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INTRODUCTION

The AFL-CI0O ornce again welcomes the opportunity to present

N documentation to the United States Trade Representative (USTR)
QTﬁ’f concerning the failure of certain goverrments to abide by
internationally recognized standards for worker rights.  This
q {qu?( information is provided puwrsuant to provisions contained. in the
Gereralized System of Preferernces as extended by the Trade and
Tariff Rt of 1984, We will present below evidernce to support
,?( o conterntion that certain countries which have particularly
Vﬂd’ heinous worker rights records should, as required in U.8. law, be
,,Qj devied the privilege of importing goods to the U.S5. undewr
Omr'/ preferential tariff conditions. Those countries cited include
Chile, Indonesia, The Republic of Horea, Paraguay, Singapors,

Suriviame, Taiwan, Thailarnd, and Turkey.

The AFL-CIO alsc recommends that a number of countries with
extremely poor records be issued a warning during the upcoming

anrual review, though we are rot prepared to urge full devial of
! GOF bevefits at this time. These countries are Centra Fioar

kiﬂk Republic, Guatemala, Haiti, and Zambia. i —

q“qx7‘ Our decision rnot to include any particular GSF-eligible
country in this review does not recessarily suggest approval of
its labor ripghts record. We are presenting cases with regard to

h%dgi countiries where we have the most detailed and veliable

q information.

Several of those cited (Chile, Guatemala, Haiti, Republic of
Korea, Faraguay, Suriname, and Taiwan) were included in previcus
testinony submitted by the AFL-CI0D and were considered during the
recent general review. Although the President chose not to remove
them from GSF eligibility in January 1987, we believe that the
facts warvant further examination by the USTR. Other cases are
totally rnew (the Central African Republic, Irdoresia, Turkey,
Thailand, Singapore, Zambial. Irn those cases already considered .
by the USTR in its most recernt general review, we have made new
abservations or replied to the consideratinos presented by USTR
Clayton Yeutter in his April 15, 1987 letter to AFL-CIO President
Lare Hirkland,

In the AFL-CIO's view, all af the countries cited here have
long-standing, repressive labor postures, and they have
consistertly refused to take sigrnificant or meaningful steps to

(zﬂ\ ! extend internationally recagnized ripghts to their workers. These

ajd& rights, cited in the law, iwclude: 1) the right of associationg

\OD 2)  the right to orpganize and bargain collectivelys 3) a

Ckk q(:) prohibition on the use of any form of forced o compulsory laborg

C¥N 4  a minimum age for the employment of children; and o)
acceptable conditions of woek with respect to minimum wages,

howrs of work and occcupational safety and health.
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In presenting cases for this year’s armual review we weould
like to clarify a rnumber of positiorns having to do with such
issues as: 1) the balanced use of worker rights coriteriag
&) international worker rights standards and velative levels of
develaopmenty; 3) law and practice; ard 4) the process of case
selectiorn.

The AFL-CI0 considers infringement iv any ore of the five
rights categories desigrnated in the law to be deserving of
sericous attention. No fair interpretation of the law would weigh
some criteria more heavily than others, granting beneficiary
status on the basis of acceptable performance in just ore area
wher other practices stand in continuing violation of minimal
internationally recogrnized starndards. The right of asscciation,
for example, is the underpirming of all collective economic and
political trade union action and as such forms the bedrock of
workers rights. Without the right to organize and bargain
callectively, independent of state cr employer corntral, union
furctions, whether scoromic o political, have no meaning. Thus,
wage improvements in a country where unions have no political
freedoms or where workers cammot form unions should not cournt as
sufficient eviderce that it is "taking steps" arnd thus deserving
of the GEF privilege. Nor does the relative freedom of
association in a country like Thailand absolve that government of
its responsibilities to observe and enforce mimimal standards
with regard to child labor. '

Each of the five criteria has beer irncluded in the law, and
due consideration should be given by USTR to all five basice
rights categories. Some involve political freedoms, cothers
economic conditions. There can be mo trade—off between them
since both combine to define the cornditicon of worker rights.

The AFL-CIO has never advocated that the economic standards
contained in the worker rights provisions be applied to BSP
beneficiaries according to the standards familiar to the
industrialized world. AFL-CI0O Fresident Lare Kirkland has said,
for example, that "iv order for the caoncept of 'interrationally
recognized workers rights? to be applied in a meaningful fashion
~ « «" the USTR should "specifically refererce appropriate ILD
Conventions as a means of defining criteria’. These ILO
Converticons are gereral guidelines that take into acccount
differing levels of eccoromic development. In presenting these
cases the AFL-CIO has takern care to consider the relative level
of eponomic development of the courmtries concerned. There can be
no double standard on the other hand, wher it comes to the right
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of unions to exist. The fundamerntals of freedom of association
and the right to organize and barpgain collectively lose their
meaning if judged by shades of relativity. For these a single
standard of Jjudgment is essential. In presenting these cases the
AFL-CI0O has alss made appropriate reference to relevant ILO
Conventions.

~—

Law_and Eractice

A country’s official declarations of intent or the existernce
af written law do not merit a positive judpement that
impravements are in fact being made. It is easy for goverrments
to point to impressively drafted laws which appear to conform to
ILG standards to prove that they are taking steps in the '
direction of granting workers rights. Our experiernce and
information, gleaned from a world-wide network of AFL-CIO
representatives, lead us to conclude that in many cases de_facto
labor practices bear little resemblance to the law. Thus we
choose rnot to credit promises of Taiwanese or South Korean
goverrment officials, who seek to frustrate our inquiries with
protestations of good intentions and efforts to explain how free
workers really will be in their countries, until these promised
changes become realty. All too oftern the actual conditions of
workers and their unicons bear little resemblance to the lofty
ideals described iv official commurnications from ministries of
state. Our conclusions, based on observation of the facts, form
the basis for filirng cases against the goverrnments cited hereir.

EFrocess of Case Selection

The RFL-ECI0 is solely responsible for the cases submitted

hereir. Although we consulted extensi with the trade unions
d, they bear ric burden of blame for cur

in the countries cite
reTibmiss iov.

We strongly urge that all of the cases presented here be
included in this year?'s arviual review. The first group should be
denied GSP eligibility. The second should be warned that an
oangoing examination has beern wrged and that benefit withdrawal is
a possible result.
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