
The International Labor
Organization

By George V. Moser

BUSINESSMEN of the United States can
no longer exist in isolation. They are
affected by world developments whether

or not they participate in them and regardless
of their own individual views about them. It
is therefore of paramount importance that they
understand those developments. Among the
principal factors on the international scene to-
day is of course the United Nations. This or-
ganization represents probably the most exten-
sive and comprehensive effort in history to
achieve peace and prosperity through interna-
tional cooperation. Yet few businessmen un-
derstand all its many activities; in particular,
they fail to realize how vitally they themselves
may be affected.

It is my. intention in this article to inform
businessmen about one of those activities
which directly concerns them — the Interna-
tional Labor Organization. It is my hope to
stimulate their interest in understanding ILO
and to persuade them to do something about it.

I have come to the conclusion that the ILO
is not only one of the most potent but also one
of the least known of the Socialist tendencies
and pressures which influence our civilization
today. It is my belief that the ILO is a threat
to the way of life which has fostered the reli-
gious, political, and economic freedom of our
country and which has brought us the highest
standard of living in the world. Consequently,
it seems clear to me that the ILO as it exists
today can only be an obstacle in the way of
other countries choosing to follow our ex-
ample.

Many will vigorously and logically deny that
the ILO is a threat to anything but Eascism,
bigotry, war, poverty, and other enemies of

human happiness and peace. Its greatest de-
fense is its nobility of purpose. Its most severe
critics can hardly object to "the establishment
of universal and lasting peace by furthering
social justice." Who would wish to oppose "in-
ternational action . . . to improve labor con-
ditions, raise living standards and promote eco-
nomic stability"?

Certainly, I do not wish to make or to imply
criticisms of those aims. But I do intend to
take issue with the methods which are used to
achieve thein. I believe I can demonstrate that
the ILO serves as a medium for the Socialist
ideal of progress through government regula-
tion and control of production, and I shall try
to indicate why and how American employers
ought to work with the ILO to help control
and change the threatening forces it now ex-
presses.

Basic Nature of the ILO

Part XIII of the Treaty of Versailles gave
the first official breath of life to an Interna-
tional Labor Organization which operated for
many years as an integral part of the League
of Nations until the definite demise of that
international ideal at the opening of World
War II. In 1946 an agreement was reached
which allied the ILO with the UN "as the
specialized agency dealing with labor condi-
tions, industrial relations, employment organ-
ization, social security, and other aspects of
social policy."

An informational pamphlet put out by the
ILO under the title ILO, What It Is — What
It Does — How It Works, describes the organi-
zation in these terms:
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"[The ILO] has three basic parts. These are
the International Labour Conference, its highest
authority, which usually meets once a year; the
Governing Body, its executive council, which as
a rule meets four times annually; and the Inter-
national Labour Office, its executive organ which
provides its permanent secretariat.

"The Conference is composed of national dele-
gations comprising two Government representa-
tives and one delegate each from the most
representative worker and employer organizations
within each country, together with their advisers.

"Its principal functions include the formulation
of international standards in the form of Inter-
national Labour Conventions and Recommenda-
tions. It also may express its opinion in the form
of resolutions on matters falling within its com-
petence.

"The 32-member Governing Body is composed
of the representatives of sixteen Governments,
eight worker members and eight employer mem-
bers. It is selected by the Conference every three
years.

"It selects items for the agenda of the Confer-
ence, supervises the work of the Office and of the
various committees and commissions which sup-
plement the principal organs of the Organization,
and drafts proposals for the annual budget."

The International Labor Office provides
the secretariat for the annual International
Labor Conference. The office also does re-
search and prepares reports and documents re-
quired by items on the agenda of the various
conferences. In addition it provides machinery
to assist in ensuring the effective application
of conventions.

The conference in June 1951 was the larg-
est so far; it was attended by 603 delegates and
advisers from 60 member countries. (There
are now a total of 64 member countries.) As of
March 1952, the conferences had passed a total
of 100 conventions, and there had been 1,262
ratifications among 71 former or present mem-
ber countries. This does not seem to be so
impressive a record when it is found that 10
countries have never ratified even one conven-
tion, and half the countries have ratified only
17 or less. Only 13 countries have ratified
more than one-third of all conventions. Bul-
garia, with the highest tally, has ratified 62 or
less than two-thirds.

This record may indicate that the ILO is
not so effective as many would have us think.
It does make an exaggeration out of statements
that economically backward countries are
prone to ratify ILO conventions as an auto-

matic procedure. We know also from the
squawks of the ILO faithful that many rati-
fications have never been implemented in ac-
tual practice. Perhaps this meager record of
ratification only emphasizes that the dream of
uniform world-labor legislation is neither so
easy nor so practical as the founders thought it
would be. But the importance of the ILO
must also be assessed in other terms. We can-
not discount the fact that the ILO has built up
a framework of conventions which represent a
specified goal that government and labor are
definitely committed to accomplish. This pres-
sure will continue.

In addition to its three basic parts, the ILO
has a number of committees and commissions
to assist in specific fields, such as social security,
women's work, industrial hygiene, agriculture,
and accident prevention.

Of particular importance to industry are the
eight committees which were first set up in
1945 to help solve the social and economic
problems peculiar to particular industries.
After working with these industrial committees
for several years, the United States employer
delegation is of the opinion that they ought to
be discontinued. Such committees tend to
duplicate the work of the conferences. Eur-
thermore, once the problems of the industry
have been thoroughly considered and recom-
mendations made, there is just not enough left
to discuss on a continuing basis.

The ILO also operates through sending
numerous missions to assist regions and coun-
tries in need of expert advice, and itself usually
stimulates requests for such aid. It has been
placing ever-increasing emphasis on its work
of giving technical assistance to member coun-
tries in the social and labor field — an excel-
lent opportunity to disseminate ideas, good or
bad.

Influence of Socialist Philosophy. Some de-
tails of the origin and creation of the ILO are
enough to show its essential nature.

The ILO itself tells us that two of the first
men who conceived the idea of international
labor regulations and who pushed those ideas
vigorously in the nineteenth century were Rob-
ert Owen and Louis Auguste Blanqui. ILO
publicity refers to these men as "social reform-
ers," 1 and so they were. But they were more

^Lasting Peace the I.L.O. Way (Geneva, International
Labor Office, 1951), p . 12.
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than that. Robert Owen was an employer
whose sincere desire to see peace and prosper-
ity for all led him to found a famous Socialist
"Utopia" at New Harmony, Indiana, based on
methods which today we would properly label
Communist. And whatever else Blanqui may
have been, successive Erench governments in
the nineteenth century kept him in jail for the
greater part of his life because he operated as
one of the most persistent revolutionary organ-
izers in Socialist history. It was from these men
and from others like them that the idea of the
ILO got its start and maintained its impetus.

After Karl Marx had transformed a milder,
Utopian form of Socialism (as represented by
Owen) into a revolutionary "scientific Social-
ism" ideal to be implemented by class struggle
through trade unionism, there were several
international conferences in Europe, all of
which pressed forward the earlier concepts of
international regulation. Among these were
the meetings of the Eirst and the Second Inter-
nationale dedicated to the Marxist ideal. Two
others, held at Amsterdam and London, were
organized by Socialists of the less revolution-
ary persuasion, such as the Eabian Socialists of
England.

In the 50 years between 1870 and 1920, So-
cialist ideals made great strides in cooperation
with trade unionism and in the penetration
and control of trade unionism in Europe, es-
pecially in England and Erance.

In England, the Eabian Society (organized
in 1883) was successful in the formation of the
present British Labor Party through the merger
of trade unions and existing Socialist organi-
zations. This action brought the Socialist
philosophy into a position of real power in the
government. We have only to view the record
in England since the Labor Party came to full
power in 1945 to see the culmination of these
efforts.

Ramsay MacDonald was, perhaps, the most
active Socialist who led the Labor Party in the
early days and consolidated Socialism and trade
unionism as a significant force soon after the
turn of the century. MacDonald was repudi-
ated by the Labor Party in 1914 because he
opposed England's entrance into the Eirst
World War, but the influence of Socialism
was not dimmed.

Only four years later — one year before the
Paris Peace Conference where the ILO was
born — the British Labor Party issued its fa-

mous manifesto "Labour and the New Social
Order." The Encyclopaedia Britannica de-
scribes this manifesto as "perhaps the best and
clearest short exposition of moderate and evo-
lutionary Socialist policy that has yet been
produced." And it was the British Labor Party
whose representatives went to Paris in 1919 to
work with representatives of other countries in
drafting plans for international cooperation
in the area of labor and industry.

The general picture of Socialist develop-
ment in Erance is not essentially different from
that in England. Starting with Blanqui and
others. Socialist ideas finally penetrated trade
unionism and combined with it. In Erance,
the movement seems not to have been so unified
as in England, but it did maintain more of the
Marxist revolutionary tinge than the more
moderate Eabianism to the north.

Two of the major Erench labor delegates to
the Paris Peace Conference were Albert
Thomas and Leon Jouhaux. Albert Thomas,
who was a well-known Erench Socialist for
many years, became the first director of the
International Labor Office and served in that
capacity until his death in 1932. Before the
war Leon Jouhaux had been a propagandist
for revolutionary syndicalism. During the war
he changed his viewpoint to the extent that he
began to advocate cooperation with the milder
brand of Socialism and with government.
He is President of the Confederation Generale
du Travail, which is the most rambunctious and
one of the most powerful Erench labor organiza-
tions and is also recognized as a Communist-
controlled organization. Today he is still the
labor delegate from Erance to the ILO.

EoUowing the trend of Socialist develop-
ment and noting some of the individuals in-
volved as has just been done would seem to
lead to the inescapable conclusion that the
creation of the ILO was the crowning achieve-
ment of a significant part of Socialist interna-
tional programs. Professor Francis Graham
Wilson, in a very extensive study, came to the
conclusion that "the workers, for the most
part, regarded the program of the Organization
as the first step toward the socialized state." ^

Conflict with American Viewpoint. Some of
the comments and happenings involved in
drafting Labor's Magna Charta at Paris in

'Labor in The League System (Stanford University,
Stanford University Press, 1934), p. 14, footnote 7.
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1919 will show the basic conflict between the
American philosophy and the Socialist ideol-
ogy which underlies the ILO. With this in
mind we shall be in a better position to under-
stand how the operations of the ILO are im-
plementing Socialist ideology.

The Labor Commission at the Peace Confer-
ence did not have all smooth sailing by any
means. There were a number of problems,
difficulties, and fundamental differences which
nearly forestalled the creation of an organiza-
tion for promoting international labor legis-
lation. In view of the ideological cleavages of
the delegates, some of these hurdles might have
been expected.

The United States delegation to the Paris
Peace Conference was not prepared for any
very specific program of labor cooperation.
International cooperation in the general field
of social matters was accepted as worth while.
There seemed to be little question that inter-
national labor cooperation was also desirable.
The only question of importance seemed to be
what the form and substance of such coopera-
tion should be.

Samuel Gompers represented American
labor and was also chairman of the commission
to draft the labor section of the Peace Treaty.
But Gompers had no ambitions, such as the
leaders of the European labor movements had,
to take over the control of government. His
long leadership in the American Eederation of
Labor had always opposed the theory of plac-
ing labor safeguards in the hands of govern-
ment. He felt that unions could be much more
effective if they stayed out of politics altogether.
Dr. James T. Shotwell, a member of the Amer-
ican delegation to the Paris Peace Conference,
says:

"Mr. Gompers, therefore, found himself in the
paradoxical situation of presiding over a body
which was framing a world constitution for Labor,
as it was often termed in the oratorical outbursts,
in which the accent was placed upon legislation
instead of upon the economic organization of the
workers. Mr. Gompers' suspicion of 'socialist'
thinking on the part of his colleagues on the labor
body was never concealed from them, and, at this
meeting [fifth meeting on February 7, 1919], he
had practically charged Mr. Barnes [British Labor
representative] with betraying Labor into the
hands of government officials. Mr. Barnes's reply

had drawn an apology from Gompers, but the
question was still in the air." ^

It was Dr. Shotwell who was initially as-
signed the job of working with the Erench and
British to formulate draft proposals on labor
matters. He states that he had no directives
and actually very little in the way of guidance
as to what the United States wanted to accom-
plish. He did have the assistance of Eelix
Frankfurter, and his dilemma was eased when
the British Socialist labor delegation presented
a full-blown plan carefully written out in great
detail. It made the work far easier to have a
draft to discuss.

This British draft in essence finally became
the accepted foundation for the International
Labor Organization. But there were some
changes. Sparked by Socialist labor groups
from both Erance and Britain, some of the pro-
visions were absolutely contrary to the most ex-
treme view of the American delegates. There
were, for instance, strong forces which urged
provisions for economic sanctions against mem-
ber countries which failed to live up to their
agreements under the treaty. Other provisions
would have given the ILO control of interna-
tional migration. In accordance with economic
conditions in each country, the ILO would
have been in a position to move workers from
one country to another, and thus could con-
trol not only the distribution of workers but
also of raw materials.

Eortunately, the United States delegation
was able to eliminate these provisions for eco-
nomic sanctions and migration, but they are
not dead issues. There are still those who be-
moan the fact that the ILO has no effective
enforcement power. A study of the Record of
Proceedings of the annual meetings of the
International Labor Conference shows much
time devoted to national alibis for failure to
ratify ILO conventions. This activity is still a
matter of irritation between those who feel it
a waste of time and those who still wish to
impose penalties on delinquent countries.

Gompers and the American delegation were
extremely pessimistic that any compromise
could be reached. They recognized that they
would have extreme difficulty in selling their
associates at home on American participation
in a scheme which was not only labeled but

^ James T. Shotwell, At the Paris Peace Confercttce
(New York, The Macmillan Company, 1937), p. 169.



The International Labor Organization

known to be socialistic. They were sure noth-
ing could be done with the British plan be-
cause it impressed them as too much like a
superstate.

Gompers, for instance, objected strenuously
to the proposal that government representa-
tives on the ILO be given two votes to one
each for labor and employers. He maintained
that, under such conditions, labor could expect
nothing but a coalition of government and
the employer against the working man! Those
in favor of the proposal argued that since con-
ventions were treaties which would require
ratification by governments, it was essential
that governments have a voting power equal to
that of employers and of labor. If conventions
were to be passed on and implemented by
government, government would have to have
the major voice in their composition. The pro-
posal won out.

This 2-1-1 voting proportion remains to-
day as the basis of the ILO's structure, but the
views of both sides have turned out to be un-
realistic. The meager ratification record men-
tioned above indicates that the voting structure
cannot have had much influence in promoting
ratifications. On the other hand, Gompers'
fear of a coalition of government and the em-
ployer has not materialized. Gompers did not
adequately assess the determination of his in-
ternational brethren to control the govern-
ments of their respective states. Even so, it is
clear that their desire for a disproportionate
voting strength for government was essentially
egotistical; they were sure that Socialists would
shortly be in control of most governments and
that, then, labor was sure to have a majority
vote in the ILO.

Socialist success, notably in England, and the
elimination of the worker and employer classes
in Communist and Iron Curtain countries have
long since achieved a pattern of voting in which
government and labor as a general rule vote
3 to 1 against the employer. Since two-thirds
of all votes cast will pass a convention, the
employer, under present circumstances, has
little chance to make his vote effective. He is
put in a defensive position.

In January 1919, Dr. Shotwell reports, the
British delegation found its plan for a perma-
nent labor conference blocked chiefly by the
objections of the American members of the
commission. One month later, when negotia-
tions were threatening a breakdown. Dr. Shot-

well was called in to lead the negotiations for
compromises. The fears of the Americans were
quieted, if not dissipated, and compromises
were effected. Dr. Shotwell then could write:
"What I wanted to do most of all at the Peace
Conference has now come true — to negotiate
that part of the general treaty which has to do
with improving the conditions of the working
people of the world. Tonight [ Monday, March
17, 1919], I feel that success is at last assured." *

One of the major and final compromises in-
volved the responsibilities of countries made
up of federated states, such as the United
States, since most conventions would clearly
be outside the jurisdiction of the federal com-
petence. How could such countries meet their
obligations? It was decided that the federal
government should be obligated to refer such
conventions for ratification by its constituent
parts and to coordinate their actions.

Misunderstanding of American Free Enter-
prise. The important thing for us to realize is
that underlying the continuing conflict of
ideologies among the delegates is the misunder-
standing of American free enterprise in other
parts of the world.

In the century before ILO, European Social-
ist labor fought for uniform labor legislation
ostensibly in order to prevent one country
from having the edge on another in interna-
tional trade. If Erance had a minimum wage
and limited female and child labor, then
Belgium should also have similar restrictions
so that Belgium could not use cheap labor to
undersell Erance in the world market. And we
must remember that such action was recom-
mended within a capitalistic system which em-
phasized and still does emphasize low wages,
cartels, and limited production. In fact, no
little trouble was caused at the Peace Confer-
ence because the United States was demon-
strating that it could easily compete in the
world market in spite of almost no labor legis-
lation, high wages, free competition, and ex-
panding production. This concept was so op-
posed to the European viewpoint that the
European delegates could neither understand
nor accept it.

The concept of the company as a self-con-
tained little empire, the concept of cartels as a
technique for business stabilization, the prefer-
ence for a large profit on a limited production,

* Ibid., p. 215.
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and other such concepts make the European
idea of business a thing far different from the
aims of free enterprise, competition, and high
production which underlie the United States
idea of business. Such differences must be
recognized if we are to understand the situa-
tion completely. Our successes have been only
a source of irritation to foreign countries.
Einally, the big depression of 1929 enabled
them to relax and to point out that our philos-
ophy of doing business also had some defects.
But in spite of the fact that the United States
still continues with the highest wages, produc-
tion, and standard of living anywhere in the
world, we are viewed chiefly with suspicion, if
not actual hatred, in the world forum of the
ILO.

Thus, one of the great bars to unity within
the ILO is the fact that capitalism in the
United States is a much different thing from
that in Europe. Even the businessmen of Eu-
rope, steeped in traditions of monopoly and
cartels as they are, cannot appreciate free enter-
prise.

Operations of the ILO
Let us look now at the ILO as it operates

today. The Socialist ideology pervades the
work of the missions; it is clearly visible in the
drafting of conventions and the policy of con-
trol by government legislation; and it is im-
plemented by the voting structure of the con-
ferences. A brief examination of these opera-
tions will give the American businessman a
clearer picture of the position of the employer
delegates in the organization and pave the way
for a consideration of what individual manage-
ments can do to correct the situation.

The Missions. As was pointed out early in
the discussion, an increasingly important func-
tion of the ILO is the work of its missions in
giving technical assistance to member coun-
tries.

If a government has difficulty in analyzing a
problem, the ILO may send a mission of one
or more officials to consult with officials of the
requesting country. Missions sometimes stay
for a long period to assemble necessary infor-
mation and to draft comprehensive proposals.
Missions advise on such problems as methods
and administration of minimum-wage fixing
machinery, training of staff for the Employees'
State Insurance Corporation, industrial train-

ing, and vocational education. A new develop-
ment along these lines consists of "operational
activities," which means that ILO does a job
itself instead of simply advising others. Opera-
tional activities, so far, have been mostly in the
area of vocational and technical training.

These forms of technical assistance and oper-
ational activities can, and undoubtedly do,
spread the social and economic philosophy of
the ILO, particularly in backward countries,
although this would undoubtedly be very diffi-
cult to prove specifically. Representatives of
ILO in providing expert advice and opera-
tional assistance to the various countries are
expected to remain within the general philos-
ophy and limits as expressed in approved con-
ventions and recommendations, but it is hardly
reasonable to expect representatives who advo-
cate socialistic methods of implementation to
urge countries to adopt the methods of free
enterprise. My point is that those who man
these missions are chiefly government and labor
people, and to that extent the viewpoint of
government and labor is being spread by ILO
much more than that of free enterprise. As is
pointed out later, it is important to make more
representatives of free enterprise available for
service on these missions.

Drafting of Conventions. The ILO philos-
ophy of government control is reflected in the
conventions which are drafted and passed at
the conferences since this technique of the
convention, being in effect an international
treaty, acts as a stimulant to other social legis-
lation.

The United States, Canada, and Switzerland
are about the only states where the kind of free
enterprise we know is still relatively unim-
paired by actual Socialism or serious govern-
mental regimentation. The most popular
philosophy of the ILO members is that laws
must be passed; that no progress is possible un-
less the government controls and specifically
prescribes the activities of people. Little con-
sideration is given to the idea that we might
frequently accomplish more through persua-
sion or free and willing cooperation. True,
that is a slower method and may be more
easily subverted by recalcitrant individuals.
Eorce at least appears to be the easier tool.
When employers point out that more good can
be achieved for more people through the sys-
tem of initiative, opportunity, and freedom.
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they often are labeled inhuman and reaction-
ary and are voted down. Certainly, the voting
record shows the pattern of government and
labor against the employer.

Last year, the conference discussed a pro-
posed convention designed to give holidays
with pay to agricultural workers the world
over. Mr. L. Roy Hawes of the United States
employer delegation pointed out that repre-
sentatives from India, for instance, had re-
ported that 40 million workers in agriculture
work only four months out of every year any-
way. Mr. Hawes said: "I say to you that what
these workers need is an opportunity to work;
they need a job, they do not need a holiday for
they have got eight months' holidays. I say to
you that if you have that problem, you need to
dig a lot deeper down than just thinking about
holidays with pay." Whereupon the workers'
adviser from Ceylon said that Mr. Hawes rep-
resented the capitalists of America.^

Speaking to this same general situation a
year earlier, Mr. Harold Wooley, employers'
adviser, the United Kingdom, said: "Who,
then, is likely to be seriously affected by the
convention? The answer, I suggest, is that the
countries in the target area are those which
cannot ratify or which, if they did, would be
unable to effectively administer the terms of
the convention." * Yet one day India and other
undeveloped countries will be expected to
ratify that convention and to implement it with
legislation. Until they act, such member coun-
tries will be called on each year to explain and
justify their inaction.

The trend toward legislation can become
even more complicated than one might at first
expect. Witness this comment from the re-
marks of Mr. Vazquez Carriozosa, government
delegate from Colombia:

"In Latin America there is an abundance, al-
most an excess, of social legislation. Europe was
our master in this matter, as always, and inspired
the system which we employ. Insufficient at-
tention, however, has been given to the economic
effect of this legislation. You must not forget
that Latin America is between two epochs, partly
colonial and partly capitalist, and we can con-
stantly find side by side big undertakings and
family workshops. The government, therefore,
needs to prepare a complete code of legislation

= William L. McGrath, The j4th International Labor
Conference of the ILO (an informal mimeographed report),
P- 5-

' Record of Proceedings — International Labor Confer-

for both these types of industry — for big capital
and for small artisans." '̂

Under such circumstances, how can uniform
legislation be imposed on a world-wide -scale?

The Voting Line-Up. I suggest that the
present coalition of strength in the ILO voting
is not particularly surprising. Can govern-
ment representatives be expected to vote
against increased government control? On the
contrary, we should expect them almost auto-
matically to use every effort to strengthen their
position of importance in the guidance of
human destinies. And what of the workers,
particularly those in the rest of the world, most
of whom have known little but authoritarian-
ism and employer dictation and paternalism
for hundreds of years? Should we expect them
to vote in favor of what to them appears like a
free hand for employers?

Mr. Gilbert Edward Hayes, the workers'
delegate adviser from Australia, sums up
labor's view in commenting on a resolution
concerning the right to organize. He says; "Sir
John Eorbes Watson [employers' delegate.
United Kingdom] was opposed to the Resolu-
tion on the ground that it was giving way to a
form of State control, and he suggested that all
we have to do in the future is to allow private
enterprise to deal with the problem. He made
no other suggestion at all; just leave it to pri-
vate enterprise." ^

It cannot be denied that the employers' posi-
tion is quite weak if they have no alternatives
to propose. But we also find that Mr. William
B. Barton, employers' adviser. United States,
makes this point: "Again and again when we
proposed suggestions, it was said by the speaker
who has just preceded me [Mr. Alfred Roberts,
workers' delegate. United Kingdom], 'I would
oppose that if for no other reason than just be-
cause the employers are proposing it'; I submit
that in an atmosphere like that it is most diffi-
cult to get agreement." *

Other arguments are used and other consid-
erations are emphasized which are extraneous
to whether a convention is or is not in the best
interests of the world. Mr. Jean Mori, workers'
delegate from Switzerland warned the confer-
ence at one point: "If you reject this proposed

ence, Thirty-Third Session (Geneva, ILO, 1950), p. 244.
'Ibid., p. 70.
'Ibid., p. 319.
" Ibid., p. 327.
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resolution submitted by my friend Roberts,
then you will confirm the impression among
the workers of the world that you are no longer
capable of dominating the situation because
you are coming up against the difficulties of
private enterprise . . . ." i"

The lines of battle are clearly drawn, but
once in a while a humorous incident occurs.
At the Thirty-Second International Labor Con-
ference labor brought in the draft of a conven-
tion designed to give government employees
the right to strike and to organize. Govern-
ment delegates did a quick flip, voted with
employers, and neatly prevented the draft from
ever coming before the plenary session. The
fact that this is the kind of exception which
occurs only emphasizes the self-interest that
holds the regular line-up together.

Thus, though each convention is supposed
to he the result of tripartite discussion and
vote, it is simply a fact that the vote is generally
lined up with employer delegates opposed by
government and labor delegates. Since it is
virtually impossible for employer delegates to
win a vote, the best they can hope to do at
present is to modify and soften the viewpoint
of the government-labor group. The employer
cannot really win unless he can eliminate the
technique of the convention, but this would
require a complete revision of the whole ILO
structure. He can, however, succeed in having
more and more questions dealt with as recom-
mendations since these do not have the inter-
national treaty implications of conventions.

Mr. Charles P. McCormick, the employers'
delegate from the United States, in a speech
to the Thirty-Eourth Session, Thursday, June
14, 1951, pointed out:

"A convention not approved by a majority of
each group — government, workers, and employers
— is not truly tripartite, and should never be
represented to the world as an approved policy
of this tripartite body. Certainly in the case of
conventions, which imply implementation through
international law, no action should be taken by
the ILO except on the basis of a majority vote of
each of the three groups." 1̂

The results can be serious. Note that, so far
as the United States is concerned, while most
labor conventions deal with matters that are
under state jurisdiction, the national legisla-

'»Ibid., p. 354.
" Record of Proceedings — International Labor Confer-

ence, Thirty-Fourth Session (Geneva, ILO, 1951), p. 84.

ture is expected to ratify a convention when it
is a matter appropriate for federal action. Such
ratification is accomplished by submitting the
convention to the Senate as an international
treaty. If passed by a two-thirds majority of
the Senators present, it becomes a law of the
land, even though the House of Representa-
tives knows nothing about it.

Here is an illustration of what could hap-
pen, taken from a report on the International
Labor Conference of 1950 made less than a
year ago by Mr. William L. McGrath, adviser
to Mr. Charles P. McCormick:

"The 1949 Conference adopted a con '̂ention
concerning 'The Application of the Principles of
the Right to Organize and to Bargain Collec-
tively.' This was a definition of collective bar-
gaining rights very similar in principle to our old
Wagner Act. It gave legal protection to workers
who wished to join unions, but said nothing
whatever about protecting the worker in his right
not to join a union, thereby, in effect, legalizing
the closed shop. Our government delegates \oted
for this convention.

"At any time he chooses, the President may sub-
mit this convention to the Senate for ratification.
How many of you know that that sleeping dog is
lying there?

"If, on some quiet day, ratification of that con-
vention is slipped through the Senate, organized
labor will have accomplished an important stej)
toward nullification of the spirit of the Taft-
Hartley Law without functioning of our repre-
sentative system devised for the enactment of
legislation. For a treaty becomes a federal law.
Statutes of an individual state cannot go contrary
to federal law. The ILO meeting in Geneva will
have succeeded in drafting and passing a law for
the United States of America."

Fortunately, Mr. McGrath's fears have not
been realized, but the condition as he has de-
scribed it is very real. Its potential danger is
none the less because its use has so far been
limited.

Attitude of American Businessmen

In view of the Socialist stamp of the ILO,
and the way it is operating to further an ideol-
ogy hostile to our way of life, what should be
the attitude of American businessmen toward
it?

Questionable Values. Eirst of all, is there
any possibility of real benefit for us in the
ILO?
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The United States has already progressed far
along the path to the ultimate goal set by ILO
and has done this by voluntary, free-enterprise
methods. We have progressed so far that it is
rare indeed when ILO standards would give
any benefit to labor not won long ago in col-
lective bargaining sessions.

Samuel Gompers had a view which Professor
Wilson summarizes as follows: "Gompers de-
clared himself willing, so far as the United
States was concerned, to take his chances with
the AEL. Eor him, it was not that the proposed
organization would give assistance to American
workers but that it would 'bring light into the
lives of the workers' of the more backward
countries." ^̂  Although it is likely that Gompers
was mindful of the general benefits to be de-
rived from world-wide labor solidarity, the
point is that he did not expect American labor
to receive any concrete benefit from coopera-
tion with the ILO.

What the ILO Means to America is the title
of the report of a round-table discussion of the
ILO conducted at the Ninth Annual Session of
the Institute of Public Affairs of the University
of Virginia, 1936, edited by Spencer Miller, Jr.
The round table was to consider the signifi-
cance of American membership one year after
the United States first participated as an active
member of the ILO. Thomas G. Spates talked
about the value of ILO to employers, and
Leland Rex Robinson spoke of the value to
American business.

The argument of Mr. Robinson that Ameri-
can business will benefit from worldwide
statistics of one kind and another as well as
from special reports of conditions in different
countries cannot be denied. This argument,
however, would probably be admitted to be a
more incidental benefit, a by-product. The
major value was summed up by Mr. Spates
when he said that the employer will get the
"accumulated experience of the world in the
three basic methods of advancing human rela-
tionships in industry: namely, social legisla-
tion, collective bargaining, and personnel ad-
ministration." 1̂  What Mr. Spates would say
today, I do not know, but I feel sure that those
who favor ILO could hardly sum up the results
more neatly.

It is the contention of this article that the
trend toward more and more social legislation

^ Francis Graham Wilson, op. cit., p. 293.
" What the International Labor Organization Means to

is not of long-run benefit either for us or for
the world as a whole. Certainly, the emphasis
on governmental protection of the worker —
on the increased power and control of our lives
by government — is leading us closer and closer
to a final denial of our basic freedoms here in
the United States.

Those of us in government service during
the 1930's when Mr. Spates made his talk can
well remember that the popular method of
predicting the trend in social legislation in the
United States was to study what had happened
20 years earlier in Great Britain. And so Brit-
ish and European industrial organizations were
called more "mature" because their social leg-
islation had antedated and exceeded our own.
I suspect that there is a great deal of this atti-
tude left in the United States.

Certainly, labor in the United States has
developed its own peculiar viewpoint because
of the vastly different conditions under which
unions have flourished in this country. Class
struggle has not been emphasized here nearly
so much as in Europe. Professor Wilson points
out that "the European worker has been much
more willing to recognize that he occupies a
status which is probably his for life, while, on
the other hand, the American worker has little
sense of the permanent superiority of his em-
ployer." 1*

There is no doubt, then, that the develop-
ment of capitalism in Europe has unintention-
ally contributed toward this socialistic trend.
Too many employers in Europe and other
foreign countries generally are unwilling to
accept the American view of high wages and
minimum labor legislation. Those employers
have always seemed to prefer a policy of low
wages and limited production regardless of the
American example and of the resulting labor
legislation with which they must cope.

The argument that we gain from Europe's
experience in collective bargaining and person-
nel administration could, in my opinion, be
valid only if our industrial philosophy were
the same. As we have shown, there are some
basic differences. I suggest that it is not a ques-
tion of one system's being "more advanced"
and that a comparison can hardly be made be-
tween our methods and procedures in collec-
tive bargaining and personnel administration
and those of Europe. In general, I believe that
America (New York, Columbia University Press, 1936), p. 50.

" Francis Graham Wilson, op. cit., p. 333.
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the methods we have developed suit us better
than those which have been developed in
Europe under entirely different philosophies
and conditions.

If we agree that uniform world-wide social
legislation is not desirable, we could hardly
expect that the ILO could offer the country
anything but by-product benefits of minor im-
portance. There would appear to be little of
value to the United States except in the minds
of people very sensitive to the importance of
the kind of international cooperation where
Uncle Sam gives everything and gets no credit
for it.

It would require a complete article in itself
to analyze adequately the dangers, paradoxes,
difficulties, and contradictions of working with
and through the ILO. I have only hit some of
the high spots. I have simply tried to show that
in its insistence on conventions and the estab-
lishment of economic and labor standards
through government legislation, the ILO is
inimical to our welfare and general philosophy
of life. When government planning and con-
trol have evolved into the inevitable Socialism,
it will be small comfort to realize that the plan-
ners were well-intentioned people. Our gov-
ernment, today, has no need of stimulation
from the ILO in this regard!

Necessity of Positive Action. If the Interna-
tional Labor Organization is dominated by
Socialist ideology (as I have tried to show that
it is), the United States businessman may well
ask what point there is to working with such
an organization. Why not just withdraw our
delegates?

We cannot afford to ignore the ILO for sev-
eral reasons:

(1) We cannot solve any problem by running
away from it.

(2) The United States is committed to a policy
of international cooperation through the United
Nations, and ILO is part of the UN.

(3) The ILO provides a fine international plat-
form from which we can counter much of the
authoritarian viewpoint in the world.

(4) The ILO will continue whether the
United States cooperates or not. The employer
cannot avoid the effects of the ILO by non-
cooperation. He will still be faced with trade
union demands and government labor philosophy
based on ILO standards. The employer can
soften the effects of ILO only by vigorous partici-
pation and cooperation.

Program for American Businessmen
Under these circumstances, what can Ameri-

can buisnessmen do? More important, what
can you as an individual businessman do?
Here are some suggestions which may be help-
ful:

(1) Inform yourself thoroughly about the ILO
and its operations. Read the records of ILO pro-
ceedings. Study the research reports and reports
of investigations prepared by the ILO. These will
help to inform you about what is going on in
other countries and how the United States or your
own foreign operations might be affected.

On July 21, 1951, Venezuela lashed out at an
ILO report which branded her with "political
instability marked by political coups d'etat and
by the frequent suspension of constitutional guar-
antees." The objective of the report was to study
freedom of association and labor conditions. Cur-
rent items such as this you can get from news-
papers.

Some examples of other recent reports are:
Methods of Labour Productivity Statistics, 1951;
Cooperation in Industry, 1951; Labor Problems
in Turkey, 1950; Labor Problems in Greece, 1949;
and Conditions in Ships Flying the Panama Flag,

1950-
(2) Know your United States employer delegate.

He is Mr. Charles P. McCormick, President of
McCormick and Company, Baltimore 2, Mary-
land. Keep him informed on your viewpoint.
Help him to make known the employer attitude.
The ILO can be a fine sounding board for the
United States employer and for private enterprise,
but employers must get behind and support their
delegate. Don't wait for an invitation. Offer
your help now. Both large and small employers
can be of help.

(3) Establish foreign listening posts. The AFL
and the CIO maintain foreign offices in order to
keep abreast of what is going on. It should be
necessary to mention only the recent development
of "co-determination" in some German industries
(the process of requiring labor representation on
boards of directors) to show the necessity of doing
this. Labor representatives from the United
States were there supporting German labor.
There is some reason to believe that employers
generally did not even know what was going on.
Is this the part of wisdom?

(4) The employer who operates abroad can re-
port instances of how ILO influences and result-
ing legislation actually cut production and hurt
business. The current annual report of the ILO
shows that 18 complaints alleging infringement
of trade union rights are under consideration.
Where are the complaints of the infringement of
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employer rights? They are rarely, if ever, made.
Your delegate needs some employer complaints,
but he cautions that they must be based on fact
and clearly demonstrable. Do not complain about
conditions for which you may be even partially
responsible.

Just today, as this is being written (March 13,
1952), I see in the news a United Press dispatch
from Geneva: "An ILO committee recommended
today the dismissal of charges by the Communist-
dominated World Federation of Trade Unions
that President Truman's seizure of American rail-
roads during a 1950 strike violated union rights.
The committee also recommended dismissal of a
WFTU charge that the Taft-Hartley Act violates
freedom of association." This time things went
in our favor, and of course the ILO cannot do
anything about such matters anyway. But what
would the decisions of this world tribunal be if
charges had been made by friends of the ILO?
We are still subject to international judgment.

(5) A bookshelf of reading matter about the
"American Way" should be made available to
young people in foreign universities. This ma-
terial should be carefully selected. (Perhaps much
of it has still to be written. There are plenty of
texts on trade unionism. Socialism, and so on,
but explanations of our view are rare.) Students
are asking for such material. You ought to help
provide it. So far as general philosophy is con-
cerned, I would suggest including such books as
the following:

Felix Morley, The Power in the People (New
York, D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc.,

)
Clarence Mannion, The Key to Peace (Chicago,

Heritage Foundation, Incorporated, 1951);
Henry C. Link, The Way to Security (Garden

City, Doubleday & Company, 1951);
Charles P. McCormick, The Power of People

(New York, Harper &: Brothers, 1949);
Norbert Wiener, The Human Use of Human

Beings (Boston, Houghton Miffiin Company,
1950).

(6) You, as an employer, can supply good men
to help with the work of ILO. Under the present
director, David Morse, the technical advisory
service to member countries is becoming more
operational than advisory. As was pointed out,
ILO missions to various countries not only advise
officials but also set up agencies to operate certain
programs.

There are numerous government and labor men
available for such technical assignments, but al-
most no one is available who represents the pri-
vate-enterprise philosophy. There are many re-
quests for technical assistance now pending from
many different countries. Filling these temporary
assignments with men committed to the competi-

tive system would be very helpful. It will prob-
ably be necessary for industry to give partial
financial support here as well as to supply per-
sonnel.

(7) It is, perhaps, time for you — and all the
rest of us — to come out more from our isolation
and to take a more positive and active part in
political and social life. Too many businessmen
seem to think that free enterprise is synonymous
with the American way of life, whereas the "Amer-
ican way of life" is a much broader concept, of
which free enterprise is only a part and a symp-
tom. Business can no longer afford to limit its
concern for freedom to free enteiprise alone. It
must be concerned with bolstering all our political
and social freedoms.

(8) You can do much more in the way of apply-
ing the principles of freedom and democracy in the
daily operations of your own company. Modern
management, because of its more impersonal set-
ting, has developed a more democratic procedure
and philosophy than has been true in the past.
The naturally autocratic attitude of the owner-
manager is slowly changing in the face of general
concepts of political and social freedoms. The
development of modern management as a pro-
fession and the recognition of business responsi-
bilities to the employee, the consumer, and the
public as well as to the stockholder has also
greatly advanced these changes. Management
must consciously promote a more rapid pace.

Authoritarianism in American industry still
smoke-screens for the European employer the
really remarkable extent to which we have
achieved democracy in industry. Our philosophy
of human relations has proved itself, but the
European employer is too far away mentally and
physically to grasp what has happened. What he
sees most clearly is the example of American
companies which operate abroad. Unfortunately,
too many companies in foreign fields have talked
our philosophy but have used the European ap-
proach to human relations. We can only expect
misunderstanding when our representatives talk
democracy and act autocratically. American bus-
inessmen can do much more to demonstrate to
Europeans that they really do believe in the
system which they profess.

Conclusion
Mr. Charles P. McCormick in his book The

Power of People points out the responsibilities
of business as follows:

"A business concern can no more hold itself
remote from government in the United States to-
day than the United States as a nation can hold
itself remote from the other nations of the world.
Time and transportation have beaten down the
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barriers. We are thoroughly interrelated, and
the process of dissolving the mixture is as intricate
as that of splitting the atom into its component
parts. In the modem complex nation we know
today, where does the force of government and
that of business begin? Who can draw the fine
line of separation? We need business-minded
statesmen in government for the protection of
American free competitive enterprise. The new
type of businessman in the future must be a stu-
dent of people. He must understand government
and politics and human relations as thoroughly
as he understands productive processes, profits,
and sales methods." i '

If the International Labor Organization is
a problem for government, it is no less a
problem for business. In fact, it is a challenge
to business. To ignore this challenge is to
leave the field open for the dominance of a
world cynicism already powerfully entrenched.

Mr. William L. McGrath, in his report of
the Thirty-Eourth International Labor Con-
ference of the ILO, expresses this analysis of
the situation:

"The fact is that our American philosophy of
living and doing business was brushed off as some-
thing that was obviously on its way out, lingering
apparently more or less by accident and not en-
titled to serious consideration.

"In any event, the general feeling was that there
are two great competing systems in the world to-
day — State Socialism and Communism. The free
competitive system just didn't count. There were
Communist delegations at the Conference, no-
tably those from Poland and Czechoslovakia; and
the Conference lined up solidly in opposing them.
But once the Commies were disposed of, the pat-
tern reverted to its usual form, with voting well
nigh a formality whereby employers as a group
registered their protest against a practically solid
three-to-one government Labor Socialist major-
ity." 18

"New York, Harper & Brothers, 1946, p. 8g.
"William L. McGrath, op. cit., p. 4.

"American philosophy . . . not entitled to
serious consideration." What an indictment of
the public relations job that United States
business has done outside our territorial limits!
And, of course, the fact that our own "welfare
staters" in Washington repudiate free enter-
prise is no help. Have we been lulled into a
false sense that free enterprise and our way of
life are important elsewhere in the world be-
cause they are important to us?

It is distinctly shocking that in spite of the
record we have made in production and in
human relations, in spite of the fact that we
give the major support to the United Nations
and to the tottering economy of the world
generally — in spite of all this our philoso-
phy, the ideology which made all this pos-
sible, is ignored, is "not entitled to serious
consideration" in one of the most important
of world forums, the International Labor Or-
ganization.

United States businessmen cannot be held
solely responsible for this condition, but they
must shoulder their share of the blame along
with the rest of our society. It is my view that
modern management can do more than gov-
ernment and more than labor to correct this
situation.

So far as the ILO is concerned. United States
employers still have a foot in the door. Their
employer delegate and his advisers fight each
year in Geneva against tremendous odds. At
present, they cannot do very much, but they
can and have said plenty, and their forcefulness
has delayed the accomplishment of faulty aims
and moderated many radical proposals.

The ultimate success and effectiveness of the
employer delegation will depend, to a large
extent, on the backing and support received
from each business organization which hopes
to survive in a free economv.






