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Abstract

This paper explores the rise of worker-driven social responsibility (WSR) initiatives to combat
labour and human rights abuse in global supply chains. We focus on the Dindigul Agreement, a
pioneering WSR agreement initiated by an independent majority Dalit trade union run by women
in Dindigul, India, which seeks to address gender-based violence in garment supply chains.
Through key informant interviews and documentary analysis including coding in NVivo 12, our
research team of law and political economy experts explore the establishment of the Dindigul
Agreement, its distinctiveness in relation to other WSR agreements, and interactions with other
supply chain governance tools.
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1. Introduction

In the face of mounting evidence that corporate social responsibility (CSR) initiatives have done
little to improve labour standards in global supply chains (Kuruvilla 2021), worker-led and state
governance mechanisms have accelerated. One such model is worker-driven social responsibility
(WSR) in which worker organisations, suppliers, and transnational brand companies enter into
enforceable and legally binding agreements. A key component of WSR is the enforceable brand
agreements (EBAs), whereby corporate brands commit to using their supply chain relationships
and leverage to support raising labour standards at certain worksites or sectors. These worker and
union-driven legal models of supply chain governance are increasingly celebrated as more
effective alternatives to voluntary CSR governance efforts. However, because they are so new,
little is known about their design and interactions with existing supply chain governance.

At the present juncture, there is much at stake in understanding the design and regulatory
interactions of worker-driven, innovative forms of labour governance in supply chains as a step
to assessing their effectiveness, replicability and scalabilty. To date, most academic studies of
WSR have focused on case studies of early iterations of the model, especially the Fair Food
Program and the Accord on Fire and Building Safety in Bangladesh. This paper analyses a new
agreement which has not yet been researched by academics: the “Dindigul Agreement”, which is
the first EBA in India and the first in Asia to have a specific focus on addressing gender and
caste discrimination and violence (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-ILRF 2023)." It comprises two
interlocking sets of agreements: 1) the program agreement, the Agreement on Prevention,
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Global Clothing Ltd. (the only supplier under the EBA and direct employer) and Tamil Nadu
Textile and Common Labour Union (TTCU) with Asia Floor Wage Alliance (AFWA), Global
Labor Justice — International Labor Rights Forum (GLJ-ILRF), and a brand as witnesses, and 2)
the EBAs, three agreements between each of the brands and above named labour stakeholders.

The Dindigul Agreement was pioneered by an independent majority Dalit trade union run
by women, the TTCU, with the support of AFWA, an Asian labour-led global labour and social
alliance across garment-producing countries in Asia and consumer regions of USA and Europe,
and GLJ-ILRF, a civil society organization located in the Global North working with trade
unions, faith-based organizations, and community groups to hold global corporations
accountable for labour rights violations in their supply chains. It comprises legally binding
agreements with major apparel companies: H&M Group, Gap Inc., and PVH. The main goals of
the agreement are to end gender-based violence and harassment, prevent social discrimination on
caste or migration status, and protect freedom of association (AFWA, GLJ-ILRF, TTCU 2023,
1). This agreement is distinct from corporate-led supply chain governance in that it is worker-led
and monitored and enforceable through arbitration. It is both similar to and distinctive from other
WSR agreements, as we document below.!

Through key informant interviews with those who have pioneered and implemented the
agreement, and documentary analysis, we explore the establishment of the Dindigul Agreement,
its distinctiveness in relation to other worker-driven supply chain governance agreements, and
interactions with other forms of regulation, including other supply chain governance tools.

Specifically, we analyse the key circumstances through which this governance mechanism

! Analysing the benefits and drawbacks of WSR institutional design lies beyond the scope of this paper. Our focus is
on clarifying and delineating key features to introduce Dindigul within the landscape of previous WSR agreements,
to enable our analysis of regulatory interactions, and lay the groundwork for deeper comparative analysis in future
work.



emerged and came to be, how it compares to other WSR agreements, its enforcement provisions,
and interactions with other governance mechanisms, including the United States’ (U.S.) ban on
the import of goods made with forced labour.

We seek to contribute to both academic and policy literatures. In academic terms, we
contribute to the literature on WSR (Mieres and McGrath 2021; Blasi and Bair 2019; Donaghey
and Reinecke 2018; Gladstone 2020) by introducing a new agreement and describing its
distinctiveness from previous, more heavily researched examples of WSR. Here we seek to
contribute to the emerging literature that examines “innovative structural designs” in private
labour regulation of global garment production networks (Collins and Yates 2023). We also
move beyond describing the Dindgul Agreement to explore its interactions with existing
governance mechanisms along two scales: (1) national: the domestic state regulations governing
labour standards binding suppliers; and (2) transnational: the international labour standards,
import bans imposed by countries in which brands reside, and forms of voluntary and mandatory
human rights due dilgence intended to cascade labour standards through the supply chain. Our
study of the Dindigul Agreement probes the interactions between public and private forms of
governance, contributing to scholarly debates about complementarity or displacement effects of
public and private labour governance (Fransen and Burgoon 2017; Cashore et al. 2021). We seek
to contribute to policymaking in the area of labour governance by highlighting the novel
potential of worker-driven social responsibility that utilise EBAs.

Our paper is organised as follows: First, we identify the key elements of WSR
agreements and develop a taxonomy based on existing WSR initiatives, which we use to evaluate
the Dindigul agreement and identify its distinctive features. Second, we provide an overview of

our research strategy. Third, we evalute the Dindigul Agreement’s alignment with the principles



of WSR. Fourth, we analyse the governance interactions within and surrounding the Agreement,
focusing particularly on the integration of various forms of law and international conventions,
and the interplay with the U.S. import ban, which almost derailed the agreement. We conclude

by considering challenges around the sustainability and scalability of Dindigul.

2. Key Features of WSR

There is a burgeoning academic literature on the rise of WSR within global supply chains
(see, for instance: Gladstone 2020; Outhwaite and Martin-Ortega 2019; Barkay and Shamir
2021). WSR is essentially a worker-led alternative to CSR. In brief, while CSR involves
corporations setting their own unenforceable standards and monitoring these through private for-
profit industry actors like social auditing firms, typically without giving workers a meaningful
say or role, in WSR, workers (often described as rights holders) and their allies set legally
binding standards and enforce them within global supply chains. Proponents of WSR claim that
these agreements constitute the most effective means of identifying and addressing workplace
abuse, including indicators of forced labour, health and safety infringements, and gender-based
violence (Asbed and Hitov 2017; Angelini and Curphey 2022).

WSR is a multi-scalar hybrid form of supply chain governance blending private and
public legal norms, including international law, domestic statutes, enforceable contracts, and soft
or voluntary public and private norms, such as the United Nations Guiding Principles on
Business and Human Rights (UNGP) and corporate codes of conduct. WSR initiatives have
emerged in diverse geographical contexts, sectors, and originate from different movements (e.g.,
migrant rights, union and labour movements, gender justice) with varying demands (e.g., around

wages, health and safety, forced labour, gender-based violence); as such, the specific features,



parties, and implementation arrangements of WSR agreements all vary. It is hard to compare
WSR agreements given radical differences between them, for instance, across their scope (e.g.,
whether they cover one issue or labour rights generally), scale (e.g., whether they cover a couple
of worksites or an entire country), goals and origins (Nova Interview 2023). After all, WSR
agreements have emerged and been negotiated at different junctures and in varied jurisdictions,
shaped by discrete possibilities and constraints. As such, delineating their key features as we do
below is an effort to grasp the distinctiveness of the agreements. Table 2 lists landmark WSR
agreements and captures some of their key features. It is important to appreciate the diverse
features of these agreements and not to view them as homogenous. Nevertheless, the WSR
Network — which brings together some of the organisations who have pioneered WSR
agreements— identifies six key principles that cut across WSR agreements:

“1. Labour rights initiatives must be worker driven;

2. Obligations for global corporations must be binding and enforceable;

3. Buyers must afford suppliers the financial incentive and capacity to comply;

4. Consequences for non-compliant suppliers must be mandatory;

5. Gains for workers must be measurable and timely; and

6. Verification of workplace compliance must be rigorous and independent” (WSRN 2023).

Table 2: Landmark WSR Agreements
Since these principles are cast in broad terms and can be implemented in different ways,
it is important to elaborate on them to indicate the range of WSR initiatives and their similarities
and differences. There are three elements in the core principle that initiatives be worker-driven:

workers and their representatives establish the standards to be protected, monitor the



achievement of those norms and standards, and are involved in determining the remediation
required in the cases of violation.

The legal enforceability of buyer obligations through arbitration is the second principle.
While all WSR initiatives incorporate binding arbitration to enforce brand commitments, the
features of arbitration differ in terms of choice of arbitrators; seat of arbitration and location of
hearings; procedures and timelines governing arbitration proceedings; potential remedies; awards
and their enforcement; allocation of costs and fees; and transparency and exceptions to
transparency. These differences influence the efficacy of arbitration and the ease of compelling
buyers, when necessary, to use their market leverage to insist on supplier compliance.

The third WSR principle, financial incentives and capacity to comply, can be
implemented through a variety of means. They range from a requirement that buyers pay a
premium on top of the regular price they pay to assist suppliers in meeting labour standards and
to provide workers with a wage increase (e.g., the Fair Food Program) or contribute to the cost of
occupational health and safety initiatives and factory upgrades (e.g., Bangladesh Accord) to
commitments by buyers to continue to source from suppliers who comply with the standards set
out in the WSR initiative (e.g., FFP, Bangladesh Accord) to an obligation on buyers to finance
the program implementing the WSR initiative (e.g., Lesotho). The principle that there are
consequences on suppliers for noncompliance requires buyers to use economic leverage and stop
orders in cases where suppliers are in breach of the standards set out in the agreement. However,
the WSR initiatives differ as to the trigger (for example, the type and extent of labour standards
violations and failure to remediate violations) requiring buyers to use market-based sanctions to

discipline suppliers.



The fourth principle requires that WSR initiatives provide measurable and timely gains
for workers. These gains include increased wages (FFP); improved conditions (occupational
health and safety in the Bangladesh Accord; eradication of gender-based violence and
harassment (Lesotho agreement); transformed shopfloor atmosphere; and access by unions
(Bangladesh, Lesotho). Not only do the different initiatives provide different gains (Principle 5),
but they also employ different means for measuring these gains. Principle 6 requires that
verification must be independent of unions, labour stakeholders, suppliers, and buyers, although

there are different ways of ensuring the independence of the verification process.

3. The Dindigul Agreement
3.1 Methods

To obtain a robust picture of what led to the Dindigul Agreement, its key elements, and
how it operates and interacts with other regulatory initiatives we used documentary analysis and
key informant interviews (available to us by the end of August 2023), which have been coded
and analysed in NVivo 12. We compiled and examined written material pertaining to the
agreement. We accessed 175 documents which divide into three broad categories (Final
agreement materials; Justice for Jeyasre campaign documents; U.S. Customs and Border
Protection (CBP) submissions). We used nine key informant interviews to fill in gaps in our
analysis and check our findings. We selected interviewees based on their knowledge of the
Dindigul Agreement, WSR, and regulatory interactions between WSR and other forms of supply
chain governance. These interviews were semi-structured, conducted via Zoom, and lasted

between 60-90 minutes.? The interviews were transcribed and combined in the NVivo database.

2 The key informant interviews received ethics approval from the ethics boards at both McMaster and Simon Fraser
Universities.



Table 1 summarises our interviews. We used a hybrid approach to coding in NVivo using initial
coding, categorical coding, and thematic coding. ®

Table 1: Key Informant Interviews

3.2 The Dindigul Agreement and WSR in Global Supply Chain Governance

The Dindigul Agreement emerged out of the Justice for Jeyasre Campaign after the murder of
Jeyasre Kathiravel, a Dalit woman garment worker at Eastman’s Dindigul facility and member of
the TTCU, who was murdered by her factory supervisor in January 2021 following months of
sexual harassment. The Campaign, which spread from Dindigul to the U.S. and thirty-three other
countries, honored her legacy. It is important to situate the Dindigul agreement in this context, as
fundamentally being an initiative to address gender-based violence and harassment (GBVH) in
supply chains through WSR.

While GBVH shares commonalities with other types of labour and human rights abuse, it
is also unique (True, 2012; Barrientos, 2019). For instance, GBVH can be perpetrated by a
variety of actors in supply chains, which makes remediation complex since unions may be
representing victims as well as perpetrators, and the managers responsible for addressing and
solving GBVH may also be perpetrators. As well, GBVH is a form of systemic discrimination. In
other words, women are typically victims of violence because they are women, and
discrimination is intersectional insofar as that identity intertwines with “multiple vulnerabilities
including membership in a racial or ethnic minority or migrant, refugee, or other marginalized
groups” (True, 2012: 9). Within garment supply chains, GBVH may also take place beyond the

confines of the formal workplace, such as on transit or dormitories or in public spaces and is

* Our inductive coding frame is available on request.



driven by workplace culture, social norms, as well as pressures stemming from sourcing
practices of global brands (ILOITC, 2024). As such, GBVH is a challenging and multi-faceted
problem to address.

The Dindigul Agreement between Eastman Exports Ltd., TTCU, and three major garment
brands came into force in June 2022. Eastman Exports owns and operates Eastman Exports
Global Clothing Private Limited, one of the largest apparel manufacturers in Tirupur, India, a
critical export manufacturing hub supplying global garment brands. Eastman Exports also owns
and operates Natchi Apparel and Eastman Spinning Mills. Eastman Exports prides itself as
offering “a complete apparel manufacturing solution from fiber to fashion”, claiming its “vertical
integration of manufacturing process” enable it “to develop innovative products while
controlling quality, costs and timely delivery of production”.*

Following the murder of Jeyasre Kathiravel, TTCU, AFWA, GLJ-ILRF and brands that
ultimately signed the agreement invited the Worker Rights Consortium (WRC)? to investigate
the Natchi Apparel factory (owned by Eastman Exports) where Jeyasre Kathiravel worked. The
investigation report found “numerous practices and forms of conduct that existed at the Natchi
factory in the months and years prior to the WRC’s investigation that violated Indian law,
international labour standards, and/or vendor codes of conduct, regarding gender-based violence
and harassment, other forms of abusive treatment, and interference with freedom of association”
(WRC 2022, 5). The report was provided to stakeholders in draft form but not published
immediately to allow for ongoing negotiation between the TTCU, AFWA, and GLJ-ILRF

towards a binding agreement to address the problems in the factory. In April 2022, Eastman,

4 https://www.eastmanexports.com/the-group/
5 The WRC is an independent labour rights monitoring organization that conducts independent, worker-centered
investigations around the world. https://www.workersrights.org/about/
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TTCU, AFWA, GLJ-ILRF, and H&M Group announced the Dindigul Agreement to Eliminate
Gender-Based Violence and Harassment consisting of the two interlocking sets of legal

agreements; Gap and PVH signed on in 2022 as well.

4. The Dindigul Agreement as WSR
This section situates the Dindigul Agreement within the existing landscape of WSR and
describes how it conforms to the six principles of WSR and then describes what makes it unique.

In the first case, the Dindigul Agreement is worker-driven. It focuses on eliminating on
gender-based violence and harassment (GBVH) , incorporates an intersectional definition of
GBVH and supports workers’ freedom of association. It builds on years of work by the TTCU,
which has a membership of 11,000 workers (most of whom are Dalit women),® and by AFWA to
bring about a regional, women-centred living wage for Asian garment workers, end gender-based
violence and harassment, and regulate supply chains (AFWA 2023). With support from regional
and global worker organisation allies, the AFWA, located in the Global South, and GLJ-ILRF,
located in the Global North, the TTCU achieved the agreement. Workers and their
representative, the TTCU, determined which labour standards were to be included in the
program, act as monitors, and are involved in deciding the form that remediation takes.

Second, the Agreement’s obligations for global corporations are binding and enforceable.
The EBA involves three distinct agreements between the AFWA and the GLJ-ILRF with three
brands, H&M Group, Gap Inc., and PVH (the contents of which are confidential); these are

enforceable through arbitration.

¢ The TTCU had a membership of roughly 700 workers out of Natchi Apparel’s workforce of about 3000 in 2022.
Founded in 2013, the TTCU is a state-level trade union registered in Tamil Nadu. Eighty percent of its members
work in the textile industry, and 20 per cent agricultural workers. TTCU is present in 13 of 38 districts in Tamil
Nadu, including all the major textile hubs, and its strongest presence is in Dindigul and Pudukkottai districts.
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Third, suppliers are afforded the capacity to comply and are subject to financial sanctions
if they fail to do so. Notably, as Table 2 captures, there has been a shift across more recent WSR
agreements away from value redistribution by augmenting the prices suppliers receive for goods
through a direct bonus payment to workers. Recent WSR agreements have instead focused on
obtaining a legally binding commitment to continue to source from compliant suppliers and fund
WSR programs. The Dindigul Agreement creates support and accountability for Eastman’s
compliance with the terms of Eastman’s agreement with TTCU through the brands purchasing
practices. H&M, for example, commits to seek to reward Eastman compliance with the
Agreement through its orders from Eastman (WRC 2022). Moreover, since the presence of
GBVH in supplier factories is cause for brands to stop sourcing, the creation of the Dindigul
Agreement enables the supplier to show actual and potential buyers that it complies with the
agreed labour standards and creates an incentive for them to source.

Fourth, consequences for non-compliant suppliers are mandatory. As the Dindigul
Agreement’s year-one impact report describes, “Under the terms of the Agreement, if Eastman
Exports violates its commitments, brand signatories are obligated to impose business
consequences on Eastman Exports until Eastman comes into compliance” (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-
ILRF 2023, 27).

Fifth, gains for workers are measurable and timely. The program agreement, which is
publicly available, sets out the obligations to which suppliers must adhere, how it is to be
monitored, and how any violations are to be addressed. It delineates a classification of forms of
prohibited conduct and practice, known as the GBVH Escalation Ladder. The Escalation Ladder
was developed by the AFWA on the basis of its extensive work on workplace bullying and the

experiences and documentation of AFWA member unions showing how GBVH escalates in
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intensity and volume over time (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-ILRF 223; AFWA 2019). GBVH is
defined in intersectional terms so that it also includes discrimination on the basis of migrant
status and caste, with the result that these forms of discrimination are always to be considered
when identifying GBVH and are captured at each stage in the escalation ladder. The escalation
ladder’s prohibited practices start with GBVH not involving physical assault on the worker,
followed by GBVH that do involve physical assault on the worker, repeated GBVH that the
perpetrator has previously been found to commit in the above two categories, or retaliation
against a worker who reported these, with violation of the right of freedom of association as the
final step.

Workers can use multiple pathways to report and remediate GBVH, and the remedies are
commensurate with the severity of the conduct and driven by workers’ needs and range from
apologies and disciplinary letters to dismissal of perpetrators and reinstatement and
compensation for victimised workers (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-ILRF 2023, 120-122). Reported data
on grievances suggest that problems are addressed in a timely way. Workers raised 185
grievances during the first year of the program (between April to December 2022), of which 95
per cent were raised by women workers. Ninety per cent of these grievances were resolved
within a week (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-ILRF 2023, 65). The grievances ranged from GBVH and
caste-based discrimination to violations of legal standards (such as notice of termination) to lack
of access to such basic amenities as water and toilets (Ibid., 66-72). Remedies included verbal
reprimands, termination of a perpetrator, work reassignments, and freedom to leave and move
out of company hostels (Ibid., 68). The Agreement is also designed to promote longer-term
gains, such as by increasing worker capacity to engage in value distribution through collective

bargaining.
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Sixth, the Agreement’s verification of compliance is rigorous and independent. The
program agreement, backed by the EBAs, implements the AFWA’s “safe circle” approach to
combatting GBVH. This approach implements a multi-tier monitoring system consisting of the
following key features: shop floor monitors, peer training, the escalation ladder, and social
dialogue (see Figure 1).

The first tier is a bottom-up, survivor-centred Shop Floor Monitoring system, which
empowers union-appointed workers (one for every twenty-five workers in every production line)
to monitor conditions of other workers in that production line and support them to access
grievance reporting and remediation. The system has now been extended to worker hostels and
buses as well. Shop floor monitors are themselves workers, and “most SFMs come from
vulnerable communities; many are single-mothers, Dalits, and migrants” (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-
ILRF 2023). Monitors are afforded extensive protections (including a rebuttable presumption of
retaliatory intent) and handle grievances, in part through regular remediation meetings required
by the trade union and management, where they are involved in defining corrective action.
Where grievances cannot be resolved through dialogue, they can be referred to higher levels of
management and union leadership, and then reported.

For cases which are not resolved through dialogue or involve more severe cases of
GBVH, the shop floor monitors support workers in reporting their cases to the Internal
Complaints Committees (ICCs) and assessors, who are independent members of ICCs. Under
India’s Protection of Women from Sexual Harassment Act 2013 (POSH) Act, every employer is
required to constitute an ICC at each office or branch with 10 or more employees. The program
agreement builds upon the POSH Act by strengthening the independence of the ICCs since the

TTCU appoints the workers’ representatives to the ICC. The POSH Act also requires there to be
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an independent member of each ICC, who under the program agreement are known as assessors.
Assessors, who are women lawyers and feminist activists living outside of Dindigul, are
independent of the different levels of government and the state, labour stakeholders, Eastman
Exports, and the brands (Gill Interview 2023). They are appointed and paid for by the Oversight
Committee, which is established under the brand agreements and funded by the brands, and
consists of three representatives from labour (representing TTCU, AFWA, and GLJ-ILRF,
respectively), one representative from the supplier factory (Eastman Exports), two
representatives (H&M, Gap Inc.) from the three signatory brands (H&M, Gap Inc., PVH Corp.),
and an independent chair.

The program and brand agreements also empower assessors to address grievances beyond
the scope of the POSH Act. Assessors can investigate and decide grievances relating to freedom
of association, retaliation against shop floor monitors, the entire range of GBVH practices (not
just those prohibited under the POSH Act), and caste-based discrimination at the intersection of
GBVH. Assessors also play a key role in overseeing Eastman as they can escalate findings of
non-compliance by Eastman to the Oversight Committee. The labour stakeholders decided that
assessors can fulfill the critical role of providing independence in the investigation and
enforcement processes without the need to create a separate NGO or third party to serve as a
secretariat for the Agreement (Gill, Written Communication 2023).

The Dindigul Agreement most closely resembles the Lesotho Agreement, which built on
the Bangladesh Accord and the FFP (Bhattacharjee Interview 2023). Both agreements focus on
GBVH and incorporate an intersectional definition of it that instrumentalises the ILO Convention
190 on Eliminating Violence and Harassment in the World of Work. Both challenge the routine

and entrenched practices of GBVH function as a mode of supervision within hierarchical
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workplaces, structured along gender lines (Nathan et al., 2022). Both the Lesotho and Dindigul
agreements apply to specific suppliers; comprise two sets of agreements (between the labour
stakeholders and the brands, and between labour stakeholders and the suppliers); and provide
signatory trade unions with associational rights (including access to the shop floor) and a pivotal
role in the effective implementation of the Agreement (including worker education and the
facilitation of worker complaints) (AFWA, TTCU, and GLJ-ILRF 2023; WRW 2023).

What distinguishes the two agreements is how compliance is monitored and the extent to
which the unions and management are involved in determining remediation. Under the Lesotho
Agreement, workers lodge their complaints via a toll-free, confidential Information Line that is
hosted by The Federation of Women Lawyers (FIDA -Lesotho) (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-ILRF
2023; WRW 2023).” It provides that workers’ complaints are to be investigated by an
independent non-profit investigative body, Workers Rights Watch (WRW), with the power to
issue findings and direct the supplier (Nien Hsing) to implement remedies.® By contrast, the
Dindigul Agreement implements a multi-tier reporting and remediation structure that is driven by
the union and management and backstopped by independent assessors (see Figure 1).

A distinctive feature of the Dindigul agreement is the extent to which the TTCU is
involved in remediation. While all the other WSR agreements are designed to empower workers
and most also support and advance the role of local unions, the Dindigul Agreement is unique in
involving the local union and management in developing remedies. The other agreements

provide the independent body with exclusive authority to determine remediation. Potential

" FIDA is a nongovernmental, non-profit organisation founded and registered in 1988 by women lawyers in Lesotho
(WRW 2023).

8 WRW is governed by an oversight committee made up of representatives of the unions and women’s rights
organisations on the one hand, and brands on the other, with equal voting power, and a neutral chair who is the
deciding vote (WRW 2023).
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benefits of an institutional design excluding the workplace parties from remediation deliberations
include enhancing workers’ trust in grievance and remediation processes since management is
not involved and ensuring that unions do not have to address conflicts between workers that may
arise in situations, for example, where one worker is harassing another. By contrast, one of the
key pathways for remedying workers’ grievances under the Dindigul Agreement is through
union-management dialogue, which reflects a more traditional industrial relations grievance-
resolution model. Notably, the Dindigul Agreement also requires an independent assessor to
observe each remediation meeting and provides pathways for remediation that do not require
union-management dialogue. By giving worker representatives a direct role in remediation
decisions, bringing management into the discussion, and advancing the capacity of the POSH
Act to address GBVH, the Dindigul Agreement has pioneered a new approach to remediation

centering unions.

4. Analysing the National and Transnational Governance Interactions
Like other WSR initiatives, the Dindigul Agreement is a hybrid governance model that combines
coercive/compliance/cooperative approaches, merges private- and public-sector responsibilities
and recognises multi-scalar actors and norms (Bartley 2011; Alam, Singh, Pike 2021; Collins
and Yates 2023). For this reason, attention to governance interactions, and not simply the design
of the governance mechanism, is critical for evaluating the Dindigul Agreement’s position within
the landscape of efforts to govern labour in supply chains.

There is now a voluminous literature examining how private forms of regulation engage
and interact with other governance actors and institutions (Eberlin et al. 2014; Hsueh 2019).
Private governance can play a complementary role to public regulation by filling gaps in policy

and substituting for missing or inadequate regulation; play a competitive role by constraining,
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displacing or undermining public policy; or it can co-exist as a separate category of interaction
(Cashore et al. 2021; Fransen and Burgoon 2017). Each of these general categories of interaction
can be subdivided, and detailed typologies of interactions have been developed (Eberlein et al.
2014; Cashore et al. 2021). Researchers are also attentive to the multiscalar dimensions of these
interactions and their interpenetration, with some stressing the role of local norms, institutions,
and actors in shaping outcomes (Bartley 2011; Kang 2021) and others emphasizing the quality or
stringency of transnational laws on global supply chain governance (LeBaron and Ruhmkorf

2019).

Analysing the National and Transnational Governance Interactions

The Dindigul Agreement builds on internationally recognized concepts of freedom of
association, GBVH, and prohibitions on discrimination based on caste and migration status to
supplement and reinforce domestic laws. The key domestic laws are the POSH Act, which is
explicitly referred to in the program agreement, and the Trade Unions Act 1926, the Standing
Orders Act, and Industrial Disputes Act, which although not mentioned in the agreement, set out
the legal protections for workers’ freedom of association and freedom to bargain collectively.
Freedom of association is critical to the Dindigul Agreement’s safe circle approach to GBVH as
it is based on the idea that worker empowerment through collective representation and social
dialogue is necessary to transform the workplace and eradicate GBVH and can lead to mature
industrial relations (AFWA, TTCU, and GLJ-ILRF 2023).

The Dindigul Agreement cultivates workers’ trust in the ICC by requiring workers’
representatives to be selected by the TTCU, ensuring the independence of the assessor, and

providing transparent processes. The State President of the TTCU described the previous internal
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committees as “paper tigers” because they were dominated by management (Rakini Interview
2023), so the goal was to transform the ICCs into effective structures for addressing workers
grievances (Rakini and Bhattacharjee Interviews 2023).° The Dindigul Agreement also
supplements the remedies available under the POSH Act by including paid leave and, in cases
involving migrant workers, alternative housing as interim remedies and financial compensation
for harm caused to the worker and/or their family as a final remedy (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-ILRF
2023, 120-121). Drawing on ILO C190, the Agreement extends beyond the POSH Act to
implement an intersectional approach to GBVH, which specifically refers to caste and migration
status, and extends the scope of protection beyond the workplace to include employer-provided
accommodation and commuting to and from work, even if it is not provided by the employer
(AFWA, TTCU, and GLJ-ILRF 2023, 118).!° Expanding the scope of protection from GBVH
beyond the workplace to include hostels and commuting to and from work was critical,
according to Bhattacharjee, since these are places in which “GBVH is quite rampant”
(Bhattacharjee Interview 2023). Moreover, the Agreement supplements C190 by clearly treating
retaliation as a form of GBVH (Gill Interview 2023).

Crucially, ILO C190 authoritatively establishes the interconnection between the
elimination of violence and harassment in the world of work and the protection of freedom of
association. The program agreement also incorporates the ILO supervisory bodies’ and relevant UN
bodies’ interpretation of freedom of association and gives union officials access to the covered

worksites, allows the union to use company bulletin boards, and introduces the rebuttable

® Before joining the TTCU, Rakini worked in NGOs in India and was an independent member on several ICCs
established under the POSH Act.

10 The program agreement also provides that the “parties shall consider as authoritative guidance the ILO
fundamental Conventions including their interpretation by the ILO Supervisory bodies as well as the UN Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights and the UN Covenant on Economic, Social and Economic Rights and their
interpretation by relevant UN bodies” (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-ILRF, 2023,118). This provision is critical for bringing
in caste-based discrimination (Gill Interview 2023).
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presumption concerning anti-union retaliation against shop floor monitors, none of which are
provided under Indian labour law.!! The relationship between protecting workers’ freedom to
associate in independent trade unions and tackling GBVH was of critical importance to the
labour stakeholders (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-ILRF, 2023, 118).

Operating at the national scale, the program agreement complements and supplements
domestic labour law with international labour standards to fill critical governance gaps.
Embedding the Agreement in domestic law also enhances its legitimacy with local actors.

By contrast, the EBA regulatory interactions occur almost exclusively along a
transnational scale, drawing on international labour standards and human rights as a normative
basis for the EBAs, and the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UNGPs),
and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) Guidelines for
Multinational Enterprises for best practices for corporate due diligence (Gill Interview 2023).
The labour stakeholders were also able include some of the observations of ILO’s and UN’s
supervisory bodies around caste-based discrimination in the program agreement (Gill Interview
2023).

Labour stakeholders also identify the potential for complementarity between the Dindigul
Agreement and mandatory human rights due diligence law (MHRDD), a form of transnational
governance increasingly adopted in countries, typically in the Global North, where large
multinational corporations are located (AFWA, TTCU, GLJ-ILRF 2023, 95). MHRDD laws
promise to give teeth to voluntary due diligence guidelines and initiatives by requiring covered
corporations to implement due diligence processes. Despite ranging in scope and stringency, all

these laws would require large corporations to identify, assess, prevent, mitigate, and remedy

! India has not ratified the Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to Organise Convention, 1948 (No.
87) and the Right to Organise and Collective Bargaining Convention, 1949 (No. 98).
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detrimental impacts on human rights and labour standards across their entire value chains

(Krajewski, Tonsrad and Wohltmann 2021).

Dindigul as a Lens into WSR and Import Ban Interactions

Another form of transnational governance that interacts with the Dindigul Agreement is a
ban on importing goods made with forced labour. These import bans are legislatively mandated
and government-enforced measures to prevent foreign-made goods from entering a country if
forced labour is suspected to have been used in their production (Pietropaoli et al. 2021). Import
bans have been characterized as a form of hard law that can remedy the endemic labour abuses
that voluntary standards and soft international law have failed to sufficiently address (LaFianza
2022). Some advocates see them as complementary to MHRDD laws since import bans can be
used to persuade lead firms to exercise their leverage with suppliers to eliminate forced labour
(Anti-Slavery International and European Center for Constitutional and Human Rights 2021, 11).

In assessing regulatory interactions, it is important to recognize that these two forms of
transnational governance may target different actors. MHRDD laws apply to resident
multinational corporations, whereas import bans are often directed at “foreign” suppliers and
impose different duties (resident multinational firms must implement a due diligence process,
whereas under the U.S. ban the foreign supplier must meet a substantive standard). These
differences are important because it is possible for a brand or buyer to minimise the potential
problem that import bans could pose to its supply chain by diversifying and increasing its
suppliers, which would have the effect of undermining MHRDD since such laws are more
effective when the supply chain is less complex, and the number of suppliers is limited. It is also

possible for a supplier to circumvent an import ban in one country by importing goods produced
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with forced labour to another country where there is no ban (Pietropaoli et al. 2021). Whether
MHRDD and import bans have complementary interactions that result in greater protection for
workers depends on the design of the import ban.

At present, only the United States (U.S.), Mexico, and Canada have forced labour import
bans in place.!? The U.S. ban, which is implemented primarily through section 307 of the Tariff
Act (1930), is enforced by Customs and Border Protection (CBP). CBP is authorized to prevent
goods from entering the U.S. based on a reasonable suspicion of forced labour (Withhold
Release Order (WRO)), while allowing importers to provide evidence to overcome the suspicion.
Until 2016, when the “consumptive” demand clause was repealed, import bans were rarely
used.!?® Since then, there has been a big increase in CBP enforcement activity; in the 2022 fiscal
year, CBP detained 2398 shipments valued at $466 million (US CBP 2024a). The number of
WROs issued peaked in 2022 with sixteen, declining to nine in 2021 and five in 2022 (US CBP
2024b). In 2023, The CBP did not issue any new WROs.!* On the basis of eight in-depth case
studies of the use of WROS, the Remedy Project characterized the US import ban as a “catalyst”
for industry reforms to end forced labour (Remedy Project 2023, 14). There is also evidence that
that bans can have unintended effects, such as a loss of jobs, that are harmful to workers (United

States GAO 2021).

12 The Mexican and Canadian bans were implemented to meet the requirements enshrined in the US-
Mexico-Canada (USMCA) trade agreement. Australia has proposed to introduce ban on the import of
goods made with forced labour through an amendment to its Customs Act. The European Union has also
proposed a regulation that would ban the import, sale, and export of products within the EU of
goods made with forced labour.

13 Until it was repealed by the Trade Facilitation and Trade Enforcement Act, Section 307 of the
Tariff Act contained an exception for goods that were not produced in sufficient quantities in the
U.S. to meet the country’s consumptive demands.

14 Gordon (2024) suggests that a combination of the CBA’s shift in attention to enforcing the
Uyghurs Forced Labor Protection Act and legal resistance by suppliers to withhold and release
orders accounts for declining enforcement activities.
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On 29 July 2022, less than four months after the Dindigul Agreement was signed, the
CBP issued a WRO against Natchi Apparel, covered under the Dindigul Agreement, allegedly
for importing goods made with forced labour. Although the WRC investigative report published
in May 2022 found a pattern of serious labour rights violations and abuses at Natchi Apparel,
including conduct that constitute the ILO’s indicators of forced labour, the WRO was issued 11
months after that report was completed. Moreover, the WRO was issued even though the labour
stakeholders had already signed the Dindigul Agreement in April 2022 and begun
implementation. In response to the WRO, which threatened to undermine the Agreement by
preventing goods made by Natchi Apparel from being imported into the U.S. and potentially
turning the brands against the supplier, the GLJ-ILRF requested CBP to modify the WRO,
claiming that the policies and practices that had resulted in indicators of forced labour had been
remediated. To support its request, the GLJ-ILRF provided a trove of evidence gathered by the
AFWA and TTCU, including photographs, receipts, letters, meeting minutes, organizational
logs, and attendance and entry logs generated by parties to the Dindigul Agreement during the
Agreement’s negotiation and implementation.

Based on this evidence, CBP modified the WRO on 7 September 2022, removing Natchi
Apparel from its list of manufacturers banned from importing goods into the U.S. for evidence
showing forced labour indicators. According to CBP, the modification represented “a swift and
successful collaboration between civil society and worker rights organizations, Natchi Apparel
(P) Ltd. and its parent company Eastman Exports, and CBPs” (US CBP 2022). The U.S.
government also recognised the concrete gains for workers delivered by the Dindigul
Agreement; Secretary of Homeland Security Alejandro N. Mayorkas said the modification was

“a testament to the important advancements made by trade unions, worker rights organizations,
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and workers themselves who are bravely organizing to improve their working conditions”
(Ibid.). This statement signals to industry that WSR can be a strong mechanism to improve
conditions like forced labour on the ground.

Characterising the governance interactions between the Dindigul Agreement and the U.S.
import ban as either complementary or displacing is not straightforward given the ban’s design.
CBP is not obliged to consult the workers who are alleged to have been subject to forced labour
before issuing a ban; it can act on anonymous tips or evidence in the public domain that could
lead to a reasonable suspicion that goods coming into the U.S. were made using forced labour.
Once the low evidentiary standard of reasonable suspicion is established, the burden then shifts
to the importer to show either that forced labour was not used to produce the goods or, if it was,
that the conditions giving rise to forced labour have been remediated. Nor does the U.S. law
offer any guidance as to what CBP requires to modify an import ban. Moreover, there is nothing
in the law that requires that provisions be made to protect workers or remediate impacts they
might experience because of the WRO. These matters are within the CBP’s discretion. The
design of the U.S. import ban on goods made with forced labour and the CBP’s enforcement
practices reflect the purpose of the ban, which is to protect the U.S. internal market, and the
CBP’s mandate, which is to fortify U.S. borders.

To reduce these risks, import bans should be carefully designed and governments should
conduct impact-based assessments (including consultations with affected stakeholders) prior to
their imposition (Anti-Slavery International 2021). They should also be accompanied by efforts
that push companies to make changes that benefit workers (Brudney 2020), and restrictions
should only be sustained “as long as more cooperative measures are not feasible” (Nissen 2022,

378).

24



Given the nature and features of the U.S. import ban and CBP enforcement practices, it is
not surprising that the WRO threatened the Dindigul Agreement and the worker-driven solutions
as they were being implemented. However, the modification of the WRO transformed Eastman’s
relationship with the TTCU. According to the TTCU’s State President, it was only after the
labour stakeholders persuaded the CBP to modify the WRO on the basis that the Dindigul
Agreement remediated the indicators of forced labour that Eastman “fully recognized” the union
(Rakini Interview 2023). Once the WRO was modified, Rakini reported that Eastman saw the
Agreement as “not only benefitting the workers, but the business, and the factory as well” (Ibid.).

Based on their experience with the Dindigul Agreement, labour stakeholders claim that
“enforceable supply chain agreements that include independent unions significantly reduce the
risk of and may provide a ‘safe harbour’ from import bans based on forced labour because they
meaningfully prevent forced labour and advance FOA [freedom of association]” (AWFA,
TTCU, GLJ-ILRF 2023, 98). A senior official in the CBP Office of Trade described “the
dynamic work of non-governmental organizations on the ground to protect workers suffering
under conditions of forced labour and of importers to source products ethically from suppliers
who treat workers fairly and with dignity” as an “example to others looking to do business with

the United States” (US CBP 2022).

S. Discussion and Conclusion

The Dindigul Agreement’s innovative WSR design illustrates the significance of
accounting for regulatory interactions. A large part of the distinctiveness and strength of the
Dindigul Agreement is the way that it layers different types and scales of governance in a
complementary manner. The program agreement, which is a private contract enforceable via

Indian law, built on a domestic law (the POSH Act) the supplier was required to implement.
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However, it went beyond Indian law by incorporating key elements of the ILO’s GBVH
Convention (C190), which expands the scope of harms covered, the locations in which the harms
occur, and the ways of addressing GBVH. By drawing on international human rights instruments
for normative inspiration, the agreement included caste and migrant status as forms of
discrimination that intersect with GBVH and the protection of freedom of association , as
defined by UN and ILO supervisory bodies, as a means for combatting GBVH. The EBAs,
which are also private contracts enforceable through arbitration, “harden” the due diligence
obligations set out in the UNGPs’ and OECD Guidelines by requiring the brands to use their
leverage to ensure that there is an effective grievance mechanism for detecting, assessing,
mitigating, and remediating violations of key labour standards. Thus, the Dindigul Agreement is
promoted by the labour stakeholders as capable of meeting the labour rights requirements of the
most robust MHRDD laws. However, the nature of the interaction between the Dindigul
Agreement and the U.S. import ban is less straightforward. Although the WRO initially
threatened to undermine the agreement, the fact that the U.S, CBP accepted it as proof that the
practices driving forced labour had been remediated supports the claim that WSR initiatives
might provide “safe harbours” for suppliers and importers. Moreover, CBP’s acceptance of the
agreement as a successful remediation of indicators of forced labour demonstrated to Eastman
the benefit both of the Agreement and of collaborating with labour stakeholders.

The Dindigul Agreement is also an example of the potential of WSR initiatives, which
emphasise workers’ voice and industrial democracy, to revitalise the trade union movement
(Mieres and McGrath 2021; Donaghey and Reinecke 2018). The labour stakeholders’ goal is to
show shop floor workers how collective organization enables them to challenge the power

dynamics that result in GBVH (AFWA, TTCU, and GLJ-ILRF 2023, 46). Although the Dindigul
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Agreement is too new to measure its impact, an initial report by the labour stakeholders suggests
it has been successful in resolving a wide range of grievances, including those pertaining to
GBHYV, and cultivating union-management dialogue (AFWA, TTCU, and GLJ-ILRF 2023). The
labour stakeholders also want to persuade Eastman Exports’ managers of the advantages that
social dialogue brings. As the TTCU’s State President explains, “collective bargaining is not
only bargaining for the workers alone. It also benefits the supplier” (Rakini Interview 2023). The
Agreement is designed to promote longer-term gains by increasing worker capacity to engage in
value distribution through collective bargaining, and there are promising signs of progress.

Can the Dindigul Agreement be replicated and sustained? Labour stakeholders could
extend the innovative architecture described above to other Eastman sites, which Eastman
expressed interest in after the WRO was lifted on the basis that the Agreement demonstrated
compliance with import laws, or to other local garment and textile suppliers. Whether the
Agreement is sustainable depends both on Eastman and the brands. In the short term,
engagement with the labour stakeholders and the Agreement resulted in the removal of the ban
on Natchi imports into the U.S., persuading Eastman of their value. In the longer term, the
AFWA and TTCU hope to demonstrate to Eastman the benefits of mature industrial relations.
But the commitment of the brands to place orders with Eastman is also critical to the long-term
success of the program since it depends on the economic health of Eastman (WRC 2022, Section
I, D.3.). The greatest challenge for single-supplier initiatives like the Dindigul Agreement is to
find ways to reduce the likelihood that suppliers who comply with international labour standards
on GBVH and freedom of association will be undercut by competitors who ignore them (Blasi
and Bair 2019, 7). Meeting this challenge also entails persuading brands to change purchasing

practices that place suppliers under intense competition (LeBaron 2020).
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Table 1: Key Informant Interviews

Name Title and Interview date
Organisation
Sahiba Gill Senior Staff March 22, 2023.
Attorney, GLJ-ILRF
Written
communication.
Jacob Horwitz Field Director, June 12, 2023.
GLIJ-ILRF
Anannya International June 14, 2023.
Bhattacharjee Coordinator, AFWA
President, Garment
and Allied Workers
Union
Expert on import Executive Director July 13, 2023.
bans level with civil
society organization, | Written
with government communication.
experience
Allison Gill Legal Director; July 20, 2023.
Former Forced Labor
Program Director, Written
GLJ-ILRF communication.
Thivya Rakini State President, July 26, 2023.
TTCU
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Nandita Shivakumar | Former Strategic August 1, 2023.
Campaigns
Coordinator, AFWA
Scott Nova Executive Director, August 2, 2023.
Worker Rights
Consortium (WRC) Written
communication.
Anasuya Syam Human Rights and August 4, 2023.
Trade Policy
Director, Human Written
Trafficking Legal communication.
Center (HTLC)

This table consolidates the following information about nine key informants: name, current role and organisation,

interview date, and mode of communication.

Table 2: Landmark WSR Agreements

Fair Food
Program (Florida
tomatoes) 2005

Bangladesh Accord
2013-2018
2018-2021

Lesotho 2019

Dindigul 2022

Parties and

Farm worker

Parties: Unions

Parties: Unions

Union (India), allied

witness organisation (global union (Lesotho), worker organisations
signatories (USA), national federations and local | women’s rights (Asia, USA), supplier
consumer affiliates) and brands | groups (Lesotho), | (India), brands (USA,
network, brands (Australia, Belgium, brands (USA), Sweden).
(USA), suppliers | Canada, Chile, supplier
(USA). Denmark, Finland, (Taiwan).
France, Germany,
Hong Kong, Italy, Non-party
Japan, Malaysia, signatories:
Norway, Poland, labour rights
Spain, Sweden, NGOs (USA) and
Switzerland, The union (USA).
Netherlands, Turkey,
United Kingdom,
USA).
Witness signatories:
international labour
rights NGOs.
Coverage The program All suppliers Workers at Nien | All workers at Natchi
initially covered | producing for Hsing factories Apparel and Eastman
participating signatory companies (~10,000 initially.
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buyers’ tomato
suppliers in
Immokalee,
Florida, USA
(~20,000).

in Bangladesh (~2
million workers, 1,600
factories).

As of today,
expansion of the
Accord in Pakistan
covers 450+ factories
and ~1 million
workers.

After pandemic-
related workforce
reductions, this
number is 4,339
as of the end of
2021).

Spinning Mills
(~5,000).

Role of the
State

State enforces
contracts, non-
market
consequences for
violations in

Replicates traditional
functions of state in
new body.

Maintains a role for

Investigation and
remediation
process designed
to be consistent
with national

Maintains a role for
state-mandated
investigation and
remediation body, the
Internal Complaints

collaboration with | state-mandated bodies, | laws and Committees under
the U.S. such as occupational | procedures POSH Act.
Department of health and safety related to
Labour. committees. disciplinary
action against

Agreement upholds employees.

national standards on

building safety and

severance, and is

implemented in a way

that does not

contravene national

law.

Role of unions | None (federal law | Access to factories to | Program Union appoints shop
has historically educate workers about | implementation; | floor monitors and
not protected safety and workers’ access to factories | half of the members of
farmworkers’ rights. to educate the internal
freedom of workers about Committee under the
association GBYV and to POSH Act.
rights). National and facilitate

international unions complaints. Program
Role for are signatories to implementation;

organisations that
represent the
rights of workers.

Accord, hold half the
seats on the
international
governance body, help
with worker training
program. Unions

Local unions are
signatories.
Protections for
associational
rights in the
agreements have

access to factories
access to factories to
educate workers about
GBYV and to facilitate
complaints and their
remediation.
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identify violations via
their work on the
factory floor and then
utilise the Accord
complaint mechanism
to hold employers

ensured that the
unions are able to
freely operate
within the
factories and
carry out their

Local union is
signatory. Protections
for associational rights
in the agreements
have ensured that the

accountable. role in program union is able to freely
implementation, | operate within the
including worker | factories and carry out
education and its role in program
facilitation of implementation,
complaints to including worker
Workers’ Rights | education and
Watch. facilitation and
remediation of
complaints.
Integration of | Program requires | Agreement upholds Investigation and | National law of India,
domestic law | compliance with | national law on remediation 2013 POSH Act.

all local laws,

workplace safety and

process designed

Agreement shall be

codes, and severance, and shall to be consistent implemented in a way
regulations. be implemented in a with national as to not contravene
way as to not laws and Indian law.
contravene national procedures
law, including related to
Bangladesh National | disciplinary
Building Code. action against
employees.
Integration of | Aligned with Reference to ILO C190 + C87, | Aligned with UNGPs.
international UNGPs “applicable ILO” C98, C190 and ILO C190, C87, 98;
standards health and safety UNGPs UN Guiding
standards; ILO plays Principles; OECD
an implementation (Agreements use | Guidelines; ILO and
role. C190 definition UN Human Rights
of GBVH in the supervisory bodies

ILO appoints neutral
Chair of governance
body, agreement
incorporates C87, C98
by reference, program
standards based in part
on privately developed
building safety
standards that are
widely accepted
around the world.

world of work.)

interpretation of core
human rights and
labour conventions.

(Agreements use
C190 definition of
GBVH in the world of
work.)
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for workers

mechanism
through
independent
monitoring body,
market
consequences for
suppliers.

Requires direct
hire of workers by
suppliers.

mechanism through
independent
monitoring body,
market consequences
for suppliers (all
signatory brands must
cease business with
“terminated”
suppliers).

hotline.

Requires supplier
to justify use of
daily employment
contracts.

Independent
complaint
mechanism, with
investigative
body that has the
power to direct
disciplinary
action against
perpetrators,
market
consequences for
non-compliance.

Buyer Fair food Brands cover cost of | Brands cover Brands cover cost of
Incentives premiums are program up to US costs of first two | program, three years,
(Value passed on as a $350,000 per year years of program | renewable.
redistribution, | bonus to workers | (allowing factories to | (250K per year).
continued as a line item on | afford repairs) and
purchasing their regular commit to negotiate
commitment, paychecks. commercial terms
and financing with suppliers that
the WSR ensure it is financially
program.) feasible for the
factories to carry out
renovations and
maintain safe
workplaces.
Remediation Worker complaint | Worker complaint Worker complaint | Multi-tier grievance

structure based on safe
circle approach and
the escalation ladder;
shop floor monitors,
union-management
meetings; Internal
Committees under
POSH Act;
independent assessors
have the authority to
address complaints
and to escalate issues
of noncompliance and
thereby trigger market
consequences.

This table has been created using documentation from the websites of the Fair Food Program, Bangladesh Accord,
Worker Rights Consortium, GLJ-ILRF, AFWA, and information collected through interviews.
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Figure 1: Dindigul’s Multi-Tier Reporting and Remediation Structure
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Agreements

Source: This figure was created to visualise the multi-tier grievance process embedded in the Dindigul Agreement
(attributed to Sahiba Gill, GLJ-ILRF) (Gill Written Communication 2023).
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