
FOR THE LETTERS FROM READERS SECTION OF FREEDOM AT ISSUE 

Richard L. Hough replies: 

With regard to Mr. McClaughry's comments on my Solidarismo article, 
seldom have I seen so much misinformation packed into so short a space. A 
response follows below. 

First, neither the AFL-CIO or the American Institute for Free Labor 
Development (AIFLD), its overseas arm in Latin America, have ever embraced or 
practiced Marxist "class warfare philosophy" as alleged by Mr. McClaughry. 

Dating back at least to Samuel Gompers, the AFL-CIO has evolved 
from throughly democratic roots, mirroring the ideals of plural representation 
of interests, freedom of association and the right to bargain the conditions 
of work. It is these ideals that AIFLD has resolutely adhered to over the 
past three decades in supporting the development of democratic trade union 
movements in Central America and in the Hemisphere. At the same time, AIFLD 
has been unyielding in its opposition to absolutist doctrines and regimes of 
both the extreme Left and Right. 

The evidence on AIFLD's role of supporting the growth of free and 
democratic trade unions in Central America is beyond argument. Mr. McClaughry 
makes the same egregious error that so many of the conservative Central 
American business, landed and military elites have been making over the years 
of conveniently confusing the advocacy of democratic social change, e.g. the 
right of workers to organize, bargain and strike, with communism. 

Nor is AFL-CIO and AIFLD hostile to employee ownership as Mr. 
McClaughry claims. Genuine employee ownership programs in the U.S. such as in 
the steel industry are supported by the AFL-CIO, and AIFLD would support 
similar, smaller scale ventures in Central American countries where 
practical. What AIFLD is hostile to is cosmetic worker ownership such as in 
the Solidarismo movement where both investment and~anagement by the workers 
in their enterprises are customarily token. 

( Second, AIFLD was in no way responsible for designing the agrarian 

J
._ reform program in El Salvador Mr. McClaughry refers to. He is either 

misinformed or mixed-up on this point. The land reform he is criticizing is 
the Phase I cooperative program which AIFLD had nothing to do with. AIFLD did 
support the family farm Phase III agrarian reform program, a separate effort, 
which distributed small parcels of land to the actual tillers, transforming 
them into small owner-operators. This program has been successful and is now 
so recognized by the major Salvadoran political parties. AIFLD has never 
supported in El Salvador, or elsewhere, "vast collective farms where the 
workers toil for the state ... " 
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There are other errors in Mr. McClaughry's comments on land 
reform. Salvadoran coffee farms generally are not large. They are moderate 
in size on sloped, foothill properties, and were largely exempt from the land 
reform programs since the size of holdings was under the prescribed limits. 
Nor was AIFLD involved in the Revolutionary Junta's nationalization of the 
Banks in 1980 which in any case was an action separate from agrarian reform. 
It is also far-out to suggest that land reform was a "major contributory 
cause" of rightwing death squad activity in El Salvador. The Salvadoran death 
squad at its height in the early years of this decade was almost wholly an 
urban phenomenon, an integral part of the Army's strategy to eliminate the 
guerrillas' urban infrastructure. 

Further, the reason the Central American Development Organization 
(CADO) was not able to get off the ground was because the Executive Branch of 
the U.S. Government, principally the Agency for International Development 
(AID) and the State Department, largely due to "turf" or parochial concerns, 
never really supported the initiative; an initiative which originated with 
AIFLD and first saw the light of day in the Institute's presentation to the 
Kissinger Commission on Central America. That AIFLD and our brother unions in 
Central America opposed entry of solidarity associations into CADO as trade 
union organizations- was a problem that could have been solved in various ways 
if there had been solid support for the new regional organization by State and 
AID. In any case, there was certainly no deliberate obstruction of CADO by 
the AFL-CIO because of the Solidarismo issue. 

Last, we know of no Central American free trade unions that are 
"Marxist-infected". It also challenges our imagination as to how one can 
identify Solidarismo with "the cause of freedom, democracy and economic 
justice" when basic worker rights are ignored. 

0078a 


