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argued appellant.causeBurke Williamson the for
E. Doug-him on the brief was Jack A. Williamson.With

and werelas Schwantes Robert McCormick Adams also
of counsel.

Ernest 8. Ballard the and a brief forargued cause filed
appellees.

MurphyMr. of theopinionJustice delivered the
Court.

rep-Our ofrightsconcern here is with the intervention
employees broughtof in aresentatives railroad suit

against (12)railroad under of Interstate§16the the
Act,Commerce 49 16 (12).§U. S. C.

The of this is to in anorigin suit be found order issued
by the May 16,1922.Interstate Commerce onCommission
Chicago Case,Junction 71 I. C. C. 631. also Chi-See

Case,cago Junction U. 258.264 S. The Commission
approvedthere purchase bythe the New York Central

(Central)Railroad Co. allof Chi-capitalthe stock of the
cago Indiana (RiverRiver & Railroad itRoad); alsoCo.

leasing propertiesauthorized the to River Road of all the
Chicagoof the Railway (Junction)Junction Co. for 99

years and thereafter, at the option,lessee’s in perpetuity.
Among properties in questionthe trackagewere and
switching facilities at the Union Yards, Chicago,Stock Il-
linois, connecting with various trunk lines. Prior to the

order,Commission practicethe had been for trunkthe line
railroads to use powertheir own and crews to move their
empty and loaded livestock cars over these tracks to and
from loading placesthe in the Union Stock Yards. For
the ofprivilege so moving cars,their the railroads were
charged per$1.00 car, loaded or empty.

The Commission made various to ap-conditions its
proval proposedof the transactions. The third condition
provided: present“The traffic and operating relationships
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and all car-Roadand Riverthe Junctionexisting between
farin so ascontinued,Chicagoin shall beoperatingriers

Central.” 71of thewithin the controlmatters aresuch
effect,in Com-theat 639. This condition is stillI. C. C.

found to validhavingdecision and order been bemission’s
in a in thebinding proceedingon all Districtpartiesand

in 1929.1Court
trunk railroads have toThe line continued use their

power movingand in livestockown crews their cars over
operated paidhavetrackage bythe River Road and River

per 25,$1.00the car. But on JanuaryRoad amount of
the1946, Central and River Road notified railroads that

February 1, 1946,and after the would be movedon cars
powermeans of and oftrackage byover this the crews

Road and wouldhandling charge $12.96River that the be
this newper practiceoutbound loaded car. Soon after

effect, (appelleesline herein)went into the trunk railroads
preliminary permanent injunc-this suit for andbrought

under of the(12)§16tions Interstate Commerce Act
Central, TheyRiver andagainst Road Junction. claimed

practicethat the new was in of the third condi-violation
Theythe 1922 accordinglytion of Commission order.

enjoin respectivesought to the defendants and “their offi-
cers, agents, representatives, employees and suc-servants,

especiallythe thirdcessors,” disobeying order,from the
to permitdefendantsand to force thethereof,condition

power andwith their own crews.to move their carsthem
as partyintervenewas allowed to aCommissionThe

complaint prayed for aninterveningits alsoplaintiff;

1 (unreported),O. v. United States UnitedBaltimore & R. Co.
Illinois,of East­for the Northern DistrictDistrict CourtStates

January 15,1929. approvedThe court3427,Division, Equity No.ern
in I. C. C. 32. That amend­150order as amendedCommissionthe

germane case.not to thisment is
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injunction against allegedthe violation of the third con-
bydition the defendants and employees.2their

A stipulation of describingfacts was then filed. After
pointedthe inchange handling the it thiscars, out that

change resulted from a settlement between the River Road
and the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen of a labor
dispute workover the involved in these livestock car move-
ments. The Brotherhood was bargaining agentthe under
the Railway Labor Act for the Road ItRiver trainmen.

demand,made a based upon Road,its contract with River
that these giventrainmen be workthe of andmoving
switching the livestock cars trackage.the River Roadover
The Brotherhood threatened to a strike thiscall unless
demand p. m., 1946,was met before January 23,10:30
a threat bythat was backed an almost unanimous strike
vote of threat,the trainmen. Under this River Road
made an withagreement the Brotherhood shortly before
the hour,scheduled strike as ofa result which the River
Road trainmen were to permittedbe to move and switch
the cars. The notice to the trunk line thisrailroads of
change practicein subsequently followed.

thereuponThe Court a in-preliminaryDistrict issued
junction requested.as Central, Junction,River Road and
and respective officers,“their em-agents, representatives,
ployees successors,”and were restrained from disobeying
the 1922 Commission order and from violating the third

order and permitcondition of that were commanded to
the trunk line railroads to cars overmove their the River

their powerRoad line with and crews. The courtown
matter theconcluded, law,as a of that facts relative to

2 (8)complaint uponThe Commission based its 5 of the Inter­§
Act, (8),49 C. 5 whichstate Commerce U. S. authorizes the Com­§

grants jurisdictionseek,mission to and to the federal district courts
issue, injunctive mandatoryor toto relief restrain violation of or

compel an 5.obedience to order issued under §
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dispute andthe labor between the Brotherhood River
3Road were “irrelevant and immaterial.”

days preliminary injunctionThree after the became
effective, the specialBrotherhood asked leave to file its
appearance purpose injunc-for the of themoving to vacate
tion and to dismiss the theproceedings joinfor failure to

indispensable parties.asBrotherhood and its members
This its answermotion was denied. River Road then filed

complaint,to the outoriginal pointing changedthat the
arrangement disputeresulted from the labor with the

practiceBrotherhood and didcontending that this new
not violate the 1922 Commission order. The Brotherhood

generally partythereafter filed its motion to intervene as a
defendant, primarythatalleging purposethe of the suit

nullify agreementwas to its with River Road and to de-
prive the Brotherhood theymembers of the work were
performing under that Brother-agreement and that the

indispensable parties. Thehood members were therefore
was made that had an un-contention the Brotherhood

(11) of thebyconditional to intervene virtue ofright §17
24 (a) (2)Act4 and Rule of theInterstate Commerce

Procedure;Federal Rules of Civil and 28 U. S. C. 45a§
in But thesupportwas later added of this contention.

by order,motion to intervene was denied without
opinion.

appealan to this CourtThe Court then allowedDistrict
rail-appelleeThedenyingfrom its order intervention.
thatappeal grounddismiss the on theroads moved to

appealable,final and hence was notsuch an order was not
asbeingnot entitled to intervene athe Brotherhood

3 Appealsby Junction, of re­appeal the Seventh Circuit CourtOn
Junction, holding nothat Junction had controlversed the decree as to

appellees.nothing complained byof theto do with the actsover and
Chicago Co.,v. R. 156 F. 2d 357.Baltimore & O. R. Co. Junction

4 (11).916, 4954 S. C. 17Stat. U. §
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right. postponedmatter of We further consideration of
question jurisdictionthe of our to review the order to the

hearing appeal uponof the the merits.
Ordinarily, in the an discretion,absence of abuse of no

appeal lies from an denyingorder leave to intervene where
permissiveintervention is a matter within the discretion

Canneries,of v.the court. United States California
553, permissive279 U. S. 556.5 The nature of such

necessarily impliesintervention ifthat, intervention
denied, applicantis legally prejudicedthe is not bound or

by any judgment mightthat be entered in the case. He
liberty protectis at to assert and his interests in some
appropriatemore proceeding. Having no adverse effect

upon applicant,the denyingthe order intervention ac-
cordingly falls below the level of Butappealability.
where a practicalstatute or the grant ap-necessities the
plicant an right intervene, denyingabsolute to the order

appealable. may fairlyintervention becomes Then it be
applicant adverselysaid that is by denial,the affected the

there being wayno other in which he thecan better assert
particular interest which warrants inintervention this
instance. And appeal anysince he cannot from subse-
quent judgmentorder or in the proceeding unless he does
intervene, the denyingorder intervention degreehas the
of supportsdefinitiveness appealwhich an therefrom.

Pipe States,See Line Co. v. United 502,312 U. S. 508.
jurisdiction appealOur to consider an from an order

depends uponthusdenying intervention the nature of
applicant’s Ifrightthe to intervene. the isright absolute,

appealable maythe order is and judgewe it on its merits.
ifBut the matter is one within the discretion of the trial

5 parte Cutting, 14;also Ex 94See U. S. Credits Commutation Co.
States, 311; partev. United 177 ExU. S. Tobacco BoardLeaf of

Trade, 578; Engelhard, City222 646;In re 231U. S. U. S. Newof
Co., 219; Cityv.York Consolidated 253 S. YorkGas U. New v. New

Telephone Co.,York 261 U. S. 312.
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isdiscretion, the orderand if there is no abuse ofcourt
In otherto review it.appealable powernot and we lack

in-necessarywords, jurisdiction byour is identified the
in-particularinrightcidents of the to intervene each

the of ourquestionstance. We must therefore determine
in this of thejurisdiction by examiningcase the character

broughtinright proceedingto intervene theBrotherhood’s
the Interstate Commerce Act.(12)under 16 of§

24 Rules(a) (b)Rule and of the FederalWe start with
of thisProcedure, applicable proceedingto a civilof Civil

andright24 intervention oftype. (a)Rule deals with
applicationpertinent part: “Upon timelyinprovides

(1)inpermittedshall be to intervene an action:anyone
an uncondi-States confersa statute of the Unitedwhen

representationintervene; (2)or when therighttional to
mayis or beby existing partiesapplicant’sof the interest

by amayis or be boundinadequate applicantand the
(b)24contrast,In Ruleaction;in . . . .”thejudgment

reads asintervention andpermissivewithis concerned
may per-be“Upon application anyonetimelyfollows:

ofin when a statute(1)intervene an action:mitted to
intervene;torightconfers a conditionalthe United States

mainor defense and theapplicant’s claimwhen an(2)or
Inin ex-law or fact common.ofquestionhave aaction

thewhetherthe shall considerdiscretion courtercising its
prejudice adjudica-theunduly delaywill orintervention

parties.”originalof therightsof thetion
consequenceas of eitherthat aThe Brotherhood claims

Interstate Com-(11)17 of the§federalof two statutes —
righthas an absolute toC. 45a—itor 28 U. S. §merce Act

(a) (1).24 Itof Rule alsomeaningwithin theintervene
within the con-possesses rightan absolutethat italleges

24 (a) (2), representationthe of itsof Ruletemplation
pos-and theexisting parties being inadequatebyinterest

by a in themay judgmentbe bound actionsibility that it
permissiveNo claim to interventiona one.being real
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(b) made;Rule 24 is nor is there a thatunder contention
any mightthe District Court abused discretion it have

had.
Act(11)In of the Interstate Commerceview,our 17§

rightthe Brotherhood an absolute to intervenegivedoes
Rulemeaningin the instant within the ofproceeding

(1). 916,6 portion24 As set in 54 Stat. this(a) forth
“Representatives employees of a car-of the Act reads: of

rier, duly intervene and be hearddesignated such, mayas
any affectingin this suchproceeding arising under Act

employees.” The make obviousfollowing considerations
the fact that the all the requirementsBrotherhood meets
of provision:this

It Brotherhood is theunquestionedFirst. is that the
duly representative of the River Roaddesignated
trainmen.

agrantedintervention to suchrightSecond. The of
proceedingaby (11) applies17 to courtrepresentative §

(12) Act, plain language (11)the of 17§under 16 of the§
under this“any proceeding arisingits reach toextending

Act.”

6 Code, (11),appears 49 C. 17As it in the United States U. S. §
employees carrier,paragraph “Representatives of athis reads: of

anyduly designated such, may proceedinginas intervene and be heard
affectingarising chapter chapters 12under this and 8 and of this title

employees.”such
chapter” of the Com-The words “this refer to Part I Interstate

byAct, original namemerce which embodies the statute known that
prior parts. Chapterto its division into 8 relates to Part II of the

Act, originally known as the Motor Carrier ActInterstate Commerce
(h) ofof 1935. Section 305 of Part II is a cross-reference to 17§

provisions applyPart I: “All the of section 17 of this title shall to all
chapter.” Chapter equivalent12 ofproceedings under this is the

Act,Part III of the Interstate Commerce which deals with water
(a)916 is also a cross-reference to 17 of Part I:carriers. Section §

chapter 1provisions of section 12 and section 17 of of this title“The
apply46-48 of this title shall with full force and effectand sections

chapter.”and enforcement of thisin the administration
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appellee railroads contendpoint, however,On this the
proceedings before the(11)that 17 must be confined to§

Commission, to the exclusion ofInterstate Commerce
contention, theyIn thisproceedings. support ofcourt

whole con-primarilyto that 17 as a ispoint §the fact
procedure organization.with andCommissioncerned

heading ap-as itemphasized byThat fact is the of 17§
54 andLarge, 913,in at Stat. thepears the Statutes

Code, 17,49 U. a that reads:headingUnited States S. C. §
rehearings.”procedure; delegation duties;“Commission of

(11),is then that withparagraphThe inference made
we concerned, by headingwhich are must be limited that

byand the as a The resultgeneral context of 17 whole.§
phrase “any proceedingof the is thecontention that

(11),in isarising Act,” paragraphunder this as found
only proceedingby “anyrewritten construction to refer to

thebefore under this section.”arisingCommission
words.a construction of theseWe cannot sanction such

primarilythat 17 is withtrue, course,It is of concerned§
organization of the Commission and its subdivisionsthe

disposition comingmattersand with the administrative of
Atjurisdiction. least ten of theagency’swithin that

Andtwelve of 17 deal with those matters.paragraphs §
all fivepresent 1940,into form in17 was its§before cast

exclusively to those matters.its relatedparagraphsof
Trans-when it enacted thethe sectionCongress rewrote
modi-1940, 898, continuing54 andof Stat.portation Act

includingconsolidatingand andprevious provisionsfying
throughoutscatteredformerly beenhadmatters which

however, expresslywastime, itthe samethe Act.7 At
beingwere addedparagraphscertainrecognized that

beyondnew, wententirely paragraphs whichwhich were
Thus com-pertinenttheadministrative matters.purely

7 Sess., p. Rep. 2832,Cong., 13; No.Rep. 1217, 76th 1st H.H. No.
Cong., Sess., p. 72.76th 3d
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“Areports paragraphmittee stated8 that new is in-(9)
providing division,cluded that orders of a an individual

Commissioner, subjector a board shall be judicialto re-
view as in the case of full orders,Commission after an
application for hasrehearing upon.”been made and acted
And as paragraph (11), para-to it was said9 that “A new
graph is at of 17 providingadded the end section that
representatives employeesof of a maycarrier intervene
and be in Iany proceedings arisingheard under af-part
fecting in theiremployees.” By languagesuch such
reports, the framers of 17 recognized the obvious fact§
that certain provisions somethingof that section deal with
more than might by heading.be indicated the

17 to all mattersheadingThat the of fails to refer the§
which of section is notthe framers that wrote into the text
an fact. aheadingunusual That but short-handis

general subjectreference theto matter Whileinvolved.
accurately subjects ofreferring pro-to the Commission
cedure and itorganization, neglects to reveal §that 17

judicialalso deals with review of administrative orders
byand with intervention employee representatives.

But andheadings titles are not placemeant to take the
provisionsof the of theydetailed the text. Nor are neces-

sarily designed to abe guide synopsis.reference or a
complicatedWhere the text is prolific,and headings and

titles can do no provisionsmore than in aindicate the
most general manner; attemptto specificto refer to each
provision would ungainlyoften be as well as useless. As
a result, inmatters textthe which deviate from those
falling general patternwithin the are frequently unre-
flected in headingsthe and titles. Factors of this type
have led to the wise rule that the title of a statute and

2016,8H. Cong.,R. No. 76th 3d Sess., p. 67; Rep.H. 2832,No.
Cong., Sess.,p.76th 3d 72.

9H. Rep. 1217,76th Cong.,No. Sess.,1st p. 15.
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meaningplainlimit theaof section cannotheadingthe
Fisher, 358, 386;2 Cranchv.Statesof text. Unitedthe

S. S. Co. v.192 StrathearnCoyne, 418, 430;v. U. S.Cornell
348, interpretative purposes,Dillon, 252 S. 354. ForU.

ambig­only they light on somethey are of use when shed
thetools available forphrase. Theyuous word or are but

thattheyof a doubt. But cannot undo or limitresolution
plain.which text makesthe
of is on itsmeaning (11)Here the 17 unmistakable§

“anyface. is a tosimple, unambiguousThere reference
arising or,under this Act” as the House com-proceeding

it,10 underparaphrased “any proceedings arisingmittee to
limit-part There is not a which would warrantI.” word

pro-so as ining onlythis reference to allow intervention
under in thearising proceedingsor beforeceedings § 17

those whichproceedingsThe mentioned areCommission.
andAct, judicialan under whicharise under this Act both

instant caseproceedings may arise.11 Theadministrative
underjudicial proceeding arisingis a illustration ofready a

solely bythis a suit of this nature is authorizedAct;
is a to which(12) proceeding16 of the Act.12 Hence it§

ofthe attach virtueright may byof intervention
§17(11).

whystatutory policyofperceive anywe reasonNor do
the(11)17 have wished to confinethe framers of should§

pro-toby employee representativesright of intervention

10 1217,76th Sess.,p.Rep. Cong., 15.H. No. 1st
11 (11), by arising “thisreferring proceedingsto under17Section

arisingjudicial proceedings underAct,” affects and administrativealso
6, supra.Parts III of the Act. noteII and See

12 “Proceedings other(12) to enforce ordersis16 labeledSection
(12). providesC. 16 Itmoney.”of 49 U. S.paymentthan for §

fororder other thanobeyfails to a Commissionanythat if carrier
any injured party or themoney, Commission,payment of thethe

enforcementapply to district court for themay a federalUnited States
of the order.
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beforeceedings maythe Commission. asarise,Occasions
case, employeein this where norepresentativesthe have

intervening originalinterest in in the pro-administrative
butceeding, they verywhere have a definite ininterest

intervening in a subsequent judicial arisingproceeding
under the Act. When the used languageframers have

typeswhich covers both of we wouldproceedings, be un-
justified in someformulating policy theywhich did not

expresssee fit to to limit that inlanguage any way.
proceedingThird. This is a arising under the Act which

employees representedaffects the by the Brotherhood.
plainercould makeNothing this than the fact directthat

injunctive soughtrelief againstwas and obtained these
employees. appelleeThe to enjoinrailroads sued River

its employeesRoad and from disobeying the third condi-
tion of the 1922 Commission order. was allegedIt that
this requiredcondition River employeesRoad and its to
permit the railroads to use their inpowerown and crews
moving overcars the River Road line. Yet that was

subjecttheprecisely matter of the conflict between River
Road Brotherhood,and the resulting in the ofinsertion
important provisions in the Ifcontract between them.
the Commission requireorder did the River Road em-
ployees forego operatingto the cars,livestock their con-

rightstract with RoadRiver were in veryaffected a real
sense. Acts done by performancethe inemployees of
this obviously promptedcontract suit;this and any such

performed injunctionacts after the issuance of an might
give contempt impossiblerise to It sayaction. is thus to
that this is oneproceeding not such“affecting employees”
within 17meaning (11).the of§

the ofSince all conditions 17 have(11)§ been satisfied
in case, onlythis the question that remains is whether the

is thereby permissiveBrotherhood accorded a or an abso-
lute to intervene. The of inright (11)17language § is
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“may heard,” mightterms of intervene and be which be
only discretionarya But ourgiving right.construed as

view, indicated,as we have is that the requirementsonce
(11)of 17 met, employees’ representativehave been the§

acquires an absolute right of intervention.
speakSome statutes of intervention “as of right.”

Thus where suit is brought by againstor the United States
to enforce or set aside a order,Commission the Commis­

partiession or inthe interest proceedingto the before
“may appear partiesthe Commission as thereto ... as

right.” case, rightof 28 U. S. C. 45a. In such a the§ to
intervene is absolute and unconditional. &Son v.Sprunt

States,United 249, 255.281 U. S.
No less absolute or rightunconditional is the to inter-

vene under (11), permits17 which§ intervention where
employeesthe are by proceeding.affected the To be

sufficiently provisionaffected within the ofmeaning this
requires employeesthat the prejudiced bybe or bound
any judgment that be inmight case,entered the as is the
situation relative to the River Road employees. Once
it is clear that an degreeeffect of that is present, however,

operationthere is no room for the of a court’s discretion.
employees’Whether the interests should be asserted or

defended in a proceeding where those interests are at stake
question byis a to be decided the employees’ representa-

tive, not the Theby statutory “maycourt. term inter-
“mayvene” thus means if employees’intervene the

representative so “maychooses” rather than intervene
in the of if representativediscretion the court.” And the
does intervene, maychoose to it do so as a rightmatter of
within the of 24meaning (a) (1)Rule of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure. Such is this case.

(11)thus that gives§We conclude 17 the Brotherhood
inrightan absolute to intervene this proceeding, making

to discuss and towhether, extent,it whatunnecessary the
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Brotherhood would have had right apartsuch a from
(11).17 It jurisdiction§ follows that we have to con-

appealsider the on its merits. And in the exercise of that
jurisdiction, judgmentwe reverse the of the District Court

leave todenying the Brotherhood to intervene.
Reversed.
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