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Deeseber 12* 1960

Director it Adettnistratloa, Hanish

Assistant to Direeter of Admiaietration

Readfunk Vales La Souteeken Oemerksehaftsbund

MI 12, November 25, 1560
MN 25, December 14.1,60
MU 7, Deoeuber 5, 1940

La LCI.•

1. This union, of relatively refloat origin (1552), is a small group
within the Federetlea of Oiersaa Trade Delon* (Soutscher 0ewerkeehnfts-
Band - MB); note referee*. to it is Mr. Rookies' s . sane to the Proeident
of September 2, 1960. Its seat is la Sambarg, legal services °Moen
(Seektesehntsetelle) is in Manieb. It has formed regional orgmaisatione
intelusively of Oermaa network employees in all of the present federal
state. with German network central offices (total of 5). Copy of its
b .klawe is attached*

2. The Rendfink Vales (SW) plays a duel rolles It is both a trade union
and an interest or pressure gremp, It represents the interest, of its
employme-nembere in their relations with management as 'ell as the
Interest. of the Amnifink networks as a *hole in their pubIle reletions.
For example* in the current debate surrounding the introdoetion of the
second aornno tolovisloo Program. the RV has, la public statements and
petitions* vigorously defended regional (states') hundfunk prerogatives
against federal *infringements" (04 my memo of October 14, 1960).
?bus, the 20 appeals to all Sundfenk employees isieepeetive of their
rank sail soneequently, it has ettreeted as members an approolable
member of Ranifunk seseatives Lehigh management positieas.

). The Snail** Ihtlem (22) is, tooth*, with the SAO, a partner to all
existing Rundfenh tariff coonirmats. It has more members in German radio
aetworks than the DAS. The We total membership 1* believed ti be
sibout 2000 ameag the approsimately 10,000 German 2andfmak employees
(including Radio Sreeen and Saartresek04.

Same reasons for employees . preference of XV ever DA44 (1) 221 take*
in as members radio employee* regerdless of antlemallty * position* and
typo of employment (including feele-laaserst)# (2) 22 leave* mere *oem for
worn* opunipti t s antteittoni (1) 22 is upeolalisei on radio netwerke,
nest of its regional officers are Randtmeit employees and therefene better
able to understand members' problems; (4) 211 makes ovegry *tort to
place unemployed nenbers into new Randfunk Miss (5) membership fees are
lower tban.DAO.



4. The activities of the Randfakk Vision (RU) In ACL, *his* are
restricted to the !banish operation, were begun by menbere of the
Munich Wefts Council - the so-called initiative group; one of them
(Wiedemann) is an eld.tim• umber. When they learned reeently that
ACL would agree to negotiations with the German White Collar Workers'
Onion (DAG) they asked the Randrank Union a Bavarian Regional whether
it would help them organise a union eel] in AOL. The RV Is said to
have been at first roluotant to the plea bemuses of the special nature
of AOL, it agree* eventually but only to eounterest the DAO. In fact,
the Ma is not likely formally to request negotiations with us until we
aotaally begins, negotiations with the DAC. Pending this the RV le
carrying on its activities in ACL as reported.

5. During its Nevember 50 meeting the'AOL-RV cell formally constituted
itself, the elected °Mears* Chairmen (Kretki), seerstary(wiedemann),
and cashier (Stephan)* Altogether some 70 of our employees NW have
joined. That is more than the DAC new he* nessberes

• estimated
membership

Leaatime	 ,DA0	 RV

Lamperthein	 40

Damenetiftstresse	 15

Melds* Rest	 1

	

56	 70

PleeSe note that the BAG has lest members place •erlier this year
(cf. nets dated. March 1960 on DLO member/hip, es revised)...

As said earlier present RV members are primarily emigres.
Also' "several" Americans and British have joined; we don't know who
they *re, but we hove an indisatioa that they do net *soapy important
positions.

6. The ACL-RV officer* intend to ecatinao solicitation,, but to stop
short of a total membership of 200 so as not be become an independent
looal. It i.e said that especially" our eeti re •nieree are interested
in keeping the ACL group dependent 'pen the Bavarian tundras* local
presumably in order to have mere strength during the negotiations*
RV negotiation . will probably be the (*airman or the Daverien,Randrank
local, Andris, who Its at the some a Bavarian Renerunk employee (editor)
and Chairman of the Randrunk worke eoancil Personeltat).,

T. Bavarian Randfunk aaalsoraaat ears that its relations with the RV
ars good and that the RV offieers are reasonabl•* VOroml tariff neSetiatiOne
with the RV are *animated elvers in the presence of the DAS representative
in order to save • time and avoid disagreement between the two unions.
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S. The information iA yams 1,2,3, and 7 above is solidly faetuall
information in paws 4,5, and 6 say b000me subject to subsequent
olarifioation end revision,

RWS/tr	 gene W. Sohoenborg

Eno1.1 a/m

. 00 Mt. qrunow
Mr. Moeller



COMMITTEE RELATIC WITH GERMAN TRADE UNIONS 

January 3, 1961
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ations with German trade unions began in late 1958
of a letter from the Hesse Deutsche Angestellten
(DAG) dated November 14, 1958, alleging union
a majority of our Lampertheim staff and inquiring
lling to conclude a union contract applicable to our
Lampertheim/Hesse. We refused on February 2, 1959
re

nder no legal obligation to conclude a union con-
ract, and
ould voluntarily grant more favorable employment
onditions than those offered by comparable enter-
rises.

s unlikely that our employees would derive benefits
contract which they did not already enjoy. We
esire to cooperate with the union and therefore would
m for informal discussion whenever convenient.

G did not receive this letter since it repeated its
3 aggressively on April 27, 1959. We replied re-
3 previous communication and reiterating our willing-
with union officials. DAG then offered to forward
act and proposed a preliminary meeting in Lampertheim
ce of some of our employees. We made it clear to
that in our opinion neither German laws nor other

s called for conclusion of a union contract; con-
useful purpose could be served if Lamperthem em-
ded our meeting with LAG officials.

959 LAG forwarded a draft of a contract which con-
ed general conditions of employment. It was to cover
im employees but assured only union members of an
laim to wages which would be fixed in a separate
AG suggested a meeting in Frankfurt later that month.
meet but refused to comment on the draft because of
ation to conclude a union contract. We also gave
e were negotiating a Works Agreement with our Torks

met with DAG officials in Frankfurt on September 21.
ur . position and pointed out that it had always been
grant its staff the most favorable terms possible

ry and other operatianl requirements, wherefore union
unlikely to yield greater benefits for our employees.
we could not perceive how a union contract could
mployees or ACL. He implied that only DAG would
se it would gain prestige. The DAG officials did not
ey asked us to consider a solution on the basis that
conclusion of a Works Agreement with the Works

hereafter conclude a union contract incorporating
s of the Works Agreement. The union contract would
Lampertheim. We requested a letter to that effect.



Instead of s nding'us such a letter, DAG again requested
negotiations for a union contract on December 8, 1959. We
notified the union that we would take up the matter shortly,
after New Ye r's.
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February 25, 1960 LAG Bavaria requested contract
The union advised us that the Munich local now

ion over Lampertheim; it served notice that
the Works Constitution Act would invalidate the

nt which we were about to conclude with our Works
our preliminary reply of March 3rd we expressed
ion of trade unions in general, promised careful
f this request but also announced that in our
on 59 of the Works Constitution Act granted us
y to negotiate and conclude a valid Works
h our Works Council.

Ministry of Labor came into the picture with a'
ch it offered its good offices in bringing
t negotiations between the American Committee
Paul Moeller met with the responsible official
and explained that we were willing to meet

use to conclude a union contract. ACL was
s respect exclusively by the desire of the
ts employees, of whom 80% wanted a Works Agree-
ore, we were not inclined to conclude a contract
pply only to a small group but which might de-
ority of collective bargaining rights. The
al agreed that, as long as a majority of employees
ks Agreement, this decision would stand.

On June 8, l'60 we were advised by the U.S. Consulate General
in Munich th t the chairman of the Bavarian DAG had asked it
to arrange a meeting. DAG desired to discuss the contract
matter on pr nciple. A meeting was held on June 15, 1960 at
the U.S. Consulate General, the atmosphere of which was friendly
throughout. DAG repeatedly admitted the legality of ACL's re-
fusal to con cude a union contract; at the same time indicating
that in the • ace of our refusal DAG might apply familiar union
tactics to a complish its purpose. Resorts to the courts was
discounted, owever. Eventually the compromise suggestion was
made that on contract with DAG for its members and another
contract witi the Works Council for non-union employees be con-
cluded. DAG promised to have its legal department examine the
compatibilit of this proposal with German law.

On July 14,
union's lega
exist side b
elusion of a

1960 DAG notified us that, in the opinion of the
staff, these two agreements could not legally
side; consequently, the request for the con-

union contract was renewed.
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15, 1.960 the Hess'ian Ministry of Labor informed
Hesse had asked it to assist in concluding a union
t proposed a meeting between the BAG and us under
s chairmanship. This meeting was held in Frankfurt

0, 1960. LAG Munich and DAG •Hesse representatives
and announced that DAG Munich would represent DAG
iations. This meeting took place in a very friendly
We restated our position that we were willing to
nion contract applicable only to union members, pro-
ur Works Agreement would remain valid for our non-.
ees. We stated that we did not insist on this
ing part of such a trade union contract as long as
stood and agreed by LAG. We agreed to reply to
f July 14, 1960 after further study.

8, 1960 we replied to this DAG letter. We communi-
ary of our legal opinion to justify our position
idity of our Works Agreement would not be affected
usion of a union contract. We informed DAG that -
t was interested in safeguarding its members rights
e bargaining and not in preventing employees, who
n members, from exercising the collective bargaining
ded them by German law. We stated our fullest under-
the tasks of free trade unions and expressed support
ectives. We asked DAG to inform us when it Would be
o begin negotiations.

7, 1960 the Rundfunk Union wrote askimz: tha we
ations for conclusion of a union contrFict for those
yees who come under German collective baraining
plied on December 19th along the lines of our reply
tated that we were prepared to enter into negoti-
the Rundfunk Union for a union contract to apply
rs who are in our employ.


