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MEE rt AE PRE OS 

MR. BOGGS: Our guest today on MEET THE PRESS is 
Walter P. Reuther, President of the United Automobile Workers, 
whose strike against the Ford Motor Company is in its third 
week. We will have the first questions now from Lawrence E. 
Spivak, permanent member of the MEET THE PRESS panel. 

MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Reuther, you were reported as saying on 

Friday that your negotiations with Ford continue in a stalemate. 
Is the union prepared to make any concessions to break the 
stalemate or can the stalemate only be broken by concessions 
from the automobile company? 

MR. REUTHER: I believe, Mr. Spivak, that both parties share 
equally in the responsibility of finding the answers, but the basic 
problem at the bargaining table with the Ford Motor Company 
currently is that the company is unwilling to discuss the eco- 
nomics of our negotiations based upon the economic facts. We 
have been saying from the very beginning of these negotiations 
that our workers are asking for equity. We want no more than 
that, we are determined to take no less—that the equity of a 
Ford worker should not be something arbitary that we determine 
or something arbitrary that the company determines, that the 

worker’s equity should be a reflection of the increase in produc- 
tivity and the worker’s share of that. It seems to me that the 

only rational and responsible way to conduct collective bargain- 
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ing within a free society is to base collective bargaining decisions 
on economic facts and not economic power. 

MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Reuther, it is said that this strike—which 
costs the workers $5 million a day, is it, in wages—is going to 
last at least two months. How long do you expect it to last? 

MR. REUTHER: I am not prepared to say it will last two 
months. We are going to do everything we can to encourage 
good faith, responsible and meaningful collective bargaining, 
hopefully that we can resolve this at an earlier date. 

I am not prepared to say it will last two months. 
MR. SPIVAK: Do you think collective bargaining should be 

permitted to run its course, regardless of how long the strike 
lasts? 

MR. REUTHER: I think that in a free society both labor and 
management have got to recognize that while they each have 
their separate responsibilities, they do share a joint responsibility 
to the total community, and I believe that if both parties in this 
dispute will recognize that joint responsibility, then I believe 
that we can find the answers. We have very little lost time at 
Ford; as a matter of fact, less than .2 of one per cent over the 
last 20 years. So I believe that the parties can, by good faith, 
collective bargaining, find the answers. 

MR. SPIVAK: Why did you strike Ford rather than General 
Motors or Chrysler, Mr. Reuther? 

MR: REUTHER: We made that decision for several reasons. 
We made the decision because the Ford workers had asked us for 
authorization. After all, this is not a strike that I called. The Ford 
workers overwhelmingly, by a secret, democratic vote, asked that 
unless they get that measure of equity that they feel that the 
increase in productivity entitles them to, then they were prepared 
to strike to get their equity, if the company would not give it to 
them. I think that you have got to look at the facts that over- 
whelmingly the Ford workers voted by 97 per cent in the Rouge 
plant, which is the largest Ford local. There are 34,000 workers 
there. 31,000 workers participated in the secret balloting, and 
they voted 98 per cent, and so we didn’t call this on top. This is 
a strike of Ford workers because they believe that they have 
problems that they need to find answers to, and whenever the 
Ford Motor Company will sit down and discuss the economics 
based upon the facts and deal with some of the other human 
problems in terms of working conditions, etcetera, we will get 
a contract. 
~MR. SPIVAK: You have no contract any longer with General 

Motors or with Chrysler, is that true? 
MR. REUTHER: No, we are working without a contract. We 
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asked both of those corporations to extend the contract so that 
we could minimize the current difficulty and insure maximum 
stability in this industry, and both the General Motors Corpora- 
tion and the Chrysler Corporation refused to extend the con- 
tracts. We are working without a contract. 

MR. SPIVAK: Are we to understand from what you have said 
that the workers of General Motors and of Chrysler have not 
asked for a strike? 

MR. REUTHER: They did, but they asked for strike author- 
ization under circumstances where they knew that we would only 
authorize a strike with one major company because we are trying 
to minimize the strike impact upon the general economy, and so 
we picked one corporation. 

*k e e 

(Announcement) 

MR. JONES: Mr. Reuther, President Johnson has endorsed a 
railroad shopcraft settlement that would raise wage rates about 
five and a half percent a year. I am wondering how this would 
affect your negotiations in the auto industry? 

MR. REUTHER: We have made it clear, Mr. Jones, from the 
very beginning that we believe that the equity of the Ford worker 
ought to be determined by economics in the Ford Motor Company, 
by the increase in productivity in the Ford plants, and therefore 
we are going to insist that the Ford equity flow from the in- 
creased productivity in Ford. What happens in the railroad in- 
dustry is really, I think, besides the point. 

MR. JONES: Does that mean then you would be willing to 
settle for less than five and a half percent? 

MR. REUTHER: We will settle for that figure that represents 
the equity of Ford workers. We don’t want any more than our 
share. We will take no less. We have made it very clear that 
we do not want one red cent that will require a price increase. 
We are advocating that the industry cut the price, because we 
believe that if you look at the facts in the last three years—and 
we have had a three-year agreement with the Ford Motor Com- 
pany—the Ford Motor Company made $7,000 profit per worker 
per year, and they could cut the price of the car $150, give our 
people a 80 cents an hour overall wage increase and still make a 
profit larger than the average profits of manufacturing industries 
in general in America, and so we want our equity out of that 
increased productivity. 

MR. JONES: You estimate Ford’s productivity I believe at 
about six percent? 

MR. REUTHER: It is between six and seven percent. 
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MR. JONES: Then can you settle for less than that increase 
in productivity? 

MR. REUTHER: We will settle, based upon the facts. 
MR. JONES: Does that mean you will not settle for less than 

the increase in productivity? 
MR. REUTHER: I see no reason why Ford workers should be 

denied their measure of that increase in productivity. They only 
want their share of it. They don’t want the consumers’ share, 
they don’t want the stockholders’ share and they don’t want the 
share that rightfully ought to go to corporation executives. But 
why should workers and their families be shortchanged just 

because a powerful corporation is unwilling to discuss their 
equity based upon the economic facts? 

MR. JONES: American Motors Corporation has been having 
a more difficult time than some of the other companies in sales 
and earnings in recent years. I am wondering if you will insist 

that they sign a contract that is on the same pattern as the more 
profitable auto companies? 

MR. REUTHER: If you will look at the history of the collective 
bargaining efforts with the automotive industry and the UAW, 
you will find that when the American Motor Car Company was 
in difficulty before we made special concessions to them because 
we know that there are no economic Santa Clauses. You can’t 
get something when there is nothing there to be had, and so we 
will deal with the economic facts in that situation. But I think 
we need to understand that if the workers in AMC took a sub- 
stantial wage cut, that in itself will not solve the basic economic 
problem of American Motors. That flows out of the fact that no 

company can survive in this highly competitive industry with less 
than five percent of the total market. That is the basic problem. 

MR. MOLLENHOFF: Mr. Reuther, some time ago you were 
talking—several years ago you were talking in terms of kind of 

an international minmum wage. Was that serious discussion? 
Have you been doing anything about that since, from the stand- 
point of protection of the automobile workers? 

MR. REUTHER: What we were talking about, Mr. Mollenhoff, 

was that we felt that the free world had to achieve higher and 

higher levels of economic integration. We do not believe the free 

world can meet the challenges of the 20th Century if we divide 

the free world into little air-tight economic, national compart- 
ments. We need maximum integration. We said therefore the 

free world labor movement would have to deal with trying to 

establish some basic minimums so that one nation did not exploit 

another nation because it had low wages. 
MR. MOLLENHOFF: In the steel industry more recently— 
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both the steel unions as well as the steel companies—there has 

been concern over American products pricing themselves out of 

the market and the need for some kind of protection. You are 

basically against protection? 
MR. REUTHER: That is right. Our union believes in free 

trade, and we have never asked for tariffs to keep out the im- 
portation of foreign-made cars. 

MR. MOLLENHOFF: Do you see any problem in the auto- 

mobile industry over a period of time of pricing yourself— 

American labor pricing itself out of the competitive field inter- 

nationally? 
MR. REUTHER: No, because you see so long as we base our 

wage increases and our improvement and fringe benefits upon 

increased productivity, that does not increase the cost per unit. 

As a matter of fact, if you take the movement of wages in the 

American economy and the movement of wages in the European 

economy, you will find that American wages put American pro- 

ducts in a more favorable competitive position today than they 

did ten years ago. 
MR. MOLLENHOFF: Mr. Reuther, with regard to the mini- 

mum wage, the other countries around the world do not have 

minimum wages. Do you consider this to represent any kind of 

a problem with regard to the United States generally competing 

with the rest of the world? 
MR. REUTHER: The free world labor movement is working to 

try to get workers in other countries a full measure of their 

MR. MOLLENHOFF: Well, even in Sweden they don’t have 

one—which is one of the most progressive in this respect that 

there is. 
MR. REUTHER: Their wage structure grew up in a different 

historical background than ours. You need not have a national 

wage in each country to meet this problem. It can be met in 

many ways. What we are trying to say is if we are going to 

achieve a higher degree of economic integration between the in- 

dustrialized nations in the free world, then their competition 

should not be based upon the exploitation of labor. It ought to 

be based upon sound and constructive economic forces. 

MR. MOLLENHOFF: Mr. Reuther, just to switch a little bit, 

some of your more liberal friends I think are a little upset with 

the fact that you have given some general support for the John- 

son administration’s position in Vietnam. How do you feel about 

the bombing in North Vietnam up near the border? Have you 

taken a position on this yet? 
MR. REUTHER: I have not taken a position publicly, but I am 

happy to do so. 

 



I think to begin with that you can over-simplify the Vietnam- 
ese situation. It is a very complex and difficult problem. I share 
the view that neither escalation nor a pull-out is the answer to 
the problem, and it is much easier to criticize the President than 
it is to come up with a workable alternative. 

If I were the President I would, I believe, be willing to cease 
the bombing of the North in the hope that that might give us 
the basis for new initiatives in trying to get to the conference 
table, because I believe over the long pull there are no military 
solutions to the economic, social and political problems of Asia 
and that freedom must win that fight over tyranny in the rice 
fields and not in the battlefields. 

MR. KAPLOW: Mr. Reuther, how long would you keep the 
bombing off in the hopes that something would develop? 

MR. REUTHER: I believe there are certain risks in a bombing 
pause, and I am mindful of those risks, but I think the risks are 
more than offset by advantages. I would do it for a period until 
[ think that we have done everything reasonably possible to ex- 
haust the possibilities of new initiatives that might lead to the 
conference table. 

If I found after a given period that it was a hopeless cause, 
that North Vietnam would not come to the conference table and 
that American lives in terms of our troops were in jeopardy 
because of the failure to continue bombing, then I would re-think 
that, but as of now I would be prepared to agree to a cease in the 
bombing in the hope that we might take new initiatives in seeking 
negotiations. 

MR. KAPLOW: Do you mean a week, a month, three months, 
or what? There have been pauses in the past I think running 
up to a week or some 

MR. REUTHER: I would take it for that period until, in good 
conscience, we could really say we have exhausted the possibili- 
ties of getting negotiations under way. I would try to get the 
U.N. more deeply involved. I do not believe that U.N. can really 
escape its responsibility in this situation. 
MR. KAPLOW: Mr. Reuther, can I get back to your strike 

with Ford? It is rather widespreadly felt that in your negoti- 
ations with Ford you never got down to substantive bargaining, 
and there is one allegation that you never spelled out in any sort 
of detail what you wanted. | 

MR. REUTHER: I have seen that sort of story in the press, 
Mr. Kaplow, but the simple facts are that we made it very clear 
from the beginning of these negotiations precisely what our 
vriorities were. We talked about a substantial wage increase for 
all of our members. We talked about improved pensions. One of 
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the basic problems we have now is that we can’t protect the 
widows the way they ought to be protected, and so forth. 

MR. KAPLOW: Did you ever get to the place really where you 
were hammering back and forth? 

MR. REUTHER: They know precisely what our priorities are. 
They have been spelled out simply and clearly and they under- 
stand. 

The problem, I believe, Mr. Kaplow, is that the industry got 
together and made a decision, and that decision I think now has 
created a box in which the Ford Motor Company is the prisoner. 
Until they free themselves from the box which I think General 
Motors essentially has built around them, then they won’t be 
able to get down to good faith, meaningful bargaining. 

We are prepared. I said to the company on Friday, “We will 
move here if you will move. Are you prepared to make a dis- 
cussion ?”’ 

They said, “No, we are not prepared to change anything.” 
MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Reuther, am I right in understanding from 

what you said a few minutes ago that you will support President 
Johnson in 1968? 

MR. REUTHER: If he is a candidate and the other people who 
are talked about being his opposition, I see no reason why I should 
not, because I think you have got to look at the President and 
his performance not only in terms of Vietnam—and I may share 
some differences there—but you have to look at the domestic 
program. You cannot deny the fact that in terms of the basic 
needs of our domestic problems the President has worked hard. 
It is a great tragedy that Congress has not effectively imple- 
mented his program. 

MR. SPIVAK: You will then support him over anybody who is 
now being talked about on the Republican or the Democratic side? 

MR. REUTHER: I would do that because—I think we have to 
recognize that what is involved here is not a contest of personal- 
ities, but a contest in terms of the basic philosophy of what the 
role of the government is in a free society. When you look at 
the record of the Republican party on almost every basic ques- 
tion, whether it was the model city legislation or civil rights or 
aid to education or rent supplementation or rat extermination, 
the Republican Party in the present Congress voted 80 to 90 per 
cent against all of those essential things. 

Now, there are many wonderful, fine Republicans—Senator 
Clifford Case; we supported him with great enthusiasm in the 
last election. But the Republican party, as an instrument, I be- 
lieve, is not committed to the service and the solution of the 
basic problems of the American people. So the question of the 
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individual candidate has got to be related to the basic concept 
and the philosophy of the party. 

MR. SPIVAK: If it were Rockefeller against Johnson, would 
you still support Johnson? 

MR. REUTHER: Mr. Rockefeller—I think his general attitude 
on this is certainly much more enlightened than Mr. Goldwater’s, 
but the Republican party that repudiated him at the ’64 conven- 
tion is not now about to follow his leadership in building a better 
tomorrow. 

MR. SPIVAK: Is the answer that you wouldn’t? 
MR. REUTHER: That is right. 
MR. SPIVAK: May I take you back to Ford for a moment? 

Ford said that last year’s dollar sales rose six per cent from 1965 
but that the company’s profits dropped 12 per cent. 

Since you are talking about really a share of the profits, if 
Ford loses money, would you take a cut in wages? Would you 
have your workers in Ford take a cut in wages? 

MR. REUTHER: Mr. Spivak, the workers that I have the 
privilege and responsibility of representing in Ford, they under- 
stand you can’t get something out of nothing. 

In 1945—and I have copies of those letters here that we have 
told the Ford Motor Company about—in 1945, the Ford Motor 
Company wrote our union and said that, productivity had not 
gone up, our profit position was not favorable and, ‘“‘We want now 
to bargain within the framework of that unfavorable produc- 
tivity profitability picture,” and we did. 

Now, in 1967 when their profits are high and the Ford Motor 
Company made in the last five years roughly 22 per cent return 
on its investment after taxes, when their profits are high and 
their productivity is up, they say, “Oh no, we don’t want to 
talk about that.” 

This is why they didn’t accept our arbitration proposal. We 
said, “Here’s a good faith arbitration proposal. Let’s submit this 
to a court of impartial judgment, and let them make a decision 
based upon the facts.” 

They said no to that, because the facts support our demand 
and do not support the company’s current position. 

MR. SPIVAK: I don’t quite get your answer. If the Ford 
Motor Company should lose money in the future, would your 
workers take a cut in wages? 

MR. REUTHER: When we deal—first of all, the Ford Motor 
Company is not about to get into that position, but if they 
were 

MR. SPIVAK: But let’s answer the question 
MR. REUTHER: If they were, then we would be obligated to 
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negotiate within the framework of these economic facts. The 
answer ls, yes. 

MR. JONES: Mr. Reuther, you mentioned the arbitration pro- 
posal that you had made to Ford, and yet the arbitration offer 
included certain criteria which Ford felt that they would have 
to make a concession in granting the arbitration. 

I am wondering, if you really wanted arbitration, why didn’t 
you simply request arbitration without imposing any criteria? 

MR. REUTHER: Mr. Jones, we submitted a good faith, clean- 
cut arbitration proposal when we suggested that the criteria 
ought to be the increase in productivity. An arbitrator shouldn’t 
use a Ouija board. He ought to base his decisions and recom- 
mendations based upon facts. The fact in this situation is the 
question of increase in productivity. 

But, if the Ford Motor Company—it took them eight hours 
to reject our offer—if they were prepared to arbitrate on another 
basis, then they should have submitted a counter arbitration 
proposal, and we would have given that consideration, but they 
made it clear that no matter what the framework of the arbi- 
tration, they would not agree to arbitrate under any circum- 
stances. I think they made a serious mistake because this strike 
could have been avoided had they accepted arbitration. 
‘MR. JONES: Turning to another subject, Mr. Reuther, you 

have denounced the AFL-CIO as being the complacent custodian 
of the status quo, and the auto workers have hinted that they 
will pull out of the Federation if the Federation does not go 
along with the broad program that you have set forth. 

I was wondering if you could tell me specifically what is the 
auto workers’ price for remaining in the AFL-CIO? 

MR. REUTHER: We don’t want to divide the American labor 
movement. We want to revitalize it and modernize it and make 
it equal to the challenges and the opportunities in the twentieth 
century. We want to make the labor movement into a vital in- 
strument for constructive and creative social change that relates 
to the problems not only of wage earners but the total com- 
munity. 
When we had our special collective bargaining convention some 

months back, that convention made a decision that we would not 
pursue this difference with the AFL-CIO until after our bar- 
gaining is settled, and therefore I am not free to discuss it in 
detail, but if Mr. Spivak will invite me back after our bargaining 
is settled, I shall be most happy to talk about this with you. 

MR. BOGGS: A little less than three minutes. 
MR. MOLLENHOFF: Mr. Reuther, you spoke about increases 

in pay for all of your members, and you do have some little prob- 
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lem there in that you have the auto workers as such and then the 
skilled group. As I understand it, the skilled group can drag this 
strike out even after your automobile workers generally have 
agreed to it. 

Do you see any conflict there of interest in your representing 
both groups under these circumstances and is there any reason 
why you shouldn’t give these skilled workers the kind of a craft 
severance that they have mentioned from time to time? 

MR. REUTHER: They made that decision when they joined 
our union originally, and the Labor Board has held that the ap- 
propriate collective bargaining unit in the auto industry is an 
industrial unit. I think you would have total chaos if you frag- 
mented the bargaining unit of the automobile industry. I think 
this whole problem of the skilled trade workers vs. the production 
workers has been blown up out of proportion. We have done for 
many years what we are going to do this year about the right 
of skilled workers to vote separately, and we will manage this. 
We have never had a major contract rejected by our membership, 
and they have to vote to ratify it by secret democratic ballot. 
So this is a manageable problem that we will work out. 

MR. KAPLOW: Mr. Reuther, the Minneapolis Tribune pub- 
lished the results of a poll this morning. One of the points made 
was that the people of Minnesota seem to think more highly of 
General Motors than they do of the United Automobile Workers. 
Fifty-seven percent expressed approval of General Motors; 35 
percent approved the UAW. Why do you think that is so, if it 
is so? 

MR. REUTHER: I would like to know how the questions 
were put. : 

MR. KAPLOW: All it says here is “expressed approval of.” 
MR. REUTHER: I don’t know whether General Motors spon- 

sored that poll or not. The fact is, what we are doing we believe 
relates to the basic needs of men and women and their right to 
share in the greater productivity that their labor makes possible, 
and we are going to fight that good fight because that is how we 
make progress in this free country of ours. We are not going 
to be influenced by any polls of that kind. Our problems will be 
settled at the bargaining table, we hope, based upon facts and not 
based upon power. 

MR. SPIVAK: You have been critical of monoply power in 
industry. How do you justify your own monopoly power to shut 
down an entire industry, Mr. Reuther? 7 

MR. REUTHER: We don’t exercise monoply power. We rep- 
resent the workers who work in this industry, and when those 
workers are denied their measure of justice as members of a free 
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society, they have a right to withhold their labor power. It is 
not a monoply. We were willing to extend the contracts with 
two of the Big Three, and they refused. They are acting as 
though they were organizing a monoply—not the UAW. 

MR. BOGGS: I am sorry to interupt, but our time is up. Thank 
you, Mr. Reuther, for being with us today on MEET THE PRESS. 

11



Sie Ppcsdidin gs of 

VE EE Tore Be Pe Re ESS 
as broadcast nationwide by the National Broadcasting Com- 

pany, Inc., are printed and made available to the public to 

further interest in impartial discussions of questions affect- 

ing the public welfare. Transcripts may be obtained by send- 

ing a stamped, self-addressed envelope and ten cents for each 

copy to: 

Merkle Press Ine. Box 2177, Washington, Dg be 20073 

( Biwesion Dillishers Cox. Inc. ) 

MEET THE PRESS is telecast every 

Sunday over the NBC Television Net- 

work. This program originated from 

the NBC Studios in Washington, D. C. 

Television Broadcast 1:00-1:30 P.M. EDT 

Radio Broadcast 6:30-7:00 P.M. EDT 

 



PLEASE CREDIT ANY QUOTES OR EXCERPTS FROM THIS NBC RADIO AND TELEVISION PROGRAM 

TO "NBC's MEET THE PRESS," 

MEET THE PRESS 

Produced by Lawrence E. Spivak 

SUNDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1967 

GUEST: WALTER P, REUTHER, President, U. A, W. 

MODERATOR: Neil Boggs = NBC NEWS 

PANEL: Clark Mollenhoff = Des Moines Register & Tribune 

David R, Jones =~ The New York Times 

Herbert Kaplow = NBC News 

Lawrence E. Spivak - Permanent Panel Member 

This is a rush transcript provided for the information 

and convenience of the press, Accuracy is not 

guaranteed, In case of doubt, please check w/ MEET 

THE PRESS, 

  

 



MR. BOGGS: Our guest today on MEET THE PRESS is Walter P,. Reuther, 

President of the United Automobile Workers whose strike against the Ford Motor 

Company is in its third week. We will have the first questions now from 

Lawrence E,. Spivak, permanent member of the MEET THE PRESS panel, 

Mr, SPIVAK: Mr. Reuther, you were reported as saying on Friday that 

your negotiations with Ford continue in a stalemate. Is the Union prepared to 

make any concessions to break the stalemate or can the stalemate only be broken 

by concessions from the automobile workers? 

MR. REUTHER: I believe, Mr. Spivak, both companies share equally in 

the responsibility of finding the answers, but the basic problem at the bar- 

gaining table with Ford Motor Company currently is that the company is unwilling 

to discuss the economics of our negotiations based upon the economic facts. We 

have been saying from the very eutaetne of these negotiations that our workers 

are asking for equity. We want no more than that, We are determined to take no 

less; that the equity of Ford worker should not be something arbitrary that we 

determine or something arbitrary that the company determines, that the worker's 

equity should be a reflection of the increase in productivity and the worker's 

share of that, and it seems to me that the only rational and responsible way to 

conduct collective bargaining within a free society is to base collective bar- 

eaining decisions on economic facts and not economic power, 

MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Reuther, it is said that this strike is going to--- 

which costs the workers $5 million a day, is it, in wages --- is going to last 

at least two months. How long do you expect it to last, 

 



Mr. REUTHER: Well, I am not prepared to say it will last two months, 

We are going to do everything we can to encourage good faith, responsible and 

meaningful collective bargaining, hopefully that we can resolve this at an 

earlier date. 

I am not prepared to say it will last two months, 

MR. SPIVAK: Do you think collective bargaining should be permitted to 

run its course regardless of how long the strike lasts? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, I think that in a free society both labor and 

management have got to recognize that while they each have their separate res- 

ponsibilities, they do share a joint responsibility to the total community and IL 

believe that if both parties in this dispute will recognize that joint responsi- 

bility, then I believe that we can find the answers. We have done that in the 

past. We have had very little lost time in Ford; as a matter of fact, less than 

.2 of one per cent over the last 20 years. So I believe that the parties can, 

by good faith collective bargaining, find the answers, 

MR. SPIVAK: Why did you strike Ford rather than General Motors or 

Chrysler, Mr. Reuther? 

MR, REUTHER: Well, we made that decision for several reasons, We made 

the decision because the Ford workers had asked us for authorization, After all, 

this is not a strike that I called. The Ford workers overwhelmingly, by a secret, 

democratic vote, asked that unless they get that measure of equity that they feel 

that the increase in productivity entitles them to, then they were prepared to 

strike to get their equity if the company would not give it to them. And I think 

that you have got to look at the facts that overwhelmingly the Ford workers voted 

by 97 per cent in the Rouge pland, which is the largest Ford local. There are



34,000 workers there. 31,000 workers participated in the secret balloting and 

they voted 98 per cent, and so we didn't call this on top. This is a strike of 

Ford workers because they believe that they have problems that they need to find 

answers to and whenever the Ford Motor Company will sit down and discuss the 

economics based upon the facts and deal with some of the other human problems 

in terms of working conditions, etcetera, we will get a contract, 

MR. SPIVAK: You have no contract any longer with General Motors or 

with Chrysler, is that true? 

MR. REUTHER: No, we are working without a contract. We asked both of 

those corporations to extend the contract so that we could minimize the current 

difficulty and insure maximum stability in this industry and both the General 

Motors corporation and the Chrysler Corporation refused to extend the contracts, 

We are working without a contract, 

MR. SPIVAK: Are we to understand from what you have said that the 

workers of General Motors and of Chrysler have not asked for a strike? 

MR. REUTHER: They did but they asked for strike authorization under 

circumstances where they knew that we would only authorize a strike with one 

nator company because we are trying to minimuze the strike impact upon the 

general economy and so we picked one corporation 

aR eR 

(Announcement) 

 



MR. JONES: Mr. Reuther, President Johnson has endorsed 

a railroad shopcraft settlement that would raise wage 

rates about five and half percent a year. I am wondering 

how this would affect your negotiations in the auto 

industry? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, we have made it clear, Mr. Jones, 

from the very beginning that we believe that the equity of 

the Ford worker ought to be determined by the economics 

in the Ford Motor Company , by the increase in productivity 

in the Ford plants, and therefore we are going to insist 

that the Ford equity flow even the increased productivity 

in Ford. And what happens in the railroad industry is 

really ; I thin, beside the point. 

MR. JONES: Does that mean then you would be willing 

to settle for less than five and a half percent? 

MR. REUTHER: We will settle for that figure which 

represents the equity of Ford workers. We don't want any 

more than our share. We will take no less. We have 

made it very clear that we do not want one red cent 

that will require a price increase. We are advocating that 

the industry cut the price because we believe that if you look 

at the facts in the last three years -- and we have had a 

three-year agreement with the Ford Motor Company -- the 

Ford Motor Company made $7,000 profit per worker per year, 

and they could cut the price of the car $150, give our 
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people a 80 cents an hour overall wage increase and still 

make a profit larger than the average profits of eaned eee 

industries in general in America, and so we want our equity 

out of that increased productivity. 

MR. JONES: Now you estimate Ford's productivity I believe 

at about six percent? 

MR. REUTHER: It is between six and seven percent. 

MR. JONES: Then can you settle for less than that increase 

Ln. productivity? 

MR. REUTHER: We will settle, based upon the facts. 

MR. JONES: Does that mean you will not settle for less 

than the increase in productivity? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, I see no reason why Ford workers 

should be denied their measure of that increase in 

productivity. They only Want their share of it. They don't 

want the consumers! share, they don't want the stockholders'! 

share and they don't want the share that rightfully ought 

to go to corporation executives. 

But why should workers and their families be short- 

changed just because a powerful corporation is unwilling 

to discuss their equity based upon the economic facts? 

MR. JONES: American Motors Corporation has been having 

amore difficult time than Sore of the other companies in 

sales and earnings in recent years. JI am wondering if you 

will insist that they sign a contract that is on the same 

  

 



pattern as the more profitable auto companies? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, if you will look at the history 

concessions to them because we know that there are no economic 

Santa Clauses. You can't get something when there is nothing 

there to be had, and so we will deal with the 

economic facts in that situation. But I think we need to 

understand that if the workers in AMC took a substantial wage 

cut that in itself will not solve the basic economic 

problem of American Motors. That flows out of the fact that 

no company can survive in es highly competitive industry 

with less than five percent of the total market. That 

is the basic problem. 

MR. MOLLENHOFF: Mr. Reuther, some time ago you were 

talking -- several years ago you were talking in 

terms of some kind of an international minimum wage. Was 

that serious discussion? Have you been doing anything about 

that since, from the standpoint of protection of the 

automobile workers in the country? 

MR. REUTHER: What we were talking about, Mr. Mollenhoff, 

was that we felt that the free world had to achieve higher 

and higher levels of economic integration. We do not believe 

the free world can meet the challenges of the 20th Century 
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if we divide the free world into little air-tight economic, 

national compartments. We need maximum integration. We 

said resrerors the free world labor movenent would have 

to deal with trying to establish some basic minimums so 

that one nation did not exploit another nation because it 

had low wages. | 

MR. MOLLENHOFF: In the steel industry more recently, 

both the steel unions as well as the steel companies, 

there has been concern over American products pricing 

themselves out of the market and the need for some kind 

of. protection. ‘Now you are basically against protection? 

MR. REUTHER: That is right. Our union believes in free 

trade and we have never asked for tariffs to keep out the 

importation of foreign-made cars. 

MR. MOLLENHOFF: Do you see any problem in the automobile 

industry over a period of time of pricing yourself -- American 

labor pricing itself out of the competitive. field inter- 

nationally ? 

MR. REUTHER: No, because you see so long as we base 

our wage increases and our improvement and fringe benefits upon 

increased productivity, that does not increase the cost per 

UNL ec AS a meter of fact, if you take the movement of wages 

in the American economy and the movement of wages in the 

European pC onthe. you will find that American wages put 

American products in a more favorable competitive position 

 



today than they did ten years ago. 

MR. MOLLENHOFF: Well, Mr. Reuther, with regard to the 

minimum wage, the other countries around the world do 

not have minimum wages. Do you consider this to 

represent any kind of a problem with regard to the United 

States generally competing with the rest of the world? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, the free world labor movement is work- 

ing to try to get workers in other countries a full measure 

of their -- 

MR. MOLLENHOFF: Well, in Sweden they don't have 

one which is one of the most progressive in this respect that 

there is. 

MR. REUTHER: Well, their wage structure grew up in a 

different historical background than ours. You need not 

have a national minimum wage in each country to meet this 

‘problem. It can be met in many ways. What we are trying 

to say is if we are going to achieve a higher degree of 

economic integration between the industrialized nations in 

the free world, then their competition should not be based 

upon the exploitation of labor, it ought to be based upon 

sound and constructive economic forces. | 
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MR. MOLLENHOFF: Mr. Reuther, just to switch a little 

bit, some of your more liberal friends I think are a Little 

upset with the fact that you have given some general support 

for the Johnson administration's position in Vietnam. How do 

you feel about the bombing in North Vietnam up near the border? 

Have you taken a position on this yet? 

MR. REUTHER: I have not taken a position publicly, but I 

am happy to do so. 

I think to begin with that you can over-simplify the Viet- 

namese situation. It is a very complex and difficult problem. 

I share the view that neither escalation nor a pull-out is the 

answer to the problem, and it is much easier to criticize 

the President than it is to come up with a workable alternative. 

If I were the President I would, I believe, be willing to 

cease the bombing of the North in the en that that might 

give us the basis for new initiatives in trying to get to the 

conference table. I believe over the long pull there are no 

military solutions to the economic, social and political 

problems of Asia and that freedom must win that fight over 

tyranny in the rice fields and not in the battlefields. 

MR. KAPLOW: Mr. Reuther, how long will you keep the 

bombing off in the hopes that something would develop? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, I believe there are certain risks in 

a bombing pause and I am mindful of those risks, but I think 

the risks are more than offset by advantages. I would do it for   
 



a period until I think that we have done everything reasonably 

possible to exhaust the possibilities of new initiatives that 

might lead to the conference table. 

If I found after a given period it was a hopeless cause, 

that North Vietnam would not come to the conference table and 

that American lives in terms of our troops were in jeopardy 

becuase of the failure to continue bombing, then I would re- 

think that, but as of now I would be prepared to agree to a 

cease in the bombing in the hope that we might take new 

initiatives in seeking negotiations. 

MR. KAPLOW: Do you mean a week, @a month, three months, 

or what? There have been pauses in the past I think running 

up to a week or something like that. 

MR. REUTHER: I would take it for that period until, in 

good conscience, we could really say we neve exhausted the 

possibilities of getting negotiations under way. JI would try 

to get the U.N. more deeply involved. . Ido not believe that 

U.N. can really escape its responsibility in this situation. 

MR. KAPLOW: Mr. Reuther. can I get back to your strike 

with Ford? It is rather widespreadly felt that in you 

negotiations with Ford you never got down to substantive bargain- 

ing and there is one allegation that you never spelled out in 

any sort of detail what you wanted. 

MR. REUTHER: Well, I have seen that sort of story in the 

press, Mr. Kaplow, but the simple facts are that we made it 
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very clear from the beginning of these negotiations precisely 

what our priorities were. We talked about a substantial wage 

increase for all of our members. We talked about improved 

pensions. One of the basic problems we have not is that we 

can't protect the widows the way they ought to be protected and 

so rortn. 

MR. KAPLOW: Did you ever get to the place really where 

you are hammering back and forth? 

MR. REUTHFR: They know precisely what our priorities are. 

They have been spelled out simply and clearly and they under- 

stand. 

The problem, I believe, Mr. Kaplow, is that the industry 

got together and made a decision and that decision I think now 

has created a box in which the Ford Motor Company is the 

prisoner and until they free themselves from the box, Which +t 

think General Motors essentially has built around them, then 

they won't be able to get down to good faith, meaningful 

bargaining. 

We are prepared. I said to the company on Friday, "We 

will move here if you will move. Are you prepared to make a 

discussion?" 

They said, "No, we are not prepared to change anything. " 

MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Reuther, am I right in understanding from 

what you said a few minutes ago that you will support President 

Johnson in 1968?  



MR. REUTHER: Well, if he is a candidate and the other 

people who are talked about being his opposition, I: see no reason 

why I should not because I think you have got to look at the presi- 

dent and his performance not only in terms of Vietnam -- and I may 

share some differences there -- but you have got to look at the 

domestic program. You cannot deny the fact that in terms of the 

basic needs of our domestic problems the President has worked hard. 

It is a great tragedy that Congress has not effectively implemented 

his program. 

MR. SPIVAK: You will then support him over anybody who 

is now being talked about on the Republican or the Democratic side? 

MR. REUTHER: I would do that because I think we have to 

recognize that what is involved here is not a contest of personal- 

ities, but a contest in terms of the basic philosophy of what the 

role of the government is in a free society, and when you look: at 

the record of the Republican party, on almost every basic question, 

whether it was the model city legislation or civil rights, or Aid 

to Education, or Rent Supplementation or Rat Extermination, the Rep- 

ublican Party in the present Congress voted 80 to 90 percent against 

all of those essential things. 

Now, there are many wonderful, fine Republicans. Senator 

Clifford Case. We supported him with great enthusiasm in the last 

election, but the Republican party, as an instrument, I believe, 
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is not committed to the service and the solution of the basic pro- 

blems of the American people and so the question of the individual 

candidate has got to be related to the basic concept and the 

philosophy of the party. 

MR. SPIVAK: If it were Rockefeller against Johnson, would 

you still support Johnson? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, Mr. Rockefeller, I think his general 

attitude on this is certainly much more enlightened than Mr. 

Goldwater's, but the Boel ean party that repudiated him at the 

'64 convention is not now about to follow his leadership in building 

a better tomorrow. 

MR. SPIVAK: Is the answer that you wouldn't? 

MR. REUTSER: That is right. 

MR. SPIVAK: May I take you Hack to Ford for’ a moment? 

Ford said that last year's dollar sales rose six percent from 1965 

but that the company's profits dropped 12 percent. 

Now, since you are talking about really a share of the 

profits, if the Ford loses money, would you take a cut in wages? 

Would you have your workers in Ford take a cut in wages? 

MR. ook Well, Mr. Spivak, the workers that I have 

the privilege and responsibility of representing Ford, they under- 

stand. You can't get something out of nothing. 

In 1945 -- and I have copies of those letters here that 

we told the Ford Motor Company about -- in 1945, the Ford Motor
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Company wrote our union and said that productivity had not gone up; 

our profit position was not favorable and "We want now to bargain 

within the framework of that unfavorable productivity profitability 

picture," and we did. 

Now, in 1967 when their profits are high and the Ford Motor 

Company made in the last five years roughly 22 percent return on its 

investment after taxes, when their profits are high and their pro- 

ductivity is up, they say, "on no, we don't want to talk about that.” 

This is why they didn't accept our arbitration proposal. 

We said, "Here's a good faith arbitration proposal. Let's submit 

this to a court of impartial judgment and let them make a decision 

based upon the facts.” 

They said no to that because the facts support our demands 

and do not support the company's current position. 

MR. SPIVAK: I don't quite get your answer. If the Ford 

Motor Company should lose money in the future, would your workers 

take a cut in wages? 

MR. REUTHER: When we deal -- first of all, the Ford 

Motor Company is not about to get into that position, bur -« 

MR. SPIVAK: But let's answer the question -- 

MR. REUTHER: If they were, then we would he obligated to 

negotiate within the framework of those economic facts. The answer 

is yes. 
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MR. JONES: Mr. Reuther, you mentioned the arbitration 

proposal that you had made to Ford and yet the arbitration offer 

included certain criteria which Ford felt that they would have to 

make a concession in granting the arbitration. 

I am wondering, if you really wanted arbitration, why 

didn't you simply request arbitration without imposing any criteria? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, Mr. Jones, we submitted a good faith, 

clean-cut arbitration proposal and we suggested the criteria ought 

to be the increase in productivity. Ah arbitrator shouldn't use a 

Ouija board. He ought to base his decisions and recommendations 

based upon facts. The facts in this situation is the question of 

increase in productivity. 

But, if the Ford Motor Company -- it took them eight hours 

to reject our offer -- if they were prepared to arbitrate on another 

basis, then they should have submitted a counter arbitration proposal 

and we would have given that consideration, but they made it clear 

that no matter what the framework of the arbitration, they would not 

agree to arbitrate under any circumstances. I think they made a 

serious mistake because this strike could have been avoided had 

they accepted arbitration. 

MR. JONES: Turning to another subject, Mr. Reuther, you 

have denounced the AFL-CIO as being the complacent custodian of 

the status quo and auto workers have hinted they wWili pull out of 

  
 



the Federation if the Federation does not go along with the broad 

program that you have set forth. 

I was wondering if you could tell me specifically what is 

the auto workers' price for remaining in the AFL-CIO? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, we don't want to divide the American 

labor movement. We want to revitalize it and modernize it and make 

it equal to the challenges and the opportunities of the twentieth 

century. We want to make the labor movement into a vital instrument 

blems not only of wage earners, but the total community. 

Now, when we had our special collective bargaining conven- 

tion some months back, that convention made a decision that we would 

not pursue this difference with the AFL-CIO until after our bargaining 

is settled and therefore I am not free to discuss it in detail, but 

if Mr. Spivak will invite me back after our bargaining is settled, 

I shall be most happy to talk about this with you. 

MR. BOGGS: A little less than three minutes. 

MR. MOLLENHOFF: Mr. Reuther, you spoke about increases 

in pay for all of your members, and you do have some little problem 

there that you have the auto workers as such and then the skilled 

group. As I understand it, the skilled groups a ae this strike 

out even after your automobile workers generally have agreed to Lt; 

Now, do you see any conflict there of interest in you 

representing both groups under these circumstances, and is there 
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any reason why you shouldn't give these skilled workers the kind of 

a craft severance that they have mentioned from time to time? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, they made that decision when they 

joined our union originally and the Labor Board has held the approp- 

riate collective bargaining unit in the auto industry is an indus- 

trial unit. I think you would have total chaos if you fragmented the 

bargaining unit of the automobile industry. Now I think this whole 

problem of the skilled trade workers vs. the production workers has 

been blown way up out of proportion. We have done for many years 

what we are going to do this year about the right of skilled workers 

to vote separately and we will manage this. We have never had a major 

contract rejected by our membership and they have to vote to ratify 

it by secret democratic ballot. So there is a manageable problem that 

we WLIl work out. 

MR. KAPLOW: Mr. Reuther, the Minneapolis Tribune published 

of the United Automobile Workers. Fifty-seven percent expressed 

approval of General Motors, 35 percent approved the UAW. Why do you 

think that is. so, if it 1s so? 

MR. REUTHER: Well, I would like to know how the questions_ 

were put. 

MR. KAPLOW: All it says here is "expressed approval of." 
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MR. REUTHER: Well, I don't know whether General Motors 

sponsored that poll or not. The fact is what we are doing we believe 

relates to the basic needs of men and women and their right to share 

in the greater productivity that their labor makes possible, and we 

are going to fight that good fight because that is how we make pro- 

gress in this free country of ours. And we are not going to be 

influenced by any polls of that kind. 

Our problems will be settled at the bargaining table, we 

hope, based upon facts, and not based upon power. 

MR. SPIVAK: You have been critical of monoply power in 

industry. How do you justify your own monopoly power to shut down 

an entire industry, Mr. Reuther? 

MR. REUTHER: We don't exercise monopoly power. We 

represent the workers who wank in this industry and when those workers 

are denied their measure of justice as members of a free society, 

they have a right to withhold their labor power. It is not a monopoly. 

We are willing to extend the contracts with two of the Big Three, and 

they refused. They are acting as though they were organizing a 

monopoly, not the UAW. 

MR. BOGGS: I am sorry to interrupt, but our time is up. 

Thank you, Mr. Reuther, for being with us today on MEET THE PRESS. 
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Walter P. Reuther, 58-year-old presi- 
dent of the United Automobile, Aero- 

space and Agricultural Implement 
Workers (UAW), has had a long and 
outspoken interest in socioeconomic 
reform. Active in UAW affairs since 
the mid-30s, Mr. Reuther’s rise within 

the union paralleled, and to a great 
extent affected, the rising importance 
of organized labor. Under his leader- 
ship, UAW used collective bargaining 

to pioneer such benefits as funded pen- 

sion plans, health insurance programs 

for workers and families, and cost-of- 
living escalator and annual improve- 
ment factor wage adjustments. He has 
been aclive on many government com- 
mittees and presently is a member of 
the President’s Advisory Committee on 
Labor-Management Policy and_ the 

President’s Committee on Equal Em- 
ployment Opportunity. Mr. Reuther 

has recetved honorary Doctor of Laws 
or Doctor of Humaniites degrees from 

seven universities. 

Medicare—landmark but incomplete answer 

Q. The United Auto Workers 
union strongly supported Med:- 
care legislation as it was debated 
in Congress and ultimately made 
law. Now that the program 1s 
about to begin, are you satisfied 
wtth the results? 

MR. REUTHER: We're proud of 

UAW’s part in the Medicare battle. 

But major credit for the final vic- 

tory must go to the hundreds of 

thousands of older Americans who 

refused to give up in the face of one 

of the bitterest and most  short- 

sighted propaganda campaigns ever 

mounted against a major piece of 

social legislation in this country. 

104 Geriatrics, July 1966 

There are still some inadequacies, 

but surely Medicare is landmark 

legislation. 

Q. Specifically, what makes tt 
landmark legislation? 

MR. REUTHER: For one thing, the 

government finally has assumed re- 

sponsibility for prepaid health care 

for the elderly as a matter of social 

right. Medicare also recognizes the 

soundness of our social security sys- 

tem as a vehicle that can absorb 

the changing needs of a changing 

society. Furthermore, Medicare is 

the first recognition of the need for 
(Continued on page 108)
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support of social security through 

general revenue—something that 

UAW has been advocating for years. 

Q. What do you see in Medicare 
that you consider right and 
worth having worked for? 

MR. REUTHER: Oh, we're very pleased 

with nearly the entire program of 
course. I might mention two Medi- 

care concepts that we’ve considered 

vital to truly comprehensive health 

care. First, Medicare clearly recog- 
nizes the need for health insurance 

to be oriented toward preventative 

medical care and chronic health 

needs rather than continuing to 

focus on acute care. Second, Medi- 

care rightly is concerned with quali- 

ty and cost of care and with stand- 

ards of acceptability for hospitals 

and nursing homes. The standards 

are going to benefit all citizens. 

Q. How will this take place? 

MR. REUTHER: Through responsible 

control over what is inherently a 

public program. To achieve the 

goals of the program we must look 

to the administrators in Washing- 

ton and the state capitals to insti- 

tute prompt, appropriate, and ef- 

fective controls on the quality of 

care offered the elderly. They should 

be insisting on uniform standards 

for health facilities and health care 

for recipients under Medicare (Title 

XVIII) and for those who will be 

receiving benefits under the public 
welfare medical programs (Title 

XIX). Also, a mechanism needs to 

be established through which the 

consumers of health care may make 

their needs and problems known. 

Q. What other Medicare provt- 
sions do you question? 

MR. REUTHER: The program itself is 

sound and certainly will meet a 

large, unmet need. But we have to 

recognize Medicare’s problems and 
limitations too, so constructive mea- 

sures may be taken. I’m thinking of 

four examples: [1] Limiting the pa- 

tient’s use of health services by the 

economic deterrents of deductibles 
and coinsurance rather than medi- 

cal needs alone is neither economi- 

cal nor sensible. [2] Arbitrary time 

limits on inpatient stay violate the 
known needs of some patients for 

extended care. Medical necessity 

should be the only limiting factor 
in a public program of health care. 

[3] States must set up effective li- 
censing and franchising legislation 

to assure the availability of the 

right kind of hospital and nursing 

home beds in the right places. [4] 
Far too little recognition has been 
given to the group practice of medi- 
cine which in its brief history has 
demonstrated an ability to provide 

comprehensive, high quality medi- 

cal care economically. 

Q. So you forsee some early 
changes in Medicare? 

MR. REUTHER: Let me put it this 
way. I believe that Medicare should 

and will serve as a catalyst. Medi- 

care should provide for many health 
needs for the elderly in the United 

States, but the elderly are not alone 

in such needs. The time has come to 

resolve the fragmented, discrimina- 

tory, and unequal services offered 

the medically indigent of all ages. 

Q. Can you suggest how this will 
be done? 

MR. REUTHER: We don’t have all the 

answers, but we do know one im- 

portant fact: there can be no ques- 
tion of what we can afford for 

health care. Last year we ‘‘afforded” 
about 6% of our Gross National 

Product—nearly $37 billion—for per- 

sonal health care. Now, we must 

question and find the answers to 

what changes can be made in the 

method of payment for health ser- 
vices.


