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Curtis termed on way out

L]

A

as Democrats’ chairman

By CARL P, LEUBSDORF
Washington Bureau of The Sun

Washington—Kenneth M. Curtis is on
his way out as chairman of the Democrat-
ic National Committee, and the White
House is actively looking for a successor,
several highly placed sources said yester-
day.
Mr. Curtis, who some contended would

be asked tu leave because he is too nice a

guy to hold the party post, is expected to

be offered another job in the Carter ad-
+ ministration.

The party chieftain, reachod by tele-
phone in New Jersey, confirmed the im-
pression hcld by some close to hira that he
would not be too unhappy to leave the
chairmanship.

But he denounced “power-hungry little
people wko have been planting rumors”
about his departure.

“I'm there to help the President,” said
the former Maine governor.

“I have a very good relationship with
him. And at any time he feels that a
change is warranted, I'd be the first one to

gree.
“If these people persist in spreading

- these rumors,” he added, “there might be
a vacancy. It's not the kind of job you fight
10 keep.”

¢ Although Mr. Curtis said the President,
with whem he met yesterday morning, has
never said anything tc him indicating dis-
satisfaction, a labor official said the White
House bas been asking for candidates as

possible successors for several months.

He said Mr. Curtis, the only prominent
Maine Democrat who was an early sup-
porter of Mr. Czrter for the presidency,
was “a nice, friendly, very popular guy
who didn’t attempt to lay down the law.”

Another labor official, who called Mr.
Curtic a “very cecent guy,” said after
checking with some people well attunead to
Democratic party atfairs, “there seems to
he gencral agreement that Curtis is going
to g0, that either he will resign or that he
will be asked to leave.”

And 2 high-ranking administration offi-
cial said he thua2ns it highly unlikely that
Mr. Curtis wonld stay on, as had originally
been planned, through the November,
1978, congressional elections and the De-
cember, 1978, Democratic mini-conven-
tion.

But the official agreed that Mr. Carter
would doubtless offer another job to Mr.
Curtis, who recently sold his house in
Maine and moved his wife and 16-year-old
daughter, who has cystic fibrosis, into a
rented town house in Washington's Virgin-
ia suburbs.

There have been repeated reports in
recent weeks that Mr. Curtis has been up-
set at alleged White House interference in
party affairs.

However, the chairman insisted yester-
day he has “an excellent reiationship”

See CURTIS, A8, Col. 6
|
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KENNETH M. CURIIS
«.. Democratic National Commitiee chief

Curtis held
on way out
of party post

CURTIS. from Al
with both the Presiden: and w:th Ba:ltos
Jordan, Mr. Carter's cuef poltical <pera-
tive.

Nevertheless, a scurce fzmilias wik
both the White Hous¢ and e rivona
cormmittee side of things sz:d Mr

ad been particulacly wps
infinence party activic.es by Marg A
gel ang Richard M. Huichesc~ 3¢.

Mr. Siegel is Mr Jordans dep.:
former executive director ¢f the .
committee, and Mr Hutches:nis &-
top White House aide w0 or.ce wot -
the party.

But the main consideration, s+
sources said, was the desire by som
White House to install a chiairm
would take a firmer hard in ¢zali
current and potential party rroble
cluding the possibility of intermal ¢.552
faction with Mr. Carter tha: could s ~iace
at the 1978 mini-coavention.

There was littic agreeme=t, ho=zver
on a possible suecessor Two rarsc
geésted Anne Wexler, the former Cozzeotis
cut party activist who row is deputy wacer
secretary of commerce.

But labor officials called that idea “a
disaster,” and Mrs. Wexler said siz was
not interested.

A labor officlal sugzested Mr. S.zzel
but others famihiar wita pariy acLsiues
said the 30-year-old pres.dent.al aids was
too controversial.

Among the other rames mer. aed
were Gov Julian M. Carroil ¢f Realwcaw
Morely Winograd. dhe Miciizan party
chairman; Pav! Tpps. tne Chio party
chairman, atd Alex denti,a (Ticago aw-
yer.
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WASHINGTON

sMORANDUM TO ZBIGNIEW BRﬂpZINSKI

\\
FROM: LANDON BUTLE‘E;;&\’
DATE: SEPTEMBER 20, 1977 .

SUBJECT: LABOR AND THE 1LO

This Memorandum follows up on the conversation we had two
weeks ago in which I suggested ways for us to f£ind common
ground with the AFL-CIO on the ILO issue.

Background

The AFL-CIO's position on the ILO is the result of their long-
standing belief that, without freedom and democracy, trade unions
cannot flourish. Since the turn of the century, Gompers, David
Dubinsky, Gzorge Meany, and even Walter Ruether have consistently
held that state-controlled labor movements will inevitably
sacrifice the true interests of workers to the state's political
policies. American labor leaders have consistently called for
"unions pure and simple," and have besen suspicious of intellectuals
who sought to use the labor movement for their own political
zpurposes.

Samuel Gompers played a central role in the formation of the ILO in
121¢, and the tripartite structure of the ILO mirrors Gompers'
belief in freze labor unions. But American labor leaders have
been disenchanted with the ILO since 1954, when the Soviet Union
and its bloc nations became ILO members. The admission to the
ILO in the Sixties of Third World nations has further eroded

American influence in the ILO.
American labor leaders have three basic criticisms of the ILO:

~~The Communists delegations have weakened tripartism
and restricted the autonomy of worker and employee
groups in the organization.

-~The ILO is used as a forum for ideological assaults on
. America, Israel, and other "imperialist"” countries.

~-The Communists delegations have successfully prevented
the ILO from investigating violations of basic worker
and human rights in the Soviet Union and other "progressive"”
countries.

These criticisms are compounded by the fact that the United States
government has consistently given ILO matters a low priority.
Congress has ratified only a few of the ILO conventions, and
until recently,most ILO decisions woere made atk sub-cabinet levels



or lower. In contrast to the US attitude, the Soviet Union
has over 40 full-time persons uassigned to the ILO.

The Administration's Interest

There 1s a tendency these days to dismiss American labor leaders

as right-wing jingoists who arc out of step with the new politics.
I don't think we should make that mistake; instead, I think the '
Carter Administration, in its foreign policy, should look for
common ground with the labor movement. There are two reasons

why we should make this effort: .

--The Carter Administration is going to need all the
support 1t can find if we are to0 carry out our ambitious
foreign policy objectives. The AFL-CIO has a long history
of interest in foreign policy, and communicates its views
to some 15 million members. A new generation of leaders
(Fraser of the UAW, Winpisinger of the Machinists, Wurf
of AFSCME, and McBride of the Steelworkers, etc.) will
insuvre that the ATL-CIO will remain a major factor in
American politics.

The AFL~CIO won't stop our foreign policy in its tracks;
but if American labor leaders have confidence in our foreign
policies, then their confidence will favorably influence
the opinions of the political community and the public at
large. )

--In the longer run, the best response to the competition
of cheap labor in foreign countries may well be to
organize the workers in those countries. It seems logical
that U.S. economic policy should include support and
encouragement of free trade unions abroad.

Conclusions and Recommendations

I personally believe the United States should remain in the ILO.

I think it would be a mistake to pull out of a major multi-national
organization just as the President's human rights policies have
gained us the moral high ground,and when we are beginning to

prove more adept at multi-national politics than the Soviets.

Under these circumstances, I think the ILO can be an important
forum .in which to further U.S. foreign policy objectives.

But I think we should remain in the ILO only if we can identify
oursclves with the historic concerns of American organized labor.
We must spcak out forcefully in favor of the rights of workers

in foreign countries to organize freely and bargain col%ectively,
and we must oppose the use of the ILO as a forum for political
and ideological assaults.




More specifically, I suggest the following steps:-

—-The President should choose a major forum to identify
himself with the concerns of American labor. He could,
for example, include a paragraph on this subject in
his upcoming UN speech.

—--A person of unquestioned stature in American politics ——
someone like Arthur Goldberg -- should be selected to
lead the U. S. delegation at the ILO.

~-The Congress should be asked to cooperate by pa551ng
ILO conventions.

—~-Steps should be taken which insure adequate staff support
and cabinet-level participation in ILO policies.

If we take these steps, I believe we can stay in the ILO-for the
right reasons, gain the trust cf the AFL-CIO for our overall

foreign policy,and further the Administration's human rights

and economic goals.

If you agree with these conclusions, I suggest that you meet
with Lane Kirkland in the near future to explore this approach
=further.



THE WHITE HOUSE

1
WASHINGTON

October 24, 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: STU EIZENSTAT
SUBJEC% : Membership in the ILO

In May of this year you issued a statement personally re-
affirming this Administration's intention to leave the ILO

“if (it) should prove impossible ... to promote the conditions
which will facilitate our continued participation.™ (State-
ment attached) The original U.S. letter announcing our
intention to leave the organization by November 5, 1977

cited four concerns:

1) Many members of the organization were failing to
provide tripartite representation {(business, labor
and government) but were in fact represented only
by their governments.

2) The organization was selectively applying its basic
rules concerning employment discrimination, forced
labor, and rights to form labor organizations. Staff
reports concerning violations in Soviet bloc and some
developing countries were not being adopted by the
full membership, while reports critical of Western
countries were being adopted.

3) The organization was violating due process. For
example, in 1974 it condemned Israeli labor practices
in the occupied territories without any investigation
of the charges.

4) In general the organization had become a forum for
politically motivated criticismof some countries,
especially the United States and Israel.
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Few observers familiar with the ILO would argue that

significant progress has been made on any of these problems
in the last two vears.

This year prior to the annual Conference in June, we pointedly.
repeated our threat to leave. The June conference however,

was an unequivocal failure. A report on violations of labor
conventions was not adopted. An amendment that would have
provided a mechanism for screening out overtly political
resolutions was never brought to the floor. Those nations on whom
we had been counting failed to support us on crucial votes.

The prospects for reform next year are clouded. The Department
of State cites a number of recent offers of help from our
European allies, from some third world countries, and from

the ILO leadership as evidence that there may be a climate

for progress. The Department of Labor points out, however,
that most of these offers come from countries that have been
with us all along.

Individuals from the Department of Labor, the AFL-CIO and
the Chamber of Commerce who have been attending ILO meetings
are very pessimistic that any new attempt to reform the
organization is likely to be successful. They point out that
over the past two years we have made strenuous efforts to
encourage changes. In their view the basic make-up of the
organization (of 134 members only 24 are industrial
democracies, 10 are Socialist bloc, and 100 are developing
nations) makes significant reform unlikely. It is worth
noting that on all the key votes in the June meeting we could
muster the support of only 35-40 countries.

At this point I would summarize the debate over our future
in the ILO as follows:

For Leaving: Department of Labor, Department of Commerce,
the AFL-CIO, the Chamber of Commerce, Jewish groups, opponents
of the U.N. They argue:

1. our credibility is at stake. We have been threatening
to leave and demanding reforms for two years. During
that time we have been repeatedly and unmistakably
rebuffed.

2. Despite the promised efforts of the ILO's leadership and

of our allies, we cannot expect much improvement next
year in the organizatior's performance. On the other
hand our departure might be a sufficient shock to
encourage members of the ILO to undertake serious reforms.
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If we don't leave, the AFL-CIO and the Chamber of Commerce
will leave anyway. This will undermine one of our key
arguments: that the organization needs to return to

the tripartite representation called for in its charter.

We can soften our departure by citing the organization's
potential, by pledging continued commitment to its goals
and by promising a sincere effort to continue to seek
changes that will enable us to return.

Withdrawal will not necessarily harm our other multilateral
and U.N. efforts.

If we don't leave, Congress may mount a potentially
embarrassing effort to withhold uS. financial support
for the organization.

For Staying: The Department of State, Dr. Brzezinski, liberal

union leaders (Doug Frazier of the UAW and William Winpisinger
of the IAM) our European allies, liberals in the Congress,
in the press and among the "establishment". They argue:

1.

Much of the ILO's good work in the area of human rights
and international labor standards could be destroyed

if we leave. We support 1/4 of the ILO budget, and
without us the organization could be gravely damaged.

The sincerity and strength of our commitments to human

‘rights, North-South dialogue, and the U.N. will be

eroded if we leave this third-world dominated body.
Our position in the U.N. could be especially impacted.

Relations with our European allies who have urged us
to stay could be damaged and our leadership position
weakened.

We can legally postpone our departure according to
ILO lawyers. Our allies and the ILO leadership have
promised us help to try to reform the organization in
the interim.

If we leave we cannot credibly return for several years.
If we desire to return, we will have to convince the
AFL-CIO and the Chamber of Commerce to join u:.



o AP o = e ey

g

-4

A relatively small number of people in this country know

or care about this issue, but considerable fervor seems to
surround the debate. The labor movement is sharply divided.
Jewish organizations do not rank the issue among their top
priorities, but they are unequivocally opposed to staylng.
Most editorial comment I have seen as urged us to remain.

RECOMMENDATION

I have reluctantly concluded that the best choice is to leave

the ILO now.

If we could turn the clock back two years I would oppose
sending a letter threatening to leave the ILO. But we and
the previous Administration have painted ourselves into a
corner in our attempt to encourage reform.

The problem now is simply that we issued a specific time-
limited challenge which, by all objective standards, has
not been met. Either we admit that we have changed our
position and that we now intend to stay and work within the
ILO no matter how political it becomes, or we must leave.

If we stay we will have to return to the next conference
without the business and labor members of our delegation.

We will be in a challengable legal position. And we may
have to fight a Congressional battle just to retain funds
for continued participation. If, as is likely, there is

no improvement in the ILO's performance we will face the
same stay-or-leave decision next year. To depart then would
give us the worst of both worlds- first antagonizing one
side and then the other.

By leaving now we can gain some political credit with the
AFL-CIO and others who favor a tough international stance.
I believe that by handling our departure skillfully we can
minimize harm to our leadership position in the U.N. or to
our efforts in the area of human rights. And our departure
may conceivably strengthen our negotiating credibility on
other international issues.

If you choose to stay I believe that there are two choices.
Either we can take a hard line by conditioning our stay on
further specific reforms within one year, or we can soften
our position by emphasizing that our commitment to the

organization and its goals transcends specific differences
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we may have with the majority. In my view, the first course
is preferable to protect against criticism in Congress.

The danger, of course, in a hard line conditional extension
of our membership is that we may be forced to leave next
year simply to preserve our credibility.



THE WHITE HOUSE'

WASHINGTON

October 25, 1977

Mr. President:

Ray Marshall will be in Norway, Sweden and
Denmark for the balance of this week until
Sunday, October 30. While the ILO matter

is not specifically on his discussion

agenda, he indicates that his hosts have
raised the matter. His office here has
indicated he would prefer that you postpone
announcement of your decision until he
returns in order to prezint any embarrassment.

e

P.S. It turns out that Secretary Marshall
will not be in Canada.

2




STETENT BY THE PRESIDENT

The questicn oI U.S. relaticns with the ILO remains a matter
of hig‘n priority and will remain under continuing review by a
Cabinet Level Committee where, we hope, the AFL-CIO and the Charber
of Commerce will continue to play active roles.
Because of dissatisfaction in the U.S. Government and among
labor and industry leaders with a nuner of unfortunate trends in
tha ILO, the U.S. suomitted a letter on Novemkcer 5, 1975 giving the
required two-year notice of intent to withdraw from the Organization.
In that letter, it was stated:
"The U.S. doas not desire to leave the TIO. The U.S. does
not expect to o so. But we do intend to make every possible effort
to promote the conditions which will facilitate our continued
participation. If this should prove impossible, we are in fact prepared
to depart.”
Those views are no less valid today. They will quide our actions

W

and our ultimate decision in the critical months ahead.

77




“‘Date: October 18, 1977

MEMORANDUM

rOR ACTION:

Stu Lizsnstat
Jack Watson
Zbig Brzezinski
Landon Butler
Frank Moore
Jim McIntyre

FOR INFORMATION: Sy

The Vice President \Lﬂ.

S

FROM: Rick Hutcheson, Staff Secretary

suBJECT: Marshall and Vance memo re U.S. Membership in the ILO

CORFIDENSEAE—ATTACEMENT

- DAY:

YOUR RESPONSE MUST BE DELIVERED
TO THE STAFF SECRETARY BY:

TIME:

DATE:

12:00 NOON

Thursday

October 20, 1977

ACTION REQUESTED:
X____ Your comments
Other:

STAFF RESPONSE:
| concur.
Please note otlier comments below:

No comment.

DECLASSIFIED
£.0. 12356, SEC. 3.4(b)

IDELINES , FEB. 28
B\V'“% NARS, DATE 7

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

It you have any questions or if you anticipate a delay in submitting the r2quired
material, please telephone the Staff Secretary immedistely. (Telzphone, 7052}
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFICE OF THE, SECRETARY

WASHINGTON

Octaper 17, 1977 WN‘N
7

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 4
1 g

(28

FROM: SECRETARY OF LABOR, RAY MARSHALL

SUBJECT: U.S. Membership in the International Labor Organizaton (ILO)

The Cabinet Level Cammittee on the IIO, which I chair, was unable to
reach agreement on a joint recommendation to you at its October 12
meeting. As a result, I am attaching two separate recommendations.

I favor withdrawal from the IIO with the door left open for return
if reform is achieved. The AFL-CIO and the Chamber of Cammerce share
this position. The alternative recommendation is that we extend our
letter of withdrawal for one more year in the hope that reforms

may be achieved during this period. This is the position taken by
Cy Vance and Zbig Brzezinski.

Juanita Kreps is sending a separate memorandum to you directly.

The Cabinet Level Camnittee did make one wmanimous recommendation,
however. We believe that the Cabinet Level Committee on the ITO should
continue to operate, regardless of your decision since it would be
useful in either case.

The 1975 letter of withdrawal will autcmatically take effect on
November 6, 1977, unless modified or rescinded. For this reason, it
is important to reach an early decision,

When you make your decision, I recammend that you inform me and

Cy Vance, to permit us to inform the industrial democratic countries
before your decision is made public and to make suggestions concerning
the public announcement.

Attachments
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON

October 17, 1977 M
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 7

FROM: SECRETARY OF LABOR, RAY MARSHAIL

SUBJECT: Reasons for Withdrawing from the IIO

RECOVMENDATION

For the reasons summarized below, withdrawal from the IO now constitutes
the best--and in my view the only—way to achieve U.S. objectives in the
ILO. Any other course of action will weaken--rather than strengthen--
our ability to achieve needed reforms in the II0. As a result, I strongly
urge you to permit our letter of withdrawal to take effect on November 6,
1977.

At the same time, I feel it is also important for you to publicly stress,
at the time of withdrawal, our continuing commitment to effective inter-
national labor programs. The emphasis should be on our willingness to
rejoin the IIO if reforms are enacted.

These views are supported by the AFL~CIO and the Chamber of Commerce.
BACKGROUND

As you know, the United States on November 5, 1975, gave the two years'
notice of our intent to withdraw which is required by the IO Constitution.
This letter had the full support of the AFL-CIO and the Chamber of Commerce.
Their role is important because the IO is a tripartite organization with
each country represented by labor and management, as well as its government.

The 1975 letter cited four reasons for our mtent to withdraw from the
I0: (). sion of the principle of tri tation;

i i i ; 3). violation of
e increased pcoliticization of the Organiza

due Emoess, an

The letter emphasized that we would prefer not to leave the ,mtion
and would participate fully in the ILO for two years in hope of achieving
needed reforms. Our efforts following this letter for the first time
created a pattern of collaboration and cooperation among the industrialized
democracies within the IIO. For a time, it appeared that progress was
being made to modify the ILO's violations of basic principles and

. procedures.
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These hopes evaporated at the June 1977 IO Conference. The Conference
proceedings were dominated by a majority representing the developing nations
and East European countries under the leadership of the Soviet Union and

the Arab states. In its most important action, the ILO Conference refused
to adopt a report which treated violations of labor human rights Conventions
in an even-handed manner. This rejection made very clear that the majority
of the IIO regarded human rights as just another subject for political
maneuver. The Conference also bottled up in committee an amendment which
would have provided a mechanism for screening out political resolutions

not germane to the purposes of the II0.

In short, the June 1977 Conference of the II0 was a failure for our efforts
to reform the Organization.

(For more degailed background, see my October 6 memorandum to you on
the I10.)

ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF NOTICE TO WITHDRAW

The language of the IO Constitution is straight-forward and unequivocal
with respect to the timing of notices of withdrawal. However, as a result
of the imminent U.S. decision on withdrawal, the ILO Legal Advisor has
"now oane up with a questionable interpretation of the Constitution which
would allow us to extend our letter for ait additional year. The AFL-CIO
and the Chamber of Commerce have made it very clear that they would not
participate in the ILO if we asked for a one-year extension. T

A consistent theme in our camplaints about the IIO has been the way that
the Organization's rules have been bent in response to political pressure.
For us to extend our withdrawal notice on the basis of such a questionable
interpretatiaon of the ILO Constitution would deprive our reform efforts

of their basic credibility. In addition, any member of the IO could,

at any time, challenge our right to participate in the Organization for
this one-year periocd. It is also difficult to understand how we would

be more successful in reforming the IIO in the next year, particularly
under these conditions, than we have been in the two years since the
original letter of intent to withdraw.

TRIPARTITE PARTICIPATICN

If we were to extend our letter of withdrawal for another year, it

would represent an abandonment of the W&omsm—
wﬁ; has been the cornerstone our _efforts to reform the™
ization. We have often ain absence of ependent

labor and management representat.lon in the ILO delegations O er
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o&-na.pn.n.an.es_tbat—vHam.damem In their view, which I share,

U.S. Government participaticn alone would be a repudiation of the IIO's
basic tripartite principle. We would be viewed as entirely opportunistic
and could not plausibly urge others to adhere to ILO principles.

APPEALS FRCM OTHER GOVERNMENTS

It is clear that most industrialized democracies would prefer for us to
stay in the ILIO. Yet these appeals do not represent any greater possi-
bility of reform of the IO since these countries have been supporting us
in the past. They have also made clear that they would continue their
own reform efforts even if we withdrew from the Organization.

Only a small proportion of the developing countries have appealed to us

to stay in the Organization. These appeals have largely been general in
nature and do not reflect any shift in basic positions. It should be
remerbered that before the June 1977 meeting of the IIO Conference a

nutber of developing countries made specific commitments to support our
positions. However, at the Conference these commitments were not fulfilled.

In a few cases developing countries have said that some reform might be
possible, but have made this conditional on concessions which have been
consistently rejected by U.S. Goverrment, Workers and Employers. These
‘concessions would involve changing the composition of the Governing Body
by weighting in more heavily against the possibility of upholding estab-
lished principles and procedures.

One cannot fail to be impressed by the large number of countries which
have not asked us to remain in the IIO. Nothing has happened since the
June 1977 Conference that would lead to the belief that we could assemble
a majority to support our reform efforts.

We understand that the 11O Director General plans to declare his
willingness to withhold Conference resolutions not germane to ITO. Even
if he were to do so, however, and this would address only cone of many
basic issues, his initiative would still be at the mercy of the membership
which could overrule him at the ILO Conference.

WITHDRAIAL et el 1N S e 0y v-\'-u"

Withdrawval would immediately achieve what a massive, two-year diplomatic
effort so far has failed to achieve--it would demonstrate that we are
serious. At the June 1977 ILO Conference, all ILO members knew of our
withdrawal letter, and a large number had privately said that they agreed
with us on the need to respect ILO principles and procedures. Yet, when
issues came to a vote, most felt that the risk of actual U.S. withdrawal
was small.

By withdrawing now from the ITO we can end all speculation about our
intentions. Our withdrawal will confront ILO members with a clear
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choice. They could either contime to politicize the Organization or
they ocould take steps to make the IIO an effective Organization capable
of helpirng them achieve their own development goals.

We will demonstrate by withdrawing that there are limits to our tolerance
for the distortion of basic principles and procedures of international
organizations. Our withdrawal may help other industrialized democracies
obtain sufficient support to make the changes in the ILO that would
permit our return.

CREDIBILITY

Waless we carry through-with our withdrawal letter, onr credibility in
els ized. For the last two

years, our public position on the IIO has been clear and unequivocal.

For example, you stated on May 27, 1977, that unless reform were achieved,

June 1977IDO Conference. For us to cont.mue T =
seriously undermine the international credibility of the United States.

Same of the extremists within the IIO have been saying that we vere-
using our letter of withdrawal only as a threat for political advantage
and that we had no intention of actually leaving the Organization. If
we are to maintain any degree of credibility, we must live up to our
word. If we do not live up to our word and stay in the IIO, it is
wnlikely that our reform efforts would be taken seriously.

IMPACT BEYOND IO

The ILO is a unique, tripartite organization., Because of its dissimilarity
to other international organizations, withdrawal should not have any

adverse spillover effects. In fact, the opposite may be true. By demon-
strating that there are limits to our tolerance, we may well find ourselves
in a stronger position to cdeal generally with the problems of politicization
of United Nations agencies.

Our statement of withdrawal fram the IIO could be phrased to alleviate
fears that this action represents a decreased commitment to international
agencies. °

It has been urged that the ILO should be a forum for oooperation between
the U.S. and developing countries. Unfortunately, the reality is the
opposite; it has become an arena for confrontation with the developing
countries, doing harm to our relationships with them.

STATEMENT OF WITHDRAWAL

. There are several points that I believe should be contained in any
statement announcing our withdrawal from the I1O:
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. 1).. Our withdrawal does not diminish our continued commitment
to internatianal organizations. Rather, it illustrates the importance
that we attach to the effective functioning of these organizations.

2). We continue to believe in the potential of the IIO as a forum
to make human rights and decent working conditions tangible to workers
throughout the world.

3). We leawe the ILO with regret. We have sincerely tried to
bring ebout reform in the last two years. We look forward to the day
when the IIO returns to its traditional principles and procedures and
we can rejoin the Organization.

4) . The Cabinet Lewel Committee on the ILO will continue to meet
and to monitor closely developments within the ITO.
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Submitted by

American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees

International Labor Organization

WHEREAS:

By formal action of its International Executive Board A FSCME
supports without reservation the position adopted by President Meany,
Secretary-Treasurer Kirkland and the Executive Council dealing with the
politicalization and distortion of mission of the ILO;

WHEREAS:

The AFL-CIO proposed eminently responsible actions for dealing
with this situation, including withdrawal of the United States in order to
underline the concern of the American labor movement with the rights of
free workers and the survival of democratic procedure;

WHEREAS: |

AFSCME and the AFSCME delegation has formally reaffirmed
and supported the AFL-CIO program at the recent World Congress of the
public employee international trade secretariat, Public Services International,
winning substantial agreement from most of our counterpart organizations
with the patience and responsibility of the AFL-CIO's position regarding

the ILO.



AFSCME
ILO Resolution
Page 2

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

That this Twelfth Constitutional Convention of the Industrial Union
Department affirm its support of the AFL-CIO Executive Council's position
on the International Labor Organization, including withdrawal of the United

States.
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