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The AFL-CIO’s June 1992 petition to the GSP Subcommittee detai.2d how labor decrees
and legal notices promulgated unilaterally by the government of Fiji in 1991 and 1992
represented a clear retreat in the protection of worker rights, including the fundamental right to
freedom of association. The government of Fiji’s violation of the right to freedom of association
was similarly condemned by the International Labor Organization’s Committee on Freedom of
Association in its November 1992 report (Case No. 1622 - Attachment I). Among the

government policies that the committee noted violate internationally-recognized worker rights
are: ‘

rpLetn 1%
FIJT

1) Blocking a union recognition claim because of the existence of a rival union;

2) Intervening in internal union elections and strike ballots;

3) Banning strikes related to union recognition disputes;

4) Imposing requirements on unions attempting to-garner solidarity support from persons
or organizations outside Fiji;

5) Restricting the rights of employees having multiple employers to form unions and be
parties to labor disputes. '

Recent events belie the Government of Fiji’s assurances that it "has undertaken to review
the labor decrees in full consultation with the FTUC" and that there is a "new spirit of
cooperation between Government and unions” (testimony of Minister of Labor and Industrial
Relations Militoni Leweniqila before the GSP Subcommittee on October 15, 1992). In April
1993 Minister of Finance Paul Manueli announced that his government does not intend to rescind
the decrees and stated, "it is essential now to regard the reforms as permanent"” (emphasis
added). Press reports as recent as May 13 confirm this stance.

Even those who took the government at its word became ardent critics as authorities
retreated from earlier promises. FTUC General Secretary James Raman, who accompanied the
government delegation to the Subcommittee hearing in October 1992, expressed the FTUC’s
outrage that the "Government is hell-bent to see the Labor Reforms unilaterally promulgated by
the interim administration remain on the statute books."

These events demonstrate that initial AFL-CIO fears that the GOF would renege on
promises to review the regressive decrees with an eye toward rescinding them were not
unwarranted. The AFL-CIO urges the Subcommittee to remove GSP benefits from the
Government of Fiji until such time as the GOF brings its labor laws in line with internationally-
recognized worker rights. '
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642, The International Confederaticn of Free Trade Unions (ICFTY)
presented allegations of vioclations of trade wunion rights againgt the
Government of F{ji 4n communications dated 2] Januvary and 19 February 19%2.
The Public Services International (PSI) presented its complaine of viclationa
of freedom of assoclation in a communication dated 27 January 1992.

643. The Government sent i-g observations on the case in communications
-dated 3 April and 2 November 1992.

644, F1J! has not ratified the Freedom of Association and Protection of
the Right to Organise Convention, 1948 (No. 87); 1t has racified the Right o
Organise and Collective Bargaining Convention, 1949 (No. 98),

645. In ita communication of 2] January 1992, the ICFTU alleges that on
31 October 1991 the Fiji Interim Administration adopted a series of Decrees
amending Fiji's labeur seglslation in breach of Conventions Noas, 87 and 98,
It supplies copies of the Decraes in question, Nos. 42, 43 and 44, as well as
legal notices isaued by the Minister for Employment and Induatrial Relations,
namely the Trade Union Regulations (Amendment) Regulations and the Trade
Unions (Deduction of Union Dues) Regulations.

646. The ICFTU claims cthat the Decrees were iasued deapite written
aAggurances from the administration to the ICFTU and the Fiji Trades Union
Congress (FTUC) folliowing an ICFTU misaion te the country in October 1989, to
the effect that trade union rights would e fully restored, tripartite
conaultations re-established, recognition accorded to the FTUC as the
representative body of trade uniona and workers, and that any review of
industrial relations laws and procedures be carried out in conformity with ILO
etandards. The Decreea subsequently adopted conflict with the principles of
freedom of association and collective bargaining, and the views of thes FTUC
were clearly ignored in their e¢laboration,

$47, The complainant points out that the contents cf the Decrees have
many aimilarities to the contents of the much-criticised Decrees (Nos. 18 and
19) issued in May 1991 and subsequently asuspended by the President of Fiii
following representations from the FTUC. Although he had undertaken to take
account of the FTUC's views gn changea to the labour legialation, the new
Decrees wvere passed while the Preaident waa cut of the country.

648, First, the ICFTU refars to section 3(a) of Decree No. 42 - the
Industrial Asasocciations Act (Amendment) Decree, 1991 - which changes the
definltion of "associations” and prohibita them from engaging "... in any
trade dispute or matters zonnecteq with the regulations of relations between
employess and employees, employess and employers or between emplovers and
employers”. According to the ICFTU, industrial associations have been the
means by which certain workers, particularly in industrieg where it is not
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denies that ¢he legislative changes contravened internationaily sccepted
workers' righes and states thar relations between the new Government and
labour unions have improved immeasurably, The Government, following meetings
vith the FTUC, has undertaken to review the labour Decrees {n full
consultation with the FTUC,

C. ZIhe ‘ommittas’s conclugiong

686. The Committes notes that this cage involves allegations that three
Decraess adopted {n October 1991 ag well ag Regulations {saued on Prerequisites
for strike action and the deduction of union dues violate varioua principles
of freedom of aggoclation, In addition, the complainsent alleges that all
theae legislative changes were made without tonsultation and {n 8pite of
formal undertakings given by the authorities to ctake account of the FTUC's
views on Protection of freedom of asgociation in the country.

687. The 8pecific poincs complained of gre: (1) a change in the
definition of “asmociation" (section 3 of Decree No, 42%; {(2) a bdan on
multiple nffice-holding - evidenced by the proceedings commenced in February
1991 sagainst Mr. M. Chaudhry whe haolds leadership Positions in two different
unions - ang other conditions on eligibility for union office (mection 4 of
Decres RNo, 42, which inserts a new section 54 in the Industrial Associations
Act); (3 edminiatracive Testrictions on recognition (section 3 of Decree Ng,
43); (4) a ban on strikes relating to ynion recognition (section 1p of Decreae
No. 43 which inserts a4 new par: ITT in the Trade Unions (Recognition) Act);
(5) exclusion of cartain categories of workers from recognition (section 7 of
Decree Ko, 43); (6) the introduction of secret ballot Fequirements on
solidarity i1gsues (section 4 of Decree No, 44): (1) Superviaion of upiop
ballots and power to take certalin action vested in the adminiatrat{ve
authority (Regulation 10¢1) and (3) of the Trade Union Regulationa g4
amended); (8) notice and Secrecy requirements and a gix-week validity period
introduced for strike ballots (Regulations 10A and 10B);  (9) the removal of
legal check-off facilities (section 2 of the 1991 Trade Union (Deduction of
Unfon Dues) Regulations): ang (10) the imposition of certain requiramants on
“ublic service associations in return for eignature of check-off agresmenty,

688, The Committee notep the Government's detafled reply to thege
allegationa, in particular its dental that the legislative changes werg based
on anti-union motives, but were rather part of the eXtensive labour marker
reform it had undertaken with encouragement from international financial
inatitutiong,

689. On the {nitial allegation that these reforms were introduceq vithout
any consultation with the FTUC and despite earlier government assurances that
eny legislative amendments would tgke account of the organisation'g viewvs, the
ommittae notes the Government's denial sr this, According to the Governmant
thers were extenaive consultations, In particular, the Committee notes that,
2fter their widely publiciged introduction at the 1991 Nationa) Economic
ummit, the propeased legislative changes were discussed at the tripartice
Labour Advisory Boarg whers, although the FTUC wvas Tnot Present, union
Fepresentatives from other workers' organisations (including some affiliated

> the FIUC) wvere. Nevertheless, the Committee cannot but regrat that
-ifficlent specific Contacts were not made by the Government with the major
industrial organiaations tg discuss thae Propossala. Theas Proposals, despite
! ing aired broadly in the comnunity through the Summit and the media,
¢ rtainly merited mere decailed scrutiny im  the presence of the
representatives of the labour movement. Even {r triparcite_discussionn in the
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Labour Advisory Board vere chwarted by the absence of the FIuc itsels, the
Government ought to have persevered ip having the matter debated gg that at
least cthe views of all the parties could be Publiely Fecerded, evep ir
agreement was not possible.

690, Turning to the specifie allegationg reised by the compiainant,_the
Committee firge notes that aection 3(8) of the Industrial Associationy Act
(Amendment) Decree No, 42 amends the definition of 'associations” o limie
them to the protection and furthering of their professional interesta ang to
prolilbit them from engaging in any dispute over amployerwemployee relations,
In reply, the Government points out ehay the amendment sims at making a
clearer distinceion between pProfessional agscciations and trade unions, apng
that organisations wishing to bhe covered by cthe provisiong of the Trgde
Disputes Act for dlspures can re-register as trade unions. The lise of
registered industrial asgsociations provided by the Government showa that
employers or self-employed ETOUDS  guch 45 taxi owners, market vendors,
bankers, muaicians and iandowners, etc., regiater under the Industrial
Aasociationg Act. For this Broup of self-employed workera, no question of
trade disputes ariges vis-a-vig an employer.

661, However, the Commiztee notes that, éccording to tha complainancs, {f
& Broup of wage-earnesrs w“ishes to form a union for furthering and defending
the members: interests, 1: regiscers under the Trade Unions Act subject o
certain reguirements particularly rhe need to bhe emplevaes of only one
enployer. The Committee considera thar this requirement ig 4 problem for
those workers having multiple employers who, wanting registratien 48 .2 ctrade
union, fall foul of the Trade Unions Act's requirement chat employees have one
g8ole employer, Ag long as any group of waAge-egrnars having 8everal employers
finds its meang of agczion restricted -~ becauge of the requirements of the
Trade Unions Aat - there 1ig a violation of the Principles of freedom ofr
asgociation,

692, Secondly, on section 4 of Decree No. 42 whien Prohibics the multiple
holding of office and Places cerrvain reatrictions on eligibiliey for union
office (current engagement in che industry concerned for one Year and no
eriminal conviction for fraud, dighonesty or extortion for the paat five
Years), the Government defends thig provialen by arguing that it {4 8imilar to
slready existing proviaions i{n the Irade Unions Ace, Those provisions had
been agreed upon in 1964 in a tripartite forum, and the Government denies that
thelir extension to the Industrial Assoclations Ace was intended to target any
particular individual, Tne Committee'y opinion on reatrictions of thig kind
is that Provisions which Tequire that trade union leaders shall, at the time
of their election, have been engaged in the occupation or trade ip which the

organisation functiong for more thap 4 Year, are not compatible with
Cenvention No. a7 [ of i 8 e n
Agssocistion Committee, 3rd edition, 1985, opara. 304]., An  additional

incompatibility lies in the discretion vésted in the Registrar for the filling
of the offices of 8ecretary and tresaurer which may be heild by persens not
actually engaged in the trade op industry: guch 4 provision, primg facle,
&ppears to allow g certain flexibiliey {n alecting qualified outaidersy to
PoBta which require epecific aptitudes, and yet gives gn adninistrative
official power teo refuge a pPerson freely elected by members of , workars'
organisation, The Committee is alge of the opinifon that a ban on helding
office in more than one workers' organisatcion interferes wich the right of
workers to eleaet their Tepresentatives i{n full freedom [Rigest, para, 293},
Given that pProceedinga have beep instituted igainst a trade union leader (Mr,
Mahendra Chaudhry) for holding leadership posts in two different unions, the
Committee asks the Governmens teo Céase prosecution action and te inform {t of
the measures {: intends taxing ro bring these Provisions into line with the
principles of fresdom of association,
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6§93. However, the Commitree recalls - as does the Committee of Exmnerts on
the Application of fonventicns and Recommendations {Gengral Survevy on Freedox
of Asasociation and follective Bargaining, 1983, paras., 163 and 164 - cthat
disqualification from office because of certain apecific crimes calling into
question the integrity of the offictal might not be in contraventlon of the
right to elect ~leaders freely., In the present case, ineiigipiliry basel on
vany crime invelving fraud, dishonesty or extortion” could run counter to this
right since “dishonesty" could cover a wide range of conduct not necessarily
making it inappropriate for persons convicted of this crime to hold pesitions
of trust such as trade union office.

694, Thirdly, with regard to the recognition requirements- added by
section 3 of the Trade Unions Recognition Act (Amendment) Decree Na. 43, the
Committee notee the Government's arguments that the powers vested in the
Permanent Secretary to deal with an application for recognitlon were already
present in the 1976 Act, that they are exercised independently, that =no
employer te date has attempted to encourage & rival union in an undertaxing so
as to frustrate such an appllicaticn and that the complainant has confused the
two separate lasues of "registration” and »recognition for coliective
bargaining purposes”. Tmwe racognition requirements (50 per cent of employees
to be voting members cf the applicant union; no rival union alse claiming to
represent these persons; application to be in writing and sent by reglatered
mail or hand-delivered to the employer with a copy to the Permanent
gecretary; the latter to lave access To documents to verify figures) seem O
be objective and pre-established, aimed at avoiding partiality or abuse, and
the civil servant verifying the claim acts independently in applying the
provisions of the Act fGeneral Survey, para, 268). Moreover, the making of
compulsory recognition orders complements the principle that employers should
recognise for the purpsses of coliective bargaining organlsations that ace
representative of workers in a particular industry [(Rlaest, para. 6191, In
fact it appears that the 1991 OJecree merely makes it particularly clear that a
union must first present a claim to the employer concerned and then, if
unsuccessful, apply fer a compulasery recognition order t& the Permanent
Secretary who verifies that claim objectively [Digest, para. £20) and who has,
according to the Government's figures, decided on 126 such applications up to
December 1991, Nevertheless, the Committes notes that a recognltlon claim
could be blocked by the existence of & rival unlon. It thus considers that,
in casea of union rivalry over exclusive bargaining rights, representativity
should be soclved rapidly and objectively, for example by having a vote taker.

695. The Committee notes, furthermore, that the Act is siient as ts the
pesition of & majority unien which dees not cover 50 per cent of the employees
in a bargaining unit. The Committee of Experts has recalled that, if under &
system of designating an exclusive bargaining agent there is no union covering
more than 50 per cent of the workers, collecrive bargaining rights should be
granted to all che unions in this unit, at least on behalf of their own
members, 8o that negotiations canmot be frustrated for the lack of a
bargaining partner [General Sugpvey, PpAars. 295]. The Commi::ee therefore
trusts that the Permanent Secretary, {n making orders under aection 3 of the
Act, takes account of this principle, and {t asks the Government to keep it
informed of the number of applications made and granted since the 1951 CDecrees
came into force,

696. Fourthly, the ICFTU alleges that section 16 of the Decree outlaws
strikes arising out of & recognition dispute. The Government peints out that
similar powers exist under the Irade Disputes Act and that fears about an
employer challenging & union’s recognition during negotiations are unfounded
since negotliatlons cannot even begin until recognitien is settled. In the
Committee's opinion this ban on strikes relatsd to recognition dispuces is not
in c¢onformity with the principle that recourse =29 strike action i3 1
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legitimate means avallable to workers and their organisations for the
promotion and defence of thelr occupational interests [Digegf, pare. 362], It
accordingly requests the Government to take cthe measures necessary LG Iestore
the right to gtrike over recoegnition issues, and to keep it informed of any
action taken. -

667. Fifehly, as regards the aliegation that the amendment to section 10
of the Act denies freedom of aggociaction to persons who are emcpioved in a
confidential capacity or who represent the employer in matters affecting
industrial or staff relations, the Committee notes the Government's reply that
the amendment merely extends the prevision already existing in the Act
concerning only compulsory recognition orders to cover Loth cases of
compulsory recognition and voiuntary recognltien. The Government BSUggests
that the complalnant hag confused the right to Join organlsations with the
scope of recognition orders which are made in the conteXt of collective
bargeining. The committee recalls that the supervisory bodles of the IL0 have
accepted that, itk a view to avoiding conflicts of interest, certain
conditions may be imposed on the freedom of association of menagerial statf or
those involved in ccrnfidential labour relations taska. But for thare rnot roO
ve an infringement of freedom of association, it should be clear that these
workers have the right te form cheir own organisations to defend ctheir
particular {nterests {General SUrvey, paATraB. g6-88 and 131). These
organisations should, {n turn, be able o apply to the employer for voluntary
recognition for cheir speclfic nargaining purpases and to the Permanent
Secretary for a COmpulsory recognition order in the same Lerms.

98, Sixthly, as regards secticn 4 of the Trade Unions Axx (kmendmenc)
Decree No. 44 which introduces the requirement of secret ballot for matters
concerning golidarity suppors:, the Committee notes the Government's reply that
important union decisions have always required a secret ballot. The Committee
considers that rnia is & matter which should be left to the interna. rules of
a workers' organisation and accordingly requests the Government to Kkeep it
informed of the meaaures taken to remove this interference in the internal
affairs of trade unicns.

£99. On the seventh apecific allegation, concerning the supervision of
union ballota contained in new Regulation 10¢(1) and (3) of che Trade Unicns
Regulations, the Comnittee observes that, according to the Government, the
tntroduction of this requirement was necessary to stop the widespread abuse of
palloting arrangements and there s "ne posasibility of abuse” of the
Reglstrar's powers. The Committee is cof the view that leglslative srovisions
preacribing the intervention of certain administrative authorities in the
election procedure (for example the obligatory presence of labour iaspectors
or represencatives of the administratien - such as the Registrar in the
present case - during voting eor the participation of these officials in the
counting of votes) create the risk of interference in the right to free
elections which is not compatible with Convention No. 87. tven if the
provisions in question are aimad at preventing disputes, intervantion by the
adminigtrative authorities is lliable to appear arbitrary, and it ls desirable
that supervision, if it is necessary, ahould be exercised by the competent
Jjudicial authority so as to guarantee an i{mpartial procedurs [General Survey,
para. 173]. In the present case, the Committee asks the Government to keep it
{nformed of the measures raken to rvepeal this restriction on freedom of

asaociation.

700. Eighthly, as for new Regulationa 10A and 10B which introduce mnotice
and secrecy requirements for strike balliots, shs Government 4argues that this
iy a reasonable requirement for such an important decigion as a strike call
and that it allovs enough flexibilicy for the balloting so as IC avoid any
practicnl problems (provision 1s made for postal ballots or workplace pallots
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or at & place convenient to the voters). The Government also Stresses thar
six uniens and affiliates of the FTUC have already held secret ballots unier
the new provisions and no difficulties were encountered despite zhe fact that
their membership 1s sgcattered around the {slands. The Committee, while
conscious of the constraints due to the geographical characteristics of the
country, recalls that it has considered in previous cases that obilgariens =2
give notice and to take atrike decisions by secret ballot are accsprable

{Digest, paras. 381 and 382,

701. As for the introduction of a six-week limicatien on the validity on
strike ballots also contained in Regulation 10B, the Committes notes the
Goverrment's argument that a strike mandate must relate to a particular issue
and that it 18 not cenducive to preductive negotiations when a conatant threst
of strike actlon is held over the employer. The Committee takes particular
note of the fact that the limi:zarion does not in practice restrict workers
from striking, but marely ccmplicates the prarequisites for taking atrike
action. However, in the Commit:as's opinlen, this reatricticn appears to be
an unnecessary interference since the gtrike mandate can be renewed
indefinitely at the end of every six-week period, thus still leesving an
ongoing form of pressure on :the empleyer, This 18, in any case, = matter
vhich should be the subject of internal regulation by unions, and the
Committee accordingly asks the Government to remove this interference in the
affairs of workers' organisations.

702. On  the ninth point, concerning the removal of the compulsory
check-off facilities introduced by the Trade Unions (Deduction of Union Dues)
Regulations, 1991, the Committee notes that the Government considered the
previous situation te be an unrecessary burdsn on employers; the Government
stresses, however, that provision remains for voluntary agreement on deduction
of union dues, Noting that the parties are free to negotiate such agTeements,
the Committee considers that the current position does net run counter to the
principlea of freedom of asgsociaticn. :

703, Laatly, the complainanc alleges that public service assoclations are
obliged to give certain undertakings {n return for the signature of voluntary
check-off agreements. The Committee notes the Government's denial anz
explanation that two of the civil service unions signed an agreement which
merely aske them to undertake to recognise Decrees Nos, 42, 43 and 44 and not
to engage in any wnofficial or 1llegal szrike action. From a copy of one such
agreement supplied by the complalinant, the Committee observes that a signatory
associacion undertakes tc abide by the Decrees "in consideracion of the
Government deducting union dues pursuant to thia Agresment” and accepts a very
wide ban on its freedom of action: not to encourage or participate directly
or indirectly 4in any strike as defined in Decree No. 44, While recognising
the autonomy of the parties negotiating such check-off agreements, the
Committee nevertheless draws the Government's attention to the fact that this
kind of precondition to & so-called "voluntary" check-off agreement is not
conducive to harmoniocus industrial relations, especially as the Government is
both the administrative power establishing such agreements and the employer
signing them., It accordingly asks the Government to have those particular
"standard” undertakings removed from civil service check-off agreements so
that parties to such agreements are left without interference to negotinmte
thelr contents and any rights and ducies arising from their signature,

704, As & final overall pcint, the Committee would point out te the
Government that legislation which minutely regulates various aspects of union
activities is incompatible with =he principles of freedom of association, The
Committee recommends that the Government amend the legislation as {ndicated
above 80 as to leave the necessary eutonomy to workera' orgenisatisns in
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electing thelr representatives, arganising their administratlon and activitles
and formulating their programmes in accerdance with their own internal rules.

The Committee's recommendationg

705. In the light of its foregoing comclusions, the Committee invitea the
Coverning Body to approve the following recommendations:

(a) The Committee asks the Government to amend the legislatien so that
wage-carners having multiple employers can enjoy trade uanlon rights and
be parties to labour disputes.

{b) The Committee congiders that provisions which require that crade union
leaders shall, at the rime of their election, have been engaged in the
occupation or vrrade in which the organisaction functions for more than a
year or which vest discretion in the Regiatrar for the filling of the
officens of secretary and treasurer or which ban the holding of office in
more than one workers' organisation, are not compatible with the right of
workers to elect thelr representatives in full freedom., The Committee
therefore requests the Government to bring the provislons ¢f Decree No.
42 into line with the requirements of freedom of associatiom and to
inform it of the measures raken in this reapect.

"{e) The Committee agks <the Government to Ceaae the prosecuticn eaction
commenced in February 1991 against Mr, M. Chaudhry for holding office in
two workers' organisations, and to keep it informed of the withdrawal of

the proceedings.

(4) The Comrmittee agks the Government to re—examine the provisions concerning
disqualification from office because of certain apecific crimes In view
of the conaiderations expresssd in the above conclusions.,

(e} With regard to the requirements for compulacry recognitien srders under
Decree No. 43 of 1961, the Committee, noting that a recoguition claim
could be blocked by the existence of a rival unien, racommends that, in
guch cases, represencativity ghould be solved rapidly and objectively,
for example by having a vote taken. tn addition it trusts that the
Permanent Secrecary, in making auch orders, cakes account of the
principle that where there 1s no union covering more than 50 per cent of
the workers, collective hargaining rights should be granted to all the
unions in this unit, at least on behalf of their own members, 80 that
negotiations cannot be frustrated for the lack of a bargaining psartner;
{t aske the 3Sovernment to Keep {¢t informed of the number of appllcations
made and granted since the 1991 Decrees came into force.

(£) Since the ban on strikes related to recognition disputes is not in
conformity with the principles of the right o atrike, the Committee
requests the Government to take the necesaary messures to bring its

legislation into line with the principles of freedom of association on
this point, and to Kkeep it informed of any action taken,

(g) The Copmittee, ccnsidering that the new requirement in Decree No. 44 of
1991 of secret ballots for golidarity support is a matter. that should be
1eft to the uniena' internal rules, requests the Government IO keep " it

informed of the measures taken to remove this requirement.
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{(h) Since rhe Committee 1i8 of the view that the new legislative proviaions
{in Regulations 10 and 108) which prescribe the inrervention of certaln
;dministrative authorities in union ballots. and limit strike ballcts to &

gix-week validity period create the risk of interference in the right to
free elections‘and incervene too far in internal unlon matters, it asks
the Government tO xeep it informed of the measutes traken to repeal these
restriccions on freedom of assoclatlon.

(i) The Committee asks the Government €O have the narandard” undertakings
removed from eivil service check-off agreements go that parties to such
agreements are left wizhout Int rference to nepotlate tneir contents and

any righte and dutles arisirg from thelr algnature. )

(j) The Committee recommends that tne Government amend the legislaticr as

indicated in the conclusions B89 as to leave the necessary Aautonomy to
workers' organisarions.

v. GASRS IR WHICH THE COMMITTEE HAS REACHED INTERIM CONCLUSIONS

Cases L] 2
PLAINTS AGAINST THE OF GUATE
PR £
- ERNATIONAL CONFEDE OF FREE TRADE UN y

- THE WORLD CONEEDERATION 8 OEQQE;§AT;QN& oF
THE TEACHING PRCFESSION {WCQTP) AND

- THE LATIH AMERTCAN CENTRAL OF WORKERS (CLAT)

706, The Committee has examined these cases on a number of pccasions, the
1ast being at ita November 1991 meeting, when it submitted an jnterim report
to the Governing Body [27%th Report of the Committee, paras. 642 to 6686,
approved by the Govaerning Body at irg 251st Sesaion (November 19913}, In
communications dacted 17 December 1991 and 22 April 1992, the International
Confederation of Free Trade ‘mions (ICFIVU) and the Latin American Central of
Wworkers (CLAT) made nevw allegations. In a communication of 31 July 1992 the
Guatemalan Education Worketa' Trade uUnlon (STEG) provided information
requested bY the Commitctee. The Government sent 1its. observations in 8
communication dated 9 September 1992,

707. Guatemals has ratified the freedom of Assoclation and Protection of
the Right to Organise Cenvention, 1948 (No. 87) and the Right to Organise and
Collective Bargaining Convention, 1949 (No. 98).

A, Previgud aminatic t -y

708. The complainants’ allegactions that remained pending concern the
requests for information o% inquiries into murders, death threats and other
gerious forma of intimidation against trade union officials and on anti-union
discrimination practices sgainst strikers.

709. At its November 1991 Session, the Governing Body approved thLe
following interim recommendations of the Committee:



