
It is time for United States employers to take posi-
tive steps to communicate the philosophy of pro-
gressive business thinking to those in other lands
who associate private enterprise with exploitation.

The ILO-
Threat or Opportunity?

By George P. Delaney

The International Labor Organization, which
brings together labor, employer, and govern-
ment representatives for the declared objective
of improving the conditions of life and labor
throughout the world, holds the record for en-
durance and practical service among the major
forums of today's world.

Dependent on persuasion rather than on
power, the ILO is a cautious and deliberate body,
not given to precipitate haste or doctrinaire
methods in the pursuit of its aims. The mere
fact of survival is a testament to its delicacy of
approach and flexibility of method. Should it
undertake too much too soon, it risks the instant
wrath of employers and the many conservative
governments which comprise a large and vocal
part of its mechanism. Should it content itself
with too little too late, it faces the alienation of
other vital members and the disenchantment
of the peoples who are the primary objects of its
concern. Either course might bring an end to
its usefulness, if not its existence.

The Setting
Delegates from the ranks of labor, conscious

of the pressure of the needs that exist, are nat-
urally inclined to take the stated purposes of the
ILO quite seriously. They come disposed to urge
early positive action, and hold a dim view of
any obstacles or difficulties that may argue for
hesitation or delay. They do not want to watch
the mountain labor and bring forth a pamphlet.
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Employer delegates, on the other hand, in-
cline to dwell more upon the obstacles than upon
the objectives, and even upon occasion, where
expedient, to magnify those obstacles. In their
capacity to withstand the strain and torment of
any protracted delays which the elevation of
labor standards may encounter, they have the
patience of Job. Following their natural bent,
they come prepared to stand at the barricades,
in defense of the status quo.

Delegates from the member governments
must assume the task of reconciliation, as well
as that of adopting the ILO's actions to the
limitations of what is currently possible. Never
a bold breed, and acutely sensitive to domestic
criticism, government officials are, if anything,
less eager to be caught with their necks extended
at Conferences in Geneva than they would be
in their home capitols, under the eye and hatchet
of local legislators and investigating committees.

Management Criticism
As a consequence, one would expect the

march of progress the ILO way to be a hesitant,
careful, and tedious one. Yet, according to an
articulate and powerful body of opinion, this
has not been the case.

Indeed, the ILO has become, in recent years,
a favored target of abuse and the object of cries
of "Socialism" from the more conservative ele-
ments in this country — especially employers,
their spokesmen in Congress, and their satellite
organizations. They allege, for example, that
the ILO — in its origins, structure, and design
— is in reality a sort of Socialist contraption.



serving either (a) to spread the doctrines and
methods of Socialism among the innocents
abroad or (b) to contaminate the United States,
the "last citadel of free enterprise," with the
virus of foreign ideologies.^

It is further asserted that within the ILO the
"cards are stacked" against employers — that
they "can't win." Finally, ominous forebodings
are expressed that ILO Conventions, catching
Congress napping and unawares, might be used
as a devious means of supplanting domestic
legislation and of circumventing our Constitu-
tional processes. These fears have been ex-
pressed in Congress in the form of the Bricker
Resolution, designed to "correct" the Constitu-
tion by restricting the treaty power of our gov-
ernment and its ability to enter into cooperative
intercourse with other nations.

Labor Doubt
Criticism and doubt about the ILO and its

activities are not confined to the ranks of man-
agement, however. They are heard in labor
circles as well, although on quite different
grounds. As opposed to the employer argument
that the ILO is going too far too fast and exer-
cising too potent an influence on this or other
nations, labor officials are often heard to com-
plain that all it does is talk, talk, talk.

Many feel that government delegates are too
susceptible to employer intimidation and too of-
ten yield to employer pressure, witb the result
that ILO actions are watered down to the point
of becoming meaningless. Others often ask why
American trade union officials should expend
their time and energy at a debating society
abroad which produces no concrete results in-
sofar as labor conditions in this country are con-
cerned. The effort to get along with bull-headed
employers is hard enough at home, they say,
without trying it on an international scale.

How much basis is there for these fears and
criticisms? Where among the conflicting claims
and accusations does the truth lie? What should
we do about the ILO? I shall try to answer these
questions and others in the pages that follow.

The Idea

Let us begin with the ILO idea itself. Let us
look at the people who originated and supported

' See George V. Moser, The International Labor Organ-
ization, HARVARD BUSINESS REVIEW, July-August 1952,
p. 109.
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it, at its nature and objectives, and at the as-
sumptions on which it rests.

Origin and Principles
The International Labor Organization was

created by tbe treaties of peace following the
First World War in recognition of the contribu-
tion of workers to the victory of democracy and
their right to a share in its fruits.

Its guiding principles, as stated in the Dec-
laration of Philadelphia Concerning the Aims
and Purposes of the International Labor Organ-
ization, are fourfold:

(1) Labor is not a commodity.
(2) Freedom of expression and of association

are essential to sustained progress.
(3) Poverty anywhere constitutes a danger to

prosperity everywhere.
(4) The war against want must be carried on

with unrelenting vigor within each nation, and by
continuous and concerted international effort in
which the representatives of workers and employ-
ers, enjoying equal status with those of govern-
ments, join with them in free discussion and demo-
cratic decision with a view to the promotion of
the common welfare.

The Declaration went on to state that the
central aim of national and international policy
should be the establishment of conditions where
"all human beings, irrespective of race, creed or
sex, have the right to pursue both their material
well-being and their spiritual development in
conditions of freedom and dignity, of economic
security and equal opportunity."

At the time the ILO was created, the revo-
lutionary movement, triumphant in Russia and
feeding everywhere upon oppressive working
and living conditions, was threatening the de-
struction of the existing social, economic, and
political order. In supporting the ILO idea,
many thoughtful conservatives, as well as others
of a more liberal persuasion, expressed a belief
that, in the face of this threat, timely and orderly
reform — preserving the best in our world so-
ciety while correcting its most grievous faults —
would prove to be the most truly conservative
and stabilizing force, and that this would
strengthen the foundations of economic and
political freedom by making it more tolerable to
more people and by expanding tbe number of
those with a stake in its survival.

Participation of Free-Enterprise Supporters.
And among any stargazers, Utopians, and bleed-
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ing hearts who may have favored the ILO princi-
ple were many hard-headed, profit-minded em-
ployers who had learned from their own experi-
ence that they could not, on their own, maintain
minimum standards of decency in their relations
with their employees so long as they were con-
stantly undercut by competitors in other areas
who happened to care nothing for considerations
of common human decency. It is interesting to
note that, in a section of a recent ILO pamphlet.
Lasting Peace the ILO Way, discussing early
exponents of the principle of international mini-
mum labor standards, the name of Blanqui —
a radical thorn in the side of the French body
politic — is sandwiched between the names of a
British textile mill owner and an Alsatian manu-
facturer.^

As for the role of governments, the first to
propose an international conference looking to
the improvement of factory conditions was an
undeniably free-enterprise nation, Switzerland,
in 1880. Moreover, the states which joined in
the initial formulation of the ILO were at that
time all basically free-enterprise in character.
Thus, the British delegation to the Paris Peace
Conference was led by Prime Minister Lloyd
Ceorge, the government in power at that time
being Liberal, not Labor.

Political Complexion
The decisive question, however, is not the

character of the individuals or groups who origi-
nally supported the ILO idea, but whether or
not the idea in and of itself is right or wrong.
That is the acid test. For example, is the con-
cept of the ILO consistent with our ideals of
voluntary association and private enterprise? Or
is it, as some have charged, "Socialistic"?

The whole basis of the ILO rests upon the
assumption that private enterprise economies,
free societies, and democratic systems of govern-
ment will survive and retain their essential
character. Otherwise the instrument of triparti-
tism — the participation of management, labor,
and government acting through their appointed
representatives — would be pointless. What
place would there be for an organization like
the ILO among nations in which all sectors of
the economy were subject to government control
or domination? Delegates from such a nation,
whether they professed to represent govern-
ment, workers, or employers, would all in fact

^Geneva, International Labor Office, 1951, PP- 12-13-

be minions of their government. What use
would they have for a body which undertook
to speak for freedom of association?

This has been most clearly demonstrated by
the manner in which the Iron Curtain coun-
tries have attacked the ILO, because of its anti-
Communist character, as a tool of "capitalistic
imperialism," and have sought to block and
to delay its procedures. Soviet Russia left the
Organization in 1939, having been a member
for only four years, and those of its satellites
which remain are there solely for the purpose of
propaganda, obstruction, and obfuscation.

In reality, the large majority of the nations
participating in the ILO are — allowing for vari-
ations in economic conditions and stages of in-
dustrial and political development — predomi-
nantly free-enterprise in character, with pro-
duction and distribution carried on mostly under
private auspices. This majority has increased
because of the fall of Labor governments in a
number of countries in recent years. It is true
that, in many of these countries, private enter-
prise is so highly cartelized as to have assumed
the character of a sort of exclusive within-the-
family type of private Socialism, with the regu-
lation and control of production and markets
carried on by and for the mutual benefit of man-
agement and owners. But this merely serves to
make the existence of an organization such as
the ILO all the more useful and necessary if
the people as a whole are to share in the fruits
of free enterprise.

Neither in its Conventions nor in other areas
of activity does the ILO undertake to exercise
control over production or to influence its mem-
ber states in their policies in that regard. It does
draft model legislation pertaining to minimum
labor standards and proposes fair employment
policies for the guidance of governments, work-
ers, and private employers in their respective
areas of competence.

If policies and programs of this type consti-
tute "Socialism" per se, then every country in
the modern world is Socialistic and has been
for years — the United States, perhaps, the most
of all. For those matters with which ILO Con-
ventions deal — workmen's compensation, night
work for women, hours of labor, minimum ages
in employment, maritime labor conditions, and
so on — have been the object of governmental
attention in this country ever since more en-
lightened concepts of industrial and human re-
lations first began to replace the law of the



jungle; and our own country is well ahead of
other nations in these respects.

Emphasis on Raising Productivity. In recent
times the ILO has heen placing its major empha-
sis, not upon redistribution of wealth, but upon
the necessity for raising productivity as the only
long-term avenue to higher living standards for
all. This is certainly a thoroughly American
concept. In many of its recent publications the
ILO has gone out of its way to praise our meth-
ods. A large part of ILO documentation is spent
in showing how free enterprise gets things done.
For example:

Documents of the last coal mines committee
stated that the "pioneer spirit" of the operators was
probably more important as a cause of higher
productivity in United States mines than mecha-
nization or open seam mining.

A study of the Director General's reports of
the past four years, the speeches in the general
debate, and many other important documents
shows clearly the extent to which the ILO helps
to inform delegates from all nations of the facts
about American progress. The ILO is an ideal
medium for bringing about a wider and deeper
appreciation of American aims, ideals, and
methods among the masses as well as the classes
throughout the world.

If an international labor organization is, in
fact, a slice of Socialist pie-in-the-sky, then it
can only be said that — far from representing
their triumph — the ILO as it has developed
must stand as a classic failure of Socialists to
achieve their design. The great disparity that
exists between the list of Conventions adopted
by the ILO and the platform of any real Social-
ist party is ample evidence of this failure.

Legislative Powers
But is it not possible that the ILO could he

used some day to saddle this country against its
will with an alien philosophy? To answer this,
let us turn to the powers and procedure of the
ILO. Two points are particularly significant;

1. Action hy ILO — The ILO is not, in any
proper sense, a world parliament; rather, it is a
world forum, totally lacking the power of compul-
sion. It deals with specific issues and particular
problems, looking toward their solution by the
most practical means available that can be agreed
on by at least a two-thirds majority of the del-
egates to the Conference. In the light of the
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rules and composition of the Conference — to say
nothing of the tremendous difficulty of securing
agreement among representatives of very diverse
backgrounds and interests — it is a virtual im-
possibility for any imaginary coahdon of forces to
ram a bad Convention down the protesting throats
of any substantial minority. But even if it were,
the greatest hurdle would still remain.

2. Action hy member nations — After the
adoption of a Convention by the Conference, it can
proceed no further toward fulfillment unless it is
framed in such a manner as to be acceptable by
the member nations. To be thus acceptable, it
must be compatible with their existing national
forms and procedures, with their customs, tradi-
tions and ideals, and with the political, economic,
and social systems which they have elected and
wish to maintain.

No "alien philosophy" can be saddled upon any
nation through the channels of the ILO without
the free and deliberate consent of that nation. The
ILO has no means whatsoever of "imposing" its
decisions on any nation. Its effectiveness depends
entirely upon the extent to which the member na-
tions choose to go along with its program. The
issue of sanctions — of whether or not the ILO
should have any power of enforcement or eco-
nomic pressure against nations which fail to live
up to their obligations under its Conventions —
was settled in the negative a long time ago and
has never been revived. It is, in fact, a dead issue.

The voluntaristic character of the Interna-
tional Labor Organization, as its structure
emerged from the Peace Conference, was largely
the work of the American members of the Com-
mission for International Labor Legislation,
which drafted its Constitution. It represented
a substantial victory for the American view over
that of some representatives of European na-
tions — Italy, for example — who desired a
much larger element of compulsion and greater
reliance upon legislation, rather than coopera-
tion, in the promotion of international labor
standards.

The viewpoint of American employers was
ably represented on the Commission by Henry
M. Robinson, the president of the First National
Bank of Los Angeles, who played a very impor-
tant role in the actual drafting work. The chair-
man was Samuel Gompers, the president of the
American Federation of Labor and long-time
bitter foe of doctrinaire Socialists, who more
than counterbalanced any Socialistic inclinations
among European labor representatives on the
Commission. The third American member was
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Professor James T. Shotwell, who was, in every
sense, a spokesman for American tradition and
practice.

But, although there was successful resistance
to all proposals designed to give the ILO any
real legislative powers, there was wide agree-
ment that the new Organization should be able
to do more than merely make recommendations.
Under the plan which finally emerged. Conven-
tions were to have the status of proposed treaties,
with each member obligating itself to submit all
Conventions adopted by a two-thirds majority
or more at International Labor Conferences to
its government for consideration and possible
ratification, and to report back to the Confer-
ence on action taken to give effect to them.
There was agreement in the American group
that this approach was a desirable one, and en-
tirely suitable for American participation.

The Results
So much for the ideas and concepts upon

which the ILO is based. Now, what tangible
accomplishments can the organization show for
its work? Are the results worth the effort?

Review of Operations

The organization machinery on which results
depend is, in outline, fairly simple:

The primary policy organs of the ILO are the
International Labor Conference and the Govern-
ing Body.

The Conference normally meets in June of each
year in Geneva. Each member state may send two
government delegates, one employer delegate, and
one worker delegate, in addition to advisers for
each. The ILO Constitution requires that the em-
ployer and worker delegates be chosen by govern-
ments in agreement with the most representative
organizations of employers and workers, respec-
tively, in their countries. In the United States the
employer delegates and advisers are nominated by
the chamber of Commerce and the National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers. The worker representa-
tives are nominated by the American Federation of
Labor and the Congress of Industrial Organizations.
On the committees of the Conference, where, as in
our Congress, most of the actual work is done, each
of the three groups also has equal voting strength.
In the plenary sessions of the Conference, where
final decisions are made, the governments have a
voting strength equal to the employers and workers
combined.

On the Governing Body there are sixteen govern-
ment, eight employer, and eight worker members.

with deputies for each. It meets three times a year
and performs the functions of an administrative
council. It has created ten tripartite committees
and one hipartite commission to deal with special
problems of particular industries or occupations.

The International Labor Office in Geneva func-
tions as the secretariat. It has a staff of about 650
people, some of whom are located in a permanent
mission to the United Nations in New York and
others in 6 branch offices in major world capitals
and in field offices in Bangalore, Rio de Janeiro,
and Istanbul.

The ILO program of work takes in three
major spheres of activity: the collection and
dissemination of information relative to labor;
tbe development of international minimum
labor standards in the form of Conventions,
Recommendations, and Resolutions; and the
provision of technical aid on labor problems to
governments requesting such assistance.

Up until World War II, the major emphasis
was placed on the formulation and adoption of
labor standards. Since the war, even before the
introduction of the expanded technical assist-
ance program of the United Nations, this em-
phasis has been shifting to operational activities
involving the application of labor standards.

Through these activities, the ILO is making
a direct and very substantial contribution to the
improvement of productivity in the lesser de-
veloped countries. As of July 31, 1952, the ILO
had sent out, upon the request of governments,
106 experts to assist with vocational training,
employment services, industrial safety, and other
technical problems. It had granted 108 fellow-
ships and scholarships to representatives of un-
derdeveloped countries for study in the more
advanced nations. Receiving assistance were 17
countries in Latin America, 12 in Asia, and 9
in the Middle East. Next year's program antici-
pates still greater emphasis on such assistance.

Influence of Conventions

Some people have argued that Conventions
are a waste of time — at least for the present.
In support of these views, they point out that,
because of variations in conditions among dif-
ferent nations, only a limited number of states
can ratify any given Convention. They also
sometimes argue that even where countries do
ratify Conventions, there is no intention to live
up to them.

It is a fact that very few Conventions over
the past 15 years have received more than 10



or 15 ratifications, and that even the earlier
Conventions have not heen ratified hy more than
ahout half the member states. The largest num-
ber of ratifications on record is 43, which was
given for the Convention on equality of treat-
ment of foreigners under workmen's compensa-
tion. The nations with the largest number of
ratifications as of March 1952 were: Bulgaria
(62), France (61), and the United Kingdom
(50). Some countries like Bolivia, Ecuador,
Lebanon, Iran, and Viet-Nam have ratified no
ILO Conventions.

Without closer analysis these figures tend to
give an erroneous impression as to the practical
extent of the failure to ratify. Not all of the
103 Conventions are still in force, some having
been superseded by modernized versions. Sev-
eral of the member countries have a federal con-
stitutional structure, under which Conventions
dealing with subjects within the authority of
states or other political subdivisions rather than
the federal government are referred to the states
for consideration as recommendations, instead
of receiving simple ratification at the federal
level. Nations of this type include the United
States, Canada, Australia, and Switzerland.

Furthermore, many Conventions deal with
industries or kinds of work that scarcely exist in
certain countries. Many relate to the maritime
industry, for example. Nations with little or no
merchant shipping would hardly have any in-
terest in such matters.

To expect all 66 member countries to be able
to put into effect all the standards represented
by the 103 Conventions adopted by the ILO
over the last 34 years would be most unrealistic.
Only a perfectionist would expect anywhere near
100% ratifications or contend that the actual
percentage of ratifications shows that Conven-
tions serve no useful purpose. Actually, in view
of the complete freedom of choice and action
enjoyed by the member states, the number of
ratifications that have been accomplished — a
total of 1,315 as of September 1952 — repre-
sents a remarkable achievement indeed.

It is, of course, not possible to measure exactly
the influence that Conventions have exerted in
improving working and living conditions over
the past 35 years. But the very fact that Con-
ventions do not become effective unless they are
voluntarily ratified by the member states is a
significant one. Normally ratification will not
be undertaken by a country unless it has serious
intentions of doing something about the stand-
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ard in question. Also, a country which has rati-
fied a Convention has a greater incentive than
it otherwise would have to act on its intentions
to apply and maintain the standard for at least
10 years — after which it is free to renounce
the Convention if it so chooses.

Flexibility of Compliance. The fact that the
methods of putting a Convention into force are
left flexible is also significant. It means that
procedures can be adapted to local conditions
and customs. For example, the ILO Conven-
tion concerning fee-charging employment agen-
cies suggests two alternative procedures — one
for their progressive abolition and the other for
regulation — with a country wishing to adhere
to the Convention having a choice of either one
or the other of these methods.

Again, the Convention on minimum stand-
ards for social security, adopted at the last Con-
ference, leaves the means of implementing the
standards up to the individual nation. Thus,
in the case of the United States, for instance, the
Convention could be made completely compati-
ble with our present methods of providing social
security protection. Full recognition and credit
is given to both state and private voluntary so-
cial insurance programs, as well as to federal
programs. Moreover, a member of the ILO wish-
ing to ratify the Convention may do so by select-
ing only three of the nine branches of social
security covered by it. This country has already
legislated in at least three branches, but many
nations have not; the Convention leaves them
freedom of choice as to where to start.

Employers' Interests

But do the Conventions enacted by the ILO
Conference militate against the interests of
American employers? Do the employer repre-
sentatives of this country find themselves con-
sistently and hopelessly outvoted by a hostile
anti-employer majority?

Voting Setup. Let us briefly examine the
voting setup before turning to the voting record:

Under the ILO's Constitution, government dele-
gates have two votes at plenary sessions of the Inter-
national Conferences to one each for employer and
worker delegates. Delegates from the Soviet satel-
lite states have vigorously attacked this arrange-
ment — claiming that it places too much of the
final power of decision in the hands of "capital-
istic" governments. By an odd coincidence, Ameri-
can employer representatives have adopted a sim-
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ilar line of attack. They have claimed that the
2-1-1 system of voting deprives employers of any
effective voice at ILO Conferences, that it is part
of some Socialist master plan to do just that, and
that it has developed a "pattern of voting" under
which employers are consistently and invariably
snowed under by a "coalition of labor and govern-
ment delegations."

In the light of history, the strange twists of logic
involved in these arguments have an ironic flavor.
During the course of the original drafting of the
ILO's Constitution in 1919, Samuel Gompers,
with the support of the French, Italian, and Cuban
government members of the Commission, argued
that delegates should have equal voting strength.
What he feared, on the basis of what labor in
America had experienced up to that time, was a
coalition of government and employers to frustrate
the aims of workers. If the governments were to
have half the votes, in his view, this would give
them the power of veto and workers would conse-
quently have no faith in the Organization.

Other members of the Commission, however,
argued successfully for the system of voting which
emerged. They noted that since governments would
have to ratify the Conventions adopted by the ILO,
governments should have voting power at least
equal to worker and employer delegates, in order
to enhance the chances of ratification. It was also
felt that since the governments were to contribute
the funds to run the ILO, then those who paid the
piper should have a larger voice in calling the tune.
Government delegates, after all, would have to do
the job of defending the budget and appropriations
for that purpose before their executive and legisla-
tive bodies.

So far as I am aware, this was the full extent
of any sinister plan or design which lay behind the
voting system that evolved from the deliberations
of the drafting Commission.

Voting Record. Beyond making the blanket
assertion that an unholy alliance of government
and labor has "stacked the cards" against them,
employer representatives, so far as I have seen,
have never troubled themselves further with the
facts necessary to establish their major premise.
The truth is that no such rigid voting "pattern"
as they describe exists. A brief review of the
actual voting record will make this clear:

(1) Since the entrance of the United States into
the ILO in August 1934, American employers
have participated in all the tripartite meetings at-
tended by the United States, have always been
elected by the employer group at the Conference
as one of the 8 employer members on the Govern-
ing Body, and have voted for 31 of the 59 Conven-

tions adopted since 1934. It is quite true, there-
fore, that they haVe deliberately withheld support
from nearly half of the Conventions.

(2) Significantly, however, in many of these
cases the United States employer representatives
voted against a Convention simply because of its
form, stating that, if the standard or proposal had
been in the form of a Recommendation, they would
have supported it. In other words, there has been
a wider area of agreement among the employer,
worker, and government groups on the content of
Conventions than the final record votes indicate.

(3) Moreover, the above pertains only to the
final record votes on the adoption of Conventions;
it does not show the picture with regard to the
frequently more important and significant votes
taken in committee or plenary sittings concerning
decisions on matters of substance to be included
or excluded from the standards. For example, a
tabulation of committee votes on the controversial
social security item at the 1952 Conference shows
the following results:

(a) When the United States delegation vote
was divided between votes for and against,
the government's vote coincided with that of the
worker 40 times, and with that of the employer
35 times.

(b) The employer representative abstained 7
times when the worker and government agreed
and 4 times when the worker and government
disagreed; the worker abstained twice when the
employer and government agreed; the govern-
ment abstained 12 times when the employer
and worker disagreed.

(c) The employer and government abstained
6 times on votes in which the worker took a
position, with the worker and government ab-
staining 4 times when the employer took a posi-
tion, and the employer and worker abstaining
once when the govermnent took a position.
In short, the worker representative does not ap-

pear to have dictated the government's position in
his favor when he disagreed with the employer
position. In divided votes, the government co-
incided with the employer and with the worker
almost equally. The final vote on the adoption
of the Convention, however, shows the United
States employer voting against, with the worker
and government voting for.

A Matter of Opinion
To be sure, some American employers may

honestly feel that the Conventions adopted by
the ILO are not in their interest as a group.
Whether they are right or not is, of course, a
matter of opinion. Yet certainly it can be said
that, at least in the opinion of the delegates
whom American employers have sent to the ILO



Conferences to represent them, a majority of the
Conventions have been in management's inter-
est. (As for the rest, certainly there is no com-
pulsion whatever on the United States Senate to
pass them by the necessary two-thirds vote.)

Moreover, it is a telling commentary on the
slipshod tactics of those who have accused the
ILO of "Socialism" and worse that they have
cited some of the same Conventions to support
their case that the employer representatives voted
for! For instance, William McCrath, an adviser
attached to the employer delegation to the ILO,
stated in recent testimony before a committee
of Congress, in support of the Bricker Resolu-
tion, "The ILO has gone far beyond the field of
labor and is seeking to set itself up as a form
of international legislature to formulate uniform
domestic Socialistic laws which it hopes, by the
vehicle of treaty ratification, can eventually be
imposed upon most of the countries of the
world." As examples of these "Socialistic laws,"
McGrath listed i8 of the Conventions of the
ILO. What he conveniently neglected to men-
tion, however, was the fact that American em-
ployer delegates had voted in favor of the adop-
tion of 12 out of these same i8 Conventions!

According to Mr. McCrath, "Some of the
proposals being pushed at the ILO include ideas
like nationwide collective bargaining (which
would mean actual communism, with a small
'c'), abolishment of all private employment agen-
cies, and legislation of the closed shop." He is
also reputed to have said, "A treaty . . . could,
theoretically, slip through the Senate alone and
create law that Congress as a whole has re-
jected." But here are the facts:

(1) Nationwide collective hargaining has not
been proposed or endorsed by any responsible group
for action by the ILO, and in no Convention, Rec-
ommendation, or Resolution of the ILO is it heing
"pushed" as a standard.

(2) Convention No. 96, dealing with private
employment agencies, would not, if ratified, abolish
them. As noted earlier, it provides for two alterna-
tive approaches — their progressive abolition or
their regulation — and a ratifying nation may elect
either method it desires. The United States em-
ployer delegate voted for this Convention at the
1949 Conference. There were only 19 opposing
votes — cast by the government and worker dele-
gates of Argentina (the Argentine employer voted
in favor), the full delegation of the Communist
satellite states (Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
and Poland), one government delegate from Haiti,
and one from Mexico.
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(3) There is no ILO Convention that would

legalize the closed shop where it is now forbidden,
or which deals with union security one way or the
other. After a debate at the 1949 Conference
during which United States employers attempted
to wedge a blanket open-shop provision into Con-
vention No. 98, on the Right to Organize and
Bargain Collectively, the delegates adopted the fol-
lowing report:

"The Conference finally agreed to express in
their report their view that the Convention
could in no way he interpreted as authorizing
or prohibiting union security arrangements, such
questions being matters for regulation in accord-
ance with national practice."

This Convention was never even presented to
the Senate for ratification. It was considered as
appropriate in part for action hy the several states
and, therefore, not appropriate for ratification.

Conclusion
Freedom, under democracy, must look for its

salvation not just to faith alone but to works as
well. In this embattled age, pious testaments
of devotion to the precepts of liberty will avail
us little unless matched by good works per-
formed in its name. Through the instrument of
tripartite participation, with the representatives
of workers and employers serving as a constant
goad and check upon it, the ILO has evolved as
a practical, workable formula for international
collaboration to this end. It is an agency through
which the whole range of views and emphases
that exist among countries of diverse social,
economic, and political attitudes and character-
istics may be accommodated, without duress, to
a common goal.

It is time for United States employers them-
selves to come out of their isolation and take
positive steps to communicate the philosophy
of progressive business thinking that the best of
them try to practice to those in other lands who
associate private enterprise with exploitation.
For it is a fact that in many areas workers do
labor for private industry under oppressive, sub-
human conditions. If American employers have
a message to deliver in behalf of private enter-
prise, then let them deliver it where it can do the
most good — among employers abroad wbo now
accept these subhuman conditions with such
complacency.

The persistence, under private enterprise
abroad, of the conditions which the ILO seeks
to correct is of no benefit, and much injury, to
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that majority of Ameriean employers who have
no great foreign holdings and v̂ ĥo employ only
Ameriean workers, under Ameriean standards.
The very faet that our standards are so mueh
higher than those of the rest of the world makes
it all the more desirable, from the standpoint of
our own doUars-and-eents eeonomie interests,
that other countries should progressively ap-
proach standards of lahor whieh approximate
our own. By supporting the ILO we are helping
to hring this ahout, step by eareful step. As
Professor Shotwell stated in his hook. Origin of
the International Lahor Organization:

"The laws governing labor must reflect the con-
ditions of the society with which they deal, and
these conditions vary from nation to nation, accord-
ing to geographic conditions, natural resources, and
the history and capacity of the peoples themselves.
International lahor legislation must build upon this
fact. It is not a substitute for domestic legislation,
but, on the contrary, grows out of it. Its scope is
limited to those problems which nations have in
common. It does not interfere with the normal
process of law-making but only seeks to make it
more effective by raising the common standard of
the conditions of life, so that those nations which
lead the world in social reform may not be placed
at an undue disadvantage by those which compete
with them by the exploitation of their labor." •''

' James T. Shotwell, editor, Origin of the International
Labor Organization (New York, Columbia University
Press, 1934), Vol. I, p. xix.

Not only does the improvement of lahor
standards in other countries competing with our
own help to insure the maintenanee and sta-
bility of our own standards; higher lahor stand-
ards in foreign eountries will also aid in the
establishment of stronger and more stable econ-
omies abroad and in the development of greater
markets for the many Ameriean products whieh
are sold overseas. The faets show that the more
industrialized eountries, with the higher lahor
standards, have heen our best markets.

No matter how strong and permanent they
may appear at the top, international allianees
and friendships eannot be relied upon to endure,
under stress, where they are weak and insub-
stantial at the lower levels. By supporting and
promoting the work of the ILO we ean — with-
out gifts, grants, or largess — demonstrate our
concern for the freedom and welfare of the many
as well as the few, and receive eredit and reeog-
nition for it aecordingly. In so doing, without
eost to us, we ean give the free peoples of the
world the most lasting and vital aid that lies
within our power, by helping them to help
themselves — to elevate their own eonditions,
through their own efforts, by methods of their
own free ehoiee.

Neither lahor nor management — nor the
public at large — has anything to lose through
a poliey of more constructive and energetie sup-
port of the ILO. We all have mueh to gain.






