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BROTIERIIOOD O RALLROAD
TRAINMEN, Yetitioner,

V.
VIRGINIA ex rel. VIRGINIA STATE
BAR.
No. 34.

Argued Jan. 13, 1564
Decided April 20, 1964.

Suit by Virginia State Bar to en-
join railroad brotherhood and others
from alleged solicitation of legal business
and unauthorized practice of law. The
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia
summarily affirmed an injunction order,
and defendants obtained certiorari. The
Supreme Court, Mr. Justice Black, held
that injunction restraining brotherhood
{rom maintaining and carrying out plan
for advising injured workers to obtain
legal advice and for recommending spe-
cific lawyers denied members rights
guaranteed by First and Fourteenth
Amendments.

Judgment and decree vacated and
case remanded.

Mr. Justice Clark and Mr. Justice
Harlan dissented.

1. Courts €=39714

Certiorari was granted to consider
constitutional question raised by state
court injunction against practice of rail-
road brotherhood of recommending law-
yers for prosccution of claims against
railroads. g

2. Constitutional Law €274

State court injunction restraining
railroad brotherhood from maintaining
and carrying out plan for advising in-
jured workers to obtain legal advice and
for recommending specific lawyers de-
nied members rights guaranteed by First
and Fourteenth Amendments. U.S.C.A.
Const. Amends. 1, 14; Safety Appliance
Ay GE WSSO BE 148 Raillsans
Labor Act, §§ 1-208 as amended 45
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Cite as 81 5.Ct. 1113 (1964) ;

US.CA. §§ 151-188; Federal Employ-

ers’ Liability Act, §§ 1-10 as amended 45
US.C.A. §§ 51-60; Canons of Profes-
sional Ethics, American Bar Association,
canons 28, 35, 47; Code Va.1950, §§ 54~
42, 54-83.1.

3. Constitutional Law €230, 91

First Amendment guarantees of free
speech, petition and assembly give rail-
road workers right to gather together
for lawful purpose of advising and help-
ing one ancther in asserting rights un-
der federal statutes. U.S.C.A.Const.
Amend. 1.

4, Labor Relatlicns &100 ;

Right of members of railroad broth-
erhood to consult with each other in
fraternal organization necessarily in-
cludes right to sclect spokesman from
their number who could be expected to
give wisest counsel.  U.S.C.A.Const.
Amend. 1.

5. Conslitufional Law €82

Right of railroad workers personal-
1y or through special department of their
brotherhood to advise concerning need
for legal assistance and to recommend
lawyers was inseparable part of consti-
tutionally guaranteed right to assist and
advise each other. U.S.C.A.Censt.
Amend. 1.

6. Attorncy and Client &1

Virginia has broad powers to regu-
late practice of law within its borders,
but cannot ignorve constitulional rights
of individuals.

9. Consfituticnal Law &=274
State cannot foreclose exercise of
constitutional rights by mere labels.

8. Attorney and Client ¢211(R), 32
Railroad workers, by recommending
competent lawyers to each other, do not
themselves engage in practice of law,
nor are they or lawyers whom they seclect
parties to any solicitinz of business.

9. Afltorney and Client &=1
State may not, by invoking power to
regulate professional conduct of attor-
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neys, infringe in any way right of in-
dividuals and public to be fairly repre-
sented in lawsuits authorized by Con-
gress to effectuate basic public Interest.

10. Atforney and Ciient €232

- That railroad workers associated to-
gether to help one another to preserve
and enforce rights granted under federal
laws cannot be condemned as threat to
legal ethies.

11. Constituticnal Law €321

Right to petition courts cannot be
handicapped by state’s keeping workers
from using cooperative plan to advise
one another in selecting employer.

12. Conslitulional Law €274

First and Fourteenth Amendments
protect right of members through rail-
road brotherhood to maintain and carry
out plan for advising workers who are
injured to obtain legal advice and for
recommending specific lawyers. U.S.
C.A.Const. Amends. 1, 14.

13. Constitutional Law &2275(1)

Lawyers accepting employment un-
der railroad brotherheod’s constitution-
ally protected plan for advising injured
workers to obtain legal advice and for
recommending specific lawyers have like
constitutional protection which state can-
not abridge. U.S.C.A.Const. Amends. 1,
14, i

[ S—

Beecher E. Stallard, Richmond, Va,,
and John J. Naughten, Chicago, 11, for
petitioner.

Aubrey R. Bowles, Jr., Richmond, Va,,
for respondent.

Mr. Justice BLACK delivered the opin-
ion of the Court.'

{. The investigator and the Regional Coun-
sel were not served with process and are
not parties.

2. We do not find it necessary to consider
the DBrotherhood's additional argument -

B ettt Aious S i i
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13 'Ihe Virginia State Bar brougt,
this suit in the Chancery Court of 1},.
City of Richmond, Vngmla,

a
: against t},
Brotherhood of Railroad Ti rainmen, gy
investigator employed by the Ihothg:.
Lood, and an attorney designated its “D..

gional Counsel,” to enjoin them frop

carrying on activities which, the Bz
charged, constituted the solicitation ¢f
legal business and the unauthorized prac.
tice of law in Virginial It was con.
c=ded that in order to assist the prosecy-
tion of claims by injured railroad work.
ers or by the families of workers killeg

on the job the Brotherhood maintains jp

Virginia and throughout the country a
Department of Legal Counsel which rec.
ommends to Brotherhood members and
their families the names of lawyers
whom the Brotherhood believes to be
honest and competent. Finding that the
Brotherhood’s plan resulied in “chan.
neling “all, or substantially all,” the
workers’ claims to lawyers chosen by the
Department of Legal Counsel, the court
issued an injunction against the Broth-
erhood’s carrying out its plan in Vir-
ginia. The Supreme Court of Appeals
of Virginia aflirmed summarily over ob-
jections that the injunctlion abridges the
Brotherhood’s rights under the First and
Fourteenth Amendments, which guaran-
tee freedom of speech, petition and as-
sembly. We granted certiorari to con-
sider this constitutional question in the
light of our recent decision in NAA
@ Sy sRButilons S SEENTES AN5 S SSIG
328, 9 L.Ed.2d 4052 372 U.S. 905, 83
SH@ G GG R Al ol

The Brotherhood’s plan is not a new
one. Its roots go back to 1883, when
the Brotherhood was founded as a fra-
ternal and mutual benefit society to pro-
mote the welfare of the trainmen and
“to protect their families by the exercise

that the dccree violates the Brotber-
hood’s right to represent workers which
is guaranteed by the Railway Labor Act,
44 Stat. 577, as amended, 43 UQC §$
151-188, :
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of benevolence, very needful in a calling
50 !
3

hazardous as ours ¥ ¥ *73 Rajl-
road work at that time was indeed dan-
gerous. In 1888 the odds against a rail-
road brakeman’s dying a natural death
were almost four to one;* the average
life expectancy of a switchman in 1893
was seven years.® It was quite natural,
therefore, that railroad workers com-
bined their strength and efforts in the
Brotherhood in order to provide insur-
ance and financial assistance to sick and
injured members and to seek safer work-
ing conditions. The Trainmen and other
railroad Brotherhoods were the moving
forces that brought about the passage of
the Safety Appliance Act® in 1893 to
make railroad work less dangerous; they
also supported passage of the Federal
Employers’ Liability Act 7 of 1908 to pro-
vide for recovery of damages for injured
railroad workers and their families by
doing away with harsh and technical
common-law rules which sometimes made
recovery difficult or even impossible. It
soon became apparent to the railroad
workers, however, that simply having
these federal statutes on the books was
not enough to assure that the workers
would receive the full benefit of the com-
pensatory damages Congress intended
they should have. Injured workers or
their families often fell prey on the one
hand to persuasive claims adjusters eager

to gain a quick and cheap settlement
4
for

4
3. Constitution of the Brothierhood of Rail-
road Trainmen and Brotherhood of Rail-
road Trainmen Insurance Department,
Preamble,

P23

- Interstate Commerce Commission, Third
Anoual Report (1859), 85.

S. Griffith, “The Vindication of a National
Public Policy Under the Federal Employ-
ers’ Liability Act,” 18 Law and Contemp.
Prob. 160, 163.

C. 1?7 Stat. 531, as amended, 45 U.S.C. §§
—13.

7. 53 Stat. €5, as amended, 45 U.S.C. §§
01-60.  An earlicr version of the law
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their railroad employers, or on the other
to lawycers either not competent to try
these lawsuits against the able and ex-
perienced railroad counsel or too willing
o settle a case for a quick dollar.

It was to protect against these obvious
hazards to the injured man or his widow
that the workers through their Brother-
hood set up their Legal Aid Department,
since renamed Department of Legal
Counsel, the basic activities of which the
court below has enjoined. Under their
plan the United States was divided into
sixteen regions and the Brotherhood se-
lected, on the advice of local lawyers and
federal and state judges, a lawyer or firm
in each region with a reputation for
honesty and skill in representing plain-
tiffs in railroad personal injury litiga-
tion. When a worker was injured or
killed, the secretary of his lecal lodge
would go to him or to his widow or chil-
dren and recommend that the claim not
be settled without first sceing a lawyer,
and that in the Brotherhood’s judgment
the best lawyer to consult was the coun-
sel seleeted by it for that area® g

[2] There is a dispute between the
parties as to the exact mecaning of the
decree rendered below, but the Brother-
hood in this Court objects specifically to
the provisions which enjoin it

“% % % from holding out lawyers

selected by it as the only approved
lawyers o aid the members or their
families; * * * or in any other
manner soliciting or encouraging

passed two years earlier, 31 Stat, 232,
had been held unconstitutional. Employ-
ers’ Liability Cases, Yoward v.” Illinois
Central Railroad Cowpany, 207 U.S. 463,
28 S.Ct. 141, 52 I.¥.d. 297. The consti-
tutionality of the 190S statute was sus-
tained in the Second Employers’  Lia-
bility Cases, Mondou v. N. Y., N, H, &
Hartford Railroad Co., 223 U.S. 1, 32
S.Ct. 169, 56 L.Ed. 327.

8. The Brotherhood alse provides a staff,
now at its own expense, to investigate
accidents to help gather evidence for use
by the injured worker or his family should
2 trial be nececessary to vindicate their

rights.

e e £ 7 DIPTSR TPy —
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such legal employment of the selcet-
ed lawyers; * * * and from do-
ing any acl or combination of acts,
and from formulating and putting
into practice any plan, pattern or de-
sign, the:
3

result of which is to chan-

nel legal employment to any particu-

lar lawyer or group of lawyers
¥ % #vg

The Brotherhood admits that it advises
injured members and their dependents
to obtain legal advice before making set-
tlement of their claims and that it ree-
ommends particular attorneys to handle
such claims. The result of the plan, the
Brotherhood admits, is to channel legal
employment to the particular lawyers ap-
proved by the Brotherhood as legally and
morally competent to handle injury
claims for members and their families.
It is the injunclion against this particu-
lar practice which the Brotherhood, on
behalf of its members, contends denies
them rights guaranteed by the First and
Fourteenth Amendments. We agree
with this contention.

[3-5] It cannot be scriously doubted
that the First Amendment’s guarantecs
of free specech, petition and assembly
give railroad workers the right {o gather

9. Certain other provisions of the decree
enjoin the PBrotherhood from sharing
counsel fees with lawyers whom it ree-
ommended and from countenancing the
sharing of fees by its regional investiga-
tors. The Protherhood denies that it
has engaged in such practices since 1959,
in compliance with a decrce of the Su-
preme Court of Illinois. Sce In re Broth-
erhood of RNailroad Trainmen, 13 11.2d
391, 150 N.J2.2d 163. Since thie Brother-
hood is not objecting to the other provi-
sions of the deeree except insofar as
they might later be construed as barring
the Brotherhood from helping injured
workers or their families by recommend-
ing that they not settle without a lawyer
and by recommending certain lawyers se-
lected by the Brotherhood, it is only to
that extent that we pass upon the validity
of the other provisions. Iecause of our
disposition of the case, we do not consider
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together for the lawful purpose of hel;.
ing and advising one another in .xsqcr-
ing the rights Congress gave them in {; -
Safety Appliance Act and the Federy
BEmployers' - Ligbility Mgt st'ltutop
rights which would be vain and fuu,
if the workers could not t?lk togeth:.
freely as to the best
6

course to follgy,
The right of members to consult Wi,
each other in a fraternal organizatic:
necessarily includes the right to 'selc\-;
a spokesman from . their number wi,
could be expected to give the wises
counsel. That is the role played by th:
members who carry out the legal aia
program. And the right of the w 011\er5
personally or through a special depart.
ment of their Brotherhood to advise con-
cerning the need for legal assistance—
and, most importantly, what lawyer 3
member could confidently rely on—-is un
inseparable part of this constitutionally
guaranteed right to assist and advise
each other.

[6-8] Virginia undoubtedly  has
broad powers to regulate the practice of
law within its borders;!® but we have
had cccasion in the past to recognize that
in regulating the practice of law a State
cannot ignore the rights of individuals

the Brotherhood’s claim that the findings
of the court were not supported by sub-
stantial evidence.

10. The Bar rclies on the common law, the
Canons of Xthics of the Amecrican Bar
Association, adopted into the rules of the
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia,
171 Va. xviii, and several Virginia stat-
utes prohibiting the unauthorized prac-
tice of law. ™The Canons of Ethics to
which the Bar refers prohibit respec-
tively stirring up of litigation, control or
exploitation by a lay agency of profes-
sional services of a lawyer, and aiding the
unauthorized practiee of law. Canons 25,
35, 47. The statutes respcctively set the
qualifications for the practice of law in the
State and provide for injunctions against
“running, capping, soliciting and main-
tenance.” Virginia Code, 1930, §§ 5112,
54-83.1.

s e e A % TS T T
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ecured by the Constitution.* For as
we said in NAACP v. Button, supra,
571 US, i, 429, 053 - SO all 338,
a [, Fd.2d 405, “a State cannot fore-
;fcsc the exercise of constitutional rights
vy mere labels.” Here what Virginia
h:ﬁ sought to halt is'not a commercial-
joation of the legal profession which
~icht threaten the moral and ethical
¢.hric of the administration of justice.
[+ is not “ambulance chasing.” The
railroad workers, by recommending com-
tent lawyers to each other, obviously
-re not themselves engaging in the prac-
tice of law, nor are they or the lawyers

‘hom
¥ 7

they select parties to any soliciting
of business. It is interesting to note
that in Great Britain unions do not sim-
ply recommend lawyers to members in
reed of advice; they retain counsel, paid
by the union, to represent members in
personal Jawsuits,»* a practice similar to
that which we upheld in NAACP v.
Button, supra.

[9-11] A State could not, by invok-
ing the power to regulate the profession-
al conduct of attorneys, infringe in any
way the right of individuals and the
public to be fairly represenied in law-
suits authorized by Congress to effectu-
ate a basic public interest. Laymen can-
not be expected to know how to protect
their rights when dealing with practiced
and carefully counseled adversaries, cf.
Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335, 83
S.Ct. 792, 9 L.Ed.2d 799, and for them
to associate together to help one another
to preserve aud enforce righls granted

tl. NAACP v. Button, 371 U.S. 415,
& S.Ct. 328, 9 1.124.2d 405; Konigsberg
v. State Bar of Cal., 353 U.S. 232, 77 S.
Ct. 122, 1 L,.124.2d 810; Schware v. Board
of Bar Jxaminers of State of N. M., 353
U.S. 232, 77 S.Ct. 792, 1 I.Ed.2d 796.

12, 8c¢e¢ Feather, The Essence of Trade Un-
ionism (London, 19G3), 42-43.

13. CE Drinker, Legal Ethies (1953), 167;
Hildebrand v. State Bar of Cal., 36 Cal.2d
504, 515, 225 P.2d4 50S, 514 (Carter,
J.. dissenting), 36 Cal.2d, at 521, 225 P.24,
at 318 (Uraynor, J., dissenting).

BROTHERHOOD OF RAILROAD TRAINMEN v. VIRGINIA
Cite as 81 S.Ct. 1113 (1054)
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them under federal laws cannot be con-
demned as a threat to legal ethics.l® The
State can no more keep these workers
from using their cooperative plan to
advise one another than it could use
more direct means to bar them from re-
sorting to the courts to vindicate their
legal rights. The right to petition the
courts cannot be so handicapped.

Only last Term we had occasion to
consider an earlier attempt by Virginia
to enjoin the National Association for
the Advancement of Coloved People from
advising prospective litigants to seek the
assistance of particular attorneys. In
fact, in that case, unlike this one, the
attorneys were actually employed by the
association which recommended them,
and recommendations were made even
to nonmembers. NAACP v. Button,
supra. We held that ‘“although the
petitioner has amply shown that its ac-
tivities fall within the First Amend-

ment’s
8

protections, the State has failed
to advance any substantial regulatory
interest, in the form of substantive evils
flowing from petitioner’s activities,
which can justify the broad prohibi-
tions which it has imposed.” 371 U.S.,
at 444, 83 S.Ct. at 343, 9 L.Ed.2d 405.1¢
In the present case the State again has
failed to show any appreciable public
interest in preventing the Brotherhood
from carrying out its plan to recommend
the lawyers it selects to represent in-
jured workers. The Brotherhood’s ac-
tivities fall just as clearly within the
protection of the First Amendment.

14. Sce also Cibson v. Florida Legislative
Investigation Comm., 372 U.S. 539, 83
S.Ct. 889, 9 L.EA.2d 929; ‘Louisiana ex
rel. Gremillion v. NAACP, 366 U.S.
293, 81 S.Ct. 13833, 6 L.Ed.2d 301; Shel-
ton v. Tucker, 361 U.S. 479, 81 S.Ct. 247,
5 LEA2d 231; Bates v. City of Little
tock, 361 U.S. 516, SO S.Ct. 412, 4
1.1d.2d 4S0; NAACP v. Alabama ex
rel. Patterson, 357 U.S. 449, 7S S.Ct.
1163, 2 L.Xd.2d 14S8; Schneider v. State
of New Jersey, 303 U.S. 147, GO S.Ct., 146,
84 L.13d. 155.

™
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And the Constitution protects the asso-
clational rights of the members of the
union precisely as it does thosa of thc
NAACP. i

[12,131 We hold that the First and
Fourteenth Amendments protect the
rigcht of the members through their
Brotherhood to maintain and carry out
their plan for advising workers who are
injured to obtain legal advice and for
recommending specific lawyers. Since
the part of the deerce fo which the
Brotherhood objects infringes those
rights, it cannot stand; and to the extent
any other part of the decree forbids
these activities it too must fall. And,
of course, lawyers accepting employment
under this constitutionally protected plan
have a like protection which the State
cannot abridge.

The judgment and decree are vacated
and the case is remanded for proceed-
ings nol inconsistent with this opinion.
It is so ordered.

Judgment and deeree vacated and case
remanded.

Mr. Justice STEWART took no part
in the disposition of this case.

9 .
Mr. Justice CLARK, whom Mr.
tice HARLAN joins, dissenting.

Jus-

By its decision today the Court over-
throws state regulation of the legal pro-
fession and relegates the practice of law
1o the level of a commereial enterprise.
The Court permits a labor union--—con-
trary to state law—to engage in the un-
authorized practice of soliciting personal
injury cases from among its member-
ship on behalf of 16 regional atiorneys
whom its president has placed on the
union’s approved list. Local officials of
the union call on each member suffering
an injury and seek to secure employment
©of these approved attorneys in the prose-
cution of claims for damages arising
therefrom. Morcover the union, through
its president, not only controls the ap-
pointment and dismissal of the approved
attorney but also has considerable in-

84 SUPREME COURT REPORTER
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ﬂuencc over his fces and often contre,
the disposition of cases. l'uxthcxmor.
from 1930 to at least 1959, the uniop ke
required these approved attorneys. to Pe;
to it a portion of their fees, usually 20,
Such an arrangement may even now i,
in effect through the ruse of reimbur;,.
ment for mvesul"atmy services 1endmn
by the union. This state of affairs ¢..
grades the profession, proselytes the s,
proved atforneys to certain 1equucd
titudes and contravenes both the .
cepted ethics of the profession and i,
statutory and Judmal rules of acceptat),
conduct.

‘The Court excuses the practice on tt.
policy ground that the union membe.
ship neceds a corps of attorneys exper.
enced in personal injury litigation b:.
cause ordinary “lawyers [are] either ne
competent to try these lawsuits again:
the able and experienced railroad couns:
or too willing to settle a case for a quic:
dollar.” To me this is a serious indic.
ment of the profession. .In the case
that T have passed on herc—numberin;
about 177 during the past 15 years—!
dare say that counsel for the railrozd
employee has exhibited advocacy not iz-
ferior to that of
] 10
his opponent (althoust
I do not remember that any one of th:
16 approved attorneys appeared in these
cases). Indeed, the railroad employes
has prevailed in practically all of th:
cases and the recoveries have ranged z:
high as $625,000. Sce Gallick v. Balti-
more & Ohio R. Co.,, 372 U.S. 108, &
S.Ct. 659, 9 L.Ed.2d 618 (1963); Trar
sceript of Record, p. 7. Under these fact:

" the Court'’s rationale will not stand up

even as a policy ground for approving
this patent violation of the cardin:
ethics of our profession and flagrant dis
obedience to the law of most of our
States.

The Court depends upon N, A, A. C. P.
v. Butten, 371 U.S. 415, 83 S.Ct. 228, ¢
L.Ed.2d 405 (1962), to support its posi
tion. But there the vital fact was thst
the claimed privilegze was a “form el

Lo L

— ._,.Tt1-1-_~1rrf’_‘€). ;-
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ro]itfcnl expression” to sccure, through
court action, constitutionally protected
civil rights?  Personal injury litigation
js not a form of political expression, but
rather a procedure for the scttlement of
Jamage claims.  No guaranteed civil
right is involved. Here, the question
jnvolves solely the regulation of the pro-
fession, a power long recognized as be-
longing peculiarly to the State. Button,
as well as its ancestry cited by the ma-
jority in the footnotes, is not apposite.
Finally, no substantive evil would re-
sult from the activity permitted in But-
ton. But here the past history of the
union indicates the contrary. Its Legal
Aid Department (now the Department
of Tegal Counsel) was set up in 1930
for the admitted purposes of advising
members “relative to their rights re-
specting claims for damages” and assist-
ing them “in negotiating settlements
+ = Y The Department had a com-
plete reporting service on all major
11 b
in-
juries or deaths suffered by its members,
regional investigators to whom such re-
ports were referred, and the 16 approved
regional counsel (many of whom remain
the same today) to whom the cases were
channeled for prosecution and who split
their fees with the union. And, what is
of even more significance, the trial court
in this case found “that the defendant
Brotherhood still adheres to the pattern
and design of the plan formulated and
implemented in 1930.”

The union admits that it did operate
in this manner until 1959 but says that
it has now reformed its operation. But
the record shows that this identical union

l. “In the context of NAACP objectives,
litigation is not a technique of resolving
private differences; it is a means for
achieving the lawful objectives of equality
of treatment by all government, federal,
state and local, for the members of the
Negro community in this country. It is
thus a form of political expression.”” N.
A, A C. P. v. Dutton, supra, 371 U.S. at
429, 83 S.Ct. at 336, 9 1.15a.2d 403.

BROTHERHOOD OF RAILROAD TRAINMEN v, VIRGINIA
Cite ns &4 S.Ct. 1113 (1054)

gy

plan has been before several other
courts * and, while the union has repeat-
edly promised to reform, as here, it has:
consistently renewed the same practices.
But even if the union has .sincerely Te-:
formed, which I doubt, the plan it now
proposes to follow is subject to the same:
deficiencies. It includes: the approval
of 16 regional attorneys by the president
of the union, who alsg has power to dis--
charge them at his pleasure; the solicita-
tion of all injured members by the local
officials of the Brotherhood who urge the:
employment of an approved counsel; the

furnishing of the name of the approved.

counse! to the injured brother as the
only attorney approved by the Brother--
hood; the furnishing of the names and’
addresses of injured members to the ap--
proved attorneys; the furnishing of in-
vestigative services to the approved at-
torney, the cost of which, it is indicated,.
comes from the fees received by the lat-
ter; and, finally, the “tcoting” of the-
approved attorneys in union literature-
and meetings.

12

I do not read the decree approved by
the State as prohibiting union members.

from recommending an attorney to their
brothers in the union. Virginia® has

sought only to halt the gross abuses of”

channeling and soliciting litigation which

have been going on here for 30 years. The-

potential for evil in the union’s sys-

tem is enormous and, in my view, will:

bring disrepute to the legal profession.
The system must also work to the dis-

advantage of the Brotherhood members.

by directing their claims into the hands

of the 16 approved attorneys who are-

2. E. g, In re Petition of Committee on
Rule 23 of the Cleveland Bar Ass'nm, 15
Ohio Taw Abst. 106, (1933); In re
Erotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, 13
Ji.2d 391, 150 N.E.22 163 (1958); In
re O'Neill, 5 F.Supp. 465 (E.DN.Y.1933);
Young v. Gulf M. & O. R. Co., No. 3957
(B.D.Mo.1946) ; Reynolds v. Gulf M. O.
& Texas Pac. R. Co., No. 772 (E.D.Tenn.
1946); North Carolina ex rel. Mclean
v. Xice, Superior Ct. of N. C, County‘
of Buncombe (194S).
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subject to the conlrol of one man, the Club, 362 Ill. 50, 199 N.E. 1; R,
president of the union. Fipally, it will = Island Bar Ass'n'v. Automobile‘sm-,-if.
encourage further departures from the  Ass'm, 55 R.I. 122, 179 A, 139, 100 A1 :
high standards set by canons of cthics as  226; cf. Semler v. Oregon State BQ;;.
well as by state regulatory procedures of Dental Bxaminers, 294 U.S. 60,
and will be a green light to other groups  S.Ct. 570, 79 L.Ed. 1086 (1935); \\':-'
who for years have attempted to engage liamson v. Lee Optical of Oklahoma, »1;_(‘
in similar practices. E.g., Peopleexrel, 348 U.S. 483, 75 5.Ct. 461, 99 L.Ed, 3
Chicago Bar Ass'n v. Chicago Motor (1955). : o
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