
Money Power 
The much-publicized U.S. decision to withdraw from the 
U.N. Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) is not the first time our government has used 
the threat of resignation to influence the policy of a U.N. 
agency. In 1977 the United States withdrew from the In- 
ternational Labor Organization (ILO), the oldest and one 
of the most respected of the U.N. Specialized Agencies, 
for similar political reasons. 

The LO is no johnny-come-lately, thrust upon the world 
at the founding of the United Nations in 1945. Unlike other 
agencies-World Health, Food and Agriculture, Telecom- 
munications, Trade, Aviation-the L O  was established 
in 1919 as an affiliate of the League of Nations. Even as 
the League was languishing, research continued on labor 
practices and standards, providing an invaluable resource 
on the economics of labor. In 1944. in what has been 
called the “Declaration of Philadelphia,” the agency re- 
affirmed the principles that (1) labor is not a commodity 
and (2) freedom of expression and association are essential 
if there is to be sustained progress on the labor front. The 
ILO was rejuvenated by the U.N., and for twenty-five 
years or so work proceeded without much controversy. 

Conventions were adopted as guides to labor practices- 
on forced labor, on the eight-hour day, and on a minimum 
age for employment. Conventions are not binding on LO 
members unless adopted by the member’s own legislature, 
as is also the case with official recommendations of the 
LO. Such conventions and official recommendations have 
come to be known as the Intemational Labor Code. 

In the early 1970s, as the number of U.N. member- 
states grew, attacks began on U.S. and Western European 
labor practices. Some of the attacks came from represen- 
tatives of “sovereign nations” only recently decolonized 
and with no experience in labor legislation, unions, pen- 
sions, or workplace safety measures. A few of the new 
member-states from Africa and the Middle East were sus- 
pected themselves of sanctioning a form of slavery. Joining 
in the angry criticism were the USSR and its satellites, 
pleased to help keep the eyes of the ILO looking in the 
other direction. 

Finally, in 1976, the U.S. delegation had had enough. 
The L O  was told that the U.S. would leave the agency 
in 1977, taking with it a quarter of the annual budget. For 
three years the U.S. withheld its money and presence. ILO 
conferees began to show restraint, softening their words 
against the West (a category that has long included Israel 
and South Afnca) until, in 1980, the U.S. felt it was time 
to return. 

At the 1983 annual meeting in Geneva, AFL-CIO del- 
egates were encouraged enough to talk of obtaining voting 
victories on freedom of association and curtailing the 
suppression of trade union rights. Said Australian Prime 
Minister Robert Hawke, addressing two thousand delegates 
from 150 member-states: “Freedom of association is not 
something conditional. It should not be qualified or de- 
ferred by reason of economic difficulties.” 

The conference cited Czechoslovakia for violating trade 
union laws prohibiting discrimination against workers. A 

4 

month earlier, the ILO Governing Body decided to send 
a commission of inquiry to Poland to investigate charges 
of suppression of trade union rights. Poland was not present 
at the Geneva meeting, having refused to pay dues after 
Lech Walesa spoke at a 1981 ILO session. 

The agency is still a battleground. Eastem bloc, Arab, 
and Thud World countries-a large majority of the U.N. 
and LO membership-want to be judged by standards 
different from those applied to the industrialized West. In 
secret ballots, however, the positions of the Westem na- 
tions have received unusual support. The crucial test will 
come this year, when the issue of international labor stan- 
dards will be the main topic. A massive walkout could be 
as devastating-financially and in terms of credibility- 
as the U.S. withdrawal. 

Human Rights 
Geneva was also the setting of a U.N. Human Rights 
Commission meeting in February. The commission has 
had as much effect on human rights abuses among its 
members as the Disarmament Commission has had on the 
arms race. 

Still, the U.S. tries. The American delegate asked the 
commission to condemn the use of psychiatry by the Soviet 
Union to stamp out dissent. In 1983 the USSR boycotted 
an international meeting of psychiatrists, anticipating the 
charges of psychiatric abuse. 

(Note: While the commission was in session, Secretary 
Javier PCrez de CuCllar used the occasion of an official 
visit to Poland to condemn human rights abuses, including 
labor union violations. Said Cutllar: “Important human 
rights-civil and political, economic and social, religious 
and trade union-continue too frequently to be ig- 
nored.. . .”) 
Peacekeeping 
The failure of the multinational force (U.S., Britain, France, 
Italy) to stop the fighting in Lebanon brought new demands 
for a U.N. peacekeeping force. U.N. troops serve in lightly 
armed, noncombat units and have operated successfully in 
Africa and India. 

Just under six thousand U.N. troops are currently sta- 
tioned in southern Lebanon as a buffer between Arab and 
Israeli armies. France proposed to the Security Council 
that the U.N. detachments replace the multinational units 
in Beirut, including the U.S. Marines. On February 29 the 
proposal was approved by thirteen members of the Council, 
including Nicaragua, India, and Zimbabwe-all thought 
uncertain by Westem delegates. Only the Soviet Union 
and its satellite the Ukraine opposed the measure, thereby 
defeating it. 

The Soviet representative called the U.S. participation 
in the multinational force in Beirut “crude military black- 
mail against Lebanon.” Soviet support of a plan for sending 
in U.N. detachments was conditional upon all foreign war- 
ships being moved beyond gun range of the Lebanon coast 
and upon “guarantees that there would be no resumption 
of artillery fire, aerial bombardment, or any other kind of 
interference into the internal affairs of Lebanon.” Does 
this include Syria? 
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