the
airlines are here today and they have attended all of the bargaining
sessions. I am simply their spokesman, sir. They constitute the real
negotiators.

Mr. Con~yineEAM. They what?

Mr. Witniam Currin. They constitute the real negotiating com-
mittee. I am simply their spokesman.

Mr. Cuxxincia. I see. Now last Monday I think you said late
in the evening you got this package from the union.

Mr. Wireiay Corrix. Late in the afternoon, yes, sir,

Mr. Cuxxinaiay. What I am trying to do is find out the mechanics
of how you fellows operate. You got this late in the afternoon. Then
you and the representatives of the airlines sat down and determined
whether yon would talk about it or totally reject it or what your
procedure would be, is that so?

Mr. Wiriaa Currin. The first thing that we do when we receive
a proposal is attempt to find out what the cost of the proposal will be.
We spent Monday evening doing that as well as discussing the other
matters that you just mentioned.

Mr. Couxyixaaad. Did you or the carriers have any concern over
the fact that one-third of these union members didn’t vote, and this
information I received is that it was due primarily to the fact that they
have other employment. I realize that all of these strikers are not
mechanics, but are you concerned that the mechanics that do take other
jobs, and I understand there are a great many, might not want to sit
this out and might just leave this field for a job in another field? And
many of them have jobs as mechanics in other fields.

Do you have any concern that they would ever return to you, that
this has gone this far, and they are going to be settled in another job
even if this strike is settled? Is that a concern of management?

Mr. Wrrraar Cugrris. I think we can say we are concerned about
it. but T don’t think it will happen. I think there may be some that do
that, but generally speaking I think it is wise to recognize that this
is a good industry to work for, and these people will return to their
jobs.

As a matter of fact, this industry has a phenomenally low rate of
turnover among its employees, less than 2 percent, so that I don’t
think there is any real danger there, though I would be less than honest
if I told you we weren't concerned about it. Of course, we want our
employees to return to their jobs, and we will do everything we can
to induce them to do that, to persnade them to do that.

Mr. Cuxyiserad. I recall in a hearing or reading in the paper one
of the striking employees made a statement to the effect that they
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must get a just settlement in this particular case hecause they don't
envision that there will ever be another airline strike, and they want
to make this settlement a good settlement. Now, do you know if there
is any basis for that, and if so what it would be?

Mr. Wiiriam Currin. No, I had never heard that statement.

Mr. CunNingaam. I think it was quoted in the paper, and they
must have that feeling though I don’t know why.

Mr, Wirriaym Corrin. I don’t either.

Mr. CunNingras. I thought maybe you could shed some light on it.

Mr. Wroiniax Curmin. I frankly don’t know. I would be simply
speculating. I had not heard the statement and T don't know what
the basis for it might be.

Mr. Conxinerax. Did you hear it ?

Mr. WirLiax Corrix. No, I had not.

Mr. Cuxyzizaeram. Thank you very much, sir.

The Cuamrman. Isthe gentleman finished ?

Mr. Conyingrasm. Yes.

The Cramaran. Mr. Rogers of Florida.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Thank yon, Mr., Chairman. Mr. Curtin,
there are a couple of things I want to ask. First of all we have heard
about the pay scale. How does it compare, the airline industry pay
scale, with other industries, would you say generally ?

Mr. Wittiay Curmin, Very well, I would say generally.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. TIsit far out of line or not.?

Mr. Wintiam Corrin, No, sir: T don’t think it is far out of line.
As a matter of fact, we have prepared an exhibit which we submitted
to the Emergency Board, which is in the record of that proceeding.
It is Carriers Exhibit No. 27, which shows a comparison with 22 other
industries and based on data obtained from the Labor Department,
the average rate for these five carriers places them first in the Nation.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Places them where?

Mr. WiLriay Currin. For the last 5 years, first.

Mr. Rogers of Florida. I won't take the time of the committee to
ask further on that, but will you submit it for the record? It will be
helpful.

Mr. WitLiam Corrin. I will be glad to do it,

(‘The information requested appears on p. 269.)

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Let me ask you this. There has been dis-
cussion of the fact that the airlines have made a great deal of money.

Mr. Winiaax Corrin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. And according to some of your figures, they
are up to what, 12.7 percent ?

Mr. WirLiax Corrix, 12.3 in 1965 is the rate of return on invest-
ment.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Well now, what about employees getting
some benefits from these profits? What is the position of the air-
lineson this? This has been going up.

Mr. Wireiay Corriy, Yes, sir. T mean we think that the contract
we settled on reflected that fact, and we also think that the financial
position of the industry was taken into account by the Emergency
Board. That kind of evidence was submitted to the Board. They
were fully aware of the financial posture of the economie health, the
recent economic health of this industry. T am sure that they took that
intoaccount. They said so in their report.
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Mr. Rocers of Florida. Now as I understand it, you have the right
to bind the industry to any agreement you make, but Mr. Siemiller by
contract and by the constitution, I think, of his organization must take
it back to his people for approval or ratification.

Mr. Witriay CurTiN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Is that in your contracts as well?

Mr. Wintiam Currin. No, it is not in our contract. 1t is in the
agreement of August 9, when the union asked us to agree to bargain
on a multiemployer basis; they informed us, they informed these
five carriers that they would have to have ratification of any agree-
ment reached, yes sir.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Now is there any way for the union to do
otherwise, to get the membership to express confidence in their—I
guess you wouldn’t know that, but so that they could be bound? 1
don’t know if there can ever be any meaningful negotiations unless the
bargainers who are doing the negotiating can speak for the people
that they are negotiating for.

1 think this might be a problem, and T wondered if this is possible
to meet by some agreement with the union people. 1 think this might
be a problem too, Mr., Chairman, that might be gone into.

But I think we are now beginning to rehash everything in the com-
mittee, and I think it is time for the Congress to act.

Now let me ask you this. What would be the airline position if you
agreed to a certain settlement? Suppose this legislation were passed,
and on the basis of that, during this cooling off period, would the
airlines be agreeable to going to that basis during this period of cool-
ing off, if the Congress were to pass this thing!

Mr, Wiriay Corrin. We were asked that same type question in
the Senate, and we have made the public assurance that it is the in-
tention of these five carriers as the first order of business to sit down
and agree upon an interim rate of pay, which would obviously be in
excess of the

Mr. Rocers of Florida. In other words, there may be some reluc-
tance here in the committee, I think, to say that the men should go
back to work without some increase of pay right off during the cooling
off period. You would be agreeable to——

Mr. Wirriam Curris. Oh, yessir.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. The airlines would be agreeable to giving
them something during this cooling off period.

Mr. Wirtiax Currin. More than agreeable. We would want to
doit.

Mr. Rogers of Florida. T think this ought to be explored, because
the public is getting exasperated. They certainly are in my area.
And I notice the Washington Post. this morning very definitely said
some action must be taken by the Congress. The Congress has got to
respond to its responsibility to the public, and T hope these few areas
could be explored and that the committee will go ahead and take
some action to get this situation settled for the public. Thank you,
Myr. Chairman.

Mr. Frieper. Will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Rogers of Florida. Yes.

Mr. Frieprr. Yesterday I made the request that on behalf of the
American public both parties get together and I was asked the ques-
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tion who would be the “bride.” Well, evidently the wedding didn’t
take, and I am hoping that the wedding will take now after this
discussion.

Mr. Wirrtaym Corrin. Mr. Chairman, might T have a moment to
make a further response to Congressman Rogers?

The CaamRMAN. Yes.

Mr. Wirriay CorriN. Because I think he has touched upon a eritical
question, that of ratification, and I would refer you, Congressman
Rogers, to the “l)lh Annual Report of the National \[mll.ltmn Board,
which is an agency that has a great deal to do with collective bargain-
ing in the airline and railroad industry, page 30 thereof, where the
Board makes the comment that

In other instances mediation proceeds for only a short time before it becomes
apparent that the designated representative of one or both sides lacks the au-
thority to negotiate the dispute to a conclusion. Mediation cannot proceed in an
orderly fashion if the designated representatives do not have the anthority to
finally decide issues as the dispute is handled. The Board has a reasonable right
to expect that the representatives designated by the parties to negotiate through
the mediator will have full authority to execute an agreement when one is
reached through amelioratory efforts. Another facet of this problem is the re-
quirement that an agreement which has been negotiated by the designated
representatives must be ratified by the membership of the organization. Failure
of the employees in some instances to ratify the action of their designated
representatives casts a doubt on the anthority of these leaders and a question
as to the extent to which they can negotiate settlement of disputes. In time
this situation may have far reaching effects, unless corrected, for it is basic
that negotiators must speak wtih anthority which can be respected if agreements
are to be coneluded.

This is a critical question in this case.

The Cramrmax. When was that document written ?

Mr. Winntay Cuorrin. That is for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1964, and it is the 30th Annual Report of the National Mediation
Board, Mr. Chairman,

The Cramrman. Thank you. Mr. Broyhill.

Mr. Broyuma. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Curtin, you may
have already responded to this question and T may have missed it in
some way, but briefly what was your original offer at the beginning of
the negotiations? T am thinking in terms of the total dollars involved.

Mr. Wittiay Currin. I think the first offer which we made was
valued at $30 million. The second offer was valued at $48 million.
We then accepted the recommendations of the Emergency Board which
were valued at 876 million for a 42-month period.

Mr. Brovamn. And these first two offers were over a 36-month
period ?

Mr. Wittiaa Curriy. Yes, they were.

Mr. Brovimrr. How many days would it take the airlines to get into
100-percent operation !

Mr. Winriay Currin. About a week roughly.

Mr. Brovuir. The union has asked for a cost of living escalator
clause. Do the carriers havea profit-sharing plan in effect ?

Mr. WiLrtax Cuorrin. Well, the pension plans which they have in
effect are related to the earnings of the employees. That profit-shar-
ing plan has not been discussed in these negotiatons, so I am sorry
tosay I am rather ignorant of lhme facts, sir.

Mr. Kerrer, What did he say?

Mr. BrovaiiL. Iam sorry, I missed the answer there,
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Mr. Wirriaym Corrin. I simply don’t know the answer to your ques-
tion whether there are profit-sharing plans because they have not
been in issue in these negotiations and I just don’t know what the
the practice is. They have stock purchase plans, but they do not
have profit-sharing plans.

Mr. Broyui. Do all of these carriers have stock purchase plans?

Mr. WitLiay Corrin. Three of the five.

Mr. Kerru. Will you yield ¢

Mr. Broyuine. I will be delighted to yield.

Mr. Kerri. If you have, as you mentioned yesterday, a profit-
sharing plan for the rank and file, it would take care of a great many
of the problems that are confronting you now today in my view,
and would provide a basis for a settlement that would encourage
labor to work more efficiently, because they would be sharing in the
profits, and in the losses when they were on st rike.

The losses, I believe, are about $5 million a week, according to the
labor people here. Thank you.

Mr. Brovuiin. As I understand the answer to my question then,
that is that either all or a number of the carriers do have profit-
sharing plans which are tied to the pension plan.

Mr. Wintiaym Curmin. No, sir: I am sorry. I have misled you,
then. The pension program which each of the carriers have have a
velationship to the level of earnings of the employes, so that as wage
increases are made in each contract or each year, their participation
in the pension program increases. Some of the carriers also have
stock purchase plans. There is no profit sharing.

Mr. Brovmir. Are these stock purchase plans just for the execu-
tives or are they for all employees*?

Mr. Wirniayx Currin. For all employees.

Mr. Broymin. I agree with the gentleman from North Carolina,
Mr. Kornegay, that we do have a public interest involved in this dis-
pute, and I think the public is interested in what is going on; at
least in my district a poll that was taken there, just completed recently,
indicated that as high as 78 percent of the people who responded felt
that some legislation is needed to deal with strikes that affect the
national interest. There were varying degrees of opinion among these
78 percent, but the significant think I thought was that only 14 percent
felt that no legislation was needed. I know there are different opin-
ions as there are I presume on this committee. However, I know of
no committee in the House of Representatives that when it makes
up its mind to move can move in one direction and speak with one
voice, We have done this on many occasions. I certainly think that
the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Dingell, had some good points
too, that legislation in this area, even though it may have to come, is
not necessarily desirable for either side.

T think that this point needs to be reiterated. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

The Cramyan. Mr. Williams?

Mr. Wrrriams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Curtin, I may find myself in the minority with respect to this
legislation. I look with a great deal of disfavor on the passage of this
legislation at this time, because 1 feel that legislation dvali[ng with a
particular labor-management dispute would set a very dangerous
precedent that can come back to haunt the Congress in future years.

67-028—66—13
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Secondly, I think that this legislation on its face ﬁt'l'inn.ﬂl;\‘ threatens
to weaken and perhaps ultimately to undermine the principle of free
collective bargaining, and to substitute therefor a congressionally
imposed system of compulsory arbitration.

On the other hand, T recognize by the same token the Congress
must profect the publie interest, and that it must weigh the disadvan-
tages of this legislation against the necessity to remove impediments
to the free movement of interstate commerce and protect the public’s
interest in the continuation of transportation services. So it appears
to me that both parties are being given a choice today through the
agreement on the part of both sides to attempt to work out a volun-
tary arbitration of this matter, becanse I think I know what the
feeling in the Congress is, and I do not think that that feeling neces-
sarily agrees with the position 1 have just expressed. I think tha
whether this committee acts or not, if this strike is not settled soon,
I am afraid that this legislation may be petitioned away from this
committee, because 1 think there are those in the House who are con-
cerned about this situation who might force that upon us to take it
away from this committee. So I would hope of course that both sides
an reach some kind of agreement to arbitrate this matter voluntarily.

Now, with respect to the matter of sharing profits, I do not know
whether that is properly a subject for negotiation or not as an issue,
but on the other hand, I do feel that the level of productivity on the
part of employees is a subject, a proper subject for negotiation, because
1t is the increased productivity of the employees which makes it pos-
sible for the companies to enjoy increasing profits.

Mr. Wirtz, at my request, has submitted to the committee some
statistical data based on information received from the Civil Aero-
nautics Board and perhaps other sources, purporting to give us some
indication as to what the level of productivity has been among the
employees in this industry. 1In the prefacing statement he says that ;

Since 1957 output has about doubled, and since 1962 the rate of growth has
been accelerated.

He goes on further to say that:

Overall the increase in flight personnel has been about average for the indusi Iy
in recent years with navigators in transoceanic flights and flight engineers being
eliminated.

The number of mechanics has increased at less than the average rate for all
employees since 1957,

But he goes on to say that “Aireraft and traffic servieing personnel
have increased at much more than the average rate indicative of
the increasing quality of air transportation equipment and”—the key
word—*"service.” g

To go over to the charts that he presented, and I think you have a
copy in front of you, have you not?

Mr. WiLtiam CurtiN. Yes, sir.

Mr. WirLiams. We go down to the figures at the bottom of the page.

Air transport industry output per employee, unit labor require-
ments output, we find that from 1957 to 1965, which I believe was
the greatest single period of growth in the last 20 years at least in the
aviation industry, we find that the output per employee has increased
at an average annual rate of 7.6 percent, if { am reading this correctly.

Mr. Wrrriay Curniw. I think you are. 5 v
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Mr. Wirtiams. We find that the output, of the employees llmt' unit
of output has decreased 7.1 percent, meaning that there has been an
increase in employee output an average of 7.6 percent a year, yet the
increase in the number of employes required to produce a unit of
output, the output itself has increased at an average rate of 11,2
percent, while employment, the number of employments, 1 assume,
has increased only 3.5 percent.

Now, going back to that opening statement, it. would indicate that
the number of mechanics, and I would presume that they are the
people who are affected by this legislation, has not increased at as
fast a rate of overall employment. Therefore, the output per me-
chanic, that is the productivity per mechanic obviously must have
increased even at a greater rate than the increase in output per
employee.

Now, I realize we cannot get into the attempt to settle the specific
issues involved in this, and perhaps this is an unfair question, but
does the 4.3 percent which is the figure that has been kicked around
with respect to the settlement at the White House, properly reflect
adequate compensation for the rate of increase of IJI'l)(lllltt[-i\-‘ii'ﬁ' on
the part of the employees affected ?

Mr. Wittiam Currin. We think it does. We think that is the
justification for entering into a settlement which exceeds, let's say,
the guidelines figure or something close to the guidelines figure that
this industry has enjoyed

Mr, Wirniaams. Let's forget about the guideline figure for just a
moment.

Mr. Wirtiam Corrix. The industry has enjoyed real increases in
productivity and I am sure that you recognize when you are talking
about productivity, that this is a concept which is something different
than increased employee effort or efliciency.

Mr. Woniams. 1 realize that.

Mr. Wirniam Currrn. The greatest contributing factor to this in-
crease in ontput per employee per man-hour is that there are bigger,
faster, and less maintenance requirements in flying planes. That is
the simple fact of the matter.

Mr. Wirniams. Now, on the assumption that the employees are to
be compensated at a rate lesser than their rate of increasing produc-
tivity, and the profits continue to increase at a greater rate, to the
airlines—how do the airlines plan to dispose of those accelerated
profits, in an industry which is regulated and operated, it is regulated
by the Federal Government in the public interest !

Mr. Wrinniam Cortin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Winriams. Is there any inclination on the part of the airlines
to reflect this inereased productivity perhaps over and above that
which they have agreed to give the employees in the matter of a
requested rate—

Mr. Winntanm Corrmin. Yes, sir; let me say this to you, that the
record of this industry, these five carriers, 1s clear on that point. From
1956 through 1965 there has been a steady decline in the yield revenue
per passenger-mile, in the yield per freight ton-mile, in the yield per
revenue ton-mile, go that there is an established history that indicates
that the cost of these services to the public, to the consumer, is de-
creasing, and that that is one of the benefits that flows from inereased
productivity.
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Mr. Wirnrams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CrammaN. Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Harvey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mpr. Curtin, you were here yesterday, I think, when I questioned
Mr. Siemiller in this regard, but could you tell me what have the
five airlines done to attempt to alleviate the hardship that is brought
about by this strike, since its inception ?

Mr. WirLiam Currin. Congressman Harvey, the questions that you
posed yesterday certainly prodded us to rethinking our position with
regard to that question, and I am authorized on behalf of Trans-
World Airlines, which is the carrier involved in this proceeding which
has the right to fly across the Atlantie, to tell you that that air carrier,
if we reach agreement with the TAM with respect to it, will resume
operations across the Atlantic and bring those thousands of stranded
Americans back, and we are very concerned about that problem.

Mr. Harvey. I am certainly very glad to hear that.

Can you tell me how soon that will be in operation and how soon
these people can expect to be brought back?

Mr. Winiam Corrin. If the TAM agrees we can do it within 24
hours, we can start the operation.

Mr. Harvey. Is Mr. Siemiller in the room here right now? I think
we can ask him later in that case, but T understood from his testimony
yesterday in any event that they were agreeable and did recognize a
responsibility to these people who had been stranded in these countries.

Mr. Winniaym Corrin, Yes, sir.

Mr. Harvey. Let me ask youn this: What procedure have these five
airlines set up if any, for the handling of hardship cases domestically
in this country?

Mr. Wirrram Currinv. Well, of course, as you recognize, we are
struck. The only thing we can do is offer our services in trying to
help people who are in distress and who have been inconvenienced, to
find reservations on other lines. That is to the extent of our ability to
do so. One of the other airlines has made an effort which has been
the subject of a prolonged dispute during the strike to carry military
passengers who are on leave. It has been a real dispute between that
carrier and the TAM with respect to it, but nevertheless that carrier
has continued to fly what we would regard as compassionate flights
for military personnel who are home on leave and who wish to travel
at the reduced fare, half fare, and who usnally have limited times to
oet to their homes and the like.

Mr. Harvey. I understood Mr. Siemiller’s testimony yesterday that
the union was very agreeable, he said they would work for free if
necessary to fly people across the country as need be for emergency
cases, for emergency medical treatment, for instances such as a death
in the family and other cases. Tt seems to me that this is the responsi-
bility of both management and the airlines. I do not think because the
union goes on strike the management can thereby absolve itself of the
responsibility to the public anymore than the unions themselves. Now
it seems to me there onght to be some central office for the five airlines
or all the airlines where they handle emergency cases in a period such
as this.

Can you tell me whether any such office or clearinghouse for requests
has been set up ?
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Mr. Wittiay Currin. All the reservations offices of these airlines
and those personnel to the extent that they are needed are working,
and when we get these calls from people who regularly travel on our
lines, or whoever they may be, we do everything in our power in terms
of our knowledge of the industry and its routing and what the other
earriers are doing to find these people space and to get them where

they need to go.

Mr. Harvey. Let me ask you this: In your negotiations with Mr.
Siemiller, have you ever sat down and discussed how this strike affects
the public in these various hardship cases, the one I cited to you yes-
terday, the one requiring medical treatment and flying a boy back,
the death cases, the overseas cases and so forth? Have you discussed
all these and said we ought to be able to work out something while
the strike is going on to help the public?

Mr. Wirtiam Currin. Well, the one matter that has been discussed,
and with notable lack of success as I indicated to you, is one of the
carriers’ attempts to fly military personnel who are on leave. We have
problems, of course, as you might recognize, with other unions in terms
of crossing picket lines and the like. I wish that we paid more atten-
tion to the question.

Mr. Harvey. You have been in the business of negotiating a long
time.

Mr. Wirriaym Corrin. Yes.

Mr. Harvey. But you do not think that the unions are going to be
so calloused to human rights that they are going to worry about
crossing picket lines where someone’s life or death is involved ! T can-
not believe that for one minute. I do not believe either unions or
management have truly concerned themselves with how this matter
affects the public. I think this is a very legitimate area of concern
for this committee, becanse I agree that the American public is getting
shocked at the ealloused disregard of both management and unions as
to the effects of the strike on the public.

Mr. Wirtiaym Cormin. I would certainly agree that it is a legitimate
question for the public interest and public representatives to be con-
cerned about, and I would also agree with you that if we knew of
a hardship case such as the one you raised yesterday, that I cannot
believe that the union would not agree with us that we could not find
some way to take care of those individual situations.

Mr. Harvey. Don’t you agree with me that that is a legitimate area
of discussion, at the inception of any strike between union and
management——

Mr. WirLiay Currin, Yes, sir.

Mr. Harvey. As to how the needs of the public are going to be met.

Mr. Wirriam Corrin, Yes, sir.

Mr. Harvey. And as T understand it this situation has not been
discussed at any length in these negotiations.

Mr. Winuiad Currin, It may reflect the fact that we are short-
sighted, but we did discuss, of course, the five carriers and the IAM as
to cooperation with the Department of Defense concerning these
flichts.

Mr. Harvey. I certainly want to congratulate you and the union.
T hope that many of these passengers who have been left in Europe
and other countries are going to be picked up and flown home.
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Mr. Witraas Corrin, We are willing to do it.

Mr. Harvey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramaran. The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Pickle.

Mr. Pickre. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Curtin, if I understood correctly, in answer to a question of the
gentleman from Florida, Mr. Rogers, he had reference to Senate Joint
Resolution 186, on which you said that if this legislation was passed,
your people would go back to work and start flying, and that the wages,
the increased wages would be effective the first day of operation, in
the nltimate settlement. Ts that generally a correct statement ?

Mr. Wireiay Corrin. Yes, that we would sit down——

Mr. Pickre. Now, let me ask you with reference to what the chair-
man has suggested earlier, with a voluntary mediation, I am assuming
that your planes would start flying tomorrow and that you were agree-
able to an increase in wages, at least that which was agreed to in July.

Mr. WirLiax Cormin. No, sir: T did not mean that. T meant that
there would be an interim rate of pay which would be in excess of the
rates of pay paid under the expired contracts but it would not neces-
sarily be what we have agreed to. T think the same principles would
apply in terms of arbitration.

Mr. Prckre. You have already offered an increase of approximately
4.3 or4.7,

Mr. Winiam Curmin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Pickre. My question is if you agreed voluntarily to go back to
work, would your people at least pay that amount as a minimum,
pending the ultimate settlement?

Mr. Witriam Currin. No, sir.  We would offer to pay wages which
exceeded those under the old contracts, but not necessarily the wages
which we have neglected to at this point.

Mr. Prexkre. Why wouldn’t you because you have already offered
that and agreed to it.

Mr. Wirpiam Courrin, I know, but we have to have some induce-
ments to reach a further agreement, Congressman Pickle. That is
the reason.

Mr. Pickre. Let me ask Mr. Siemiller—he has come back in the
room—if you decided that you would voluntarily go to work tomorrow,
would your men return to work if the first day they started work they
could at least have the amount that was agreed to on the last day of
settlement that your people turned down ?

Mr. Sresirier. The amount of money would not bother at all the
people, whether they got it then or whether it was retroactive to some
other date. Tt would not affect them at all if or not they went back
to work on this. The press unfortunately has got a misconception of
what I agreed to. The wires arve full that I have agreed to arbitration.
I did not make any such agreement here. I said that T would submit
any unresolved issues to the membership and ask them if they wanted
to anthorize me to agree to voluntarily agree to arbitrate the unresolved
issues. The phone lines are jammed at our headquarters. There are
calls coming m from all over the United States. The Bell System is
making a fortune because somebody misunderstood what T said here
this morning. But in answer to your question, sir, if or not the
carriers agreed to put into effect the 5 percent for the first—their
agreement was for the first 18 months of the existing contract, and
pay the retroactive pay to January 1, 1966, whether or not they agreed
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to do that would not be material in regard to a settlement, because
sooner or later they would pay it, and it would be retroact ive.

Mr. Proxie. Then I am assuming a point has been raised that it
would not be fair to the worker if he had either a cooling off under S.J.
Res. 186 or a voluntary mediation that would be binding, that the
amount of increased wages is not important, that you—I assume
neither one of you are agreeable to any set amount of wages for the
workers to return immediately.

Mr. Wirriaym Corrin. 1 think we could work it out.

Mr. Prcikre. That is unfortunate, it seems to me, but nevertheless that
is your answer. Now there has been talk abont the profits, and that you
have gone up as much as 12 percent. It seems to me like the matter of
losses could be fairly mentioned here. I have heard it mentioned, I
believe during the hearing, that the industry has suffered something
like a $240 or a $250 million loss. Am I correct, or what is the sum?

Mr. WirLiay Curris. It is running at a rate of $8 million a day, so
that you are exactly correct. It isin the neighborhood of

Mr. Prckre. Every day that this is not settled, it is costing the in-
dustry $8 million a day.

Mr. WirLiam CorriN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Prexie. Mr. Curtin, to me that would be a sizable sum.

Mr. Wirtiaym Corrrs. It is a sizable sum. We are not happy at all
with the situation.

Mr. Prckre. I do not know how your industry can exist or that the
workers can get along without being employed. That is one of these
imponderables and unanswerables, I guess, in this strike negotiation.

Now can you answer a question yesterday that I asked, I would like
to have a further clarification of it. The 4.3 or 4.7 increase, which-
ever it is, I assume represented a total of a $74 million increase in pay-
nents on your part?

Mr. Witniasm Corrin. That is right.

Mr. Pickre. If you acceded to the $112 million, overall total on the
same comparable basis, what would that mean now, if you did pay out
the $112 million, in percentage ?

Mr. Wirriam Corrin. I do not have the answer to that, I am sorry.
The only percentages that T figured in this respect are that the offer,
the settlement upon which we agreed exceeded the cost of the Emer-
gency Board recommendation by 13 percent, and that $112 million
ficure to which yon have referred exceeds the cost of the Emergency
Board recommendation by 74 to 75 percent, not including any cost at-
tribution to an escalator clause, because it cannot be predicted.

Mr. Pickre. Am I correct in saying that it would be approximately
fwice the increase in the guidelines?

Mr. Wittiay Corrry, T think it might, yes, sir.

Mr. Prokre. Well, it seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that we are faced
with a matter of national interest, whether you want to call it a na-
tional emergency or just a substantial interruption of inferstate
commerce, it seems to me that the national interest is directly involved
and it cannot be classified as just a local matter, certainly when it
has been said here in the opinion of some members of this committee
that the majority of Congress will vote out some kind of a bill or take
it away from us, so it must not be a local matter. It must be felt
very keenly by the American public.
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Mr. Macooxarn. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Prcgre. Yes.

Mr. Macpoxarp. Mr. Siemiller, would you care to comment as to
the estimate of the five carriers’ loss? That figure seems awfully high
to me.

Mr. Srearmiier. The figure used was $8 million here just now. That
wuuld be loss of revenue. They do $8 million worth of business a
day, but out of that, they pay tremendous expenses, and that is not
$8 million worth of profit. It is not $8 million worth of loss to any-
body, because a good many of the people are not traveling and it is in
the pockets of workers and other people to buy groceries today, so it
is just like a lot. of other figures that yon get in here.

Congressman Macdonald, let me point out that they keep talking
about the amount of moneys, the billions of dollars. They are talking
about that over a 3-vear period, and then when we talk about the
profits of the carriers, it is a 1-year period that we get info, so there
are some great discrepancies in figures that are being tossed around
here.

It has been said by some of your people before, T believe by Con-
gressman Moss, it is pretty difficult to understand the complications
of all of the figures used and the issues involved unless you have lived
with it like we have.

Thank you for that opportunity.

The CaHamyan. Dr. Carter.

Mr. Carrer. Were you advised by the National Mediation Board
or the administration not to exceed the rrm(h lines?

Mr. Wirriay Corrin. No, sir.

Mr. Carrer. That did not have any effect on your mediation at all ?

Mr. Wirtiay Corrin. T think that the carriers were very conscious
of the fact that the Nation and its representatives are concerned with
inflationary results. Yes.

Mr. Carrer. Do you feel if vou had granted the union request of
$112 million over a 3-year period. that it would be inflationary ?

Mr. Wirriam CortiN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Carrer. At the present time, if is stated that we have from 6,000
to 16,000 people stranded in Europe. Isthat true?

Mr. Wittianm Currin. It is, according to my information.

Mr. Carrer. And 150,000 people each day are displaced, according
to their mode of travel ; is that true?

Mr. Wivtiasx Corrmin. 150,000 people who were traveling on these
airlines are either not traveling or are finding space elsewhere. Some-
thing is happening to them.

Mr. Carrer. Up to the present time, according, I believe, to Secre-
tary Wirtz, it has cost approximately $254.2 million.

Mr. Winztam Corrin, Yes: I think that would be a ficure derived
from the £8.2 million lost revenue testimony.

Mr. Carrer. And that the postal service has been disrupted a great
deal ; is that true?

Mr. Wrntaay Corriy. He testified that it has been delayed ; yves, sir.

Mr. Carter. And that at the present time, we have veterans from
Vietnam in California who are unable to get back to their homes. They
have been delayed there for days in come cases,

Mr. Winraasm Corrin. These carriers carried on the average 7,000
such military servicemen each day, before the strike.
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My, Carrer. It seems to me something must be done in the national
interest, and this might be an appropriate national emergency. Cer-
tainly, I do not think the Congress wants to do this, but I think it must
do something. It is approaching that. It is my hope, and 1 feel it is
the hope of the committee, that something should be worked out at
once. Otherwise, we must proceed.

Thank you. I yield back the balance of my time.

The Cramyrax. Thank you, Dr, Carter.

Mr. Prcxie. I wonder if the gentleman will yield to me if he has
any time?

Mr. CArTER. Yes.

Mr. Pickre. Could you give me an estimate of the amount of time
that would be involved if you actually did go to voluntary mediation
which seems to me might be a little hazier than we thought a while
ago.

But under the regulations, you select one and the machinists select
one and then, if there is no agreement and we are led to believe there
wouldn’t be a quick agreement, if there was an attempt to drag this
out, it would be, what, 5 additional days?

Mr. Wittiay Corris. 1 we were to use the procedures?

Mr. Prexie. What 1 am teying to get at, that it takes 3, 4, or 5 days
to get a vote, and they said they want to be slower than they were be-
fore. Then we talk about another 5 days.

Are we talking as a minimum of, would you say, 2 weeks?

Mr. WirLiay Corrin. I would think more than that, but as I under-
stood the proposition advanced by the chairman, it would comptem-
plate a resumption of the operations, a return to work by the em-
ployees while the arbitration procedure was going forward, so that
the only delay that I could see, if we were able to agree and accept the
principle, would be the delay incurred in obtaining the ratification
vote by the membership.

Myr. Prckre. Thank you.

Mr. Farnstey. Would the gentleman yield, if he has a second ?

Mr. Carter. Yes,sir, I yield.

Mr. Farssey. 1 think it has been said there is 12 and a fraction
percent profit. Is that before or after taxes?

Mr. Wirriay Corrin. It is a rate of return on investment, and it
is a fignre issued by the Civil Aeronautics Board.

Mr. Farxsrey. 1s there any profit here that is above or after taxes?
That is part of the bargaining?

Mr. Wineiay Currin. It is after taxes.

Mr. Farxstey. It's after taxes. What are the taxes: 50 percent,
52 percent, 48 percent ¢

Mr. Wireiay Currin. We can furnish that information to you.

Mr. Kerrm. Is it 46 or 48 percent? Does someone know what the
corporate tax is when you get above $25,000 a year!

Mr. Farxscey. 1 know what it is, but I am not going to tell.

Mr. Kerrra. Forty-eight percent !

The Cramyan. Do you have that information?

Mr. Wirrranm Corrin. I don’t have it here, but I would be glad to
furnish it to the committee.

The Cramaan. Mr. Satterfield.

Mr. Sarrerrierp. Thank yvou, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to yield to the gentleman from Mississippi. He was
developing a point when his time ran out.
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Mr. Winrrams., Mr. Satterfield, thank you.

Mr. Curtin, in asking these questions with regard to productivity,
profits, and expansion of the industry, and so forth, I hope you won't
get the idea that I am inclined toward socialism. T expect I have just
about the best record in Congress in support of the system of free
enterprise as anyone in this body, but I do feel that since under our
system these matters apparently are taken into consideration with
respect to collective bargaining and labor-management problems, then
I do think that perhaps the whole story should be laid on the table.

There is one element that has not been—there is one fatcor that
has not been put into the record which I feel perhaps ought to be con-
sidered as an element in determining the increase in profits, productiv-
ity, and expansion of the airlines, and that is the question of stock
appreciation, which certainly must be considered as an element of
profit to the stockholders.

As I understand it, this contract went into effect on or about 1963,
I believe January 1963. Was that the last contract? Is that correct?

Mr. Wirtiaym Corrin, Yes: I believe so.

Mr. WiLtiams. Now, are yon in a position to give us the market
value of the stock of these corporations on the date that this went into
effect, and what it was on the day that the settlement was made at the
White House?

Mr. Wittiaym Curmin. T am in a position to find that out for you.
I am not in a position to give it to yon now.

(The information requested, when supplied, will be found in the
committee files.)

Mr. WirLiams. T would hope you would put that in the record. T
believe it has appreciated considerably.

Mr. Witniaym Cormin, I think it has.

Mr. Wintiams. Do you feel T am correct in assuming that that is
an additional element of profit for the stockholders, in the apprecia-
tion of the stock?

Mr. Wittiam Curmin. To the stockholders, yes.

Mr. Wintiayms. T am not speaking of that with respect to this dis-
pute or not ~

Mr. Apams. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. WiLrianms, Just briefly. I promised Mr. Moss T would yield to
him and then when he gets through, I will yield to you.

Mr. Moss. Mr. Curtin, in response to a request by Congressman
Williams, you stated that the rate of revenue per passenger mile had
declined. Now, as a regular user of airlines, excepting for a slight
change occurring as the result of tax adjustment, T don’t recall that
the rate I am paying has declined. And isn't it a fact that that rate
of revenue per passenger mile has declined for two reasons? Much
larger planes and promotional fare efforts to take up the empty seats,
rather than through direct reduction in the cost of first-class
passengers ?

Mr. WirLiay Corrin. Yes, I think that is true, that the reductions
as they relate to ticket prices, at least to my knowledge

Mr. Moss. And this is illustrative of the real problem of a com-
mittee attempting to get at the clear facts, to isolate them and under-
stand them ?

Mr. Wittiaa Corrin. T wouldn’t suggest for the moment that it
is not a question that the committee couldn’t concern itself with, but
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I think you are fully aware that the Clivil Aeronauties Board exists
to determine such questions,

Mr. Moss. Oh, you realize that we only delegated to the CAB our
authority, never our responsibility ?

Mr. WirLiaym Currin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Moss. I think we very much have a right and a need to concern
ourselves with all of the questions germane to the totality of the opera-
tion, because the confusion imposes on us the responsibility to repre-
sent Congress, not in the executive or the CAB.

Mr. Divcenn. I would like to have enumerated the promotional
devices used. Yon have second-class fare, family plans. Yon have
“under 21" plans, you have standby plans. What other devices do
you have?

Mr. Wintiam Curriy. The only other one that oceurs to me, Con-
gressman Dingell, is the excursion plan.

Mr. DingeLr, The exeursion plan?

Mr. Wirtiay Currin. I think that is what it is called.

Mr. Dixcerr. Could you give us any breakdown of what the loss
of revenue or gain of revenue is to the carriers thereby ?

Mr. Wirriaa Curtin. Yes,

Mr. Dixcern. Perhaps you can’t do it this morning but can you
make it available to this committee so we can serutinize what the
impact of this is on fares and rates of return to the carriers?

Mr. Wintiay Curnin, Yes.

Mr. Dixcevn. Thank you.

Mr. Apayms. Now, will the gentleman yield? T would like to ques-
tion Mr. Curtin whether or not you accept as accurate the figures that
appear in the Congressional Record at page 101: 817,510 to $17,511,
put in by Senator Douglas, which indicate the operating profits, net
mecome before taxes, net income after taxes, and so on, and reading
a table, and on the point that Mr. Williams raised, it shows that the
closing stock prices on the airlines for August 4, 1964, 1965, and 1966:

In 1966, as of June 30, indicates an increase in Eastern, for exam-
ple, from 1964 to 1966, from 3034 to 10415 National, from 51 to 841/ ;
Northwest, from 561% to 11316; TWA, from 4134 to 8954: United,
4814 to 64, with a stock split of 2 to 1 in the middle of last year.

Are those approximately acenrate?

Mr. Witriam Cuorrix. T accept them as accurate because I don’t
know anything differently, but I will be glad to check those in the
record.

Mr. Apams. Do yon have any differences of opinion as to whether
or not those are accurate ?

Mr. Prcgre. A parlinmentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

When we started the meeting, it was my understanding or at least
it was from having talked to you and other members that we were
going to try hopefully to go inte executive session at 11 o'clock. 1
wonder if the Chair would be agreeable to a unanimons-consent
request that we go into executive session at 11:30 o’clock this morn-
ing?

The Cramraan. T would object to that due to the fact that I want
every man to have his time, as you did and the rest that are in here.

Mr. Pickre, 1 wonder if the gentlemen who have not asked ques-
tions—there are five or six of them—if they have questions to ask,
if they would want to exceed this time.
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Mr. Farnsiey. I couldn’t hear the last part of that.

The Cramsax. We will have to let that be determined later on.

Mr. Watson?

Mr. Warson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Curtin, we have had considerable discussion about the per-
centage of profits, and so forth. 1 believe it is rather axiomatic if
this strike continues, the profit here is going to be considerably under
what it was last year,

Mr. Winniayx Curriy. Even if it doesn’t continue, I would say the
profits for this year will be considerably less.

Mr. Warson. They will be less, that is, unless the rates are in-
creased sufficiently to offset the some 10 percent loss of profits you have
experienced thus far during this strike,

Now, I believe earlier you pointed out the recommendation of the
Emergency Board on June 8. You agree to that despite the fact it
was more than double what you initially offered ? '

Mr. WitLtam CurmiN, That is right.

Mr. Warson. And the settlement which was agreed to on July 29,
the carriers agreed to that.

Mr. WiLtiam Currin. Yes, we did.

Mr. Warsox. Now, you mentioned the loss of daily revenue at $8
million.

Mr. Witriam Currin. That is right.

Mr. Wamson. Does that include your fixed costs that are continuing
to run during the period of this strike, such as your payments on the
planes and such as that?

Mr. Wirrram Curriy, No, sir.

Mr. Warsox, Do yon have an estimate as to what that cost is?

Mr. Witriam Currin. No, I don’t. T will be glad to get. it for you.

(The information requested, when supplied, will be found in the
commititee files,)

Mr. Warson, Tf you will,

Now, there are five airlines on strike. T do not know whether this
point has been developed or not. There are a number of them that
are not on strike. Conld you give us some reason why they are not
on strike, and some comparative rates of the pay of the machinists on
the nonstruck airlines at this time?

Mr. Winriay Corrin. Yes. There are three other domestic trunk-
lines where the TAM, where this union represents the maintenance
workers and mechanical employees, those three other carriers are
Continental, Braniff, and Northeast, and they did not choose to agree
with the union’s request to enter into joint bargaining, and therefore,
their contracts, which expired on December 31 of last year at the
same time our contracts expired, have not been renegotiated, and they
are still under the procedures of the Railroad Labor Act in some
places.

There has been no board appointed, so far as I know, no proffer of
arbitration. T think they are in mediation but they have not been
placed on strike.

Mr. Wamsox. But it might be a little difficult to get those figures.
They might be helpful if we conld have a comparison of the wages
of the machinists in the nonstruck airlines as compared with those
of the five struck airlines.

Mr. Wrrriam Corrin. T wonld say they are comparable.

Mr. Warsox. They are comparable?




AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

Mr. Wireiaym Curnin. Yes, sir, Congressman Watson.

Mr. Warsox. Now, we can agree on one thing, the passage of this
legislation. regardless of how distasteful it might be, will result in
first a resumption of the service.

We can agree on that?

Mr. WirLiaym Currry. Yes.

Mr. Warson. And, secondly, do you believe that the passage of this
legislation will result in an expeditious settlement between or among
the various parties?

Mr. WitLiam Currin. We share the Secretary of Labor’s hope
that that is exactly what will happen.

Mr. Warson. That it would.

Now, of course, those on the other side certainly feel that that would
not result.

Mr. Wrnrran CurmiN. Yes.

Mr. Warson. Now, the Chairman mentioned earlier that if this
legislation is passed, there will be no winners, as I recall it.

Mr. Wirriam Currin,. Yes, he did.

Mr. WarsoN. Now, let me ask you this. If this strike continued, will
there be any winners?

Mr. Witriax Corriy. It is axiomatic in labor relations that nobody
winsin a strike.

Mr. Warson. That is right; so, apparently, since the parties are
unable to get together, the public is being seriously damaged down
our way and I am sure in other areas, and apparently, there is no re-
course but for this Congress to take action, since apparently the parties
are unable to make free collective bargaining work.

Mr. Wirniam Corrin. That is right.

Mr. Warson, And I assure vou, as I assure the committee, I for
one am ready to proceed in that direction immediately. I think this
committee has been more than generous in its pleas to the parties
to negotiate and prove to the country that collective bargaining will
work.

The Secretary of Labor said negotiations to this point have proven
that collective bargaining isn’t going to work, so I think someone has
got to grab the bull by the horns and I, for one, am ready to move.

Thank you very much.

The Craamaax. Mr. Huot.

Mr. Huor. Mr. Curtin, yesterday Mr. Siemiller indicated that if
this legislation was to be rejected, that negotiations and agreements
could be reached probably more quickly. You have indicated that
if this legislation was to pass, and in the period of 150 days an agree-
ment would probably be reached. Why do you feel there is still the
threat that this would come back to the Congress for further legisla-
tion? What makes you confident that an agreement could be reached
within this 150 days?

Mr. Witriam Corrixy. I believe the reason for my belief, Congress-
man, is that we would be back in an atmosphere of sanity instead of
the situation in which we find ourselves right now. If the employees
are working and earning their livelihood, if the carriers are operating,
it relieves pressures and distractions which definitely do exist in a pro-
longed strike. It allows the parties to resume their talks, in my jude-
ment, on a reasonable rational basis, and we have reached agreement
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with this union once in this dispute, and T would hope that we could
do it again.

Mr. Huor. Also, yesterday, Mr. Siemiller indicated that the unions,
in an effort to help their workers, have certain benefits that they
pay their workers. I think he indicated that they pay $25 a week.

Mr. WinLiam Currin. Yes.

Mr. Huor. Help their employees. Do the carriers have any.type of
insurance or coverage to help them in covering profits or operations
expenses?

Mr. WiLiam Currin. While they are on strike, you mean ?

Mr. Huor. Yes.

Mr. Wittiay CurriN. Nothing other than required by law. Oh,
helping the carriers?

Mr. Huor. Yes.

Mr. Wittiam CurniN. Excuse me. I'm sorry. T thought you were
talking about the striking employees.

Mr. Huor. No,the carriers.

Mr. Wirtias Currin. There is a mutual aid pact with which four
of these carriers are involved, and which a number of companies in the
industry have an arrangement by which they pay some sort of a
minimal expenditure to carriers that are on strike, to cover certain
basic costs.

Mr. Huor. Would you have any idea what this amounts to in money
that is being paid ¢

Mr. Wirtiam Currin. T don’t think any has been paid.

Mr. Huor. You are saying this fund is being paid to carriers who
are now on strike?

Mr. Wirriay Corrin. Yes.

Mr. Huor, They are receiving benefits ?

Mr. Wirtiayx Currin. They are not receiving it now, in my judg-
ment. It presumably would be something that would be determined
after the strike is concluded, that is right.

Mr. Huor. You have no idea of what this could amount to? It
would depend, would it, on the length of the strike ?

Mr. Wirrias Currin. Idon’t. We might be able to come to a ficure
for you. Thisisan arrangement which has been approved by the Civil
Aeronautics Board, and it relates, as T understand it—and. franklyv,
I am not that familiar with it—but, as T understand it, it relates basi-
cally to the increases in revenue enjoyed by other carriers because of
the existence of the strike.

Mr. Huor. You mentioned that four carriers were not in this pact ?

Mr. WirLiax Currin. Four of these five, yes. There are others, too.

Mr. Huor. Fourof the five carriers that are on strike ?

Mr. Winrtzaym Corrin. Yes.

Mr. Huor. Are they in a pact with other carriers who are not? Are
other carriers that are not on strike in this same package ?

Mr. Winniay Corrin. Yes.

The Cramyan. Mr. Mackay.

Mr. Mackay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Curtin, all the communications that T have received from labor
organizations have protested that the passage of this resolution would
give a distinct advantage to management in negotiations. How would
you respond to that?

Mr. Wiriay Currin. I don't think so. T think anytime that we
have our employees back working for us without an agreement cover-




AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE 235

ing them that is satisfactory to them, we have a situation which can
hardly be described as advantageous to management. We are anxious
to reach an agreement, so that this matter can be resolved.

Mr. MackAy. Second, this present situation is really without prece-
dent, isn’t it ¢

Mr. WirLias Corrry. Well, it is as far as I know, yes. Tt certainly
iz, as far as I know, in this industry.

Mr. Mackay, Third, the passage of this type of legislation, which
just deals with a situation, rather than the general situation of labor-
management relations, would also be without precedent, wouldn’t it ?

Mr. Wirriaym Curriy. No, sir.  In 1963, the Congress passed a law
which related to a single dispute.

Mr. Mackay. What law was that?

Mr. Wirrraar Curriy, The number of the Public Law is 88-108.
It's the one that related to the compulsory arbitration of a railroad
dispute.

Mr. Mackay. Do you recall that President Johnson, in his address
to Congress, said that he would send over legislation to prevent publie
inconvenience in labor disputes of this kind?

Mr. Wirtiam Currin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Mackay. And you recall that received very warm applause
from the Congress. Are you in a position, in your present employ-
ment, to say whether or not management believes that such legislation
could be devised that would protect the rights of the parties and the
public ?

Mr. Wirrzaym Corriy. Well, T know that it is a matter which has

concerned management for a number of years, and which they have
continued to look at. I am under the {':men that the Air Transport

Association, which is the association of which all these carriers are
members, have never taken a postion, a public position, as to a par-
ticular type of permanent legislation that would resolve this. 1t is
a difficult question.

Mr. Mackay. This is your field, labor-management relations?

Mr, WirLias CurriN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Mackay. You are just bewildered like Secretary Wirtz; is that
the way tostate it ?

Mr. Wirrras Curriy. Yes. I think that there are real problems
in trying to come up with a legislative recommendation in this area.
We certainly have another reason after this dispute to look at that
yroblem and perhaps even to accept some of the disadvantages of it,
if we can avoid the situation that we are in today.

Mr. Mackay. Now, all of us who fly a great deal are very sensitive
on the subject of air safety.

Mr. WirLianm Corrin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Mackay. And we appreciate the degree of safety that we have
attained.

Mr. Wirrray Corrix. Yes, sir.

Mr. Mackay. I have heard constituents say that they are concerned
about. Congress ordering people to work on sophisticated machines
like aircraft involuntarily. Does this concern you?

Mr. Winriaa Corrin. No, I don’t believe it does, because it is
the opinion of the five carriers that their employees are not going to
do the slightest thing which would risk the safety of the traveling
public, whatever our dispute may be. That has been an axiom in this
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particular industry and in this particular field for many, many years,
that labor relations problems between the employer and the employees
have never had any relationship to the question of safety.

I can’t believe it would happen now.

Mr. Mackay. And, finally, on the subject of voluntary arbitration
that we opened up with this morning, at all times management has
stood ready to enter into voluntary binding arbitration ?

Mr. Wrntiay Currin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Mackay. And I understood Mr. Siemiller to say that subject
to the approval of his constituency, that they would consider this.
Does this mean that most of the issues are agreed upon, and that only
part of the issues would have to be submitted to voluntary binding
arbitration ?

Mr. Witutam Corrry. Certainly, not all of the issues which were
between us when we commenced these negotiations would have to be
submitted.

Mr. Mackay. Could you say what percentage of the issnes are
agreed on?

Mr. Wirtram Currin. Just a roundhouse ficure, half of the issues
between us wouldn’t have to be arbitrated, certainly. I think that
that is something that we could agree upon.

Mr. Mackay. Would you say that voluntary arbitration would be
preferable to congressional intervention ?

Mr. Wirtiaym Cortin. Yes, sir; I would.

Mr. Mackay. No further questions, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuamaran. I didn’t hear the last question, Mr. Mackay.

Mr. Mackay. When he would say that voluntary binding arbitra-
tion would be preferable to congressional intervention.

The Cramrman. Thank you.

Mr. Gilligan.

Mr. Gizuican. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I might say rather facetiously at the outset, picking up the point. of
Mr. Mackay about safety, that my wife, who isn't particularly fond
of flying, believes it absolutely necessary to fly on airlines having con-
tented mechanies, but maybe that will enter the advertising picture
in the next couple of years. '

I don’t know how good I am as a legislator, but T don’t think T am
any better as a mediator, and while there is talk of the terms and the
problems which divide the parties in this, I would like to turn for the
moment at the proposition that is before us, whether or not this reso-
lution should be recommended by this committee to the House for
adoption.

Would you describe this resolution, if adopted, as a legislative
injunetion ?

Mr. Winiram Cormin. T wonld not. I would describe it as a law
which required the parties to return to the status quo which they
enjoyed before the strike, and which requires return to the collective
bargaining process.

Mr. Giruiean. If management in a labor dispute goes to court and
seeks an injunction to make the workers return to the production line,
or whatever, does the end effect of that court-issued injunction differ
in any way from this type of injunction ?

Mr. Wineiay Cuorris. I think so, because at least in many of those
cases, it is an injunction which simply requires the employees to do
something, and there is no further recourse.
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This is a law, as I read it, a bill, as I read it, which would require
a return to the status quo, and the obligation on both parties to resume
collective bargaining, to finally resolve the problems.

Mr. Gruurean. Let us assume for a moment that this were adopted,
and the workers returned, md at the end of all of the various periods,
one project and another, we arrive at the end of 5 months, that if at
that time, as I read this in section 4, an agreement has not been
reached 30 days prior to the expiration of the final period of time
provided in section 3:

The Board shall make a final report with recommendations to the President
which shall be transmitted to the Congress by the P'resident, along with a full
and complete report of the dispute—

And we have full and complete reports of the dispute up to now—

and his recommendations regarding terms or procedures which will assist in the
final settlement of this dispute in the public interest, and without further inter-
ruption of the continuity of transportation services by these earriers,

Does that imply to you a further injunetion of one type or another
against the workers going out at that point, if no resolution has been
arrived at?

Mr. Wmriaya Currin. It indicates to me that the President is
charged with the responsibility of giving this Congress his best advice
as to what can be done to prevent further interr uption of these services.
I think it obviously would require additional legislative action to re-
spond to act upon those recommendations.

Mr. Gruuican. If there is to be no interruption of services, it would
seem to me the clear inference is that the workers must be kept on the
job, and therefore, they cannot strike, that this is clear inference,
whether this be l]ram- today or done in 5 months or done in 6 months.
The clear inference is that the primary responsibility by the Congress
to the President and then, in turn, by the President to the Congress, is
to keep the airlines functioning and to keep these workers on the job,
whether or not the dispute has been finally settled.

Mr. Wirnram Curmin. 1t seems to me that what the legislation re-
quires is that he report to you how this might be done in the event we
tlrm'l have a settlement, and that the Congress decide whether or not it
should.

Mr. MacDoxap (presiding). The time of the gentleman has
expired.

Mr. Farnsley.

Mr. Farxseey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The difference between the dollars you told us the other day, and 1
understand that is over 3 years, can you tell me the difference between
vou all in dollarsover 1 year? Or what was it over 3 years, and we will
divide it in three?

Mr. Wirriam Corriy. Yes, sir. That is what T would do. The
difference is between $74 and $112 million, plus an indeterminate cost
attributable to an escalator provision. So that is $38 million, plus
an unknown, between us.

Mr. Farnsiey. $38 million a yvear?

Mr. WirLiay Corriy. $38 million for the 3 years.

Mr. Farnsiey. How much a year? Your helper is working
He is clearheaded.

67-028—66——16
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Mr. Wirtiaym Corrin, It is obviously an average of over $12 million
a year

Mr. Farysiey. $12 million a year. What is the profit before taxes
of the companies you represent per year, or last year? I realize that
you have lost a lot of money, but T think also the Government has
helped you at times, .1||h(111;_r|1 I may be wrong. What did you make
last year?

Mr. WirLianm Corrin. Not since 1958, I don’t think.

Mr. Farxsiey. Before taxes. We established the fact that the taxes
are 48 percent, so it is deductible. This sometimes comforts people,
money that is deductible.

Mr. Wirtiam Currin. I don’t wish to give you an incorrect answer,
Congressman Farnsley.

Mr. Farxseey. Idon’t want you to, but I don’t want to use up my 5
minutes.

Mr. Wirtzay Currin. That is why T am saying to you rather than
us floundering, in looking for those figures, if we could submit them to
you, we would be rather happy to.

Mr. Farxstey. I would rather take my 5 minutes. T think it is
important. A lot of people won't read this. T don’t think it is un-
reasonable for us to try to find out how much profit before taxes those
companies made last year.

Mr. Wineiay Corrin. It appears that in 1965 that United Air Lines’
profit before taxes was $77,540,000. They are the biggest airline.

Mr. Farxstey. You read them ont and let the nice man with the
vellow page write them down and add them up. I am not trying
to- =

Mr. Winniam Corriy. This is Mr. Hotvedt, Mr. Congressman.

Mr. Horveor. How do you do, sir.

Mr. Wizriaym Curnin. Trans World Airlines’ profit before taxes in
1965, $81.564.000: Northwest Airlines. $86G,070,000: National Airlines’
profit before taxes in 1965, $34,568,000; Eastern Air Lines’ profit be-
fore taxes, $29,671.000 in 1965 ; as I think is already in the record, Mr.
Congressman, while Mr. Hotvedt is adding these figures, these carriers
have placed over 85 percent of those profits back into investment for
new equipment.

Mr, Farnstey. Iam forthat.

Mr. Wiriax Corrin. I think not only you are, but the employees
are, too, sir.

Mr. Farxseey. All right. Do you want to tell me what you make
after yon bought the new pqmpmont" If you would rather do it that
way. Letme get this figure first.

Mr. WinLiay Corrin. $309 million.

Mr. Farvsrey. And then, 85 percent goes back into new equipment.
Every year? Areyou going to do that from now on ?

Mr. Wiretan Corrry. Maybe more, sit. ' We are about to buy the
supersonic——

Mr. Farxseey, What you need is another Government subsidy, ob-
viously. Are you carrying mail now?

Mr. Wirriay Corrin. Yes, we carry mail.

Mr. Farnseey. Isit profitable?

Mr. WiLriay Corrin. Yes.

Mr. Farnsrey. I asked a colleague how a nice, reasonable man like
the union man couldn’t fail to disagree.
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Mr. Wirtiay Corriy. We agreed. We reached a contract settle-
ment on July 9.

Mr. Farnsiey. I'm sorry. You interrupted my question but you
are right ; you did.

Mr. WitLiay CurriN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Farxstey. 1 agree yours is a pitiful case and I am going to try
to help you get money from the Government because obviously if you
are buying new equipment, you can’t pay your workers.

Mr. WirLian Curriy. We have never said that, Congressman.

Mr. Farxsrey. Yousaid 85 percent or more is going back into equip-
ment and it leaves you only 10 percent of your profit, and there is not
much left to pay the employees.

All right. I am unreasonable. I withdraw. Go ahead and run
your airlines.

Mr. Witiam Cugrin. I think the only point that I am trying to
malke is that we have never indicated to this union, and I think they
have made it clear, that we are unable to pay our employees wages,
nor increased wages,

Mr., Farxseey. If I misquoted you, I'm sorry.

Now. it has been said that this bill holds a gun at the head of labor
and not at the head of management. Would you care to comment on
that ?

Of course, credence is given to that by the fact that labor is scream-
ing bloody murder and you all are supporting it.

Mr. Wirriay Corris. T would comment on it to this extent, that I
do not agree with it that there is no gun at the head of labor or when
their members are working. That is the change, really.

Mr. Farxscey. Thank you. You are very courteous. T have used
up 6 minutes. I'msorry.

The Cramraran. Mr. Adams.

Mr. Picgre. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. Mr. Adams
is the last member to question the witness, is that correct ?

The Cramsan. Mr. Jarman has not had an opportunity to ques-
tion, and I have been informed that there are other members who have
one question or one other matter.

Mr. Farnsiey. Mr. Chairman, for the record, it leaves a little mis-
guided impression. When you buy new equipment, then you start
writing it off, so that helps a little bit in carrying that, isn’t that true?

Mr. Wirtiam Corrin. Certainly it is depreciated, yes, sir.

The Cramyan. Mr. Adams.

Mr. Apams. Mr. Curtin, I will be brief because I think the other
men here have covered most of the questions that T asked of Mr. Sie-
miller, indicating the three bases on which I believe we are sitting,
so I just want to confirm that it is your position that the passage of this
piece of legislation would not be Government intervention on the
side of the carriers.

Mr. Wirrras Corrin. That is right.

Mr. Apams. Allright. Then I ask

Mr. Wirriaam Corrin. T am sorry. I was responding to your ques-
tion. On theside of the carriers?

Mr. Apams. On the side of the carriers.

Mr. Wirrraym Currix. I think it is on the side of the public interest.

Mr. Apams. There is no question about it. If we go into it we are
going to intervene.
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Now, second, if we are not going to pass on generalized legislation
that will apply to all future collective bargaining. Do you not agree
that the effect of this piece of specialized iwr|-| ation will have a gen-
eral effect on future collective bargaining?

Mr. Witniax Cowrrin. I think it will have some effect, obviously.
the simple existence of it. :

Mr. Apams. Obviously, if you go in, for ex: l]ll]lil‘ m:! bargain for
the airlines that are going to come up on December 31, the fact there
was specialized legislation in this case leaves obv |u|1-l\ the feeling of
the fact that there may have to be required specialized legislation next
time.

Mr. WitLram Currin. Conceptually, T can’t quarrel with that, sir.

Mr. Apams. So the temporary legislation here is something that is
definitely Government mtmmnrlnn. one, and we may have a differ-
(-m(-nfupmlml as to which side it is on, but I think Mr. F: arnsley char-
acterized it pretty well as to what the feeling of the parties is.

Mr. Wririay Curris. May I respond to that, Congressman Adams?

Mr. Apanxs. Yes.

Mr. Wicraam Corrin. That to the extent you are talking about it,
that the Railway Labor Act and the Taft-Hartley Act are interven-
tions in collective bargaining and each side takes the position of course,
on many of the provisions of those st atutes, that that intervention was
one-sided.

Mr. Avams. No question, but it also applies across the board to
every dispute within its particular purview, is that correct?

Mr. Wittiam Currin. Exactly right.

Mr. Apams. All right. Now, I would like to indicate or find from
you, the investment in equipment, and you do face the purchase of
substantial new equipment in the next 4 or 5 years, including various
sized jets, the supersizes and so on, is that right ?

Mr. Witriam Curniy. Yes, sir.

Mr. Apams. Now, do you have a position or a statement as to what
your position is vis-a-vis these negotiations on the purchase of new
equipment, as opposed to whether or not yon are able to afford the
package of the machinists ?

Mr. Winniam Cormin. No, sir.  As Mr, Siemiller testified and 1
have tried to testify, the ability-to-pay question has not been the issue
between us,

Mr. Apams. All right. And even with the losses running as they
are at the present time, do you have a position you wish to state today
as to what, your dangers or your difficulties are versus package, the
purchase of new equipment. and where you stand now ?

Mr. Winriam Corrix. Well, T think obviously with the losses that
have been incurred for 33 days, that those positions are jeopardized.
It was announced on Monday TWA canceled or postponed the pur-
chase of equipment I think exceeding $400 million.

Mr. Apams. Now did you have a statement or position to take as
fo the fact that the present economic struggle, which a strike always
is between the two, has placed a disadvaniage to the airlines vis-a-vis
the union because of the substantially full employment that is avail-
able to the machinists thronghont the entire conntry ?

Mr. Wirtiay Corrrx. I think that would be a correct statement:
yes.
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Mr. Apams. All right. Therefore, if we are going to intervene in
this, and again I won’t harangue you on the fact that I may have a
different position because of that very fact, I think that the union, as
Mr. Farnsley has said, as are you, are at a disadvantage and it has
that effect, so I would like to know whether, if we are going to hold
the membership on, what is your position versus holding the airlines
in terms of either, as it has been called, seizure or some type of freezing
their situation ?

Mr. Witniaym Corrin. As I have indicated earlier, we

Myr. Apanms. Oragainst that?

Mr. Wittiay Corrrs. Both the union and the carriers are against
that and T would like to return if I could to one other part of your
question. I didn’t realize where you were going with it. T think
you are operating on the assumption that this is a bargaining unit
which is composed of skilled mechanics. That is not the case.

Mr. Apams. It has at least three groups according to your position,
and two according to the union, as I understand it.

Mr. Wittiam Corrin. We run from janitors to highly skilled
technicians.

Mr. Apams. Right. Butf you have got a group.

Mr. Wirtianm Corriy. And those people are not working elsewhere
and they are not doing very well. They are hurt, and it is a tragedy
that they are hurt, but they are hurt.

Mr. Apams. Finally I would like to know your position if we were
to go to permanent lagislation. What we are basically doing at this
point, and check me on this, you have had negotiation freely, then
you have had mediation freely, then after that there has been the
Emergency Board with the recommendation.

Now. what we really are doing in the Congress at this point is acting
as a fourth step, which is to make your offers public on both sides, and
to attempt to get you to do more, and I would assume ultimately
threatening you, if you don’t, that we are going to do something
terrible.

Now, do you think that this type of procedure, we are talking
about permanent procedure, should be written into the law, only not
with the Congress doing it, but extension of what is presently done
under section 179 of the Taft-Hartley Act, where the Government
comes in, makes both sides make their offers permanent, if they don’t
accept their offers, they are eventually submitted by secret ballot, and
if that isn't accepted, then there is another submission by secret ballot.
What is vour position on that? T asked that of Mr. Siemiller.

Mr. Wirtiaa Currin. Right. You are talking not about this but
about the Taft-Hartley Act.

Mr. Apams. That is correct,

Mr. Witrianm Corrin. My position with respect to that is that so
far as I know, that procedure has been known for its failure, con-
tinuous submission of final offers to management. That is one posi-
tion we have taken in this case in our negotiations, that submitting
final offers without agreement by the union representatives is a futile
effort.

Mr. Apams. Now, T am talking about submitting offers and their
membership ballots on it.

I.\T:-. Wirriaa Curriy. That is right, that is what I am talking
about.
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Mr. Apams. Suppoese we put an ultimatum at the end of it of both
mjunction and the seizure.

Mr. Wittzam Currin. You mean making them return to work if
they don’t accept the employers’ final offer?

Mr. Apams. And at the same time taking over the industry.

Mr. Wizriayx Corrin. T think that would be terrible. T really do.
If yvou put—and I am not addressing myself only to taking over the
industry. T am saving if you are pufting people back to work becanse
they don’t accept final offers. here is the sitnation——

Mr. Apams. I might well agree. Now I want to know what is your
alternative. Do you have one that you want to submit ?

Mr. Winttam Cormin. T say to you that here is a situation where
the union and the carriers have agreed. That is the difference. This
wasn’t a carrier where the employees rejected a final offer of manage-
ment which carried no endorsements of their elected representatives.

Mr. Apams. Well, actually they did. This happened before under
Taft-Hartley where the union membership may reject the statement
made by the executive board of the particular local. Youn and T both
know this.

Mr. WiLiay Corrin. Certainly.

Mr. Apams. Sure, it happens all the time. T just want to know,
and I asked of Mr. Siemiller, so T want to ask you the same thing.

Mr. WiLriaym Currin. Yes. Do I have a suggestion for permanent
legislation ?

Mr. Apams. Do you have a snggestion ?

Mr. WirLiay Corrin, No; T donot.,

Mr. Apams. Thank von.

Mr. Witrian Corrin. T would be happy at such time as von arve
considering permanent legislation. to afford——

Mr. Apams. You can take this as a point, that we are considering
it from now on, from the beginning of when this happened until some-
thing passes, that we will improve the situation, but T don’t like, as T
have said it before, and T say it now, the idea of a specialized ap-
proach where we go in and put a series of men back to work because
we have the public inconvenience, and T probably as well or more so
than any man on this committee am not only inconvenienced but the
people in my area face a definite economic hardship because of this
strike, but I feel for us to move in with specialized legislation and do
this particular thing is going to just take collective bargaining here,
as the chairman said earlier, and set it back 100 years.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Caamaax. Mr. Jarman.

Mr. Jaryan. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Curtin, in a hearing before this committee, it has been said
that the sirike does not constitute a national emergency. and the
statement has been to the committee whether or not vou endorse this
legislation will depend upon vour belief that an emergency in fact,
a national emergency in fact does exist. Would you care to comment
on that ?

Mr. Wizniay Corrin. Yes. T think the provisions of the statute
are clear, Congressman Jarman, that that is not the fact or finding of
fact upon which this legislation is based. Tt is based upon a finding
of fact with regard to interruption of essential transportation services,
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and that that test, as the Secretary of Labor testified, has been met n
this case, by a prior executive determination. _

Mr, Jarmaxn. It does seem to me that whatever emergency exists,
it is available, but in reading of Senate Joint Resolution 186 which is
before us, I find no reference at all to the necessity for the finding of a
national emergency. _

I would like to read in part from the first part of the resolution.
It refers first to the fact that:

The Congress does hereby find and declare that a labor dispute befween—

And the parties are named—
threatens substantially to interrupt interstate commerce fo a degree such as to
deprive any section of the country of essential transportation services must be
maintained. All precedures for resolving such dispute provided for in the Rail-
way Labor Act have been exhausted and have not resulted in settlement of the
dispute,

Then a little later in that paragraph:

And it is desirable to achieve a settlement of this dispute in a manner which
serves the publie interest and economic stabilization and which serves the free
collective bargaining method.

In section B of that paragraph:

Congress therefore finds and declares that emergency measures are essential
to the settlement of this dispute, and the security and continuity of transporta-
tion services by such carriers,

The only point I want to clarify and to get comment on was the
contention that this commttee or this Congress should find that a
national emergency does exist to justify passage of Senate Resolution
186.

Mr. Witriay Curmin. Yes, T don't think that that is required in
terms of the provisions of the bill, Congressman, and I think that
also the distinction can properly be drawn that Secretary Wirtz was
testifying with regard to the public health, safety, and defense, as I
understood it, and he did indicate that we had a very serious problem,
national problem on our hands with respect to our transportation,
stabilzation and collective bargaining system.

Mr. Jaraan. Thank you.

Mr. WirLiams, Will the gentleman yield to me, and I will get rid of
my question.

The Cramaan. Youmay have about 2 minutes.

Mr. WinLiams. Mr. Curtin, when Mr. Wirtz was before the com-
mittee, I made reference to a statement of policy that appeared in the
Senate hearings on page 94, in which Mr. Harold Hammond, as
president. of the Transportation Association, submitted a letter on be-
half of the board of directors, advocating a system of compulsory
arbitration in cases similar to this. I believe that the presidents of
three of the struck airlines which you represent are members of that
board of directors. Do you know whether or not the statement of
policy was unanimous, was unanimously agreed to, or was there division
within the board?

Mr. Wintiayx Curmin. I do not know whether there was division
within the board. My understanding is that there was a special meet-
ing called. I don’t know who attended it. I just don’t know this.

Mr. Wirtiams. Well, this morning 1 received a letter from Mr.
Hammond advocating further or substantiating the fact that that was
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the position taken by the Transport Association. He stated that the
board of directors recently held a special meeting and voted to
support legislation to provide, after collective bargamming procedures
had been exhausted, final and binding adjudication by Presidential
boards of dispute. It was concluded that the necessity of some method
of achieving finality in collective bargaining was paramount. The
TAW policy statement adopted by the board of directors is as follows:

The Railway Labor Act should be amended to provide for final and binding
adjudieation by a Presidential board of disputes involving working conditions,

Now, I would presume that these three presidents participated in
that meeting. Do you know what position they took with reference
to that policy statement ?

Mr, Witaam Corrin. No. I don’t, and T am not sure your assump-
tion they participated in the meeting was correct actually. I do know
their position with regard to this dispute is that there needs to be legis-
lation relating to this dispute.

Mr. Winriayms. You don’t know whether they voted on that?

Mr. Wrrriay Corriy. I donot know.

Mr. Winriams, And if so, how they may have voted ?

Mr. WiLriay Currin. No, I do not, no, sir.

Mr. WiLrtiams. Do you think it would be possible to ascertain that
information?

That isall right, Mr. Curtin.

Mr. Wiriax Cuorrin. We know that United Air Lines opposes
permanent compulsory arbitration,

Mr. Wicriams. What was that ?

Mr. Witeiay Curmin. United Air Lines

Mr. Wictiaws, United ?

Mr. Winiaaar Corrin. United Air Lines, that is the first answer
I could get for you, opposes thisas a matter of policy.

Mr. Wirtiams, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fagnsiey. Mr. Chairman, T feel it is important that this com-
mittee before it goes into execntive session, should have some idea of
the profits. Now, we have found out what the profits were after
taxes, and this is a nice gentleman, he is not a tax lawyer by his own
statement, and he said, “We are spending 85 percent on airplanes.”

Now, the question is what about writeoff, how fast do they write off
an airplane and were those profits after writeoff? Tt makes a tremen-
dons difference.

The Cuamaan, Mr. Curtin, can you answer that question or get
the answer? :

Mr. WirLiay Curriy. We ean get the answer for you.

Mr. Farnsrey. How soon ?

Mr. Winriay Corrin. T will try to get it for you immediately.

Mr. Farnsrey. Your bosses are here and his bosses are. Do they
know whether this is after writeoff and how fast they write off the
airnlanes?

Mr. Wirzraym Crorrin. We have some testimony which was intro-
duced before the Emergency Board on this very area of financial ques-
tions which we would be glad to put before this committee, and then
try to get the specific answer.

Mr. Farnstey. Yon can’t tell me anything. We are going into
executive session. This isn’t so mysterious.
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Mr., Witrianm Corrin. It is not that it is mysterious, Congressman
Farnsley.

Mr. Farnsrey. You do write off your airplanes.

Mr. Witniax Cuorrin. Of course, they do, just like every other
owner of property.

Mr. Farnstey. And it does make a difference about that property.

Mr. Wirriaym Currin. Here is a figure that is in the testimony that
I will submit to the committee, if you would like to have it, which
indicates that of every expense dollar of Trans World Airlines, which
they regard as typical in this area, 40.9 percent of it goes to salaries,
wages and benefits, 10 percent of it goes to depreciation and amortiza-
tion. That shows exactly how the dollar is spent by each of the air-
lines. Maybe the answers to the questions are in here and if we could
find the specific ones you would like to know

Mr. Farxsrey, Do you know of your own knowledge the profits
that this nice man wrote off, are they after writeoff ?

Mr. Wirriay Curmin. I don’t of my own knowledge.

Mr. Farnstey. Are the profits after you write off your airplane,
so when you say you have spent 85 percent for new airplanes, it might
leave us m kind of a fog. Do you see what is worrying me? 1 have
walked right behind you and I thought, Oh, these poor guys, they are
only making 15 percent of what is looks like they are making, but you
are doing better than that because you are writing off the airplanes,

Mr. Wirtniay Corrin, Of course, they write off, T have no doubt
about that, that they take advantage of whatever tax benefits are avail-
able to them. If you are suggesting that the writeoff is what is making
for the ability to purchase new equipment, Congressman

Mr. Farnsiey. No: Twasn’t. T am just trying to find out, are those
figures profits after writeoff ?

Mr. Wirniay Corrin. We will get this information to you just as
quickly as we can, really. Tt ison file with the Civil Aeronautics Board
and we will get it for you.

The Cramman. Can you have that in time for our executive ses-
sion this afternoon ?

Mr. Wiianm Corrix,. We will try to.

Mr. Farnstey. And how fast do you write off an airplane? Find
that out, too.

The Crammyan. T might sugeest to the gentlemen in conference
there that one of our colleagues said if yon will just give us the state-
ment that you give to the stockholders, it will probably have all of that.

Mr. Wirniay Corrin. We can do that, too.

The Cramman. Mr. Keith, do you have a question ?

Mr. Kerri. T have one question. It has to do with the returnabil-
ity to work. They just settled a strike in the city of New Bedford after
93 days, and a large number of those striking employees have found
other employment. You have 11,500 who failed to vote in this last
election. Many of them may be presumed to have other jobs, and some
of those who voted probably have other jobs. I would like to know
how you are going to expect these people who have other employment
to return to work under the terms of this bill, and to what degree?

Mr. Wintiay Corrin. We expect the vast majority of them to re-
turn to work. These are their permanent jobs with the airline indus-
try. It istrue when employees strike they often look for-
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Mr. Kerrn, They may have found employment elsewhere that is
perhaps more stable,

Mr. Witetanm Cuorrix. That is possible, Congressman. There is no
question about it. But the fact is that the indications are that these
are considered very attractive jobs, and you have less than 2 percent
turnover. People aren’t looking to other jobs to get away from this
industry. I think that they will return. And the fact of the matter
is

Mr. Kerrir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramarax. Any further questions?

Mr. Dingere. Mr. Chairman, just a couple. Mr. Curtin, you have
indicated in your statement at page 13-A, you said as follows:

Since this strike began, the five carriers have suffered revenue losses of more
than $256 million.

That is the first two lines. You have indicated elsewhere, T believe,
that the cost of this strike is :‘mm(‘th?n;{ on the order of $7 million a l]:l}'.

Mr. Wrnisy Corrry. $8 million.

Mr. DiNGeLL. $8 million a day.

Mr. Wiiniam Corrin. Secretary Wirtz testified $8.2 million.

Mr. Dincer. All vight. Now the difference between your company,
or rather the companies you represent and the strikers in terms of
total benefits over a 3-year period is the difference between the $74
million and $110 million or a difference of $26 million. This is about
10 percent of the loss to date ; am I correct ?

Mr. WirLisar Currin, Ten percent of the losses to date?

Mr. DixgeLn. Ten percent of the losses to date. In other words. it
is equal to something like 4 days of the losses that your companies are
undergoing as a result of thisstrike: am I correct ?

Mr. Wirtiay Corriy. Yes.

Mr. Dingern. All right. Now to put it further, let’s talk a little bit
about the wage rates. We have requested from the Department of
Labor statistics as to the differences in wages among different profes-
sions. Present wages are in the airline maintenance industry about
$3.58 an hour, if T recall the testimony; am I correct? That will be
raised by about 58 cents over a 3-year period or thereabouts: am I
correct.?

Mr. Wittiam Corrin. You seem to be referring to the base rate for
the mechanie, which is $3.52.

Mr. DixgeLL. Yes.

Mr. Wirriam Corrin. Yes.

Mr. Dincerr. T am referving here in Albuquerque, N. Mex., a brick-
laver makes $4.88 an hour in the basie rate; in Boston, Mass.. he makes
£5.30 plus 25 cents plus 15 cents, or a total, as I see it, of $5.70 an hour.,
This is just a bricklayer, not a man who is charged with keeping aloft
a $15 or 520 million aireraft earrving about 130 or 150 people.

In Chicago the wage for a bricklaver is $5.25 an hour, with insurance
of 20 cents and a pension of 20 cents more, or a total of $5.65. In my
home city of Detroit, Mich., it is $5 plus 15 plus 6 percent, or something
on the order of about $5.50 or $5.60. That is a bricklayer.

Now when you get over into the field of

Mr. Winriam Curmiy,. Do your statistics indicate, Congressman
Dingell, the regularity with which those people work? Is there indi-
cation that it is stable?
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Mr. Dixgern. T don’t think that really enters into the question, be-
cause that is pay for an hour’s work, and I would assume that an hour’s
work is a unit or standard of measurement in both cases.

Mr. Witriaym Currry. I would think how many hours you work is
pretty relevant.

Mr. Dineerr. Well, that may be and that may not be, and that is
subject, of course, to argument and discussion, but the simple fact of
the matter that I am coming to is that it appears to me, and I think that
you ought to give very careful thought, that this is a st rike which can
be settled and should be settled and is in the economic interests of the
airlines to settle on the basis of the simple statistical information which
has been submitted to you.

It is costing you unduly to prevent coming to a settlement and you
are now faced with a situation where you have equipment ordered
that you are canceling and other things which are going to be very
much hurtful to the industry.

Mr. Wirrian Curriy. 1f is costing us, it is costing the publie, and it
is costing the employees.

Mr. Dingerr. I am aware it is costing the public and it is incon-
veniencing Members of Congress like myself.

The Cramraax. The gentleman from Florida.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. T do think in
all fairness we ought to point out that the $8 million figure is not the
profit figure, as I understand it. It isalso partly expenses and so forth.

Mr. Witiam Currin. Yes: it isa loss of revenue.

Mr. Rocers of Florida. Also I think it would take some study as
far as what wages are paid to determine, for instance, whether a brick-
layer is working all year long. That is one reason why in some areas
there is this pay, because it is a job where maybe you work only a few
daysa week. There would be many ramifications.

Mr. Wirtiam Corrin. We have compared such a comparison,

Mr. Rocers of Florida. T think it would be fair for us to consider
that. But I do think that everyone is agreed that these people who are
working are entitled to some increase and the airlines have already
agreed toit.

Mr. Wirtiasm Currin. No question about it.

Mr. Roaers of Florida. Now what T am concerned with still is the
public interest, and that is the primary consideration that this commit-
tee has got to place above all others.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Picgre. Mr. Chairman.

The Cramaan. Mr. Pickle.

Mr. Prckie. I certainly don’t want to delay this, but T would Tike
to just comment on a question and the reply which the gentleman from
Michigan has asked Mr. Curtin. T assume it would be correct that the
amount they have asked in increased settlement would represent only
sav 10 percent of your losses that youn have suffered.

Mr. Wirniaym Corriy, Yes.

Mr. Prexee. But I think that statement in itself doesn’t give the true
picture by any means. It would seem to me that we are talking now
about the national interest. We are talking about what is a fair set-
tlement on the basis of the fact that it has substantially interrunted
interstate commerce, and if we take it on a simple basis that $38 million
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could be a small fraction of what you lose and, therefore, yon ought to
settle it, this shows a complete disregard for guidelines and for the na-
tional economy. Does the gentleman from Michigan say that we ought
to abandon guidelines completely ?

Mr. DingerL. Is the gentleman addressing that question to me? 1
would say we have to find out just what is within and what is without
the guidelines and I would point out to my good friend from Texas
that I spent a good deal of time inquiring of the Secretary of Labor on
this point, and have since requested and T will again request for the
record, with the help of my friend from Texas and also for my own
information as to what the guidelines show with regard to the amount
of the original request and offers by the parties, the settlement requested
and also the settlement reached at the White House.

Mr. Prekie. I would say that we must find a fair settlement, but I
would also say that in my opinion from what I have heard, that the
airlines by their understanding can also contribute to the national in-
terest by trying to maintain some correspondence or coordination with
national guidelines.

Mr. Wirtiam Corrin. We have taken a 33-day strike in order to
resist an inflationary settlement ; ves, sir.

Mr. Farnstey. What about the guidelines on profits? Have you
resisted those? Avre you helping combat that ?

Mr. WiLniaa Currix. The Civil Aeronautics Board regulates.

Mr. Farnspey. Orare there any gnidelines on profits?

Mr. Winriam CormiN, Yes. The Civil Aeronautics——

Mr. Farnsuey. Have you held the line?

Mr. Winniaym Corrix, The Civil Aeronautics Board, as T have indi-
cated earlier, published a study, in which it made a recommended rate
of return on investment over a period of years. The carriers since
then, which total six, indicate that these five carriers average 6.4 as
opposed to the recommended 10.5. So I wonld say yes, we are sub-
stantially below those guidelines, TLast vear, that single year, we ex-
ceeded those gnidelines.

Mr. Farnsrey. Over a 6-yvear period. The national guidelines for
profits are based on 6 years, not on the present situation ?

Mr. Wittiasm Corrin. The Civil Aeronauties Board study

Mr. Farnsey, T am not talking abont that. I am talking about
the guidelines of the President. Does he have auidelines on profit ?

Mr. Wittiam Corrin. Yes, the guidelines as I understand it that are
enunciated by the Council of Economie Advisors relate both to wages
and prices.

Mr. Farxscey. But they don’t——

Mr. WiLpiam Corrin. Go to profits.

Mr. Farnsrey. Profits over 6 vears, that is a special case because
you used to have so much trouble. It was so sad when we had to help
vou. I am sorry.

The Cramayan. Mr. Macdonald has a question.

Mr. Macnoxarp, T have just one question that doesn’t go to the meat
of this legislation, but it puzzles me. You talk in terms of loss of
revenue of 88 million a day per carrier, right ?

_Mr. Wituram Curtin. Yes. No, not per carrier, for the five car-
riers.

Mr. Macpoxarn. For the five carriers.

Mr. Winiaym Corriv, Yes, sir.
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Mr, Macponarp. But on the other hand you answered to Congress-
man Huot, if I understood you correctly, that there is a mutual aid
pact with the other airlines,

Mr. Wirriaym Curriy. That is right.

Mr. MacpoNaLp, So it would seem to me that the other airlines are
kicking in to the five, by “kicking in” I mean are giving money, are
they not ?

Mr. WinLiam Currtin. A very small amount of money, Congress-
man.

Mr. Macponarp. What is the amount ?

Mr, Wintiaym Currin, As I answered

Mr. Macpo~Narp. The percentage?

Mr. Witniam Currin. There are no ficures apparently available,
but the measure is as I understand it under that pact, the extent of
the traflic which we have that is actually being handled by other mem-
bers of this pact who are still operating. That might be 10 percent.

Mr. Macoonarp. Thank you.

The Cuamaran. If there are no further questions the committee

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, 1 have one question.

The Cuamyman. The gentleman from California, Mr. Moss.

Mr. Moss, Because of the response to the line of questioning by my
colleague from Michigan, I want to quote from another set of figures
by the Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. From the
period October 1965 to 1966, in the San Francisco area, the machinists,
1,094, the number of workers in the sampling, the mean was $3.86
per hour. The Department has not supplied me with an indication
as to whether that includes a fringe benefit package, and the middle
range is $3.72 to $3.97 an hour.

Now in the instant case of the proposals between the industry and
the machinists involved in this dispute, the figures cited as average
hourly are those for the top skills or is that a mean or an average for
the entirety of the machinists membership employed in the industry?

Mr. Winttam Corrin. The $3.30 figure that has been used as an
average ¢

Mr. Moss. $3.52.

Mr. Winraanm Currin, $3.52 is a base rate for a mechanic in this
industry. There is longevity on top of that, sometimes shift differ-
ential and the like, but $3.52 is the base rate that existed in 1965.
There is an 18 cent an hour

Mr. Moss. For all mechanies or for a mechanic in the overall plant
or out of the line or just any and all mechanics?

Mr. Wiriam CurriN. Mechanies as such as opposed to the other
segments.

Mr. Moss. The members of the machinists union, are there members
getting less than that?

Mr. WirLiay Currin. Yes, sir, there are members getting less, mem-
bers getting more.

Mr. Moss. So fara comparison of maintenance machinists or mainte-
nance electricians, the figure on maintenance electricians in the same
market is $3.88.

Mr. Wirpias Corrin. Electricians?

Mr. Moss. Yes. You raised the question as to how many hours there
were as to maintenance electricians, that they perhaps don’t work as
regularly as maintenance mechanics.
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Mr. Witiax Curmiy. Right. When yon look at the machinists
maintenance, the average or the mean for the 10 metropolitan areas
indicated there, that mean is $3.55 as I see it and our mean would
definitely be in excess of that for mechanies.

Mr. Moss. Oh, I don’t find that. It says the mean here is $3.88 and
the middle range is $3.58 to $4.22, electricians maintenance. I am
reading from the figures supplied by the Department of Labor, and,
Mr. Chairman, in order that there be no question as to the accuracy
of my reading, I ask unanimous consent that this table be incorporated
in the hearings at this point.

The Cruamyax. It shall be incorporated in the record without
objection.

(The table referred to appears on p. 72.)

Mr. Winniay Currix. This is the figure which is the mean for
maintenance machinists, $3.55. Is that the chart that you are looking
at, Mr. Moss?

Mr. Moss. The mean on maintenance machinists, and I will go into
the argument if you want, it is $3.86 is the one supplied to me.

Mr. Wintiay Currin. You are talking about San Francisco.

Mr. Moss. I am indeed talking about San Francisco.

Mr. Wirriay Curriy. I see. I am talking about the 10 metropoli-
tan areas.

Mr. Moss. I specifieally identified the area of my discussion.

Mr. Wintiam Corrin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Moss. As being San Francisco.

Mr. Winniay Corrin. And T tried to identify the area of my com-
ment as being the average or the mean for the 10 metropolitan areas
listed here.

Mr. Moss. I specifically identified San Francisco.

Mr. Wintiam Currin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Moss. It isn’t necessary for anyone else on the committee. I
didn’t vield to them for that purpose.

Mr. Corris. Mr. Chairman.

The Cramaran. Mr, Curtin.

Mr. Corrin, Mr. Chairman, T have a suggestion. Mr. Curtin, if he
has statisties as to the average over the United States, that perhaps
that would be of interest to the committee, and that that also be offered
for the record.

The Crramyan. That may be submitted.

The committee at this time will go into executive session. I want to
thank you, Mr. Curtin, you and your associates, for coming and giving
us the benefit of vour views. If it will be helpful in going into execu-
tive session which we hope to do and get started this evening, and 1T
would like to again say to you and to the representatives of this union
that if there is a possibility for an area of agreement and voluntary
arbitration. that the Secretary of Labor and the Mediation Board
stands ready to be helpful.

T hope that both statements were made in good faith this morning
and that remains to be seen. and as T said, both the Department of Labor
and the Mediation Board stands ready to be helpful.

So thank you very kindly, and the room will be cleared for executive

session.
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(The following material was submitted for the record:)
.8, SBENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
August 9, 1966,
Hon, HARLEY (). BTAGGERS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Forcign Commerce,
Rapburn Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR M. CHAIRMAN : As Members of Congress are not permitted to testify be-
for your Committee on the airline mechanics strike, 1 am writing this letter to
apprise the Committee of the plight of Hawaii.

Last Friday, Secretary of Labor W, Willard Wirtz is reported to have testified
before your Committee that the enrrent strike constitutes “no threat to the na-
tional health, safety and defense” and has caused “no basic disruption” to the
Nation's economy.

I am very concerned that such statements may obscure the very real fact that
the strike, now four and one-half weeks old, has resulted in substantial inter-
ruption to interstate commerce and caused considerable damage to economies
in certain areas of the Nation.,

As you know, under the Railway Labor Act, which governs labor-management
disputes in the air transport industry, the test for invoking the cooling-off and
mediation procedures is that a dispute may “threaten substantially to interrupt
interstate commerce to a degree such as to deprive any section of the country of
essential transportation service,”

This strike is such a dispute. It not only threatens substantial interraption to
air transportation. It has already caused this situation.

Hawaii is indeed a section of the country being deprived of essential trans-
portation.

Insofar as transport of persons between Hawaii and the U.S. mainland is
concerned, air service is literally Hawaii’s lifeline. This strike has grounded
two of the three U.8. airlines serving these routes on a scheduled basis. The
Hawaii-mainland public is being deprived of more than 100 United Air-
lines flights a week and 12 Northwest Airlines flights. Only Pan American
World Airways, which has tried heroically to fill the gap, is still in operation.
Hawaii's air lifeline with the mainland has been nearly severed.

Hawaii is a tourist state. We had hoped 700,000 visitors would reach our
Islands this year, providing $302.,000,000 in income from tonrism, our second
largest industry. Our Hawaii Visitors Bureau estimates Hawaii is losing more
than 1,000 tourists a day—10,000 a week.

During this strike, Hawaii has lost $2,500,000 to $4.500,000 a week in direct
tourist and related income, for a total loss of $11,000,000 to £16,000,000 so far—
and the end is not in sight.

Normally at this time of year, the peak of our tourist season, hotels would
be filled, But on Oahu occupancy is down to 90 per cent ; on Maui, 689 to T4% :
67-71% on Kona on Hawail; and 809 on Kauai. The hotel industry alone has
lost more than $1,200,000.

Our interisland airlines, which provide the only mode of travel from island
to island, are suffering heavily too. Hawaiian Airlines reported last Sunday
it has lost more than 850 to 1000 passengers a day, resulting in more than
£200,000 loss in revenue. Aloha Airlines estimated it has averaged 480 passenger
cancellations a day, for a total loss of $115,000. It is still losing $1,500 a day
as the strike continues,

Taxi drivers are caught in the pinch, The vice president of the State Inde-
pendent Drivers Association said business has fallen 35 per cent, a loss of $15,000
s0 far. Inter-Island Tradewind Tours estimates it has lost £200,000 in gross
revenues, with business down about 15 percent. Slim Holt U-Drive & Tours
of Hilo reported losses of about $7,000,

All kinds of enterprises connected with tourism are suffering. Restaurants
are serving fewer meals, Grocers sell less to restaurants, One meat provisioner
said he is losing $10,000 a week because of the strike. Farmers sell less to mar-
kets, A cattle raiser told me he could not sell his beef becanse restaurant
demand has declined.

Bell-hops, maids, waiters, waitresses, entertainers, musicians find their income
and tips down.

Flower lei vendors sell fewer garlands. Laundry and dry cleaners have less
work. Souvenir shops, apparel stores, all kinds of retail establishments are
losing customers.
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Hawaii's million-dollar fresh fruit and flower industries, which must rely
on air transport, are losing =ales, particularly papaya growers and exporters
of orchids, anthuriums, and other flowers. One papaya exporter reports loss
of $100,004),

By now, the strike is affecting almost every segment of Hawaii’s economic
life. It concerns the very livelihood of thousands of people in our Islands.

I would greatly appreciate inclusion of this letter in your hearing record,
s0 that when your Committee considers remedial legislation Members will give
full consideration to Hawaii's emergency.

I know the people of Hawaii will be grateful for all assistance your Committee
can render toward restoring the vital air operations,

Enclosed are communications 1 have received from the Board of Supervisors
of the Counties of Kauai, Maui, and Hawaii urging early settlement of the
airline strike.

With best regards and aloha,

Sincerely yours,
Hiraum L. Foxe.

CounTy oF HAWAIL,
Hilo, Hawaii, July 11, 1966.
Hon. Hiram L. Foxa,
7.8, Senator,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Higam: T am well aware of your interest and concern in the matter
of the airline mechanies strike now in progress. This strike has removed some
34 scheduled flights daily to Hawaii and will have a progressively deteriorating
effect on our economy which is so closely geared to the visitor industry.

Our partienlar Island of Hawaii suffers in the matter of air agricultural
export ag well. Prolongation of the strike therefore hurts us badly in our two
principal industries.

I know that vou will do everything in your power to assist in bringing about
an early strike settlement. Please use this message as you see fit to convey
our expression of concern and dismay to all interested parties.

Yours very truly,
Sauntoar KIMURA,
Chairman and Erecutive Officer, County of Hawaii.

WAILURU, MavT, Hawarr, July 22, 1966.
Hon., HigAM L. Foxa,
17.8. Benate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SExator Foxe: As yvou are aware, the State of Hawaii, inclnding the
County of Mani, has been greatly affected by the strike of the International
Association of Machinists against the domestic airlines.

At present the only airline earrier between the State of Hawaii and the main-
land United States is Pan American World Airways. Details of how this strike
has affected the economy of the State have been appearing almost daily in the
newspapers.

We realize that this strike affects not only Hawaii, including the County of
Manui, but the entire United States.

The tourist business has become increasingly important in the County of
Maui. It promises to become even more important with the new developments
taking place in the Lahaina area. Naturally, the current strike has greatly
eurtailed the influx of tourists in the County of Maui. The serious effects of
this strike has already been felt by those in the tourist industry and will
eventnally affect the economy of the County of Maui.

We urge that you and other members of Hawaii's Congressional delegation
take whatever steps you can in order that this current strike against the domestic
airline ecarriers may be concluded as soon as possible. We realize that no one
single person has within his power to terminate the strike. We do feel, however,
that Presidential or Congressional action may be effective in terminating this
strike.

Any action you can take in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

Yours very sincerely,
Laxwt H. MORISAKT,
Acting Chairman and Executive Officer, County of Maui.
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Resorvrtion No. 25

Whereas the tourist industry and the economy in general of all the islands
of Hawaii have suffered a severe blow from the airline strike which is presently
in its fourth week; and

Whereas the effects of this strike will be felt in the months to come: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Kauai, State of Hawaii,
That it take this means to respectfully request the President of the United States
and the Honorable Senators and Representatives of the United States to bring
this strike to an end ; be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Honorable Lyndon
B, Johnson, President of the United States, the Honorable Daniel K. Inouye,
the Honorable Hiram Fong, the Honorable Patsy T. Mink and the Honorable
Sparky Matsunaga.

Introduced by:
HArTWELL K. BLAKE,

Chairman and Exccutive Officer.
GILBERT N, FERNANDES,
Supervisor.
GeorcE R. PAscua,
Supervisor.
MATSUKI ARASHIRO,
Supervisor.
CHIY0ZO SHIRAMIZU,
Supervisor.
SHIcEOMI Kunora,
Supervisor.
Masao BETO,
Supervisor,
Date of introduction: August 3, 1966, Lihue, Kauai, Hawaii.

CERTIFICATE OF THE COUNTY CLEREK, COUNTY OF KAUAI

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution
No. 25 which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Kauai
at a meeting held on August 3, 1966, by the following vote of the said Board :

For adoption: Matsuki Arashiro, Gilbera N, Fernandes, Shigeomi Kubota,
George R, Pascua, Masao Seto, Chiyozo Shiramizu, Hartwell K. Blake.

Against adoption: None.

Absent and not voting: None,

Kexyera K. YAMAMOTO,
County Clerk, County of Kauai,

Dated at Lihue, Kauai, Hawaii, this 4th day of August, A.D. 1966.

WasHINGTON, D.C., August 5, 1966.

Hon. HARLEY (. STAGGERS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Forcign Commerce,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Me. CHATRMAN : In connection with the airlines strike, it seems to me
that this work stoppage requires appropriate and early congressional action.

I would prefer that the authority to order a resumption of service (pending
further negotiations between the airlines management and labor) should be
granted to the President. In any event political considerations should be sub
merged to the national interest in providing effective and appropriate legislation
at the earliest possible date.

Sincerely yours,
RoserT MoCLORY,

Member of Congress.

67-028—66——17
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TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
Washington, D.C., August 9, 1966.
Hon. HARLEY O. STAGGERS,
Chairman, House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, STacceRs: Your Committee is currently considering proposed legis-
lation regarding the current airline strike. We can readily sympathize with
the exceedingly difficult situation with which you are confronted.

The Board of Directors of TAA recently held a special meeting and voted to
support legislation that will provide, after collective bargaining procedures have
been exhausted, for final and binding adjudication by a Presidential Board of
disputes involving employees and carriers subject to the Railway Labor Act.
While we all regret the stalemate which has precipitated the emergency, it was
concluded that the necessity of some method of achieving finality in collective
bargaining was paramount.

The TAA policy statement adopted by the Board of Directors is as follows:

“The Railway Labor Act should be amended to provide for final and binding
adjudication by a Presidential Board, of disputes involving rates of pay, rules
and working conditions, preferably on a permanent basis.”

As to the current airline strike, it is obviouns that something has to be done
very soon to find an answer, because of its increasingly serious impact on the
nation’s economy and also beeause of the great inconveniences it i= cansing the
traveling public. We are also concerned about other airlines which face the
prospect of similar erisis. Inasmuch as all avenues leading to a reasonable solu-
tion apparently have been exhausted, the general publiec as well as the parties
directly involved would be better served through the mechanism of a Presi-
dentially-appointed board with powers to effect a solution,

While the TAA Board wounld prefer amending the Railway Labor Act to pro-
vide for final adjudication on a permanent basis, it supports legislation along
the lines of S.J. Res. 186 approved by the Senate, that deals with the current
strike. It should be pointed out, however, that while passage of legislation to
establish an additional negotiation period may relieve the problem during that
period. it by no means will assure a permanent solution in the publie interest.
Provision must be made, therefore, at the same time to provide for binding
arbitration to prevent such strikes in the future.

We hope you will support House approval of legislation to resolve this labor-
management controversy—the public interest comes first.

We ask that this letter be made a part of the record of your current hearings
on 8.J. Res, 186,

Sincerely,
Harorp F. HAMMOND,
President.

AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION,
Washington, D.C., August 5, 1966.
Hon. HARLEY O. STAGGERS,
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Commitiee,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Americans for Democratic Action is opposed to all
legislation that will force or compel airline mechanics and maintenance workers
to return to work.

Americans for Democratic Action is firmly committed to free collective
bargaining.

The strike of the airline mechanics and maintenance workers on five airlines
clearly has not created a national emergency. Although the strike causes
inconvenience and some hardship, the right to strike is fundamental to free
enterprise. To weaken it is to weaken labor because in the last analysis labor
has no other weapon. Without this basic right, true collective bargaining is
impossible.

Legislation to end strikes weakens a vital part of our democratic society
and jeopardizes the welfare of all workers in the United States.

As social legislation it fails because it attacks symptoms and not the disease.
Unsolved problems which eause workers finally to walk off their jobs are not
solved by forcing workers back to those jobs.

We do not criticize the President for intervening personally to attempt to
bring the parties to agreement. But failure to achieve immediate agreement
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does not—in the absence of a genuine emergency—justify denial of a right so
basic as the right to strike.

The Democratic Party Platform of 1964 pledged to reduce inequitable re-
strictions on the right to strike and the Republican Party Platform condemned
Federal intervention in labor disputes.

1 would appreciate that a copy of this letter be inserted in the hearing record.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Leon Suaurr, National Director.

NATIONAL RicHT To Work COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C., August 9, 1966.
Hon, HarLey O, STAGGERS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN STAGGERS : Your curtailment of hearings on the airline
strike legislation will deny Congress testimony it needs to thoroughly consider
the fundamental problem which led to the present crisis. Our request to testify
was motivated by the concern, expressed by you and others, that hasty one-shot
strike legislation may seriously undermine free collective bargaining.

The problem is basically one of union power. For the past 30 years Congress
has piled legislation on legislation for the express purpose of enhancing the
power of labor unions, without providing the restraining influence of voluntary
union membership.

Today in the airline strike the nation is suffering the consequences of this
accumulated special interest legislation, Congress is now being asked to deal
with the problem through additional patchwork labor legislation, without in
any way touching upon the source of the problem.

As a first step in solving the problem the National Right To Work Committee
urges you to introduce and conduct full hearings on legislation that would
eliminate Section 2, eleventh of the Railway Labor Act which sanctions com-
pulsory union membership in the railroad and airlines industry. In 1951 Con-
gress was led down a blind alley when it acceded to union demands and amended
that part of the Railway Labor Act which gnaranteed freedom of choice to all
workers covered by the Act. This amendment legalized compulsory union mem-
bership and paved the way for many of the recurring disruptive labor disputes
such as the present transportation crisis.

Because of the vast complex of special privilege legislation for unions, the
effect of union disputes are mulfiplied many times over in their impact on the
economy. In the present situation, something which is primarily an internal
union dispute has been transformed into near-paralysis for the whole country.

Examples of union special privilege legislation embrace exclusive representa-
tion (forcing minority employees to accept union representation whether they
want it or not), exemption of unions from anti-monopoly laws, and immunity
from legal liability for wrongful and unlawful conduct. While we do not pass
judgment on these special-privilege laws, we emphasize that their existence
makes it imperative that internal union democracy be buttressed by protecting
true freedom of association for the working man.

It is significant to note that the airline crisis has arisen in an industry whose
employees do not enjoy even the limited protection afforded by Section 14(b)
of the Taft-Hartley Act. In those industries covered by the Taft-Hartley Act,
rather than the Railway Labor Act, the existence of 19 state Right To Work
laws and the possibility of their enactment in 31 additional states provides one
important restraint on union excesses and abuses of union power.

The restoration of voluntarism would provide the checks and balances neces-
sary to keep union leadership responsive to the desires of the rank and file. In
the case of the Machinists Union it could have prevented an internal union feud
from reaching the point where it can shut down a major segment of the trans-
portation industry.

Machinist Union President Roy Siemiller told a House Committee last week
that :

“We think it wounld just be a tragic mistake for the Congress of the United
States to take freedom away from any segment of the working population.”

The National Right to Work Committee couldn't agree more!

Mr. Siemiller has put his finger on one of the basic causes of the present
problem—the 1951 Congressional action which took “freedom” away from a
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“segment of the working population.” Taking its cue from Mr, Siemiller, Con-
gress can help to forestall a repetition of the present erisis by rectifying the
“tragic mistake” made when it legalized compulsory unionism for the railway
and airline employees. (It is interesting to note that at that time—1951—
Lyndon B. Johnson, then a U.8. Senator from Texas, voted against the amend-
ment, against compulsory union membership!)

As you have so ably stated, the present bill threatens to “set collective bar-
gaining back 50 years.” By including fundamental reforms, Congress can
transform this bill into one which will, in fact, advance employee freedom and
free collective bargaining. Now is the time to restore voluntarism and thereby
responsibility to the manner in which the nnion hierarchy wields its enormons
economic power. The airlines strike provides sufficient justification for funda-
mental reform in our labor legislation—now !

Respeetfully submitted.

ReED LARSON,
Erxecutive Vice President.

[TELEGEAM]

Derrorr, M1cH,., August 9, 1966.
Hon, HARLEY (. STAGGERS,
Chairman, House Interstale and Foreign Commerce Committee,
Housge 0ffice Building, Washington, D.C.:

We urge you to vote against legislation which will only delay and may pre-
vent a freely arrived at settlement between the airline mechanics and the five
struck airlines. There is no national emergency nor any threat to the health
and safety of the Nation. There is only inconvenience for approximately one
percent of the traveling public. The proposed legislation would be unprecedented
and would set the stage for the involvement of Congress into hundreds of other
labor disputes and would weaken and destroy the principles of free collective
bargaining. None of the pending proposals invokes any penalties against the
struck airlines which are today enjoying alltime record earnings. Legislation
aimed solely at getting the airlines operating again without regard for the
needs and equity of the airline mechanics will be grossly unfair and morally
indefensible in a free society. I urge von to vote against legislation that will
undermine free collective bargaining which is the only basis for sound labor
management relations in a society committed to the values of freedom.

WALTER P. REUTHER,
President, Imternational Union, UAW,

[TELEGRAM]

New York, N.Y,, August 8, 1966.
HARLEY . STAGGERS,
Chairman, House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committlee,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

On behalf of the 150,000 members of the Transport Workers Union of Amer-
icn, AFL-CIO, employed on the Nation's eity passenger transportation, airline,
railroad and gas utility industries, we urge your vigorous opposition to the
Senate-passed forced-labor hill.

It is a hastily-conceived, inexcusable and one-sided exercise of legislative
power to seize the legal rights of American workers while allowing the airline
companies to resume their enormous profit-making without interference—and
without any incentive to ever arrive at a collective bargaining settlement with
their employees. This is morally wrong. Such legislation moreover spells
the destruction of genuine free collective bargaining in the United States. It
is only a matter of time before such strike-breaking legislation will be demanded
by all Ameriean industry,

Inclusion in the Senate bill of TWU’s members now in negotiations with
American Airlines and Pan American World Airways proves our point. These
workers are not on strike, There is no emergency consideration in their case,
yet the Senate has prejudged the outcome of their negotiations and sabotaged
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them in favor of the companies whom they have assured will not have their
services interrupted whether or not they bargain in good faith.
The Senate bill i8 patently totalitarian, We urge that you reject it and defend
collective bargaining in the United States.
MATTHEW GUINAN,
International President.
Doucras L., MAcMAHON,
International Secretary-Treasurer.
James ¥, HorsT,
International Executive Viee President,

[TELEGRAM]

Wasninarox, D.C., August 9, 1966,
HaArLEY O. STAGGERS,
Washington, D.C.:

The Seafarers International Union of North America is unalterably opposed
to any form of legislation which would force airline workers to return to their
jobs without a satisfactory settlement of their dispute with management.

Enactment of any legislation—whether it calls for a congressional mandate,
a Presidential edict or a combination of the two—would be a serious blow to our
democratic procedures, and could be interpreted in no other way but as punitive,
anti-labor legislation.

In 1959, when Congress was debating the Landrmm-Griffin Act, considerable
lip service was paid to the need for “trade union democracy.” When rank-and-
file TAM members overwhelmingly rejected the Government-dictated terms
for settling the airline strike, they gave a resounding demonstration of that very
“trade union democracy.” It would be ironie if Congress were to punish them
now for exercising the “democratic rights” it elaimed to be protecting in 1959,

We urge yvou to oppose vigorously any attempt to legislate away the right of
free men to strike. The inconvenience which a small segment of the traveling
publie is experiencing is a small price to pay to safeguard a precious American
freedom.

Pavn Hanr,
President, Seafarers International Union of North America.

[TELEGRAM]

Wasaineron, D.C., August 10, 19G6.
Hon. HARLEY STAGGERS,
Chairman, House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House Office
Building, Washington, D.C.:

Please make part of the record of your hearing on pending legislation to put
a compulsory end to the strike of five airlines by the International Association
of Machinists this telegram expressing the complete opposition of the Switch-
men’s Union of North America to any action by Congress to weaken and destroy
collective bargaining in the manner proposed. Our union wasg one of the five
operating railroad unions upon which Congress imposed the first peacetime
compulsory arbitration in 1963. Experience under Public Law 88-108 proves
conclusively that the compulsion and congressional meddling in labor disputes
offer no lasting solution and destroy the opportunity for a democratic and realistic
settlement. The compulsion imposed in 1963 did not settle the dispute involving
the crew consist issue but only postponed it until the present. We urge you to
take no action in the airlines dispute, which is far from being a national emer-
gencey at this time.

Neir. P. Sreirs,

President, Switchmen's Union of North America.

STATEMENT OF G, E. LEIGHTY, CHAmRMAYN, RATILWAY LAgoR EXECUTIVES'
ASSOCIATION

Mr, Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is G. E. Leighty and
I am Chairman of the Railway Labor Executives' Association, with headquar-




258 AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

ters at 400 First Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. The RLEA speaks for 23
standard railway labor organizations representing nearly all the nation's rail-
road workers, and it is on their behalf that I come before you today.

What faces this Committee is basically a question of justice. What is the
just and fair course for Congress to take in the airline strike? In our view,
the just and fair and wise course for yvou to follow is to let the airline
machinists and their employers settle this dispute themselves. We say this on
the basis of general principles, on the basis of the record in this dispute and,
most especially, on the basis of our own experience with governmental in-
tervention.

The right to determine one's wages and working conditions through free
collective bargaining is very much cherished by American working people, as
you gentlemen know. And nearly all labor contracts are negotiated without
a work stoppage. Time lost due to strikes amounts to only a small fraction
of one percent of total production time in our economy. But the right to strike
is the only real weapon working people have to win themselves a satisfactory
settlement, The right to strike ig one of the basic rights of free men—and
American working men know it. I believe each of you would accept this idea
also.

The 35,000 airline machinists are exercising their right to strike. They are
doing so peacefully, lawfully, democratically and at considerable sacrifice to
themselves and their families.

The question facing this Committee is: Whether Congress shall tell these
35,000 working men, “We are now going to make it unlawful for yon to con-
tinue your peaceful strike; if you continue your strike at present, we are going
to authorize any federal judge to enjoin you, hold you in contempt and throw
you in prison; in your ecase, we are going to repeal the Norris-LaGuardia Anti-
Injunction Act, enacted in 1932 and signed into law by President Herbert
Hoover, so that any federal judge may do this to you.”

Gentlemen, this is a strong way of putting it. But this is just what it's
proposed that you do to the right of these machinists to continue their strike
until a settlement, Of course, the airline employes and we in the rail-
road industry are already limited in our right to strike. We are limited by the
present Railway Labor Act, and especially by the Emergency Board provisions
of Section 10. We have accepted these limitations. We have tried to make
them work, even though these provisions have gnawed away more and more at
free collective bargaining in our industry. The airline machinists accepted
these limitations also. They obeyed the Act completely. Now it's proposed
to weaken still further their right to strike—with the threat of prison if they
disobey.

I respectfully suggest, gentlemen, that before you do this you make sure that
the public need for such a measure is overwhelmingly evident and that you
weigh not only the immediate but the long-run results of such a law.

Surely, if there were such an overwhelming public need, the President and
his advisers would have told you so. Instead, the Secretary of Labor has tes-
tified that the shutdown of these five airlines has not created any national
emergency. In fact, all the airlines together account for only 5.9 per cent of the
inter-city passenger miles and less than one-tenth of 1 per cent of inter-city
freight miles, according to Secretary Wirtz. This strike has been an incon-
venience to some members of the public, but how much more than that has it
been ?

Of course, you have read many denunciatory newspaper editorials about the
strike. Most of you have probably received a few hot-under-the-collar letters
from constituents. But these, I suggest, are not a very good basis on which
to legislate.

If T may recall a personal experience, the organization of which T am
president, then known as the Order of Railroad Telegraphers, struck the
Chicago & North Western Railroad for thirty days in September 1962, in a job
security dispute. The North Western railroad serves nine midwestern states.
Its shutdown caused a great public outery from those states—if you judge
publie outery by newspaper editorials and letters of complaint.

We were denounced in leading newspapers from coast to coast, with very
little knowledge of the faets. Take the Washington Post. Its lead editorial
of September 8, 1962 declared: “North Western Board Chairman Ben W.
Heineman cannot be blamed for taking a resolute stand on an issue which
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involves the survival of the road. . . . But strikes are an exceedingly costly way
of settling disputes involving job security, and it would be disastrous if they
were to spread to other industries which surely will be affected by the dizzy
pace of technological change. What is required is a mew and imaginative
national labor policy which would bar collective bargaining on issues involv-
ing technological displacement while at the same time providing for the com-
pensation and retraining of discharged workers."

Does that sound familiar? If you change the words about specific issues,
you get the same parrot-like ery as from many newspapers now: “Pass a law,
forbid the strike.”

Chambers of commerce, businesses and others from those nine states sent
thousands of anguished letters and wires to the President and Congress about
the effects of our North Western strike.

After the strike, the Chicago Sun-Times sent out a reporter to survey the
economic damage. Here are some quotes from his report:

“Chambers of commerce throughout the midwest who had flooded President
Kennedy with telegrams urging him to end the strike now say conditions
wern't so bad after all.

“Companies that said they were considering closing down for the duration
of the strike now say that they managed to struggle along."”

Cases of “severe economic hardship,” the Sun-Times found, were “the exception
rather than the rule during the strike. Most companies surveyed said they
switched to trucks or competing railroads without much of a hardship or addi-
tional expense,"”

Some business interests, is seems, are eager to cry ‘“‘wolf” against a strike,
whether it hurts them or not. I wonder how many of the letters you have
received against the airlines strike are of this same kind.

Fortunately, Congress did not pass a law against the North Western strike,
despite the urgings of several senators. Fortunately also, Secretary Wirtz and
President Kennedy actively mediated in the strike without trying to impose their
own settlement and ieithout publicly rapping the strikers—for which, of course,
President Kennedy was himself roundly denounced by the newspapers.

As a result an acceptable settlement was reached, the strike ended—and who
now remembers the Chicago & North Western strike? Not many members of the
general public, I imagine. But the railroaders remember it—the strikers them-
selves, and 300.000 other railroaders, for whom the North Western strike paved
the way, at long last, to a national job security agreement, signed on February 7,
1965, without a strike. And—incidentally—the North Western railroad is more
profitable now than before the strike.

The lesson, I think, is plain: Let collective bargaining work. Let the govern-
ment's role be that of a mediator. And if you are going to successfully mediate,
you must avoid public statements taking sides in the dispute.

None of these rules was followed in the long work rules dispute of the railroad
“operating” unions—and that, too, I think, holds a lesson for your deliberations
today.

In the work rules dispute, which reached a critical point in 1963, the Adminis-
tration publicly announced at an early point that it would not tolerate a na-
tional railroad strike. The railroads and the presss whooped up sentiment
against the workers and for some kind of compulsion. Nonetheless, in early
l;)\mimt of 1963 the parties were very close to an agreement—until the railroads

acked off.

Congress then, in two days, enacted a compulsory arbitration law covering two
major items in this work rules dispute, and the President signed this Public
Law 88-108 on August 28, 1963,

Here 1 should like to point out that apart from the two arbitrated issues (in-
volving manning rules for firemen-helpers and for brakemen and switchmen),
Public Law S8-108 also covered the other issues in the work rules dispute. For
those other issues, it imposed a 180-day strike ban during which the parties
were supposed to negotiate a settlement. Whatever the members of Congress
may have thought would happen during that 180-day period, it didn't produce
any real collective bargaining at all. Nothing significant happened until the
180-day deadline arived and the two sides were again free to exert their eco-
nomic strength. At that point, President Johnson stepped in as a mediator. He
called the two sides together. He did not tell them how fo setitle their dispute.
He did not set himself up as a judge. But he did tell them, rather forcefully,
that he wanted them to reach an agreement, through free collective bargaining.
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Intense negotiations did then take place, assisted by two special mediators
named by the President, and this produced a settlement of those other major
items in the work rules dispute. Those items have been settled, ever since
April 1964—becanse the two sides agreed to the settlement.

As for the two issunes subjected to compulsory arbitration—the firemen and
brakemen-switchmen manning issues—they are very far from being settled today.
In fact, for anyone concerned about industrial justice—as I know you gentlemen
are—the results of the compulsory arbitration portion of Public Law 88-108 are
a real chamber of horrors. That law should have been entitled, the Lawyers' Full
Employment Aet.

As I mentioned before, the parties had been quite close to a compromise agree-
ment on these two issues in early Angust of 1963. And the arbitration law told
the arbitration board to put into effect the areas of agreement, and to give “due
consideration” to the items on which the parties were in tentative agreement and
also to the narrowing of the areas of disagreement during mediation. But the
board’s so-called public members, after a cursory bow in that direction, issued an
award which represented what they thought was right. They ignored the in-
structions of Congress. Moreover, this arbitration board, No. 282, delegated to
other new arbitration boards on each railroad (not provided for in Public Law
88-108) the authority to judge on particular manning rules for brakemen and
switchmen. Furthermore, Board 282's award was o confused and confusing that
the board has received several hundred separate requests for interpretations of
different parts of the award. There have been many times more requests for
interpretations of this one board's award than have been filed for all the awards
of the 281 voluntary arbitration boards previously created under the Railway
Labor Act.

Meanwhile, the railroands have succeeded in channeling all the legal disputes
that touch in any way on the “operating” men's work rules—no matter where
they arise—into the court of one U.S. district judge in Washington, J udge Alex-
ander Holtzoff. Judge Holtzoff has issued many rulings, orders and injunctions—
a goodly number of which the unions have found necessary to appeal because of
their extraordinary character,

For example, I think it is clear that Congress in decreeing an arbitrated award
for two years on the two manning issnes intended that the parties themselves
meanwhile should try fo negotiate a permanent settlement of these matters.
Judge Holtzoff, however, ruled that the railroads—despite the clear working of
the Railway Labor Act—had no obligation to bargain on future manning rules
during those two years. In doing so, he overruled the opinion of the National
Mediation Board. As a result, most of the railroads refused to bargain.

The Senate Commerce Committee—which handled this legislation in 1963—
held hearings last year and again early this year about the mal-administration
of Public Law 838-108 so far as the firemen’s manning issue is concerned. The
Committee Jast October, by formal resolution, urged the parties to settle their
differences through collective bargaining. But the railroads are still refusing to
negotiate on this issue,

The upshot of the award of Arbitration Board 282, of many of the awards
from the “little” arbitration boards, and of Judge Holtzofl's rulings has been
to create many injustices for individual railroad men and a widespread feeling
of bitterness among the railroad “operating” ecrafts. As I stated., this whole
question of manning rules for these men has not been settled by compulsory
arbitration. One agreement, covering 34 railroads, mostly in the East, has
been negotiated by the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, but only by skirting
around the industry’s regular negotiating procedure. And that to my knowledge,
is the only agreement so far—three years after enactment of Public Law S8-108.
Unless other such agreements are reached through free collective bargaining,
another “crisis” on these issues will suddenly one day erupt into public conscions-
ness—for compulsion breeds a sense of injustice and that sense of injustice
cannot forever be held down.

I think it is significant that last Thursday. during the Senate debate on this
bill before you now, Senator Cotton of New Hampshirg, a member of the Senate
Commerce Committee, warned his colleagues that the issues supposedly settled
by the 1963 railroad arbitration law have still not been settled. Senator Cotton
further stated : “T was told by a negotiator for the earriers that it is still possible,
after all this time, for us to be confronted with a railway strike, growing out of
the 1963 situation that occupied the attention of the Senate and of the House
for such an extended period.” (Congressional Record, August 4, 1960, page
17508).
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The reason for this danger is plain: An anti-strike law simply encourages
the employers to refuse to settle disputes through collective bargaining. For
anyone concerned about industrial justice and industrial harmony, Public Law
88-108 cannot be considered a success.

1 recall that during the congressional debate on Publie Law 88-108, its sponsors
emphasized that this was a “one shot” affair, that this law should not be
taken as setting a precedent of any kind. Your former chairman, Congressman
Oren Harris, made such a statement on the floor of the House, and so did the
late Congressman John Bennett, your then ranking Republican member.

That's what was sald in 1963—and now here you are again, considering special
legislation against the right to strike in transportation. The other day in the
Senate. Senator Clark, who was managing the Senate Labor Committee's bill,
assnred the nation: “We do not wish to make a precedent; and I state for the
record, as a matter of legislative history, the committee does not think it is
creating a precedent which would enable every other group to come rushing to
Congress for legislation.”

I have no doubt of Senator Clark’s good intentions, but can one really believe
him? You did make a precedent in 1963 with Public Law 88-108—a bad one.
Passage of this bill will make another—also bad. Other groups, and also the
same groups—I mean the railroads and the airlines—will rush back to you,
to avoid free collective bargaining.

And each drink of this anti-freedom postrum seems to go down a little easier.
In 1063, it was a supposed dire national emergency. This time, it is simply
an inconvenience to some airline travelers. Of course, it will be said the present
Senate bill does not mean compulsory arbitration. But it does mean compulsion :
it means the 35,000 airline machinists must go back to work at present on the
terms you dictate, with the wages you dictate—while the cost of living, the
price of bread and of milk and of the money to buy a home, goes up and uap,
and neither Congress nor the President does anything effective about that.
And if the airlines dispute is not seftled by the time this compulsion law
expires—what will you do then?

Our own experience, including the examples I have cited, persuades us very
strongly that the best way to handle labor disputes is by free collective bargain-
ing. Active mediation by public officials can help greatly—if they act as media-
tors, not as jndges. Of course, it will be said that at times there is a paramount
national interest in preventing a particular work stoppage, for example, at missile
sites or in the transport to Vietnam. But this airline sirike is clearly not sueh
a case.

1t will also be urged that there is a major national interest in preventing infla-
tion. But there, too, I have not heard any responsible public official suggest that
the cost of an airline strike settlement would justify higher airline fares.

Back in 1963, Secretary Wirtz testified before the House Merchant Marine
Committee on a bill to impose compulsory arbitration in the maritime and long-
shore industries. He then said, in part:

“I respectfully urge that the price of this precedent in terms of its effect on
collective bargaining as a whole would be prohibitive , . .

“The important point is simply that if a third-party decision is assured by law,
one party or the other to a dispute will rely on it—as a basis for evading respon-
sibility for a hard decision. It becomes a substitute not only for strikes, but for
collective bargaining itself. To the extent that any legislation tends to disconrage
the assumption by the parties of the responsibility which is essential for mature
participation in the private decision-making process of free collective bargain-
ing—to that extent it works at cross-purposes with our basic economic
principles . . .

“If there were added up all the days of unquestionably serious shutdowns in
the maritime and longshore industries in the past 17 years—since the Labor-
Manazement Relations Act was passed—their price would be only a small frac-
tion of the price of erippling collective bargaining.

“To paraphrase Mr. Justice Holmes' commentary on competition, collective
bargaining is still worth what it costs.”

We think those views of Secretary Wirtz were sound in 1963 and they are still
sound in 1966—and not only as applied to the maritime industry but also as
applied to the airline and railroad industries.

If Congress keeps intervening, ad hoe, in transportation labor disputes, you
will end by destroying free collective bargaining in these industries. Collective
bargaining is still worth what it costs. Freedom is still worth what it costs.
We think this bill before you should not pass.
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StaTEMENT oF H. E. GiLBERT, PRESIDENT, BROTHERHOOD OF LOCOMOTIVE FIREMEN
& ExGINEMEN, AFL-CIO

I am advised that at hearings of the House Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce committee members were told the 1963 compulsory arbitration
law (PL 88-108) affecting railroad operating employes has not materially
affected collective bargaining in the railroad industry. Such is a serious mis-
statement of the situation in which railroad operating employes find themselves
today.

The 1963 law was passed amid statements that it was a “one-shot” law, a
“temporary measure” and a “brief interruption of the Railway Labor Act,” be-
cause it limited the arbitration ruling to two years and affected only a small
segment of American workers involved in a single, isolated dispute.

Whatever the effect was supposed to be, the real impact was devastating to
collective bargaining, which has not recovered from congressional interference,

iven before the railroad arbitration law was enacted, management was un-
willing to enter into any serious negotiations because it conld depend on prom-
ises by the Congress and Administration that there would be no railroad strike.
Management had no pressure to negotiate,

During the two-year period of the arbitration award, collective bargaining was
stifled by management's position that the arbitration law and ruling did not
require them to negotiate with their employes until after the two year limit.
Congress had hoped that collective bargaining would provide a negotiated settle-
ment by the end of the two-year period.

Before the arbitration period ended, railroad management was in court to
prevent any collective bargaining on the issues involved. Management's argu-
ments even persuaded a judge to rule that the arbitration award could not be
changed through collective bargaining. According to the judge, the arbitration
ruling could be made worse for the employes but not better, through negotiations,

The same judge has been willing to allow the effect of the arbitration ruling
to continue, therefore, removing once again any pressure on the railroad industry
to enter into collective bargaining.

What started as a temporary measure in 1963, to stop the threat of a railroad
strike, has become a three-year lesson in how to kill collective bargaining. It
has been our experience that once management senses the involvement of Con-
gress or the Administration, it loses any interest in serious, meaningful
bargaining.

Management has the goal of having compulsory arbitration written into the
Railway Labor Act. The President of the Association of American Railroads
has publicly called for Congress to make the findings of emergency boards under
the Railway Labor Act final and binding.

I believe the long range goal of transportation managements is to involve
Congress so deeply in settling labor disputes that changing the Railway Labor
Act to make emergency board rulings binding on the parties will become the
easy way out.

Compulsion is not necessary to settle transportation disputes. What is neces-
sary is that neither side know what to expect from government. Then there is
strong motivation for collective bargaining.

Such was the case when the railroads and operating unions settled the remain-
ing issues of the rules dispute after 12 days of White House-sponsored super-
mediation in 1964. The parties reached agreement once the Administration
made it clear that it was not sure just what the effect would be from government
intervention.

As long as either side in a labor dispute can hope to be relieved of its collective
bargaining responsibility by Congress or the Administration the lineup of appli-
cants for such aid will grow longer.

The legislation now before your committee to end the Machinists’ strike against
certain airlines interferes with eollective bargaining. The Brotherhood of Loco-
motive Firemen and Enginemen is unalterably opposed to any legislative act
that interferes with or disrupts the free collective bargaining process and there-
fore is opposed to the bill now being considered by the House Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES LUNA, PRESIDENT, BROTHERHOOD OF RAILROAD
TrRAINMEN, AFL-CIO

My name is Charles Luna. I am President of the Brotherhood of Railroad
Trainmen, AFL~CIO, which organization represents approximately 185,000
members.

I am in opposition to the passage of any legislation which would intervene
in the labor dispute between the airlines and their employees represented by the
International Association of Machinists.

1t is the view of the employees whom I have the honor fo represent; it is the
view of the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen for whom I speak; and it is my
personal view—that it would be basically wrong for Congress to intervene in
this dispute. This is not a case where such intervention can be justified. There
is no national emergency as the result of the strike. The Secretary of Labor
has told you this.

As a leader of railroad men who run this nation's trains, I am worried about
the future of this nation when I see what is transpiring in the Congress of the
United States today.

This airline strike is admittedly not a national emergency. Only five airlines
are involved. Other air lines are still operating daily. The trains are running.
The buses are operating. The ocean liners still sail their ships between the
continents. Private automobiles are running back and forth between the cities.
There is only some inconvenience.

Is this government, then, to be driven to do something shameful to its citizens
who labor for their daily bread just for convenience's snke? Millions of Amer-
ican workers join me in saying No!!!

This legislation should not be passed. It is an injustice to the parties to this
labor dispute. It would be a black mark against the image of America for
this Congress to intervene,

The railroad men I represent are still suffering from the compulsory arbitra-
tion law. known as Public Law 88-108, which this Congress passed in August
of 1963. That law was supposed to bring about collective bargaining between
the railroads and their employees during a specified two year period, after
which the parties were to be released from coverage of the law. That was what
Congress intended. But what happened?

First, the compulsory arbitration panel proceeded to hand out an award which
the railroads wanted so desperately but could not get in collective bargaining.
They liked it so well that they contended in the courts that although the law
expired along with the arbitration award at the specified time, nevertheless the
terms continued in effect until what? Why, until the employees were able to
change it back by collective bargaining! And the district court right here in
Washington has gone right along with the railroads to make it stick!!!

I think this Congress should know this, and therefore I am taking a few
minutes of your time to point out just how far these managements will go to
misconstrue your good intentions to take an undue advantage of any law yon
may pass to end this strike, Congress passed Public Law 88-108 in the railroad
rules dispute in 1963, and at that time, the Chief Executives of the five operating
organizations on the railroads issued this statement to the members of Congress:

“Tvery Senator and every Representative should give soul-searching thought
to the legislation, bearing in mind that the passage of such legislation would
change the entire course of labor-management relations. Congress would become
the final arbitrator of all major labor disputes in the future,

“Phe bill should appeal to railroad management which scents victory in its
strategy to undermine collective bargaining while creating one crisis after another
until the road finally led to Congress.,”

But nevertheless Congress passed the legislation! The law stated that:

“See, 8 This joint resolution shall expire one hundred and eight days after
the date of its enactment, except that it shall remain in effect with respect to the
last zentence of section 4 for the period prescribed in that sentence.”

The last sentence of Section 4 stated :

“The award shall continue in forece for such period as the arbitration board
shall determine in its award, but not to exceed two years from the date the
award takes effect, unless the parties agree otherwise.”
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The last part of the Public Law 88-108 therefore expired on January 24, 1966—
on that date, the Award of the Arbitration Board created by the law reached
its two year period and died. But the railroads did not want it to die, and in
spite of the fact that the parties had no agreed to extend if, the railroads just
went to the district court in washington, and here is what they stated to the
court :

(From Carriers’ petition in Civil Action No. 142-66, Page 22:)

“WHEREFORE, the plaintiffs pray that this Court (1) adjudge and declare
that the rules and procedures preseribed by or pursuant to the Award by
Arbitration Board No. 282 continue in effect until changed by agreement or
until the procedures provided by the Railway Labor Act have been exhausted. . .."”

Now the law passed by this Congres specifically provided otherwise. The
award rendered by the Arbitration Board, Congress said, would expire unless
the parties agreed that it would continue.

But the railroads did not want what Congress gave them, or at least they
did not want to give up what they got from the law., They wanted to completely
reverse the processes of collective bargaining in the dispute by obtaining the
rule they desired and then having the rule continue in effect until changed by
what? By the same procedure through which they ecould not obtain the same
rule. They wanted to wipe out the agreements in effect between them and
their employees, and they did it with the help of this Congress and the court
in Washington—and in complete disregard of the legislation which was passed,
Congres thought, to ASSIST collective bargaining!!!

Now we are again attempting to dispose of a different dispute. This dispute
now involves our efforts to restore the working conditions which the Congress
and the courts helped the railroads destroy.

Collective bargaining cannot possibly survive under the kind of justice the
railroad men have been given through Congressional intervention!

Let me add a little more to this story. It isn’t over yetf.

Now the railroads are going to the courts to get an injunction every time
some dispute arises on the railroads which they can relate to the compulsory
arbitration law even remotely, and the fact that the law is supposed to have
expired completely on January 235, 1966 seems to bother neither the railroads nor
the courts.

We served notices under the Railway Labor Act in June of 1965, in an attempt
to negotiate with these railroads and settle the dispute with themn which was
involved in Public Law 88-108, the consist of crews. The railroads refused to
bargain or even meet our committees, and they went to the district court in the
case I described above. We are still trying to get the railroads to bargain
with us in this dispute one year later, and the railroads are right this minute
attempting to force this dispute back from the individual railroad properties
where it belongs into another national dispute so that they can come sereaming
to Congress for more help.

I hope they will not succeed in getting another national dispute going. 1
hope this time they will be forced to bargain with their employees at home on
their own individual railroad properties, and do just like most of the railroads
in the east have already done—make a reasonable and fair agreement to cover
the assignment of men to railroad crews. Over 80% of the railroad workers in
the east have settled this dispute with the nation’s largest railroads—but the
National Railway Labor Conference is still exerting its influence to prevent
the western and south-eastern railroads from settling the dispute in any other
way than at the national level, where they feel they can expect the help of
Congress to prevent disposition of the dispute in the way the railroads in the
east have already gone—(hrough eollective bargaining !

The Brotherhood had a dispute recently on the Illinois Central Railroad
which involved a request for a rule to cover the use of radio eommunicating
equipment. The dispute had no connection whatsoever with the crew consist
dispute covered by Public Law 85-108, but again the railroads rushed to the
distriet ecourt in Washineton for an injunction. The court not only issued the
injunction, but also consolidated this case with the one already pending which
the ecarriers had instigated which attempts to prolong Public Law 88-108 and
the arbitration award indefinitely in utter defiance of the express provisions of
the law and the Congressional intent.
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I am telling you this story as briefly as I can—there is much more which
could be said. But I just wanted this Congress to know what happened to its
good intentions when it set up a two year compulsory arbitration law. I can
tell you from experience that there is no end to the damage that law has done
to collective bargaining on the railroads, and I can also tell you that it appears
to the railroad employees that Congress must have been dreaming when it passed
the law because it has become a nightmare to the railroad workers.

I am still doing what I can to attempt to have our crew consist dispute settled
under the terms of the Railway Labor Act, on each individual railroad property,
by negotiation. It is pretty hard to do, though, when the railroad personnel
managers tell our people that they would like very much to make a deal
similar to the one made by the eastern railroads, but they just eannot do it
without permission from the National Railway Labor Conference !

With that thought, I will conclude this statement with this plea: Please don’t
do it again to these air line workers., They most certainly deserve a better deal
than this, and this Congress deserves a better fate than to become the haven for
every management in trouble with its workers,

In closing, I would like to leave with the Committee two thoughts embodying
which I firmly believe will be the ultimate results if the Congress enacts into law
the legislation now being considered :

Each time the Congress intervenes in a labor-management dispute and says in
effect, “this legislation only covers this one dispute,” it issues an open invitation
to management to bring their disputes to the Congress. Regardless of how Con-
gress dresses up the language in their handling of the airline dispute, or the type
of language it used in the rallroad dispute of 1963, it still means the same thing,
compulsory arbitration.

Each time the Congress imposes compulsory arbitration and their part in the
airline dispute will end up in compulsory arbitration, it is skirting on the thres-
hold of nationalization of all public utilities. This may seem to you to be a radi-
cal statement, which I submit it is well worth remembering.

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the committee adjourned to go into ex-
ecutive session.)
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(The following material was submitted by the five carriers:)

P.E.B, No. 166. CarriErs Exgizit No. 26

This exhibit shows that the average hourly earnings of TAM-represented em-
ployees five carriers have increased a greater percentage (55.7 percent) than the
average hourly earnings for all manufacturing production workers (39.1 percent)
in the period from January 1956 to January 1960,

Comparison of selected average howrly earnings (excluding overtime) of indus-
try with the § carriers’ IAM-represented employees, Janwary 1956 to January
1966

All manufacturing Durable goods I Nondurable goods 5 carriers

Eamnings | Percent | Earnings| Percent Enmings' Pereent | Earnings| Percent
increase increase increase increase

January 1056 . $1.54 ,
January 1966. ......- 2. 56 +39,

Source: Employment and Earnings, Bureau of Labor Statistics; company records.
PEB. No. 166. Carrmzes Exmamir No. 27

This exhibit shows the relationship of the average gross hourly earnings of
the IAM-represented employees of the five carriers with the gross hourly earn-
ings of production workers by industry groups and railroad maintenance of
equipment and stores employees throughout the past 10 years.

The IAM-represented employees progressed from a ranking of fifth place
among the groups in 1956 to the top position in 1962, a position which has been
retained to date.
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AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

Revenue yield history, 5 struck carriers (price and mix)

| Yieldper | Yieldper | Yield per
revenue freight revenue
passengers ton-mile ton-mile !
mile

$0. 0521
$0.

Pere 1ang < 1061 to 1085 .
United Air Lines only (1st 6 months

=200

1 Based on transportation revenues only. Our assumption would be that the other carriers would have
probably experienced a change similar to the —12.7 percent experienced by United Alr Lines in 1061-66.

Return on investment, 5 struck carriers

[Dollar amounts in thousands]

Return Rate of

Investment ! Total return
base 3 return (percent)

Net Income 3 Interest

$471, 848 $32, 063

582, 707 14, 490
23 24, 700
75 32, 500
10, 340

140, 464 |
1, 861, B42 160, 896 3, 652 214, 57¢

o o ok o ot e el
goom—a

Aoy

IR 1, 456, 486 48, 147 50, 310 08, 457
1800-80. oo e 1, 088, 387 45, 573 32,470 68, 43

oo
L -]

! Capital Investment,
25 quarter averages.
# Excludes special items—taxes computed at “normal rates.”

Source: Testimony of James J. Kerley representing the 5 carriers before the Presidential Emergency
Board, May 1966,
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Dividend history, 5 struck carriers

Cash

dividends | Net income

Book value
at end of year

Dividends paid at percent
of—

]
| Net Income | Book value

11 A e e

1967 . -

$9, 612
6, 402
6, 329
6, 680

$326, 556

575, 460
849, 43

b i ok ml el s ol 2l g o
- LT T Lo e S

Comparison of gross hours and earnings of contract construction workers versus
5 carriers IAM-represented employees

Contract
construction |
workers

5 carriers

January
1066

Rl?{'et:tl".d
settlement

Average hourly earnings.

Average weekly hours____._ .. e BN A o

Average weekly earnings. _ . oo

Fafeo g T s SRS PR B R T S

Average annual earnings. . - oo oooecoccocacannaaa-

£3.82

a7 |

§3.42
4L 6

£3.58
41. 6

$141. 34
52

$142. 27
52

$148. 63
£

§7,340. 68

$7, 368, 04

$7, 744,36

Note.—Job security: Of 8 major nonagricultural industries listed in table 4, p. 96, of Employment and
Earnings and Monthly Report on the Labor Force, BLS, vol. 13, No. 1, July 1966, the construction Industry
had the highest 2d quarter unemployment rate in the years 1964 (8.6 workers involuntarily unemployed per

100}, 1965 (8.4), and 1966 (6.1).

Although figures are not readily available for the 5 carriers, an accurate estimate would be less than 1
employee per 100 is on layofl status at any given time.

Bources: Carrier records; BLS Employment and Earnings and Monthly Report on the Laber Force, vol,

13, No. 1, July 1966, pp. 17, 60, and

96
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280 AIRLINE LABOR DISPUTE

(The following additional material was submitted by the Depart-
ment of Labor:)
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington.
Hon, HarLEY O, STAGGERS,
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Me. CHAIRMAN : This is in reply to your request that the Department of
Labor furnish your Committee with comparative costs and estimates relating
to the current airline dispute. You specifically requested estimates on the costs
of the July 29, 1966 tentative agreement and the costs of the most recent posi-
tion of the union as presented to the carriers in a joint meeting on August
5, 1966,

We estimate the costs of the July 29 agreement to be approximately $73
million over the three-year duration of the contract, or an annual rate of increase
of approximately 4.3 per cent. The estimated costs of the August 8 position
of the union is approximately $112 to $114 million, or an annual rate of increase
of 64 to 6.6 per cent.

It should be noted, however, that in costing the union’s recent position we
have not taken into account the demand for a cost of living escalator provision.
Such a provision could substantially increase total costs over the life of the
contract.

Sincerely,
W, WiLrarp WIRTZ,
Secretary of Labor.
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