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December 12, 1960
Birector of idministrstionm, Panich
Assistant te Director of Admimistratiom
Bundfank Union im Deutachen Jewerkschaftebund - Activities in AL,

KUR 12, November 2%, 1960
MUK 29, Decemder 1, .1960
NUE 7, Decomber 5, 1960

1. This uniom, of relatively recent origia (1932), is a small group
within the Pederation of Cerman Trade Unicna (Deutacher Jewerkechafts-
Bund - DOB)j; note refersmoe to it ia ¥r. RHopkins's memo to the President
of 3eptenwder 2, 1960. Its seat is in Eamburg, legsl services offices
(Reohtssohutsstelle) is &n Monich. It bas Tormed regionel erganisaticns
exclusively of Garman network employees in all of the present federsl
statss with Gérman network central officea (total of 9). Copy of its
by-laws is attached.

2. The tundfank Uniem (BU) plays a dusl rdles 4% is both a trade unien
and an interes’d or pressurs group. It repressnts the interests of itas
mployee-nsnbers in their relations witd managenant as well an the
interests of the Mmndfonk netwerks as & whole in their public relstions.
Por example, in the ourrent dedate surreunding the imtroduetion of the
second Germam television pregrem the AU hag, in pudblioc statements and
petitions, vigovously defonded regional (stetes’) Rundfunk prersgatives
sgaingt federal “infringesents” (of. my meme of Ootedexr 14, 1560).
Thue, ths RU appeals %o all Rumdfumk ml-w«a ivrespective of their
rank and, soneeguently, it has attrsoied as wenders an appresiadle
moxber of Rundfunk exesutives in Nigh management positions.

3. The Dundfunk Union (RU) is, together with the DiG, & partmer to all
existing Pundfunk teriff contragte. It has sore mesbsrs in Serman radio
netwarks than the DAG. The RU'a total membership is delieved to be
about 8000 amomg the spproximately 10,000 German Rundfurk employeos
{isolnding Redio Premen and Ssardrwecken).

Same resscns for employees'! prefercace of A8 sver IS (1) RV takes
in as memders radie employesws regardiless of mationality, position, and
type of semployumnt (inciudimg fres-lanoers); (2) RV leaves mare Soom for
Works Counecil's activities; (3) AU is wpecialined on radio networks,
mest of its regiomal officers srs Rundfunk employses and therefors betier
shle to understand meabers' prodlemss (4) EU makes svery effort to

place unemployed members inte new Sundfank jobs; (5) membevship fees are
lower than DA,
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4. The activities of the Rundfunk Uniom (RU) in ACL, whioh are
restricted to the Hunich eperation, ware bagun by membhers of the
Munich Works Counsil ~ the so-called initiative group; one of them
(Wiedemann) is an old-time memder. When they learned receamtly that
ACL would agraee to negotiationes with the German White Cellar Workers'
Union (DAG) they asked the Rundfunk Union - Bavariam Regionsl whether
it would help them organize a union cell in AQL. The RU is maid to
have been at first reluctant te the plam bBecause of the special nature
of ACL) 1t agreed sventually bdut only to counterset the PAG., In fegt,
the RU i3 not likely formally to request negotiations with us until we
aotually beginn negotiastions with the DAG. Pending this the RU ia
sarrying on its aotivities in ACL as reported.

5 During its November 30 meeting the ACL-RUV ocell formslly oconetituted
1tselfy the sleated officers: ohairman (Krotki), sesretery (Viedemaan),
and caghier (Stephan): Altogether some 70 of our employses may have
Joined. That 1ip more than the DAG now has menbers:

. estinated

nemdership
Looation DAG ¥...}
Lamperthein 40 -
Damengtiftatrases 15 -
Munich Rest —t 18

56 10

Pleage note that the DAG has lost members sinee earlier this year
(ef. note dated Maroh 1360 om DAG membership, as reviged).

Ag said esrlier present AU meabers are primarily euigres.
Alse, "several® Amsvicans and British have joined; ve don't know who
they are, dut we have a2 indication that they do met oooupy iamportant
pesitious.

6. The ACL-RU officers intend to coantinue avlicitation, dut to gtop
short of a toial memderehip of 200 s0 as not o becoms an independent
looal. It is said that espeoially ocur aotive smigrees are interested
in Reepling tho ACL group dependent upon the Bavarisn Zundfunk local
presumabdbly in oxder to have more strength during the negotiations.

RU negotiation will praobably de the chairman of the Bavarian Rundfunk
local, Andrd, who is at the same a Bavarisn Rundfunk employes (editor)
and chairmasn of the Rundfunk works oouncil [Personslrat):

7. Bavarian Rundfunk management says that its relations with the HU

are good and thet the BY officers are ressonadble. Pormal tariff negotiations
with the RU are condueted always in the preseunce of the DAG reapresentative

in order to save time and avoid disagresment hetween the two unionss




§. The information in paras 1,2,3, and 7 adove is solidly factualy
information in paras 4,5, and € may become subject to subseguent
clarification and revision.

E¥WS/rr : Hens W. Schoeaberg
Enol.: a/e

. @0y Mr. Grunew
My. ¥oeller
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WITH GERMAN TRADE UNIONS

January 3, 1961

lations with German trade unions began in late 1958
of a letter from the Hesse Deutsche Angestellten
(DAG) dated November 14, 1958, alleging union

f a majority of our Lampertheim staff and inquiring
1l1ling to conclude a union contract applicable to our
Lampertheim/Hesse. We refused on February 2, 1959
ere

under no legal obligation to conclude a union con-
tract, and ‘

ould voluntarily grant more favorable employment
ronditions than those offered by comparable enter-
prises.

s unlikely that our employees would derive benefits
contract which they did not already enjoy. We

desire to cooperate with the union and therefore would
em for informal discussion whenever convenient.

AG did not receive this letter since it repeated its
er aggressively on April 27, 1959. We replied re-

ur previous communication and reiterating our willing-
with union officials., DAG then offered to forward
ract and proposed a preliminary meeting in Lampertheim
nce of some of our employees. We made it clear to

p that in our opinion neither German laws nor other
con-
useful purpose could be served if Lamperthem em-

ployees attended our meeting with DAG officials.

On July 10,
tained propo
all Lamperth
enforceable
agreement.
We agreed to

our disinclination to conclude a union contract.

1959 DAG forwarded a draft of a contract which con-
ed general conditions of employment. It was to cover

iim employees but assured only union members of an

tlaim to wages which would be fixed in a separate

DAG suggested a meeting in Frankfurt later that month.

meet but refused to comment on the draft because of
We also gave

notice that we were negotiating a Works Agreement with our 7orks

Council,

Paul Moeller

met with DAG officials in Frankfurt on September 21.

He restated o¢ur -position and pointed out that it had always been
ACL policy to grant its staff the most favorable terms possible
under budgetary and other operatiaml requirements, wherefore union

pressure was
Consequently

benefit our employees or ACL.

unlikely to yield greater benefits for our employees.
we could not perceive how a union contract could
He implied that only DAG would

benefit becay
deny this; th
ACL negotiate
Council and t
the provisior
apply only tqg

1se 1t 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.
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Instead of sEnding‘us such a létter, DAG again requested
negotiations| for a union contract on December 8, 1959. Ve
notified the|union that we would take up the matter shortly
after New Ye&r's. ’

By letter of| February 25, 1960 DAG Bavaria requested contract
negotiations, The union advised us that the Munich local now
had jurisdicition over Lampertheim; it served notice that
Section 59 off the Works Constitution Act would invalidate the
Works Agreempnt which we were about to conclude with our Works
Council. 1In{iour preliminary reply of March 3rd we expressed
our apprecialtion of trade unions in general, promised careful
examination bf this request but also announced that in our
opinion Section 59 of the Works Constitution Act granted us
full authority to negotiate and conclude a valid Works
Agreement with our Works Council.

The Bavarian| Ministry of Labor came into the picture with a -
letter in which it offered its good offices in bringing
about contract negotiations between the American Committee
and the DAG.} Paul Moeller met with the responsible official
on March 17th and explained that we were willing to meet

but would refuse to conclude a union contract. ACL was
guided in this respect exclusively by the desire of the
majority of Hts employees, of whom 80% wanted a Works Agree-
ment. Therefore, we were not inclined to conclude a coniract
which would Bpply only to a small group but which might de-
prive the majority of collective bargaining rights. The
Munich official agreed that, as long as a majority of esmployees
desired a Worrks Agreement, this decision would stand. »

On June 8, 1960 we were advised by the U.S. Consulate General
in Munich tth the chairman of the Bavarian DAG had asked it

to arrange a) meeting. DAG desired to discuss the contract
matter on principle. A meeting was held on June 15, 1960 at
the U.S. Conpulate General, the atmosphere of which was friendly
throughout. | DAG repeatedly admitted the legality of ACL's re-~
fusal to conllcude a union contract; at the same time indicating
that in the (face of our refusal DAG might apply familiar union
tactics to abcomplish its purpose. Resorts to the courts was
discounted, however., Eventually the compromise suggestion was
made that one contract with DAG for its members and another
contract with the Works Council for non-union empleoyees be con-
cluded. DAG| promised to have its legal department examine the
compatibility of this proposal with German law.

On July 14, 1960 DAG notified us that, in the opinion of the
union's legall staff, these two agreements could not legally
exist side by side; consequently, the request for the con-
clusion of a union contract was renewed.
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15, 1960 the Hessian Ministry of Labor informed
Hesse had asked it to assist in concluding a union

t proposed a meeting between the DAG and us under

's chairmanship. This meeting was held 'in Frankfurt
0, 1960. DAG 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 DAG., 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 Jjustify our oosition
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 bargasining 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 asking thet we
ations for conclusion of a union for those
yees who come under German collective bargeining
plied on December 19th along the lines of cur reply
tated that we were prepared to enter into negoti-
the Rundfunk Union for a union contract to apply

contrant

members who are in our employ.




