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50 the men on duty al the transmitters Christmas Eve . . . to those covering
special events on the night the world rings in a new year . . . to every broad-
casting and recording member of the International Brotherhood of Electrical

Workers and their families . . . to our friends in labor and industry . . . our

mosl sincere best wishes for a Merry Christmas and a Happy New Year.

ALBERT O. HARDY, Director, Radio, TV and Recording Division, IBEW

and your Iniernational Representatives . . .

WALTER REIF 0. E. JOHNSON HAROLD J. BECKER
RUSSELL D. LIGHTY FREEMAN L. HURD TAYLOR L. BLAIR, JR
FRANKLIN A. GEORGE FFORREST €. CONLEY W. A. SMITH

MARVIN L. LARSEN

. o Puhlished monthly hy the Inlernational Brotherhood of Electrical
RADIO TV and RECORDING | Workers, AFL, 1200 Fifteenth St, N. W, Washington, D. C,, for the
men and women employed in the recording, radio and television

] F 0 = R industries.
"/@ - %’%]é gf\:l/é;?/? @ D.W. TRACY. Presitens = 1.SCOTT MILNE, Secretary
& J 5 8

Entered Fehruarv 20, 1952 as second-class maiter at Washington,
4 y . 1912,
VOLUME X i . NUMBER 12 D. C., under Act of August 24, 1912
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Armed Forces Broadcasting Personnel, Manning —=

{
Overseas Networks, Will Bring a Touch of Home

HE Star of Bethiehem shines down on a wartorn
Korea for the third time this December. For

" soldiers huddled in snow-rimmed shell craters and
bunkers . . . or stretched out on cots in tents farther
behind the lines . . . the only semblance of Christmas
will be a letter from home with a TB seal on it, a
crumbled f{ruit cake taken from a battered carton, per-
haps a swill of rice wine from a rattling cold tin cup.
But for many f{rontline troops this Christmas will
bring an added present—the strains of “Silent Night”
and other Christmas songs from Government-issued

radio receivers,

The Troop Information and Lducation Division, De-
partment of Army. has quile a slack of receivers for
shipment to Korea in timne lor the Yuletide Season. It
took sealed bids from manufacturers. as is the custom.
Zenith was the lowesl and gol the contract. Now Zenith
has the go-ahead 1o build one receiver for approximately
every 50 men in Korea.

The receiver they’re building is a custom job, modi-
fied for tough treatment. All tubes and components are

® T/Sgt. Larry Landis of Buffalo, N. Y. staff announcer for the
Far East Network, operating a board of the armed forces
station in Tokyo. The station is located in the Radio Tokyo
Building. It is a headquarters station for the Far East net.

-
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standardized and can be replaced bv regular service
oultlets.

While the Communists on the opposite hill listen to
the mullled sputterings of the company bugler, their
UN counterparts will be listening to a special trans-
scribed show featuring all the big names in American
show business.

Such a special show . . . and many others . . . will
be heamed to them by a roving network of mobhile
AM broadcasting units established by the theater com-
mand wh'ch go under such code names as Gypsy. Trou-
badour, Nomad and Rambler. Two of these small,
mobile stations are moving about north of the 38th
Parallel, out of artillery range bul not so far back that
the men al the field kitchens and the first-aid stalions

near lhe front lines can’t pick them up.

These slations. plus a headquarters station at Taegu,
form the Armed Forces Korean Network, one of almosl
a score of similar networks al various overseas slalions
ol the American soldier, sailor. and marine.

There are 71 individual Army troops information

® "The Fearless Follies,”" a jockey show at Kyushu, Japan. This

operation features SFC Frederick Forgette of El Monte, Calif,;

M/Sgt. Leland R. Briem of Ogden, Utah; and RMN | Raymond
McGillicuddy of Tuscaloosa, Ala.

wwaaLamericanradiohistorvy com
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stations in all. They are located in Japan, Alaska, Ger-
many, Trieste, Austria, the Mid-Pacific, the Caribbean,
and at such scattered points as Asmara, Erilrea, and
Okinawa. Each station under a particular area com-
mander was established or authorized by that command
and is under the jurisdiction of that command. Policy
control is centered at the Pentagon. The Information and
Education Personnel in Washington and Los Angeles,
supply equipment, recordings, re-broadcast material.
and technical assistance, but, when all this is in, it’s
up to the broadcasting crew in the local chain of
command to operate the station and handle the pro-
gramming.

Transeriptions Sent

Armed Forces I and E sends to each station 100 viny-
lite transcriptions per month—all standard recordings
cut by American recording companies and supplied
gratis. [Each station has an up-to-date transcription
library.

A big service of troop information stations to their
listening audience in mess halls, field hospitals, pyra-
mid tents, and outposts is the rebroadcast of Stateside
shows picked up by shortwave.

Shows such as the Lucky Strike Hit Parade are re-
corded during the original performance; the commer-
cials are removed and new introductions and closings
by the regular announcers are removed and new intro-
ductions and closing by the regular announcers are
dubbed in. Then the tape is shortwaved via Voice of
America transmitters in Los Angeles and New York
to he picked up overseas by the individual stations for
rebroadcast during the day. The World Series, the

TOP: Two mobile vans of Gypsy station,
I KOREA | somewhere in Kcrea. The van at left is the
operations van. It consists of two short wave
receivers, two dual-speed turntables, one live amplifier, a ‘rans-
mitter, a console, a mike, a tape recorder, and a record library.

The van at the right is the unit’s administrative van.
SECOND FROM TOP: Cpl. Eric L. Fornander of Chicago, a
Gypsy engineer, adjusts the short wave receiver level. In civilian
life Fornander was service manager with the Chelten TV Corpora-
tion in Chicago.
THIRD FROM TOP: The transmitter set-up at the Korean Network
headquarters station in Pusan.

FOURTH FROM TOP: Power generating equipment at Pusan.
BELOW: Cpl. Thomas D. Cabaniss of Union, S. C., a Gypsy

announcer-operator, puts a show on the air in the operations van.
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TOP: M/Sgt. Raymond Willey of Erie, Pa., engineer at the
troop information station, Tokyo, on duty at master control.

BOTTOM: Cpl. Melbourne McGrath of Baltimore, Md.

at work in the Sendai, Japan, maintenance shop.

championship fights, the foothall games, the Rose Bowl
Parade, and much more are tape recorded for the over-
seas forces. Special Armed Forces Radio shows are
cut in Hollywood.  Then each day for approximately
13 hours this inaterial is shortwaved westward from the
six transmitters on the West Coast. For almost five
hours it also goes out from three (ransmitters in New
York to European, African, and Mediterranean stations.

(Members of IBEW Local 202 operate transmitlers
for KGEIL, Belmont, Calif., and KCBR, Delano, Calif.,
which are part of the L.os Angeles shortwave installation.
IBEW engineers and technicians also staff shortwave sta-
tiens on the East Coast. as lollows—CBS at Brentwood,
L. I., and Wayne, N. J.; Crosley shortwave aeperations

® Looking from the studio at an Army station in Alaska
into the curtain-draped and busy control room.

i3
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JAPAN TOP: The Tokyo mobile standard-wave and snort-wave
l | broadcasting unit, complete with power generator trailer.
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BOTTOM: Cpl. Sherry Eason, first WAC in the Far East
Command to have her own radio show aired over the
station in Osaka, Nagayo.

at Mason and Bethany, Ohio; and Westlinghouse and
Worldwide in Boston.

Since there is a time difference involved, this mate-
rial often has to be taped during the night for rebroad-
cast the following day. Two conference periods during
the transmission period keep overseas broadcast engi-
neers posted on material coming up and general I and
E plans.

\ews comes in two forms—standard news casts for
taping or dictation speed for reproduction later.

Mosl stations broadcast 120 hours a week. or ap-
proximately 17 hours a day. With broadcasting ma-
terial from the slates averaging 63 hours of transcrip-
tion time per week, the station staffs still have a lot
of originations to schedule.

® Another view of the Alaskan station. Note the Halli-
crafters equipment in the shelves and studia windows.




Government-issued radio is polished and a smooth
operation in 1952, compared to its early years. Born
o: ingenuity and makeshift equipment in World War
IT, the present set-up has all the kinks taken out. Armed
Forces Radio Service sent out its first lranscriptions to
overseas stations 11 years ago. May 29. The first station
licensed as an oflicial stalion was one set up at Casa-
blanca soon after the landing there in World War 1.

World War Il History

During the early vears of World War Il small sta-
tons were set up in New Caledonia, New Guinea, the
Philippnes, Okinawa, North Africa, the CBI, using
whatever equipment could be obtained {rom captured
enemy equipment, from Australia, from surplus Signal
Corps stocks, and what-have-you. A crew of Army
radio broadcasters wenl into Salpan on D plus 10, set
up a stat’on with 90 per cent Jap equipment, then in a
sweeping attack by Japs on the island, members of the
crew were seriously wounded.

The first armed forces radio engineers were a hardv
lot—stringing cable with native help, setting up trans-
nitters under galvanized tin roofs and cocoanut palms,
guarding turntables like precious jewels.

Today, the job is easier. The job is so efliciently
handled, and stations are so well supplied, that last
November 4 the troops overseas were gelting election
returns quicker than the folks at home, during much
of the night. This was accomplished via established
Signal Corps and I and I transmission facilities.

Things still have to be improvised near the frontlines,

One new twist in entertaining the troops is

al times.

® The Von Brunner Castle at Hoechst, Germany, used as studios
for the armed forces radio station in Frankfurt. An FM an-
tenna is installed atop the cupola of the ancient structure.

the practice of tapping broadcast music into the tele-
phone circuits going lo frontline outposts. If a GI is
siiting out on a lonely hill at night watching for enemy
movements on the opposite ridge, he can pick up his
phone, whisper the good word, and he’s plugged into

Should

trouble come, he can ring in and still give the bad word

Gypsy. Troubadour, Nomad, or Rambler.

in plenty of time.

Previous Training

Most ol the men who staff the overseas stations had
come previous training in either broadcasting or show
Lusiness. I'or some the Army oflers a six-weeks course
ai I'ort Slocum, New York, which teaches programming
and hasic operational phases of the work.

When an area commander has oblained approval to
establish a troop information station, installation of that
clation is carried out by electronic technicians from the
Army, Navy, Air Force, or by civilians especially hired
by the comnmand. Basic studio equipment for such a sta-
[ GERMANY | s eastng i o Frorkfor,

Germany, showing standard equipment.

LEFT, BELOW and BELOW: Two views of an enginzer’s night-
mare . . . the transmitter room of an American forces network
radio station a} Stuttgart, showing its German equipment.




tion includes: 1 speech input console; 2 turntable assem-
blies; 2 tape recorders, rack mounted; 1 portable tape
recorder; 2 rack mounted 550 kc to 30 mc receivers; 3
ribbon velocity mikes; 4 pressure mikes; 1 boom type
microphone stand; 4 floor type mike stands; 1 desk-
type mike stand; 1 universal mounting mike stand; 2
high impedance headphones, 3 loud speakers, in cabi-
net; 3 “ON THE AIR” lights; 4 cannon connectors,
type P3-35 wall mount; 2 cannon connectors, type
P3-13; 9 cannon connectors, type P3-CC-12; 1 cabinet
rack; 500 feet of two-conductor cable, shielded, audio
channel; 100 feet of microphone cable, 2 conductor,
shielded; 1 meter, tester, vacuum tube; 1 meter, multi-
meter; 1 meter, vacuum tube voltmeter; 1 audio oscil-
Jator; 1 oscilloscope; 1 cue amplifier; 6 cord. palch,
3 feet; 1 remote amplifier; and one elecironic mainte-
nance lool kit.

Transmitter Problems

Because the armed forces overseas are tied together
by intricate communicalions sysiems, transmitters for
troop information stations must be set up at the outer
edge of troop concentration areas to prevent interference
with vital communications. Either the shunt fed or series
fed towers can be used. An antenna tuning unit is op-
tional. If harmonic radiation problems with nearby
communications transmitlers is anticipated, the tuning
unit is recommended. The units presently supplied 1o
the Army, Air Force and Navy stations have good har-
monic attenuation characteristics.

Basic transmitter equipment includes: a radio trans-
mitter, amplitude modulation, complete with operating
tubes, spare tubes and crystals, and spare parts; 1 fre-
quency monitor, with crystals and spare tubes; 1 modu-
lation monitor, with spare tubes; 1 limiting amplifier,
with spare tubes; a cabinet rack; 500 feet of two-con-
ductor wire, shielded, studio type; 50 feet of coaxial
cable, type RG8U for inside cabling; and a cabinet
speaker.

Then the chevron-rated engineers and announcers
have as much as possible installed in mobile trucks an
trailers and go to work.

Troop Information radio both entertains and informs.
The laiter is considered most important. For troops sta-
tioned outside the U.S.A. the service-operated radio fa-
cilities provide the best source for up-to-date informa-
tion. They are doing a creditable job and deserve the
salute of the Stateside brotherhood.

| TOP: A veteran engineer, SFC Atwood, mak-
] TRIESTE ing repairs on the receiver bank of "Blue

) Devil'" Station in Trieste.
CENTER: The old mobile Fifth Army trailer radio studio which

served through World War 1l combat, now used in Trieste as
a recording and administrative studio for "Blue Devil."

BOTTOM: 1,000 watt "Blue Devil" transmitter located on a
high hill in Cattinara, overlooking the turbulent city of Trieste.
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HE United States Court of Appeals for the District

of Columbia Circuit has reversed and remanded

the decision of the National Labor Relations Board

in the case ol Station WBTYV of Charlotte, N. C., (Jeffer-
son Standard Broadeasting Company). The Court upset
the Board’s ruling that the Company was justified in
discharging 10 members of IBEW Local 1229 for the
distribution of the so-called “second class city” handbill.
The labor dispute arose when the company in its
collective bargaining negotiations with Local 1229 re-
{used to continue a provision in the agreement providing
for arbitration of discharges of emploves. During the
course ol the dispute a handbill was distributed com-
menting adversely on the qualitv of the TV programs
presented by the Station. On September 3, 1949 the
company discharged 10 technicians and engineers con-
sidered responsible for the distribution of the handbill.

‘Unfair’ Charges Filed

Unfair labor practice charges alleging that the com-
pany discharged the men in violation of the provisions
of the Labor Management Relations Act prolecting “con-
certed” or “union” activity were filed with the National
Labor Relations Board. These charges were upheld by
Trial Examiner Alba B. Martin. The National Labor
Relations Board in a 4-1 decision. however, ruled that
the company did not violate the Act because the distribu-
tion of the handbill was “indefensible,” in the judgnient
of the Board. Abe Murdock was the only member of the
Board who dissented.

The Local Union then applied to International Presi-
dent D. W. Tracy for assistance. A careful review was

We are grateful to Louis Sherman, General Counsel
of the International Brotherhood of Elecirical Workers,
for the repori of this important and inleresiing case.
Brother Sherman appeared before the District Court and
argued the case for the IBEW on April 16, 1952

8

The case is now remanded to the Board
‘for further proceedings not inconsistent
with the opinion of the Court.'

NLRB Decision on WBTV Discharges
Reversed by U. S. Court of Appeals

made of all the legal considerations in the case, including
the fact that during the entire history of the Wagner
Act and the Taft-Hartley Act only five appeals had
previously been filed by labor unions from Board deci-
sions holding emplovers not guilty of violations of the
Act.  International President Tracy then authorized
Louis Sherman, General Counsel of the Brotherhood 1o
file an appeal in the courts.

A petition for review was filed in the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit
on November 3, 1951. This petition of the IBEW re-
quested that the decision of the Board be reversed. The
case was argued before the Court on April 16, 1952 and
after seven months of consideration the Court handed
down its decision on November 20, 1952,

‘Legal Error’ Ruled

The Judges of the U. S. Circuit Court (Bazelon, Edger-
ton and Proctor) ruled thal the Board had conmmitted
legal error when it failed to make the finding essential
to the Board’s conclusion that the concerted action in
the case was unprotected by the Act. It is the Courl’s
view that the Board should have determined whether
the concerted activity of distributing the handbill was
“lawful.” The Court’s decision in eflect holds that the
Board must measure the Act’s protection of concerted
activity in lerms of legal standards rather than whether
the conduct is fair or wise or salisfies standards which
the members of the Board think is desirable.

The case is now remanded to the Board for further
proceedings not inconsistent with the opinion of the
Courl.

At the date of printing of this number of THE TEcH-
NICIAN-IINGINEER, the Board had under consideration
the question of what action it should now take on the
Trial Examiner’s recommendation that an order he
issued requiring the employer to offer reinstatement,
provide back pay and engage in colleclive bargaining

with Local Union 1229.
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Jay K. Shanklin

Reprinted, with permission, from the Monthly Labor Review

THE EMPLOYER'S DUTY o supety

Data for Collective Bargaining

HE cases coming before the National Labor Rela-

tions Board and available collective-bargaining

conlracts indicale that there is a rising demand
from the representatives of emploves for information
on wage rales and husiness operations that will affect
the pay, working condilions. or slatus of employes.
More and more contracts provide that the employer
supply such information in orderlv and comprehensive
fashion. However, the Board and the courls have con-
sistently held that, regardless ol the lack of anv such
contract provisions. the law of collective bargaining
places upon an employer a duly to supply the employes’
representative with any information that he has avail-
able which is necessary lo enable the employes’ repre-
sentalive either to bargain intelligently upon the issues
raised in negotiations or to police the administration of
contracts. Such information must be supplied without
unreasonable delay and in a form that will not impede
or obstruct bargaining.

Aceurate Data Required in Bargaining

This duty of the emplover to supply inforination has
one of its principal rools, aside from the statulory re-
quirement, in the need for accurate information to make
collective bargaining work al all. When employe and
management represenlatives {ace each other across the
hargaining table lo negotiale on an intricate piece rate
or pension plan, each must know whalt he is bargaining
about. They must have something more tangible than
the “feel” or “look” of a proposition to be able to evalu-
ate it. Take a simple offer of a 10-cent raise above the
rale provided in the prior contract: if none of the em-
ployes has had a raise since the old contract was negoti-
ated, it means one thing; but if nearly all the emploves

Mr. Shanklin is Assistant Director of Injormation,
National Labor Relaiions Board. This article is re-
printed with permission jrom the October, 1952, issue of
the Monthly Labor Review. Any opinions expressed,
unless specifically credited, are those of the writer and
are not 1o be attributed to the Board or General Counsel,

or io the U. S. Depariment of Labor.
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have had 8- or 10-cent individual increases during the
intertm, it means quile another thing. Plainly, the 10-
cent offer has no real meaning unless the facts of th>
going rale of the individual employes are put on the
table before the negotialors.

“Sound colleclive-bargaining agreements are negoli-
aled on the hasis of facts,” according to one manage-
ment organization. “The more facts available to the
negotiators, the less likelihood that the negotiations will
be conducted on an emotional pitch. The closer the
parties can hew to the facts, the more husiness-like will
he the process of negolialing the collective-bargaining
agreement.”!

However, in the case of aclual wage rates and much
other dala necessarv to bargaining, the employer often
is in virluallv sole possession of the facts essential for
determining the worth of a given proposal. Manage-
ment normally accrues this information in the course of
its operation of the business; the employes’ representa-
tive cannol oblain it from any other source except
possibly by extensive or expensive research, and some-
times not even by that method without the employer’s
cooperation. |In such situations, the National Lahor Re-
lations Board and the courls, in a long line of decisions
going back more than 10 years, have held that the em-
ployer has a duty to furnish information necessary to
hargaining.

Contract Provisions To Supply
Information

In recent years, there has been a growing tendency
to recognize this need for information and to provide
for it in the contract. The Bureau of Labor Statistics
in a 1948 survey of wage provisions reported that
“agreemenis somelimes require that the union be fur-
nished lists of all rates, classifications, and job descrip-
tions . . . or thal the union receive periodically a slate-
ment of the hours worked and wages received by its

members.” One contract provision, reported in the
1

1 Preparing to Negotiate, National Association of Manufactur-
ers, Industrial Relations Department, New York, 1947 (Manage-
ment Memo No. 2, p. 8) quoted in Collective Bargaining Prin-
ciples and Practices, by C. Wilson Randle, Houghton Mifflin,
Boston, 1951 (p. 161).

9



survey, granted a union commiltee the right to inspect
pay checks of emploves before issuance, if the union de-
sired it.? Numerous conlracts provide that the emplover
shall supply information on job classifications or evalua-
tions, usually in advance of any proposed changes.®* A
recent contract also provides thal the company shall give
the union advance nolice of major changes in business
methods which might result in a reduction in working
lorce or a reduction in pay.? Another contract provides
for a study of the wage siructure by a joint committee
composed of three union and three company representa-
tives.” This agreement further provides that “all com-
pany data which is pertinent to the authorized studies
of the commillee . shall be inade available by the
company.

Inherent in the idea of collective bargaining is the
free and willing exchange between the bargainers of the
information necessarv to carry forward bargaining.
But the supplving of necessarv information cannot be
left as a matler to be bargained aboul, the Board and
the courts have ruled. The broad purpose of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, as staled in the act, is tlo
achieve peaceful labor-management relations by “the
> This high
purpose would scarcely be furthered by the making of

iriendly adjustment of industrial disputes.’

mere paper agreements based upon ignorance and mis-
understanding between the parties.

Necessary Injormation

On the question of what information is necessary to
fair and fruitful bargaining, the Sixteenth Annual Re-
port of the National Lahor Relations Board summarized
the general rules as follows: “An employer’s duty to
bargain also includes the obligation to furnish the
hargaining representative with sufficient information to
enable the union to bargain intelligentlv and to under-
stand and discuss the issues raised by the employer in
opposition to the union’s demands. The extent and
nalure of such information depends upon the hargaining
which takes place in any particular case.”

In cases coming before the Board, unions have sought
information on the following subjects: (1) wages of em-
ploves in the unit and methods of computing them; (2)
premiums and other financial details of a group insur-
ance plan: (3) comparalive wages of competing com-
panies; (4) productivity of emploves; (5} transiers of

2 Collective Bargaining Provisions, General Wage Provisions.
U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of [ahor Statistics, Washing-
ton, 1948 (Bulil. No. 908-8, pp. 82, 83).

For example, see General Flectrie-{UL 1950 contract, in Con-
Iracts. Bureau of National Affairs. Washington, 20:801: CI1O Rub-
her Workers 1948 contract with U. S. Rubber and 1919 contract
with B. F. Goodrich, ibid.. 21:921; New York Stock Exchange-
AFL Office emploves 1950 contract, ibid:. 28:806; Ball Brothers
Co. and Glass Workers. 1951.52 contract. in lnion Coniracts and
Collective Bargaining, Prentice-Iall, New York (pp. 56, 931).

+ Consolidated Edison-Ulility Workers 1949 contract, in Col
lective Bargaining Negoliations and Contract Texts, op. cit. 26:8.

5 Allis-Chalmers UAW-CIO 1950-55 contract. in Collective
Bargaining Negotiations and Contracts, 21:241-257.
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employes o another plant; (6) subeontracting of work
to other companies; (7} a financial statement of the em-
ploying companv; (8) dividends and capitalization; (9)
manufacturing costs; (10) incoming and oulgoing
orders; (11} production requirements on government
orders.” Information on the nuinher of employes hired
as replacements for sirikers was sought in two cases,
but in each the Bourd declined to order the emplover
to supply it under the circumstances.”

The information asked by employe bargaining repre-
sentalives falls into three general calegories: (1) wage
information; (2) data on husiness operations which
might affect the pay or status of employes; and (3)
dala indicating the companv’s ability to pay. The
Board and the courls in various cases have ordered em-
plovers to [urnish each of these three types of informa-
tion within certain limits.

Wage Information

The [urnishing of wage information has mosl often
heen the subject of litigation before the Board and the
courls. The first such case was brought to the Board
in 1942 by a union of clerical and technical emploves.®
The union had requested the company to furnish it
with a list of emiploves in the bargaining unit and the
currenl rate ol pay, job classification, duties, and the
wage history during 2 vears for each employe. The
union informed the company that it needed this informa-
tion to enable it 1o bargain inlelligently on the com-
pany’s offer lo give varying wage increases to “related
groups” of employes. The company relused 1o divulge
the information on the ground that it was conhdential
and could he disclosed only by the employes themselves.

The court of appeals, enforcing the Board’s order
that the employer supply this information, declared:
“We can conceive of no justification for a claim that
such information is confidential. Rather il seems to go
to the very root of the facts upon which the merits were
to be resolved.” The courl added:

“In determining what emploves should receive in-
creases and in what amounts, it could have been only
helpiul to have before the bargainers the wage history
of the various employes, including full information as
to the work done by the respective employes and as to
their respective wages in the pasl, their respective in-
creases from time to time. and all other facts bearing
upon what constituted fair wages and fair increases.
And if there le any reasonable basis for the contention

6 For a svmposium of union officials’ views on the information
needed by bargaining agents. see also What Kind of Information
Do Labor Unions Want in Financial Statements, Journal of Ac
countancy. vol. 87 (pp. 368-377).

For discussion of the entire problem of information in collec-
live bhargaining, see Emplover's Obligation to Produce Data for
Collective Bargaining, by Herbert L. Sherman, Jr.. Minnesota
Law Review, December 1950 (pp. 24-46).

7 Oklahoma Rendering Co. (75 NLRB 1112, 1948) ; Old Line
Lije Insurance Co. (96 NLRB No. 66. 1951).

S Aluminum Ore Co. (39 NLRDB 1286), enforced 131 F. 2d 485
(CCAT).
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that this may have heen confidential data of the employer
before passage of the act, it seems to us it cannot be so
held in the face of the expressed social and economic
purposes of the statute.”

This case was decided under the Wagner Act, hut its
rule still stands. The Board specificallv reaffirmed it in
the first wage informalion case to come up under the
Talt-Hartley Law,” and the Board has applied it in a
considerable line of cases arising [rom the amended act.
Another court of appeals, passing upon the question in a
Tait-Harlley case, said: “We find it difficull 10 conceive
a case in which current or immediately past wage rates
would not be relevant during negotiations for a mini-
mum wage scale or for increased wages.”

“Since the employer has an aflirmative statutorv duty
to supply relevant wage data, his refusal to do so is
not justified by the union’s failure to show initiallv ihe
relevance of the requested information. The rule gov-
erning disclosure of data of this kind is not unlike that
prevailing in discoverv procedures under modern codes.
1 here the information must be disclosed unless it plainly
appears irrelevant. Any less lenient rule in labor dis-
putes would greatly hamper the bargaining process, for
it is virtually inipossible to tell in advance whether the
requesled data will e relevant except in those infrequent
instances in which the inquiry is patently outside the
hargaining issue.”

The relevancy of requested wage information was
posed squarely in this case. The union, during 1049
negotiations, asked wage information on each emplove
in the bargaining unit for the vears 1946, 1917, and
1946, The company refused to supply the information
sought on the ground that it had no relationship to the
negotiations. The- Board agreed that the union had
failed to show the relevancy of the 1946 and 1947 data
10 bargaining which the Board found was limited to four
principal contract changes sought by the union: a 15-
per cert increase, a $1 minimum hourly wage, a union
shop, and an extra week’s vacation for senior employes.
The majority opinion said: “. . . the record hefore us
iails 1o disclose the relevaney of such information to the
negotiations under consideration.” However, as to the
1942 wage data, the Board said:

“Most certainly the going rate is a factor to e con-
sidered in determining whether or not to press or elimi-
nate its demand for a general wage increase. Likewise,
current wages are directly related to the demand for a
minimum. Without such information, there is no basis
for determining to what extent, il any, the minimum
wages would affect anv emploves in the unit. Further,
the information requested for 1948 would enable the
union lo ascertain il any wage inequities existed among
emploves in the unit and to frame its contract demands

Y Cincinnati Steel Castings Co. (86 NLRB 592. 1949) .

10 NLRB v. Yawman & Erbe Mjg. Co. (187 F. 24 947, C. A. 2,
1951) enforcing 89 NLRI} 881 (1950).
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so as lo eliminate any possible discrepancies. In sum,
the respondent’s refusal 1o divulge information as to the
current salaries of the employes in the unit placed the
union in the position of dealing in vacuo on subjects
relating to wages, as there existed no area known to the
union in which it could vary its wage position.”

Individual Increases. A tvpe of wage information
which has been involved in a number of NLRB cases per-
lains to increases granted to individual employes, which
emplovers often characterize as “nerit increases.”” The
first such case arose in 1945.1 The company in this
case declined to give the union information about cer-
tain individual increases it had made, on the ground that
such indivdual “meril increases” were not subject to
collective hargaining. The Board and the court of ap-
peals which reviewed the case rejected this contention,
holding that such increases were clearly within the scope
of collective bargaining as required hy law. The court
cited the /. /. Case decision, in which the United States
Supreme Court said of individual contracts:

“The practice and philosophv of collective bargaining
looks with suspicion on such individual advantages.
Of course, where there is greal variation in circum-
stances of employment or capacily of employes, it 1s
possible for the collective hargain to prescribe only
minimum rates and maximum hours or expressly to leave
certain areas open to individual bargaining. But ex-
cept as so provided, advantages to individuals may prove
as disruptive of industrial peace as disadvantages. They
are a fruitful way of interfering wilh organization and
choice of representatives; increased compensation, if in-
dividually deserved, is often earned at the cost of break-
ing down some other standard thought to be for the wel-
fare of the group, and always creates the suspicion of
being paid at the long-range expense of the group as a
whole.” 1?

Upon the basis of this reasoning, the court of appeals
upheld the Board’s order that the employer furnish the
union “full information with respect to merit wage in-
creases, including the number of such increases, the
amount of such increases, and the standards employed
in arriving at such increases.”
Policing the Contract. The representative of em-
ploves, however, is enlitled to wage information not
merelv for negotiations but also for policing the ad-
minisiration of a contract, the Board has held. In the
{irst case to involve this point, the union had requested
the current pay rates of each emplove and the rates of
each vear earlier, to enable it to process grievances
under a contract.'® The Board unanimously adopted

L/ H. Allison & Co. (70 NLRB 377, 1945) . enforced 165 F.
2d 766 (C. A. 6, 1948), certiorari denied by the Supreme Court
335 U. S. 814; rehearing denied 335 U. S. 905.

1271 Case Co. v. NLRB (321 U. S. 332).
13 National Grinding Wheel Co., Inc. 175 NLRB 905, 1948) .
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the trial examiner’s reasoning that “the information
requesied was manifestly pertinent to enable the union
representatives to appraise intelligently these grievances
and present them effectively.” Therefore, the Doard
held, the company was obligated to furnish “information
in regard to pay rates and changes and adjustments
therein such as will enable [the union] to discharge
its functions as the statutory representative of the em-
ployes.”

A later case presented a situation in which the con-
tract gave tlie emplover the unilateral right to make
periodic merit raises under a merit-scoring system sel
forth in the agreement.!* In the middle of the contract
term, the union requested a list of the names

employes. The Board said: “As there were only 98
employes in the unit, we do not regard this respond-
ent’s insistence on furnishing this information orally,
rather than by a written list, as evidence of bad faith.”

In another case, the employer furnished a listing of
the rates on each job by department numbers and a
separate alphabetical list of the 1,154 emploves in the
unit, but it declined to match the jobh rates with the
names of the employes.!® The Board held this was
inadequate. Without the names, the bBoard held, the
union was unable to determine (1) whether a general
increase had been uniformly applied. or (2) whether
merit-rating points were being converted into pay dollars
in accordance with the wage payment plan of

I N pulediedlididbd b

of employes who had received merit increases S the contract, or (3) whether there had been
the last time thev were given, the amount a Sﬁreaa’ % disparate treatment of union and nonunion em-
of each increase, the merit-rating score of each § Yule 3 ploves in the matter of meril ratings.
emplf)ye, .um] ll‘lell‘ current rale.s ol pay u.ml g Checr ﬁ The emp‘lo_ver, in this case, 109k t'he. position
classification. The company declined to furnish = that the union could find out the individual pay
this information except on specific employes ¥ % rates. The entployer contended that the union
involved in grievances or complaints. & Bu_y % could recognize the jobs of its own members

“All the information requested by the union ¥ TE Seals % and it could question other emploves and there-
was necessary,” the Board held, “in order for & % by build up a card index which would help

2 ; }
the union effectively 1o police the existing con. FBHUBHUEI G2

tract, and in order for it intelligently to bargain with
respecl to future contracts. Without such information,
the union would be seriously hampered. Under these
circumstances, we have consistently held that withhold-
ing this type of information, when requested, constitutes
a violation of the act. The courts have approved this
doctrine. And the result has heen the same whether
the demand and refusal occurred at the time of contract
negotiations, or in the middle of the term.”

Form of Wage Injormation. The form in which an
employer may supply information also has been the
subject of several cases hefore the Board. The em-
ployer does not have to furnish information “in the
exact form requested” by the employes’ representative,
the Board has held, but the information must be sup-
plied “in a manner not so burdensome or time-consum-
ing as to impede the process of bargaining.” 1%

In the case where this rule was enunciated, the union
wanled a written list of the 98 employes in the unit
giving their classifications and wage rates. The com-
pany declined to provide such a list on the ground that
it did not want such a list “kicked around promiscu-
ouslv” in local husiness circles. However, the company
had just furnished the union with a seniority list of all
employes aud it offered to furnish oral information as
to the classifications and wage rates of anv and all
employes specifically named by the union. By referring
to ils list, the union inquired about, and received in-
formation on, the rates of about 70 per cent of the

14 General Controls Co. (88 NLRB 1341, 1950) ; The Electric
Auto-Lite Co. (89 NLRB 1192, 1950).

15 The Cincinnati Steel Castings Co. (86 NLRB 592. 1949) : see
also Old Line Life Insurance Co. (96 NLRB No. 66, 1951).
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* 1dentifv the individuals on the list. As in the
Aluminum Ore case, the Board rejected this as too great
an obstruction lo bargaining. The Board said:

“Even if it were conceded, however. that the union
could actually have obtained in the manner suggested
by the respondent [company] information necessary to
correlate the wage data with particular emploves in the
unit, it is clear that recourse to such an approach would
certainly have heen attended with considerable difliculty
and loss of time. In these circumstances, full compli-
ance with the duty to bargain required production of
the information requested. . The respondent was
under a duty to furnish this information ‘in a manner
not so burdensome or time-consuming as to impede the
process of bargaining.” This it has adamantly refused

to do.”

The Board has consistently held in such cases that
the union representing emploves is entitled to the name
of each emplove in the unit, his classification, his cur-
rent rate of pay, his merit or performance rating score,
and full information regarding individual merit wage
increases or decreases, including the names of employes
receiving such increases, the amount of such increases
or decreases, and the dates on which such increases or
decreases were put into effect.!?

The Board has held also that unnecessary delay in
furnishing wage information is evidence of bad faith
in bargaining.!® Bul where information has heen sought

D The B. F. Goodrich Co. (89 NLRB 1151. 1950). See also Le-
land-Giflord Co. (95 NLRB 1306, 1951).

17 See the Board's orders in General Controls Co. (88 NLRB
1341) and The B. F. Goodrich Co. (89 NLRB 1151).

18 ity Packing Co. (98 NLRB No. 203, 1952) : Montgomery
Ward & Co., (90 NLRB 1244, 1950) .
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apparently for the purpose of merely harassing the em-
ployer, the General Counsel has declined to issue a
complaint.’®

Data on “Fringe Issues”

Unions also have sought from the employer informa-
tion on so-called “fringe issues” or matters bearing
upon wages indirectly. Such cases coming before the
NLRB have included requests for data on (1) group
insurance coverage, (2) productivity, (3) transfers of
employes to another plant, (4) subcontracting of work
to other emplovers, which niight reduce the earnings
of the employes in the unit, and (5) comparative wages
of other employers.

The Board held that, in the circumstances of the cases
involved. the unions were entilled to information on the
first three items.?0

The data on subcontracting, however, was requested
by the union on only three months after it had signed
a lwo-vear contract specifically waiving any right to
bargain about subcontracting during the term of the
contract. In this situation, the Board held the union’s
request for information was untimely because it “was
irrelevant to anv statutory right which the union then
possessed,” in view of the waiver.

The request for productivity data arose in the same
case. The union requested information on the changes
in the productivity of employes. The company declined
to furnish it, on the ground that this was not a bargain-
able issue, in this instance, under the formulae of the
Wage Stabilization Board. Tlie company asserted that
WSB, under its regulations, would approve a wage in-
crease based upon increased productivity of employes
only if the employer warrants that he will not use such
a wage increase as a basis for seeking a price increase.
The company declared it was not willing to give this
warranty. The National Lalor Relations Board said:
“This amounts to saying that bargaining on produc-
tivity wage increase will be fruitless, because the re-
spondent [company] is unwilling to agree to the condi-
tiens attached to such wage increases by the Wage Stabi-
lization Board and therefore the respondent is relieved of
any obligation to bargain on this subject at all. But
this attitude does not meet the statuory standard of good
faith bargaining.” The NLRB specifically ordered the
employer to furnish the productivity data.

Comparisons of wages paid by the bargaining em-

ployer with those paid by other comparable companies

19 General Counsel’s Administrative Decision No. 62, made
public March 7, 1951.

20 Jacobs Manufacturing Co. (94 NLRB 1214, 1951), group
insurance; Hughes Tool Co. (100 NLRB No. 39, 1952), pro-
ductivity and transfers.

DECEMEBER, 1952

also have heen an issue in two NLRB cases.2! In each
instance, the matter was brought to the bargaining table
by the employer indicating that it had data showing that
its wage rates compared favorably with, or exceeded,
those of other companies, but the employer declined to
show the data. Both times the Board ordered the em-
plover to furnish the comparative wage data to the
union. In the first case, the court of appeals upheld
the Board’s order, but in the second case, the same
court held that the evidence did not establish that the
union ever actually had asked to see the data.

Data on Employer’s Financial
Condition

Union requests for financial information from em-
plovers in cases coming to the NLRB have all arisen
in settings somewhat different from those of the wage
data requests. Union oflicers have indicated on a num-
ber of occasions that, as a preliminary to bargaining,
they want information on the financial condition of the
employers they deal with, in order to negotiate more
intelligently and to forestall exorbitant or “unrealistic”
demands.  But none of the cases coming to the Board
has involved a situation in which a union has asked
for financial data for the purpose of formulating bar-
gaining demands. In each of the cases, the request
for financial information followed upon the emplover’s
countering a union request for contract improvements
with a claim of inability to pay. The first such case
arose in 1936, soon after adoption of the Wagner Act.??
In that case, the Board said: “He [the president of the
company] did no more than take refuge in the asser-
tion that the respondent’s financial condition was poor;
he refused either to prove his statement, or to permit
independent verification. This is not collective bar-
gaining.” The Board has since adhered to this view
consistently, in the half-dozen or so cases involving this
question that have come up for decision.

The Board specifically reaflirmed this rule under the
Taft-Hartley law in one case.?® The employer adamant-
ly insisted over a period of 11 months’ negotiations
that it could not afford to make any wage increase
because of poor business conditions, although the union
scaled its original demand for a 30-cents-an-hour in-
crease down to 5 cents. Throughout the negotiations,
the employer declined to offer any information on its
financial condition or business operations to support its
claim of inability to pay.

The union first asked for the company’s record of

21 Sherwin-Williams Co. (31 NLRB 651, 1941), enforced 130
F. 2d 255 (CCA 3, 1942) ; Festinghouse Electric Supply Co.
(96 NLLRB No. 58), enforcement cenied 196 . 2d 1012 (CA 3,
1952)

22 Pioneer Pearl Button Co. (1 NLRB 837, 1936).
28 Southern Saddlery Co. (90 NLRB 1205, 1950).
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dividend payments: the amounts of dividends paid, and
the amount of dividends in relation to the company’s
capitalization. The company would say only that divi-
dend payments during the past 10 years had been
“small” but refused to give any other information. The
union then suggested that the company submit a finan-
cial statement to support its clain. The company rejected
this suggestion. Finally, the union asked for a dollar-
and-cents breakdown of manufacturing costs. The com-
pany likewise rejected this request. The Board held
unanimously that this did not measure up lo the law’s
requirement ol collective hargaining. The Board’s
opinion said:

“We believe that, il the respondent [company] was
unwilling to modify its initial opposition to the union’s
demands for a wage increase, it should, at the very least,
have made a genuine and sincere eflort to persuade
the union to accept its posilion. Here, the validity of
the respondent’s position depended upon the existence
of facts peculiarly within its knowledge. The respond-
ent |company], therefore, in our opinion, was obliged
to furnish the union with suflicient information to en-
able the latter to understand and discuss intelligently the
issues raised by it in oppoesition to the union’s demands.
The extent and nature of such information depends
upon the bargaining which takes place in any particular
case.

“The respondent [company], by maintaining the in-
transigent position that it was financially unable lo
raise wages and, al the same time, by refusing to make
any reasonable efforts to support or justify its position,
erecled an insurmountable barrier to successful con-
clusion of the hargaining. We believe that such conduct
does not meet the test of good faith bargaining. Ac-
cordingly, we find that, under the circumstances, the
respondent [company] has failed to discharge its duty
to bargain collectively with the union and thereby has
violated section 8(a) (5) and 8(a) (1) of the act.”

In a later case, when the employer declared thal it
could not give a wage increase because of poor busi-
ness, the union asked for “information on incoming
and outgoing orders” and “a general look at the com-
pany’s hooks to find out their general financial posi-
The employer refused, stating that the ques-
tion of whether an increase could he granted was en-

tion.” 2*

tirely within the company’s “business judgment.” The
Board held unanimously that the company’s “refusal
to supply any substantial data whatever” to supporl its
contention of inability to pay showed a lack of the good
faith in Dargaining required by the law. The Board
added:

“That being so we are not called upon to determine
whether the union was entitled to all of the informa-

24 The Jacobs Manulacturing Co., 94 NRLB 1214 (1951), en-
forced 196 F. 2d 680 (C. A. 2, 1952). See also I. B. S. Manu-
jacturing Co., et al. (96 NLRB No. 200, 1951).
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tion it requested. It suffices that the respondent [com-
pany] adamantly insisted that it need go no further in
bargaining over a wage increase than to express its
inability to grant the wage increase the union had
sought, and it refused to disclose any record informa-
tion whatever to substantiate its position.”

The Board ordered the company to furnish the union,

“with such statistical and other informa-

upon request,
tion as will substantiate the respondent’s position in
bargaining.” The court of appeals, in enforcing this
order, said: “The Board’s order does not require the
respondent to produce any specific business books and
records but information to ‘substantiate’ its position in
‘hargaining with the union.” As we interpret this, the
requirement of disclosure will be met if the respondent
produces whatever relevant information it has to indi-
cate whether it can or cannot afford to comply with

the union’s demands.”

Independent Verification Offers. In most of the cases
involving the question of supplying financial informa-
tion, the Board has exonerated the employer of refusal
to hargain. In the first such case, the employer offered
an explanation of its financial condition and further
ofiered to show the union its books, but the union de-
clined the offer.?> In the next case, the emplover not
only offered its hooks for examination by the union,
but also volunteered 1o pay the lees of auditors to be
chosen by the union for such an examination.?®

Likewise, in later cases, when the employer oflered
either to let the union look at its books or to provide
for independent examination of the books by an out-
side auditor, the Board has found no refusal to bar-
gain.2™ In one of these, the union asked the company
to produce such records as would show its financial abil-
ity or inability to pav a wage increase which the com-
pany contended it could not afford. The company re-
fused this request, but agreed to open its books to a
certified public accountant or such other disinterested
third party as the union and company could agree on.
The union did not avail itself of this counterproposal,

and the Board found no refusal to bargain on this score.

On the other hand, when the employer asserted finan-
cial inability 1o grant a wage increase and the union
requested an examination of the company hooks by a
person selected jointly by the union and the employer,
the emplover’s refusal of this proposal for independent
verificalion was taken as evidence of bhad faith on the
employer’s part.?8

25 Julius Breckwoldt & Sons, Inc., (9 NLRB 94, 1938).

26 Ferguson Brothers Manujucturing Co., Inc. (9 NLRB 189,
1938).

27 West Fork Cut Glass Co. (90 NLRB 944, 1950) ; Commer-
cial Printing Co., (99 NLRB No. 80. 1952); City Pucking Co.
(98 NLRB No. 203).

28 Camp & Mcinnes, Inc., Alamo Division (100 NLRB No. 85).
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Technical Notes

Triple Transmission Tube

Hall a dozen oulstanding radio engineers and theoreti-
cians in London, England, are working on a superficially
simple device for the simultaneous lransmission of tele-
communication waves and electrical power on the same
wire line. Some experts feel it mav prove to have more
rainifications than the invention of radar.

The heart of the new device is a finger-thick copper
tube. Through it, along it and around it the engineers
are sending different soris of energy in waves, as if i
were a combined overhead power line and coaxial
cable for television. The resull is a triple-service con-

“wave guide” thal scientists hope mav revolu-

ductor or
tionize a number ol present-dav electrical engineering
communications and power links.

In a recent radio research report that Gevernment
scientists were investigating the eflects ol “surface waves
along a wire” little or nothing was said about the im-
plications of the new technique. The scientists them-
selves talked lightly about “putting the wires hack in
wireless” when reporters asked them about its repercus-
sions on radio and television.

Actual instigator of this research was a German
physicist, Arnold Sommerfeld of Koenigsberg, who,
when he was a professor at Clausthal University in 1899,
showed theoretically that a straight ecylindrical con-
duclor could act as a guide for electromagnetic waves.

It is doubtful whether very much more would have
heen heard aboul the wave guide il Dr. Georg Goubau,
now of the United States Signal Corps Laboratories,
Fort Monmouth, N. J., had not taken the idea to the
United States some years ago.

Latest on Taped Pictures

Two recent developments in the art of recording
piclures on magnetic lape for TV as well as for movie-
making hold out hope that the commercial accomplish-
ment of sight-sound recordings may not he too long in
coniing.

The first is the announcement by Frank Healev, exec-
utive director of the Electronies Division, Bing Croshy
Enterprises, that a second demonstration of the Crosby
taped-picture system will be held “before vear’s end.”
Croshy Enterprises showed a working demonstration of
its system last year in Hollywood. Although the pictures
were hazy, they were viewable.

The second is the report by Allen Shoup of Shoup
Engineering Co., Chicago, that he recorded a 5-inc signal
successfully for a short duration. A TV signal is 414,
of course, me in bandwidth. In one test, he said, he had
30 minutes plaving time on a 6,000-f1. reel.
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One Moment Please

Jack Harris, announcer for “Telle Test,” Walter
Schwimmer Productions’ giveaway, on Station KGCU,
Mandan, N. Dak., recently found himself with wash-
water hands.

[n a recent broadcast he offered to do the family
laundry for the housewife identifying the person “whose
last words were ‘so little done, so much to do.”” The
winning answer was “Cecil John Rhodes,” and the
woman who came up with it was laundress for the
State Training School in Mandan.

So Mr. Harris had a scrubbing day for the henefil

of the training school’s 300 inmates. His comment,

straight from the wash tubs: “So little done. so much

to do.” —Thanks to Broadcasiing-Telecasting.

EDITOR’S NOTE: Every station has its tales of lasi-
minute woe . . . unexpected hreaks of silence . . . listener
complaints. . . . Send them 1o the TECHNICIAN-ENGI-
NEER. We’l like to have the best ones illustrated and
passed on 1o the membership.  Mail them to the TECH-
NICIAN-ENGINEER, International Brotherhood of Elee-
trical Workers, 1200 Fificenth Street, M. W, Washing-
ton, D. C.

German Video on the Way

The German television industry is getting under way
this winter, transmitted entirely by uhf relay. Experi-
mental telecasts from Hamburg to the Ruhr are being
conducted by the Northwest German Radio (NWDR).
NWDR hopes to have at least Iwo hours of regular
programming bhetween Hamnburg and Cologne by Christ-
mas. Extension to southern Germany is still in the
planning stage. NWDR uses a 625-line TV image.
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Station Breaks

P000020000000000000¢

Warfare?

\ U.S. Signal Corps sergeant recentlv demonstrated

Push-Bution

military TV’s possibilities to members of the Society
of Motion Picture and Television Engineers, meeting
in Washington. He showed how television can help
military leaders to analvze battle aclions and direct
stralegy in the comparalive safety of 20 miles behind
front line action.

The sergeant didn’t sav that television had already
been put to such combal use. He said, however, that
a simulated battle test at Fort Monmouth, N. J., had
shown that the Corps” mobile TV units could do such
combat work.

Equipment used for such telecasts is contained in four

The

cameras. operaling on cable, can he moved up to 1,000

hus-size vehicles. One bus handles transmissions.
{eet closer to combat than the transmitter bus. Another
A third bus is safely distant,
receiving the “program” through 10 16-inch screen

bus provides the power.

receivers and one 8-by-10-fool projector screen unil.
A fourth vehicle provides the power for the receiving
units.

Members of the Brotherhood can figure oul all sorts
First of all,
1,000 feet from combal isn’t healthy distance, with

of bugs in this arrangement, Sergeant.

snipers nearby, and 1,000 feet couldn’t show much of
a battle in jungle or in Korean valley. Second, what
happens if an enemy patrol slips through and connects

the cable to enemyv monitors or taps in on same?

WILLIAM GREEN
March 3, 1870-November 21, 1952

As Labor faced up to the early un-
certainties of the Eisenhower Ad-
ministration, which it opposed in
the receni general elections, two of
its top leaders were lost. First Phil
Murray of the ClO, then the Grand
Old Man of the AFL—William Green. Both were guid-
ing forces in American Labor for many years.

For 28 vears William Green headed ithe American
Federation of Labor. His passing ends an era. We join
countless other Labor voices in paying iribute to his
memory.
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Simulcast—Texas Style

During the recenl political campaigns, simulcasting
introduced in Fort Worth, Tex.
A local political caudidate, wishing to reach his elec-

wilh a new twist was

torate by all broadcast media, lined up a simulcast which
used WBAP-TV but not WBAP. WBAP’s radio opera-
tion, a 50 kw outlet, reached farther and cost more than
So he chose WBAP-TV

and a lower-powered radio operation—35 kw KFJZ, Fort

the candidale wanted 1o pav.

Worth-—to tell his storv 1o the local voters.

WRFD Play Area Installed

IBEW engineers at WRFD, Worthington, Ohio, will
soon enjoy the recreational facilities now being pre-
pared by the stalion management for employes, clients
and friends. In the second phase of the station’s 235-
acre rural radio center development, a recreation area
is being prepared which will include a large shelter
house, and four smaller ones, playground equipment,
a pulling green, picnic tables, trading post, charcoal
grills, comfort facilities, and 12 ouldoor fireplaces. It
eventually will include a restaurant and a motel.

Ban on Voice Recordings

James Petrillo, president of the Ainerican Federation
of Musicians, AFL, recently cracked down on the disk
jockey practice of using recorded voices of band lead-
ers on programs. He served nolice on booking agents
licensed bv the Federation that all members and band
leaders are barred from recording their voices on per-
sonal appearance transcriptions. Petrillo
said that the voices of leaders on disc
jockev programs create the illusion that
they are in the studio and taking part
in the broadcast. He added that the
disc jockey, and not the live musician,

benefits financially by the practice.

WNYC Proposal
Station WNYC, New York, is the only
unorganized nation’s

slation ins the

largest city. Last month, City Conip-
troller Lazarus Joseph proposed that this

municipally-owned facilitv be eliminated.
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