Anglysis of the United States
(13 July 19489)

digsallowed...to discharge or give discriminstory treatment to a vorker... for
his having performed proper acts of a trade union.,” It is clearly under-

stood in Jepsnese law that a legal strike is contained within the category of
"sroper acts of a trade union,”

Referencee Article 40, Reviszed Labor Relations Adjustment Law: Article
7, Revised Trade Union Law,

USSE statement:

W12, Third, there had been introduced additional provisions prohibiting
workers from engaging in labor conflicts during a period established for the
gettlement of the differences with the employer in respect to the imterpretation
of the agreement reached, as vell as a number of other restrictive provieions,.®

United States reply:

"This statement apparently refers to Article 37 of the Eevised Labor
Relations Adjustment Law which provides that in the event thatl the S0 day

"gooling of f* period in a public welfare industiry has resulted in an agreament.
any conflict on interprefation or in further negotiation shall be treated as
a new dispute with &n additional 30 day ‘codling of f! period required prior
tc acts of digpute. This provision is aimed at preventing continuous dispute
tactics which have been vtilized by minority elements in the pasi to keep
iniustrial relations in a constant state of turmoil and should agssist the
schievement and maintenance of stablie labor-management agreements. This pro-
vision may be invoked only by prior mutual agreement of doth parties.

"Reference:

"irticle 37. Revised Labor Relations Adjustment Law.

- WUSSRE statement:

%13, Fourth, besides othsr repressions, a worker who did not abide by -
these provisions might be subjected to a fine of 100,000 yen, that is a sum
exceedinz the yearly wage of a Japanese worker,"

United States reply:

"There is no provision in the Labor Relations Adjustment Law for penalizing
sndividual workers 100,000 yen. Such pemalty, which is provided ina Article &9,
applies only to employers, labor or employer organizations, and outsiders
who violate the 30 day 'cooling off' required in public welfare industries.
1t eannot be contended that this fine is onercus when applicable to a labor
organi sation as a whole.




Analysis of the United States - O
(12 July 1549)

"Reference;
Barticle 39, Reviged Labor Relatione Adjustment Law.®

USSR statenment,

#15., As regards the Revised Trade Union lLaw,. Mr. Zpanyushkin continued,
the new law had introduced provisions regarding the structure of the labor re-
lations committeeg as a result of which these committees had been turned imto
government agencies under the Labor Minisiry (Chapter 4, Article 19, and

other articles),."

United State= reply:

"Phe functions of the Labor Rselations Committee are twofold: Peaceful
gsettlement of disputes and enforcement of the protective provisions of the

Prade Union and Labor Relations idjustment Laws, In the former funcilon,
the tripartite character of the committee has bdeen fully maintained and labor's

interests are completely safeguarded. In the latter function, 1is quasi judicial
and operatiomnsl nature have required a governmental rather than the tripartisan

appro,aoh.wln poth functions, the committees are operationally independent
and cannot be overruled by the Labor Minlsiry.

"Reference:

"prticle 15, Revised Trade Union Law: Article 24, Revised Trade Union
Law,®

USSE etatement:

"15, These government labor committees had received the right to inter-
- fere directly ani control all the activities of trade unions and, besides
that, to determine the guestion of the teonstitutionality' of trade unions,”

United States Reply:

sPhe statement that these committees have the *Right %o interfere di-
rectly and control all activities of trade unions, and, besides that, to de-
termine the question of 'constitutionality' of trade unions® is utter mis-
representzation., The committees merely have the function of inspecting the
written constitution of each umion to assure that the requirements of FEC-045/5
ensuring Democratic Internal Practices are contained therein, namely a pro-
vigion for the election of officers and standing committee men by direct secret
elections, amnusl general meetings, open finamcial reports, protection of

iniividual members against discrimination within tnes unicm, gecret ballot for
strike votes, and majority vote for revision of the umnion constitution, 1In

ihese matters the committees do not go beyond the union constitution, the

enforcement of which is left to the members themselves, with court action on

the members initiative only were there constit@§tional rights have been

violated., The oaly other function of the committecs is to investigate com- |
pliance with the requirement that the union is not domimated by the employer, 94




Analysis of the United States
(13 July 1942)

"Reference:

"irticle 5, Revieed Trade Union Law.

USSR statement:

"18 According to the new law, the Ceniral Lapor Relations Committee,
try, had received the right to reject

which was directly unier the Labor Minis
l1ocal Labor Relations Committees.

and modify the decislons adopted by the
7¢ was absolutely clear that this new system of organizat ion for Labor Re-
aentatives of the workers

l1atione Committees, in vhich the role of the TepI®
organizations had Deen reduced to nothing could not secure the protection of

the workers’ interests,”

Us reply:

“Phe Central Commitiee can overrule local committees only on judicial
aable in uvniform interpretation of

guestions, a provision which is indlispen
labor law 1 chaos avoided.

¢« to be fostered &nd legal

"Re Article 25, Revised ?rade Union Law."

USSR gtatement:

"18, Furthermore, ascording te Article 2 section 1 several categories
joining trade unions. According to

of Japanese workers were prohibited from
the adoption of this amendment to the law hed deprived 30,000

nt to join trade unions,"”

m joining trade unions by the revision
such exclusion is necessaly to prevent e=-

organiszations. .

sope ‘workers' prohibited fro

noted are supervisory @uployees.
ployer domination of the workers'

"Re Article 2, Revised Trade Unlon Law:®

USSR statement:

Moreover, for the violation of the provisions of this law severe
hai been established, including {mprisonment for a

and a fine up %o 100,000 yen,"




Analysis of the United States o
13 July 1943)

official seccets, persons who interfere with Labor Relations Committee pro-
ceedings and employere who viclate fair practice provisions of the law,

Method of enforcement for unions violating thed law is through their die-
qualification for assistance or protection through procedures establiished by

the law.

Re Articles 27, Revised Trade Union Law 28, 28, 30, 31, 32, 33, Reviged
Trade Union Law,"



STATEMERT BY SOVIET REPRESENTATIVE
AT FEC MEETING (WASHINGTON DC)
el JULY 19495
IN REPLY TO AMERICAN STATEMENT OF 12 JULY 1549
HE LABOR POLICY 1IN JAPAN

"As regardis thie US "Ainalysis®", the Soviet delegation considers it
necessary to state the following: "A reviessd ladbor relations adjustment law,

*1. The US CGovernment does not deny the fact th:t the Prime Minister
of Japan has received the right to ineclude adi‘tionsl enterprises in the
category of "Public Utilities' enterprises in order to restrict the righte
of the workers in such enterprises in regard to acts connected with labor
disputes,

"The substance of ths US arguments is the assertion that thie right,
given to the Prime Minister, is limited %o those enterprises 'the stoppage
of which will seriously affect the national economy or seriocusly endanger
the daily life of the general public' and may be exercised only with approval
0f the Diet, |

"The fact that the Prime Miniester has received the right to designate
any enterprisé or any industry as coming under the category of 'Public Utili-
ties' enterprises and declare labor conflicts by the workers in such enter-
prises as illega]l huas not been denied by these arguments. The US reference
to the requirement of further approval of the Prime Minister's decision by
the Diet or to the provision that labeor conflicte are forbidden only for a
o0 day period, do not change the sgituation,

2. VWithout denying the fact that a very important provision pro-
hibiting the employer from discharging workers or discriminating asgainst them
for taking part in labor conflicts has been deleted from the labor relations
adjustment, the US Government tries to Jjustify the deletion of this pro-
vision by referring to the assertion that this hss been done in order to
remove 'Special protection from illegal or violent strike asctionms,’

"However, experience shows that both the US occupation authorities and
the Japanese Government, not to mention the employers, declare all strikes
in Japan to be illegal, Ag & result of the revision of the National Pueoliec
Service Law, the adoption of the Public Corporations Labor Relations Law
and the revision of the Trade Union and the Labor Helatione Adjusiment Laws
the Japanese Government and the employers may detlare any strike to be il-
legal and resort to repressive measures against the workers participating in
the strike.

fd. The introduction of additional provisions prohibiting wrkers froa
engaging in labor conflicts during a periecd established for the settlement of




Soviet Statement - -
(21 July 1948)

the differences with the employers in respect %o the interpretation of the
agreements reached, as well as & sumber of other restrictive provisions are
justified by the US Government by the pecessity to 'Prevent continuous dispute
tactics! and $o '"Assist the achievement and maintenance of stable labor-
management agreements.’

whe reference to such a 'Necessity' do not deay but, on the contrary,
confirm the fact that new provisions aimed at limiting the workers rights %o
taxe part in labor conflicts have Ddeen included in the revised Labor Relations

Adjustno nt lL.aw,

n"Resides, the Soviet delegstion had ia mind not only Article 37 of the
revised Labor Helatione Adjustment Law, to which the US Government has re-
ferred, but algo 3 new parsgraphs added in Article 26 providing that in case
disagreement arises over imterpretation of the agreement reached by the workers
andi the employers, the workers shall be denied the rizht to resort to striks
within a period established for the settlement of a dispute questioen,

4., The US Government's assertion that there is, 2llegedly, no pro-
vision in the Labor Relations Adjusiment L&w providing for penalizing workers
by a fine of up to 100,000 yen for their participation in labor disputes does
not correspond to actual facts. One can be convineced of this even by those
articles of tne law which have been cited by the US Govermment in confirmation

of its assertion,

"Phag, for example, Article 39 of the revised Labor Relations Adjustment
Law resds:

"iin cage there is & contravention as under Article 37, the employer
or hie organization or ihe 1z2borers' orgzanization or other persomns OF organi-
sstions who are responsible for such sontravention shall be subject %o a
fine not exceeding 100,000 yen.®

*Sinse Article 37 deels with the prohibition of labor dieputes in 'Publiec
Utility' enterprises, it is asatural that the penalily measures, provided for
in Article 39, are first of all directed against labdor organiszations or their
representatives, not exeluding tndividual workers as well., The provisions of
the second paragraph of Article 39 even more clearly define the possibility
of applying this penalty measure %o the individual representatives of labor
organisations,

#1t is slso impossible to agree wilh tne agssertion of the US Government
that such a fine, whem applicable to a labor organisation as a whole, is
such a fine is certainly onerous even for a labor
to mention individual worxers oOr representatives




Soviet Staterment -3
(21 July 1949)

"The Soviet delegation is of the opinion that irrespective of the
penalty measure itself, it is wrong, as a matter of principle, to regard a
labor dispute between workers and employers as a crime subject to punishment,
Therefore, the penalty measures provided by this law for wvorkers and their
trade union organizations for participation in labor disputees can not de
considered Jjustified in the least respect.

"Thus, the examples adiuced by the Soviet delegation in its statement
of €3 June 1949 in conformation of the fact that the revised "Labor Re-
lations Adjustment Law® ie in contradiction to the policy decision FEC-045/5,
notably to Faragraph O of this decision, are not in the glightest degree re-
puted by the US Government.

"B. The Revised Trade Union Law.

"l. The Soviet delegation considers that as 2 result of the in-
corporation into this law of new provisions regarding the structure and
functiones of Labor Relation Committees, the subordinstion of the Central La-
bor Relatione Committee directly to the Labor Minister and the granting to
the former of the right to modify snd reject the decisions of loesl Labor
BEelations Commitiees as well as the granting to Labor Relsticns Committees
of the right to control the activities of trade unions and to determine the
question of their "Constitutionslity®, these Labor Relations Committees have
&ctually been transformed into agencies of government control over the
activities of trade unions, The arguments of the US Sovermment to the effect
that these committees are "Operatiomnally independent' are absolutely unfounded,

®As is known, according to the new law a trade union organization cannot
be registered and its activities cannot be considered lawful until it re-
ceives an appropriate certificate from the Labor Relations Coumittee regarding
the verification of its 'Constitutionality’.

"Under such & new system these committees cannot be in the least degree
independent and cannot 'Operate under conditions asssuring the protection of
the interests of the workers' as is provided far in Paragraph 4 of the policy
decision m-OG5/5.

#2. The prohibition of certain categories of workers from joining

trade unions is not restricted only to supervisory employees, as the US
Government asserts.

It is known, that in practice the employers inelude into this category
drivers, telephone operators, Jjunior employees, cooks, meide, typlsts and
workers cf other professions who are prohibited froz joining trade unions
under the pretext that they represent the intersstz of employers and, sllegedly,
may cause 'Eaployer domination of the workers' organizations®’ or under other

pretexts.




Soviet Statement -
(21 July 1949)

"The prohibition of these and other categories of wvorkers from joining
trade unions is in contradiction to Parzgraph 2 of the policy decision of the
Pay Eastern Commission FEC-045/5 which states: 'The freedom of workers %o
Join trade unions should be provided for by law.'

#3. The assertion of the US Government to the effect that none of the
provisions in this law regarding penslties are applicable to workers of
trade unions but, allegedly, are applicadle only %o government officials or
employers is refuted by the US delegation itself which, for example, quotes
Article 30 of the law which provides that the representatives of trade unions
ehall be lizble %o a large fine for fallure toc submit to the Labor Helations
Commit tee different kinde of reports andi papers belonging ta the trade union.

"It can be seen from the examples which I have cited that the reviged
'Trade Union Law' and the 'Labor Relations Adjustment Law' are in contradiction
to the policy decision of the Far Eastern Commission FEC-045/5,

"The Soviet delegation drawe the attention of the Far Eastern Commission
to the fact that even the official Jjudiciary agency of Japan Attorney Gemeral's
Of fice has recognized that the revision of these laws constituted a viclation
of the Japanese constitution which provides that the right of workers to
organize and to bargain with the employer and act collectively is guaranteed
(Article 28 of the comstitution), I have in mind the opinion of that office
in respect to the proposed amendments to the labor laws mentioned abdbove,
which was reported by the Japanese agency 'Jiji Press'! on 9 March 1948,

"However, the US delegation, contrary to all the facts, tries to
picture the situation in such a2 manner as if the revision of the Trade Union
Law ani the Labor Relations Adjustment Law was, allegedly, made on the basis
of the policy decieion FEC-045/5 in order to bring the above-mentioned laws,
vhich were adopted prior to the approval of FEC-045/5, in line with this de-
cision, This argumert ie far from the truth and is clearly calculated to mis~
lead the ¥ar Eastern Commission and public opinion., As is knmown, the policy
decision set forth in ¥EC-045/6 was adopted by the Far Eastern Commission om
6 December 194€, and Genersl KacArtlmur's directive of 22 July 1548 on the
revision of the Hational Public Service lLaw was the first measure taken by
the US occupation amthorities after the adoption of the aforesaid decision,

Ae a result of carrying out this legisiative measure the workers in govemment

enterprises and institutions have been deprived of their right to bargain

collectively and to resort to strikes which measure not only was not in con=

formity with the policy decision FEC-045/5, but was clearly in contradiction

- to this decision as well as to the Potesdam Declaration and other decisions of
- the Far Zasterr Commiseion in respect to the demoeratisation of Japan.

"Even the official reprecsentative of the US Government Asesistant Secre-
tary of Labor John ¥W. Gibson-recognized at a press conference on 7 February

1949, that the revised Hational Public Service Law prohidit the workers

in government eanterprises and institutions f¥em dargaining ah““"ll and
resorting to strikes ®Went toc far.! v York Herald Tribune of 8 February

19489),




soviet Statement
(21 July 1949)

"As regarde the revisicn of the Trade Union and the Labor Relations
Adjustment Laws, the Soviet delegation ir its statement of 13 July 1949
pointed out that these revisions were mecessitated by the implementation of
the US program of 'Economic Stabilization®,

"This is confirmed even by official representatives of the Japanese
Government. For instance Labor Minister Susuki statéd in the Lower House of
the Japanese Diet on 30 April 1949 that the Japsnese Government was revising
labor laws along the lines of the 'Economic Stabliliszation' program. Prime
Minister Yoshida in his statement of € January 1949 in Osaka said Shat
'Strikes might de allowed only in wealthy nations, but not in thies impoverished

nationt,

"The Soviet delegation deems it necessary to point out once again that
the only reason for the so-called 'Disorders' in Japan, about vhich Generasl
Macirthur speaks sc much and General McCoy repeats so often, is the go-called
US program of 'Bconomic Stabilization', the implementation of which has

necessitated the revision of Japanese lador legislation. In carrying out
this program in Japan the US occupation authorities and the Japanese Government

are closing, on & mass scale, 'Unprofitable' enterprises, are depriving
them of their Democecratic Rights, thus creating 'Disorders' im Japan, the
responsibility for which they attempt to shift to someone else.

"Phe Soviet delegation has noted in its statement of 13 July 1945 that

the mass schocl workers is openly utilized for expelling from enterprises

the leaders and active members of trade unions and progressively-minded
elements in generai. Now we have nev confirmations of this, Thus, for

instance, sccording to the NY Times report of 19 July 1949 at least 10% of
the 83,000 dismissed railwey workers are leaders and active members of trads

unions,

"The Soviet kdcloption states its criticism of such a policy of the US
in Japan because this poliey is in contradiction to the Potsdam Declaratiom,

the policy decision of the Fer Eastern Commission and the national interests
of Japan. The Soviet delegation iz of the opinion that the US delegation in
its statement of 13 July 1949 has not in any way reputed the fact that the
labor policy being pursued by both the US occupation authorities in Japan and
the JATEFZENVUNGLIS im contradiction to the Potsday Declaration and the .
pélicy decision of the Far Eastern Commission.

"The Soviet delegation confirsm ite statements on the labor question and
believes that the Far Eastern Commission should adopt a decision on this

important question without any further delay."




AT FEC MEETING (WASHINGTON 2C)
27 OCTOBER 1946
BE LABOR POLICY IN JAPAE

"In previous statements by the Soviet delegation on this subject sufficient
- %0 show that the reviged labor laws were in contra-

These examples had »proven the futility

delegation to deny indieputable factes.
The Soviet delegation believed thot as a result of the lengthy discussion whiech

had taken place on the subject all delegations had had opportunity %o convince
themeelves thet the labor policy being carried ont by the United States occcou-
pation suthoritiees and by the Japaneses Government ae éxpressed in the revision
of the Fational Public Service Law, the adoption of the Public Corporations
Labor Relations Law, and the revision of the Labor Union and Labor Helations
Adjustment Laws was in contradiction with the Potsdan Declaration and with ke
policy decisions of the Fay Lastern Commission.

"Recent reportes from Japan showed that
confined itself tc those anti-labor messures already adopted. It was known,
for instance, that by means of mass discharges of workers thne Japanese
authorities were removing from énterprises and institutions first of all
leaders and active members of trade unions.
the pubdlic payroll there had been dismissed progressive leaders of the Railway
Workers Union, the Communication Workers Union, the Ministry of Agricul ture
and Forestry Union, and other trade unions of govermment workers. Om September
1l7%h the Japanese Government had published a new decision according to which
the workers in govermment and public utility enterprises =nd institutions were

prohibited from engaging in politiecsl activities.

"The foregoing examples do
toward the suppression of legal
the deprivetion cf the elementa
Unfortunately, the Far Esstern Commission had not
%0 adopt a decision on the subject.

" The Soviet deleg=tion considers

that the Far Eastern Commission, being
confronted with undeniable evidence that tne revised labor lawe were in
contradiction with the Potsdam Declsarstion end the policy decisions of the
Far Eastern Commission, could not permit the continuation of such a gituation,

in whicn its policy decisions directed toward the democratization of Japan were
ignored and mot fulfilled.

"It is hoped that the Par Eastern Commiseion would give the Soviet proposal
dus attention and will support i1t.°®




STATEMENT 3Y UNITED STATES REPRESENZATIVE
AT FEC MERTING (WASHINOTOE, DC)
17 BOVEMBER 1949
I¥ REFLY TO SOVIBT STATEMENT OF 27 OCTOBER 1949
RE LABOR POLICY IN JAPAN

At the meeting of the Commission on October 27 the Soviet member reiter-
ated his allegations that the labor policy which is deing carried out by the
US Occupation Authorities and the Japanese Government is in contradiction %o
the Potsdam Declaration and the Policy decisions of the Far Eastern Commission.

"I feel that I have already rebutted these charges of the Soviet mem-
ber in my statement om July 14, 1949, which has been circulated as m-me/as.

"However, the Soviet member makes two further allegations in his recent
statement., While it is not my intention to make 2 practice of answering
charges of this nature, I would like to call the attention of the Commission

toc the following information:

"Pirst, the Soviet member charges 'that by means of mass discharges of
workers, the Japanese authorities are removing from enterprises or institu-
tions first of all leaders and active members of trade unions,' In implemen-
tation of the Economic Stabilization Program which calls for the rationalisation
of government employment in the interest of efficlency anl economy, the
Japanose Diet passed a law which established ceilings on the total personxzel
strength of the Japanese Governmental Agencies. Those ceilinges required a
reduction of some 20% overall, resulting in the release during the summer months
of about 10% of the personmel actually on the regular government payroll, In

executing this program, facts such as employees gseniority, work record,
efficiency, attendance and attitude toward his job were considered and veighed.

Some of these persons may have been active union members, but that certainly
was not the criterion for discharge.

"Secondly, the Soviet member stated that ‘on September 17 the Japansse
Government published a2 new decision accerding %o which the workers of goveran-
ment and public utility enterprieess and institutions are prochibited from en-
gaging in political activities.' As 1 understand it ne "new decision' is in-
volved at all., I assume that the Soviet member is referring to a rule,
issued by the Natiomal Persomnel Authority in September, which applios only
to government workers and not to workers in public utility enterprises. This
rule merely implemente the provision of the National Public Service Las as
enacted in 1947 and amended in 1948 which states that ‘personnel shall not
solieit nor receive, nor be in any matter conceimed in soliciting or receiving,
any subscription or other bemefit for any political perty of political pur-
poses or engage in any political activity as defined by the rules of the
anthority otner than %o exercise the right to vote.'”
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SOVIET STATEMENT CONCERIING
PARTICIPATION OF JAPANESE TRADE UNIONS
IN INTERFATIONAL TRADE UNIOR CONFERENCES
(AT FEC MEETING WASEINGTON DG)

€ DECEMBER 1949

"The Far Ecstern Commandi decisions 'basic post-surrender policy for :-
Japan, ' of June 19, 1947, provides that it is necessary to help the people
of Japan in their own interest as well as that of the world at large %o |

find means wheredy they may develop within the framework of = democratic

soclety and intercourse among themselves and with other countries along
economic and cultural lines.!

“The same decision provides that the Japanese people shall be 'en-

couraged to become familiar with the nistory, institutions, culiure and the
accomplishments of the democracies,'

"In the policy decision of December 6, 1946 'principles for Japanese
Irad2 Unions' it is also said of the nececsity to 'assist trade union offi-

ciale in obtaining informstion on trade union activities in other countries.’

"However, the facte show that the US occupation zmuthorities in Japen
are violating these decisions of the Commis sion, Thus, for example, the
Supreme Commander did not permit the Democratic Trade Unions of Japan to send
their repregentztives $o attend the 10th Congress of Trade Unions in the

USSR in April of 1949 ag well as the session of the world federation of PTrade
caions in Prague in 1947 and in Milsn iz June 1949,

"On October 20 of this year the all-Japan Liaison Council of Labor

Unions (Zenroren) which unites 4,000,000 workers of Japanm, applied to the
Supreme Commanders Headquarters for

t0 the Congrees of Trade Unions
that this Congrese is to discuss the
workers of Asiatic countries and that, consequently, its work is directly

concerned with the activities of Japan's Trade Unions, General MacArthur's
HBeadquarters has not granted such 2 permission,

*At the same time the Headguarters, without sny hindrance, issues per-
mits to travel abroad for the Representatives of Trade Unions which are

under the dirsctions of the so-called 'Democratiszation League' known for its
schismatic policy in the trade union movement of Japan and for its dependence from
the Japanese Covernment, Thus, for instance, at the suggestion of the Labor
Division Chief of the Supreme Commsnder's Seadquarters, a delegstiom from

these unions was sent in April of this year %o Pittsdburg, in July to Geaeva,
and quite recently permission to visit London has been granted,

"Thue, it is absolutely clear that Gemeral MacArthur'e Headguarters
pursues the policy of discriminastion agsinst the Japanese Trade Unions ¢con-
nected with the world federation of traie unions and exeris administrative

préssure against trade umions in Japen, arbitrarily interfering in their S
activities, ._




International Trade Union -

In view of the aforesaid, the Soviat Delegation considers it necesesary
that the Far Esstern Commisesion %ake measures t0 assure the discontinuancs
by the headguarters of the Allied Supreme Commander in Japan of ths poliey
of diserimination sgainst the above-menticned Japanese Trade Unions which
defend the interests of workers &s well as the pecessity of democratic

reforms in Japan, and to sssure the representaotives of these trade unions the

possibility to sttend Intermational Trade Union conferences and take part
in their worko.
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FEC-34li/1

Us 5¢ REPLI TO
SOVIET STATEMERT CONCERNIKNG
PARTICIPATION OF JAPANESE TRADE UNIOIS
IN INTFRNATI CEAL TRADE UNION CONFERENCES
(AT FEC MEETTNG WASHINGTON DC)
15 December 1949

In a statement read to the FEC last week the Soviet Delegation charged
the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers with violations of Commission
policy decisions in the matter of not allowing Japanese trade unionists to
attend certain alleged trade union meelings abroad under the auspices of the
World Federation of Trade Unions. Al the same time the Soviet Delegation
gonsidered it arbitrary on SCAP's part that other Japanese itrade unionists have
been permitted to attend ILO meetings in Pitisburgh and Geneva as well as
the meeting of the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions held re-
cently in London.

As a basgis for its claim that the foregoing constituted a violation of
FEC policy decisions, the Soviet Delegation cited the passage {Iom the Sasic
Post-Surrender Policy wiich stales that the FEC powers are agreed:

"To help the people of Japan in their own interests as well
as those of the world at large to {ind means whereby they may de-
velop within the framework of a democratic society an intercourse
amongz themselves and with other countries along economi¢e and cul-
tural lines that will ensble them to satisfly their reasonable in-
dividual and national needs and bring them into permanently peaceful
relationsnip with all nations",

The Soviet Delegatlion omitted the coacluding phrase "and bring them in-
to permanently peaceful relationship with all nations®, Furthermore, the
Soviet Delegation did nmot quote from the Basic Post-Surrender Policy where
it states that it is to be an objective of post-surrender policy to bring
about the "earliest establishment of a democratic and peaceful governnent
which will carry out its international responsibilities, respect the rights
of other nations, and support the objectives of the United Nations®,

It will be recalled that the fundamental cause of the split in the WFIU
was the fact that many of its affiliates believed that the WFIU had ceased
to be a trade unlion organization and was devoting its energies to political
strife activities of an inflammatory character. Thus the United States
Congress of Industrial Organizations formally resolved on November 3, 1949,
at Cleveland, Ohio, in disaffiliating itself from the WFIU, that "the WFIU
is now no longer & itrade union organization but is entirely dominated by
Communists or their puppets and is little more than an instrument of the
Soviet Government®, The statemenis of the various WFTU leaders at the
Peiping meeting bear out the contention that the WFIU is nol a trade union
organization but is an international organization dedicated to revolutionary

aims and to armed struggle against duly established govermmenis. For ex=-
ample, the manifesto issued at the Peiping Conference on December 1, 1943,




international Trade Unions -9 .

directed its particular fire azainst the Govermments of Burma, Indochina,
India, Malaya, the Philippines, Indonesia, and Thailand., After denouncing
what it claimed To be the ruthless exploitation of peoples in these
Asiatic countries, it called upon these peoples to rise up in armed parti-
san activities against the Govermments of countries, some of which are
members of the Far FEastern Commission,

Under these clrcumstances, it seems obvious that the Supreme Com-
mander would not be fulfilling FEC policies if he were to allow Japanese
representatives to a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>