SCERADE: There were A number pof rgagons. We can conmult

with the text of #at. In fact, I have all that Stuff

nere. I've not ¥ #1ly read it in years. Maybe next time

we'll go back over and pick up some of the actual grounds

TEEEITE Il

for the administratorship. But 1 think it also had to dn:
with the locel union newspaper. The Local &00 nawspapef,

Ford Facts, would have great headlines about betrayal and

dues increase guestions, & very feisty, hard line, hard- :
hitting kind of newspaper against the intermational. And =
3

the trade union discipline at that point concerned Reuther 2
=2 k-

and the officerqcﬁgyen though free press is a very
important principle, there was a feeling that they were
going toa far., And how to really deal with that was the
question. They dealt with it with- [ G taboe J0C bl Ted .
, - pah — - B
Zﬁ i QT d',_l‘f,-gf"ﬁmfadin4nistratorsE?DNNOR5: Jkay.

. — -’ '
SCHRADE: 8o that was one of the reasons, There were

probably ather reasons as well. But the case we had was
the appezl of the five membars wha had been expelled, s0 we
held hearings for the local, and they lasted several
days. They were all on the record. I've got a transcript
of that in the file I just saw recently.

We then continued the hearing to hear the
International Executive Board's side of the case, and the
committee then considered both sides, the five appeilants

and the International Executive Board, and cama down with a
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recommendation that the appeal should be denied and that

s I b wied Bide

the Internationatfrecutive Board's expulsion from office

.

of these five sholild be upheld. And that became & very big

issuve in the convention, because it was, again, part of the.

A
antifcommunist effort on the part of the leadership of
v ;
union to kind of clean up the organization and to deny thei

d bt s

Communist Party types access to office in the local union

and to lead the organization into what the Communist Party t
wanted. 1 thinﬁj;t becama the last real effort that way. ;
There's still}ﬁéd—baiting in the uniocn. ¥You see it in ;
indiract ways even naw in the ‘aighties from the E

international unicn and some of the locals., But it seamed
to me that the excessive use of thig issue gsaw its end
here. And during the debate, it got pretty fierce in the
cenvention. Jack Livingston handled the Intarnational
Executive Board pesiticn on thig, and I think he went
overbeard in ranting and raving about these five guys and
their communist connections. And it was wall proven that
these people had been elther members or subservients of the
party, and I think the evidence was clear that way.
CONNORS: Just as an example ¢of that, in my reading I saw
that--I don't rememher their nameéﬂ--these guys, Or cna cf
them, would regularly go to the big youth meetings,
rallies, that they would have in Hungary or the Eastern

Bloc countries. There was scmebody who was promoting and
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really recruiting for the Stockholm Peace Pledges, and one

TEl ''SETE KR

cf tham had beaﬁfm, lved who was 8lways known as Wiltliam

Z. Foster's chau3¢“ when Foster was in town. But it wasz

that kind of evidence that was put together recognizing

these people as-- '

SCPRADE: And all of that's laid out in the report of th:'
[ d ’

Grievanca‘fﬁmmittee, the report of the International

Executive Board, and the rebuttal by the people who ware

PR

appealing their expulsion. Walter, I knew-- I was asitting

with him on the convention platform after making a

PRl [T [

presentation, then hearing Livingston, and then Reuther
made a short presentation, Livingston was quite long and
ranting and raving. And Reuther was really upset about
Livingston's presentation, that he was going really
overboard and hurting what essentiaily was a constitutional
case. And at one point I just rastrained him. I grabbed
hiz arm and sald, "Look, let the debate go on, and I will
try to do the cleanup et the end.” And one of the things I
tried to do at the end was say, °"Okay, based on the current
constitution, the International Executilve Board 1g correct
in what it's doing. The evidence i1s there and they were
acting congtitutionally both on the administretorship and
the expulsions, but we ought to lock towards a better way
of handling thisz." And before the case was presented to

the convention, I pointed cut to the convention that we had

WD



passad a new due-process system 80 that adminiatratorships

S5l

wouldn't be requ

b ..&s. a

d, end we wouldn't gat into ths

<

authoritarian wck approach the Intarnational Executive

civil-libarties conscious amé about Jdealing with peopla’ _

had been active in tha CP. To ma, it finally dawned on me

that this was not the way to handle it., Even if the person

was an active member of the Communiet Party, they still 1

should have the right to run for office and let the ;

membership make that decision. 3
The problem was that a lot of people who are active in

the Communist Party were really members, would not expose

their position and their membership in the party. They

were closet members. And I didn't think that was a good

l1dea in an open pelitical gystam. So what 1f you're a

member of the Communiat Partf?? Say so and say what you're

all about and take your chances that way. But you didn't

find many pecple who were either supportive or actually

members of the party doing that sort of thing. And there

are good reasons for that. The American Communist Party

had the problem ¢f the zigs and zags of the international

policy of the Soviet Union and had to switch back and forth

as 1t was dictated from Moscow, And that was something wa

understand much more now since pecple in the Communist
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dealing with thef{¥ ‘own progressive kind of politica hnra in

this country and having to deal with the discipline of the ;
party.

So I think in 'S$3, ny own pelitics changed abruptly..
I1'd been working with Rex 2:;:&1& and Clarence Stingon who

were carrying the late-forties, early-fifties, anti-

'% 1R

communist line, and I began saying, "We are not really

being very fair about this, and there are decent people in

Nt B

our union wha may have had somé membership, may have been
membarg, or may have been working with the party, who are
really decent trade unicn people.” Sc I had some arguments
with them about this and agtually broke with then
politically during this period to sort of establish a kind
of a new politica in the unjon. Later on, in the fifties,
when I was administrative assistant to Walter Reuther, Emil
Mazey really held star chamber hearings over an
internaticnal rep named Paul Siran in Canada wha'd been, I
think, et that point, an international rep and was
discharged and expelled. And it was handled totally

against the process that we had determined at the *53

el
convention. I wrote a memo to Walter amd couldn't get to
—— "\

see him early enough, mq I wreote a lang memc to him saying,

f\
“We established fﬁi:)due procass, here were doing this kind

;e’rﬁv‘f



of thing, thi=z guy's going to the Public Review Board with

N S ITEERT

this case, and ig$ going to lose it becauss you can't

prove subserviencs to the Communigt Party in this case."

113 HKe .

And the Public Raview Board did reject the intermatianal

position. So Jack Conway came to me and said, "Walter's
very disturbed about your memo and askad why you wrote it;rﬂ_

in the firat place." And I said, "I explained it to him.

You took this position in the '53 convention that we had a

dua process system; now we're not using it. We ought
a
t0." So in a way I began adjusting my own politics back in 4
- - £
tha fifties. And I think it had to do with something, -isveds e

—

I joined the (American] Civil Liberties Union [ACLU]J at the
tima, t00, in 1950 or '51 and have been a member ever
aince, And as part of my preparation for my work in the
union, I began to read a lot about democracy, about civil
libertieg, and so forth, and I began to make up my own mind
about some of these questions and not just travel with the
group. And I think it was a very important job as
';;évance chairman, because I had a chance to really play
hardball in this issue, because, first of all, I did agree
with the Intermational Executive Board about what was
bappening in 600, and they had it right out of the
congtitution, but the constitution wasn't right. Wea did
change it more to my liking in '53.

CONNORS: Were you recrulted into the ACLU? Or was it
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something that you ran acrosa--

ol JBal & iiid 131

SCHRADE: Just tR:RCross.

CONNORS: --and said this sounds good to me?

SCHRADE: Yeah, It was during a pariod when Eason Monroe
was active. Ha had been fired as a teacher when refusing N
to sign a non-communist affidavit. Oh, and probably the 9

other influence, too, was Al [Abraham L.] Wirin, who was a 'Eits

labor lawyer during that period and also active in ACLU

gquestions. And I think it was just part of getting active

in the community, too. You join the organizations with

TERIIET

which you agree.

CONNORS: And by this time, you had besn slected president
of the local.

SCBRADE: Yeah, in 1951.

CONNORS: 'Fifty-one, that'as right. You were president in
1951,

SCHRADE: ‘'Fifty-one, "52, °53, '54.

PE2
CONNORS: Okay.|In Red [William C.] Aston's history of the

local, he says that the 1953 election was hotly contested.
SCHRRIDE: U?;Puh. [affirmative]

CONNORS: What was the contest there?

SCHRADE: I think part of the regional and international
pelitics was beginning to comne down on %ijecause we tock

vary strong Initiative in the 1952 negotiations in pushing

on the inequity gquestion between auto and eircraft. And

22



there wag a certain amount of hostility coming from Jack

=

Livingston, Paulfwsso, Bill {William] Kircher, John Allard
of the National Aireraft Dopartment at that point. I don't

828 whare their hands were directly involved in this thing‘El

Ak mk iwrae emd b

but pecple they associated with in the local, and

O'Halleran, who was etill a regional édirector were

associated with, were involved in the opposition. And we

had kind of wide open elesctions, anyway. Part of our -
reform in the local was to @stablish balloting at plant :
gates, We tried to get it iIn the shop but failed. The %
company wpuldn't agree to that, and wa knew thay ;

wouldn't. So what we did establish was voting time before
work, during lunch break, and after work, so that people
going in the plant, coming out, or during their lunch
breaks could come to the palls. BHecause we had a very
small unicn hall fairly close to the plant in both Downey,
onea other area, main area, and near the airport, and very
few parking placee, so it was very difficult for people to
vote. So we had this kind of wide ppen palitics and
democratic process. So opposition was aslways around, and
ve felt that wae ware being challangad by the Livingston and
Q'Halleran and Allard forces in particular, because of the
way we dealt with them in the '52 bargaining. Because we
were able to get some hard support Reﬁther at that

point through Nat Weinberg, who was the research
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director. And aven though we were going after a wage

inegquity that hnin there throughout the whole history
of our unicn nt' American Aviation and in this

ke A A E lLidy ¢+

industry, taking initiative like that is looked upon
unkindly, to put it kindly, by international officers.
They like to be in the lead, they like to deliver the loca

el ’M'dm.‘a_\“ C .
and the mambership to the corporationé;z—zhn&rapﬁiaa_

.~
S,

contracti%&?%ﬁ§;ﬂ5fhat‘s A very simple, crude way to pu
it, but that's really what we're faced with. And over a
period of time, most locals now negotiate with the
international unicn about what tpey’re going to demand and
what they get in a contract, é:gh;; this stage we weren’'t
that disciplined. We felt that here was an international
union pelicy on the wage inequity between auto and aircraft
and benefits, as well, and that we ought to be taking
initiative and being as creative as we could on the local
level to get that and put the international union in the
position to bargain for a better package. That was our
strategy. And it worked in '52. We got a lot of real
support from arcund our own union and the Machinist's union
[International Agsoclation of Machinists;] for carrying on
that fight and winning it in '52, 8o wéufelt we were gaing
to be challenged by-- The other thing thaf was happening
was that Livingston was beginning to challenge Reuther. We

knew that through the grapevine. That he was supporting
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C'Halleran, who'd been an anti-Reuther diractor, as an

opportunist way g building support. But Kircher mnd Russc

[

and Livingston re#ily wanted John Allard as the regional

.

director. 5o the politics of our '53 election were part ogQ
that, because Allard was beginning to move for tha region i3
directorship, and he had every right to. He was abviOuai.
a much bettser 029 more capable guy and better trade ' ngi

<

unionigt than C{V. O'Halleran. I got to really be one of

John's admirers. And the fact that he was in our

negotiations was a great benefit to us in '52 and '53. The

thing that really proved thie all to me-- Because in

2 .

politics you've got to listen te the rumors and listen to
the grepevine, and generally what you're going to get is
good stuff, even though you don't have the evidence far 1t,
and you'd better be making your own political plans. But
the thing that convinced me was that John Allard and I had
coffea at the Airway Cafe once going into the '353
negotiation=, and he sald he wanted to talk to me. He
said, in essence, "Paul, If I d0 a good job for you in
these negotiationg’--since he was heading it up for the
alrcraft departm;;i on our level--"would you support ma for
regional director in the 1953 convention?” Well, that, in
a way, toaok me by surprise, but I alsc had know that
something like thig was happening in his politics, in his

group, and I just put him off. I said, "Look, John, first
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of all, I don't hnow what's geing to happen in the

negotiations, I 't know what's going to happen ln our

-
-
=
—
-

x

own political group or what we're going to do, but I will

give you favorable consideration.* I said, "I can't do _
other than that, because I think you're & really good f
guy, you do & good job in bargaining, and yvou're obviouii;i

-

a good influence here in our local.” So I put him off at

that point 4phene-ringsf7‘he didn't really like that at

that peint but it wes all I could say. I couldn't give him

141 1 ol

a commitment.
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CONNORS: Okay, iﬁa'did you run against in '537

SCHRADE: 1 don't know.

CONNORS: It must have been somecne.
SCHRADE: Yeah.

CONNORS: Maybe we ¢can look that up. But that election was
before the nagotiations started.

SCHRADE: Right.

CONNORS: So negotiations open up as you were mentioning,
talking with Allard ﬁnd whatnot. What were the demands of
the union? Was it a full revamping of the contract?
SCHRADE: Ygah,

CONNOCRS: Because that had been the end of the three-year
contract, right?

SCHRADE: Yaah.

CONNORS: And the '52 activity was wage reopener.

SCHRADE: Wage reopenar of tha 1950-53 contract. We had a
full set of demands in, and we were going far what we call
first-class pay, which meant removal of at least a portion
of the inequity between auto and aircraft. We wanted
another step forward there, which we had won in 1952, and
we wanted to build on that. To us, that was the key issue,
because, again, it was keeping faith with the membership

right from the beginning, in 1941, with the strike, that we

7
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would elininf;; this. This was a question of fairness that

we developed: | "Wa gught to get paid the same as others

doing our work, or doing other industrisl work of the same

Y kil

or lesser skill level." We also demanded a full union :
shop. We had a modified union shop during that period f..'?

P

*50 to "53 of-- And major changes in the wage system 90'“

that we would eliminate at least the C levels, the third : . -

zevr

level of most classifications, and some B levels, =o that

we would have only an A, B, or an A level on

classificatione. That was the old system worked out during

T BT IR

world wWar II where there'’'s these different levels, merit
raviews, and it's very difficult for people to move up to
the tops of their classification, many times taking years
and years and keeping the cost Gown for the company and
keeping their profits up. So that was a major demand on
our part. We wanted more stewards, we wanted a better
retirement program-- Not a better re.tirementj%u Jﬁgé%ed a
retirement pregram. This is one area in benefits whers we
hadn't kept uvp with aute cr steel or ruhber, because thel
first retirement programs came in 1948 and ‘49, and here it
was 1953 and there was no retirement plan in the alrcraft
industry in any company. Angd sc that was a major demand
along with the usual improvements in the health plan, which

was always a major issue. The company came wilith its first

offer to us, getting rid of tha union shop, modified union
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shop, among scm@ othar takeawaﬁé-lesa union repraegantation
and g0 forth-- ;* very uptight about what they felt was a

major loss to them {n the wage arbitration 1952, which was

a major victory for us, wanting to hold the line there, and .

going along just with an amircraft pattern--ne change in 5%
terma Of eliminating that wage inequity. So it wax a
standoff for a long tima.

CONNORS: Well, one of those items, less union
representation, that involwves the ratic between stewards
and members.

SCHRADE: And meabers, yeah. And the attack on us on the
local level was that we're irresponsible, filing too many
grievances, they wanted to reduce the representation and
reduce the grievance load and so forth. But it always
takes two to tango in a grievance procedure, and we found,
during that period, a lot more resistance, a lot more
hostility from the corporation because of the wage
arbitration decision of '52. 5o here we were being
politically challenged by the Livingston-Allard-0'Halleran
group within the union, and also, from '52 on into the '53
thing, being challenged by the corporation--strong
regigstance ta geing aleng with grievances where we'd been
able to settle before and so forth. So it was, in a way, &
very divisive kind of situation we found ocurselves in, both

in the politics of the union and the relationship with this

29/(45
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corporation. 60 negotiations were very difficult, and we

kKnaw wa were ha? for a major confrontatian with North
American AviationJss At that point, we had confidence that,

as trade unionista, wa'd have the support of the National
Alrcraft Department [UAW] under Livingston, Allard as
representative, O'Halleran for the ragion and Ray Roes,
was the regional director from region 2A in Ohio, which he
represented along with Local 927, the membership at the
North American Aviation Columbus plant, which was a large

plant which was then part of our corporate council.

Hiidikedlr Bl Wl ij

One af the other things that bothered us was that we
tried, after the Columbus plant came into being in the
early fifties and prior to the '53 negotiatiens, to set up
a bargaining council coordinating the Columbus Local 927,
Fresna Local 1151, and our own local 887. And this wes a
pattern of the process within the union. The General
Motors locals had thelr own eouncils, Fard, Chrysler,
International Harvester, everybody had a bargaining
council, and Livingston and O'Halleran resisted that. Wa
pushed for it and finally won it. So hare again we're
running into difficulties inside the union as well as with
the corporation.

As it got clopser and closer to the deadline, North
American Avistion finally came up with its real coffar, In

many ways, 1t was & good offer, and it was develcped that

4
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way in order to put us on the spot. In wages and fringe

ke g d b

benafits it was Emirly reasonable, escept the wage offer
did not in any wsy implement the principle that we had won

N
M
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in 1952 of eliminating the auto aircraft differential. Kot ;
one penny. And that was their considered judgment: they. s
were going te hardline it on that. And they refused to ga
along with even the modified uniocn shop; they wanted to .'}ﬁﬁgfi

take that away. Noghone af the other deviasive things at

T

-
that point was that Livingston and O'Halleran, for the )
-
international unicn, were much more interested in that than !
in the wage inequity questicon. They would have gone along ;

with the wage benefit offer. Their issue was the union
shop. Our issue was the wage {nequity., It was another
kind cof devisive thing happening. And Starkweather, again,
very arrogant and hard and hostile during theoge
negotiationgﬁbecame moreso once they threw this offer on
the table.‘Jétarkweather just held onto that offer without
changing, and he wouldn't agree to any changes, He gaid,
"Yes, I will negotiat%m, but he naver did. And it became
part of the pattern during that periocqd, whaglwas called

oA S
Bulwgiism in labor-management negotiations:|make a

d reasonable affer that will make it very difficult for the
# union to turn it down, very difficult for the union to

strike over it, and then hold onto it and don't change

}Jy it. And that's what wa got into at that point. So there
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were no changes right on into the strike deadlina. Ko

matter what wa | i he wouldn't bend on the question, the
wage ineguity, Jﬁ_ ha union shop question, or anything
elsa. Later, it was cited in all the 1abor-nanagemaﬁt
journals as another example of Bulgﬁiism.

CONNDCRS : Bulﬁgkihm came out of General Motors
[Corporation]?

SCHRADE: General Electric [Company]. Bulwer, I guess, was
the head of General Electric at that point and developed
this as a new way of dealing with the unions, anothar way
of destroying unions and undermining unione, because
negotiaticons became useless at that point or you had to
strike on everything, and unions weren't always prepared to
do that.

So we had a real confrontation at that point. Federal
mediation game in but were not too helpful. We agaln were
in a position where the Eisenhower-Nixon administration was
not favorable to us. We found that out during the strike
but we were aware of that before. So then the hard
guestion far all of us becama do you strike at this
paint? We had prepared ourselvee. We carried on some very
important education work during with the membership at that
period for months ahead of the negotiations. The

mambership was prepared in terms of the issues and were

supportive of us because of the victory in 1952 and our

%’{4{’
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efforts to eliminate the wage inagquity, and we felt we were
in 8 fairly strong position but a very difficult one. So
it became a vmh igsus to decide. So we consBulted
amongst ourselvas. We found then that the division was
opening up more widely with Livingston-Kirchar-Russo-
Allard-0'Halleran beginning to say, "Well, we shouldn't
strike at this point"™ and our group saying, "We hava to.
We have to defend what we've been fighting for, ewven though
we know it's golng to be very difficult and even a long
strike. Otherwise, it doesn't prove our commitment to the
whole reform 9f the wage system and the wage inequity."
CONNORS: This is QOctober now.

SCHRADE: This is October, middle of October, with an
October 23 deadline. We had a hearing bef&'}e the
International Executive Board on this, on the strike, so we
were given :;%bo-ahead.
CONNORS: Was that In Detroit? Lok
SCHRARE: In Detroit. We were called_dmnDetroit, becausse,
at that point, Livingston knew he wasn't going to convince
us to go with a no-strike pledge and to settle on the bazis
of the company's offer. So we were called into Detroit.

So we talked amongst oursselves, and it was explained that
you can't get any assistance from tha feds at this point

the way we did in 1952. And this is the double standard,

that when the government wants something in terms of

- (lﬂ
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production, they're going to intervene and help you out in

your bargaining, Pt when they don't--bacause the

negotiations had &pe up on the ending of the Korean war
—

LA

at this point, which was where some of our production was

going, the F-100 jet fighter--that became lass af o
priority for the Defense Department and for the White i
House. So the contacts that were made with the White House

and the Defense Department at that point just chilled any

b4

hope that we might have that the government was going to

come in and try and mediate this thing, give us something

W valadd

on the wage inequity and maybe the union shop.

S50 thesge discusgsions were held, and we were given a
strike authorization at that point by the international
union with Reuther's okay on the basis that we would call
membership meetings before we did that and explain the
gituvation. EBach local had to do that; that was a
commitment we made. And at that point, my own decision had
to be~~ I was young, generally inexperienced in strike
activity, and not really sure that we ought to go for broke
at this point. But I relied a lot on Bill [William]
Beckham and Ray Ross who said, "Yes, we have to do this,
even though it's going to be a tough, hard strike to take
on." And I didn’'t have any c¢onversations with Reuther
directly or privately on this, ar with Jack Conway, 5ut

felt that ha would have callad us in and said, "Look, don't

Aty



