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Dedication

This report is dedicated to Rutledge Tufts, a senior member of the Jo-In Steering Committee, who died in May 2006.

A respected colleague and a dear friend, Rut was instrumental in the realization of Jo-In.

His quick wit, diligence, and dedication to workers’ rights continue to inspire us.
Authorship
This report was researched and written by Anne Lally of Fair Labor Association, a member of the JO-IN Steering Committee
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Introduction
“How do you improve the workplace conditions of workers around  the world?”

The most widely-accepted answer to this question – for example, that provided by the International Labour Organisation – has been to stress the need for freely-chosen, workplace-based workers’ self-help organizations, such as trade unions.  But what do you do if, as in so many parts of the world today, such organizations do not exist, or are weak, or are refused the legal right to function effectively?

Many people buying everyday items – clothes, food etc.  – in the global consumables markets, are willing to use their buying power to discourage sweatshops, child labour, and other human rights abuses.  Various organisations have emerged over the last decade to channel these concerns towards producers and retailers in the consumables supply chains. Their message is clear: “If you’re trying to make money in a climate of human rights abuses, that’s very risky business.”  Indeed, in recent years a number of high-profile public companies have suffered the negative effects of consumer pressure after being linked in the public eye to workplace rights abuses in poor countries.

In February 2003, six different consumer-linked organizations in Western Europe and North America, all of which seek to find answers to this human rights question, decided to join forces to better pursue their common mission.  Four of these 6 bodies (Multi-stakeholder Initiatives or MSIs) include a spectrum of stakeholders within their structure, typically global “brands” and representative of trade unions.

The 2 other s are not MSIs, and operate as independent consumer-linked pressure groups.  

The result of the 2003 decision to work more closely together is Jo-In, the “Joint Initiative for Corporate Accountability and Workers Rights.”  Jo-In is the first collaborative project of its kind, bringing together six leading organizations which use Codes of Conduct for monitoring employment practices worldwide, as a tool for assisting workers to defend their rights at work.  The six collaborating organizations in Jo-In are the Clean Clothes Campaign (CCC), based in the Netherlands; Ethical Trading Initiative (ETI), based in England; Fair Labor Association (FLA), based in the United States; Fair Wear Foundation (FWF), based in the Netherlands; Social Accountability International (SAI), based in the United States; and the Workers Rights Consortium (WRC), based in the United States.  

“What can we do better if we do it together?”

Each of these six organizations in Jo-In is different from the others in its origin, structure and approach, despite various overlaps in membership and methodology.  And so their 2003 decision to collaborate systematically meant they had to start by identifying what they could do in common, and finding a way to test the effectiveness of their joint effort.   To this end, they developed a practical test.  A  pilot project in a particular sector in a particular country – the garment industry in Turkey was chosen - in order to

· Try to improve workplace conditions at a number of workplaces, and

· while working together on this common task, learn how to work together better.

As the Project unfolded within Turkey, collaboration expanded to include a range of Turkish stakeholders:  facilities (i.e. manufacturers which supply the brands), trade unions, NGOs, manufacturers’ associations, and the Turkish government. 

“How do we do this?”
 After a lengthy preparatory period, involving much debate and discussion, the six organizations established a draft Common Code (to be available for use in any country once successfully tested in Turkey) and set out a Project Plan.  The draft Common Code is a compilation of all six organizations’ Codes and is based upon the highest code elements of the six Codes.  The Project Plan essentially asks Turkish suppliers to the Jo-In-linked brands to volunteer to permit a “test” of three key elements of the Jo-In Common Code in their factories: freedom of association, hours of work, and wages.  Independent assessors will visit these factories, and see how they measure up in terms of the Code. From this “baseline,” the Project will measure how much improvement can be achieved, or at least set in motion, by the time the Project ends. 

“What do we hope to learn?”

The overall question is “How much persuasive force can the JO-IN coalition muster?”  Within that broad question there are various investigative and methodological sub-questions. 

For example, since much of the measurement carried out in the Project will depend on interviews with workers (both at work and off-site), it will offer learning with regard to effective approaches to worker interviews.  The key problem here is getting at the truth, when workers often feel under pressure to keep quiet, for fear of losing their jobs.  Also, since improvements at workplaces will depend on generating sufficient incentive or pressure for positive change, there will be monitoring/recording of the social partnerships and processes that are most effective in inducing improvements.

In parallel to the factory-by-factory measurements, the project will also conduct two research studies to achieve a broader understanding of the context in which worker rights are observed or not.  The first will look at how subcontracting works in the industry supply chain, checking, for example, that improvements observed at factory A are not simply because the former bad conditions have been displaced onto factory B, one step away in the supply chain.  The second research focus is on the complaints mechanisms available to workers: If workers have a problem at work, what mechanisms are available for them to get help, and are these effective? What could make them work better?

At the end of the Project, a Final Report will seek to capture the various learnings from the Turkey Project, and a set of “Guidelines” will be drawn up to make these learnings available for use elsewhere.

Funding of the Jo-In Project

The main funding sources for the project for the period covered by this report have been:

· The European Union via the European Commission

· The United States Government via the State Department

· ICCO, a Dutch NGO

· 2 of the MSI-linked “brands”

· MSI own-funds

It is anticipated that additional funding will be required to complete the project. In particular, the 

budget lines for the Final Conference and the production of the Final Report remain substantially unsubscribed.  

Activities Covered by the Interim Report

Project efforts over the Interim Report period have focused on 

· Bringing the six together 

· Developing the project plan 

· Engaging stakeholders  

The work has been largely preparatory, yet some progress is already visible.  The development of Jo-In’s draft Common Code and its later adoption outside Turkey by the MFA Forum in Bangladesh is a case in point.  Within Turkey, progress made to bring local stakeholders – previously reluctant to engage constructively with one another – to the same table, is a further tangible indicator of progress.  

The efforts undertaken to establish and launch this Jo-In collaborative project are reported in this Interim Report.  It covers Stages 1-3 of the project, which includes the period from February 2003, when the 6 met for the first time, until the end of September 2006.  The remaining stages of the project, Stages 4-6, will take place from October 2006 through the project’s end, slated for the end of 2007.  Those activities will be reported in the project’s final report.   

The diagram below provides a visual outline of the 2 main stages of reporting, i.e. interim and final, and the sub-stages in each.  

	Interim Report
	Stage 1:

Laying the Groundwork 

(Feb 2003 – Oct 2004)
	· Agreement among the six to cooperate

· Parameters for cooperation set 

· Turkey selected as site of pilot 

· Negotiations around draft Common Code 

· Initial drafts of project design and disputes resolution process 

· Initial fundraising and recruitment of international project manager 



	
	Stage 2: 

Involving Stakeholders 

(Oct 2004 – Oct 2005)
	· First consultation meetings with local stakeholders in Turkey, Nov 2004

· Jo-In draft Common Code finalized 

· MSI-member brands, and later facilities, invited to participate in project

· Extensive negotiations among the six, around project design and implementation, and even lengthier negotiations with brands and facilities to achieve their buy-in 

· Research on Code compliance issues in Turkey 

· Consultation with international stakeholders in the US, July 2005

	
	Stage 3: 

On-the-ground Preparations 

(Oct 2005 – Sep 2006)  
	· Consultation meeting with local & international stakeholders in Turkey, Oct 2005  

· Additional documentation drafted in response to stakeholder feedback

· Development of protocols for assessments/worker interviews 

· Jo-In assessment team selection and training 

· Delivery of training seminar for local stakeholders in Turkey 

· First meeting of Local Working Group, Sept 2006




	Final Report
	Stage 4:

Assessments and Analysis 

(Oct 2006 – Feb 2007)
	· Nomination of International Advisory Panel members 

· Second meeting of Local Working Group, Nov 2006

· Offsite interviews and onsite factory assessments 

· Research on subcontracting and supply chains in Turkey 

· Planned for early 2007: third meeting of Local Working Group; first International Advisory Panel meeting; international meeting to consider assessment findings



	
	Stage 5: 

Remediation and Learning 

(Feb 2007 - TBD)


	Planned activities include: 

· Remediation efforts in participating facilities 

· Living wage discussions

· Subcontracting study and report 

· Ongoing consultations with local and international stakeholders

· Follow-up / Impact assessment 

	
	Stage 6: 

Analysis, Reporting, and 

Decisions about Next Steps

(Exact dates TBD) 


	Planned activities include: 

· International conference about project findings 

· Final report(s) summarizing project learning, best practice guidance, and outcomes of subcontracting and complaints studies 

· Revisit the draft Common Code, based on project findings 

· Decisions about next steps on the part of local stakeholders in Turkey and Jo-In internationally


This interim report is broken into two parts.  Part 1 recounts activities that took place during the first three stages of the project, from February 2003 through September 2006.  Part 2 provides some reflections on the collaborative process to date and lessons learned.  

The contents of this report are based on a review of documentation generated by the project since its start in 2003, as well as discussions with project participants from the six organizations, project Chairpersons, and previous and current project staff.  It also takes into account various feedback from local and international stakeholders throughout the project.  While no single perspective is reflected here in its entirety, the report seeks to include key reflections by project participants.  The project’s final report can offer more in terms of project outcomes and broader learning.  

Part 1.  Interim Report on Project Activities 

Part 1 reviews activities undertaken to initiate cooperation among the six and their efforts to develop the Jo-In pilot project in Turkey, taking place between February 2003 and September 2006.  These activities are broken down into three stages: “Laying the Groundwork” (February 2003-October 2004); “Involving Stakeholders” (October 2004-October 2005); and “On-the-ground Preparations” (October 2005-September 2006). 

Stage 1: Laying the Groundwork 


Overview of Stage 1 

Stage 1 of the project is best characterized as the period when the six leading organizations working on Code implementation decided to work together and set the ground rules for cooperation.  The leaders of the six organizations convened for the first time in London at a meeting organized by ETI on February 24, 2003.  They agreed to the principle of working together and, in following months, developed a proposal for a collaborative pilot project.  During the twenty month period that makes up Stage 1, the leaders assembled a total of seven times,
 establishing project objectives; identifying issues to be addressed; setting criteria for the site of the project; drafting guidelines for cooperating with local partners; and planning finances and staffing.  Turkey was selected as the site for the project in August 2003.  

In October 2003, the group reviewed a first draft of a consolidated Code of Conduct, which was based on the six organizations’ Codes.  Code negotiations and redrafting lasted through this stage of the project and into its second stage.  At the same time, work was ongoing to draft a project design; compile the Jo-In background paper on Turkey’s garment and textiles sectors;
 plan consultation meetings with stakeholders in Turkey; establish a budget; and hire the project’s first International Project Manager, Susan Hayter.  

Key Outcomes of Stage 1 

· Project objectives defined: When they first came together, members of the SC defined the objectives for their cooperation, which was later named Jo-In.  Jo-In’s objectives are: 
· to maximize the effectiveness and impact of multi-stakeholder approaches to the implementation and enforcement of codes of conduct, by ensuring that resources are directed as efficiently as possible to improving the lives of workers and their families;

· to explore possibilities for closer co-operation between the organizations; and   

· to share learning on the manner in which voluntary codes of labour practice contribute to better workplace conditions in global supply chains.

The SC later developed a complementary set of objectives for the pilot project that was developed in Turkey, which guide Jo-In’s work in Turkey: 

· to improve conditions and observance of labour rights for garment workers and their families in a specified number of Turkish garment producing facilities; 

· to delineate the points at which the participating multi-stakeholder initiatives might avoid duplicative efforts; where they might reinforce each other and where the efforts of some of the initiatives differ, leading to potential complementarity between the initiatives; 

· to demonstrate to companies and other stakeholders how they might take advantage of the compatibilities and complementarity; 

· to identify jointly with Turkish stakeholders the roles MSIs and local stakeholders can play in implementing codes of conduct; 

· to agree best practice in the implementation of codes of conduct through pooling the experience of all six organizations; 

· to disseminate lessons from the experience; and 

· to identify areas for future collaboration.

· Project structure established: It was determined that the Steering Committee (SC) of the project would consist of the heads of each of the six organizations and would have full oversight of the project.  An independent Chair was nominated by the SC to lead all meetings and act in an ambassadorial role for the project when needed.
   An international project manager would manage the project in close coordination with a local coordinator, based in Turkey.   Initially, the SC decided against the creation of a project advisory group beyond the SC.  Because each of the six had internal processes by which their respective constituents could input into Jo-In.  The SC also agreed to a set of guidelines for stakeholder engagement to ensure that local stakeholders had a voice in the project. 
  
· Turkey chosen as pilot site: After agreeing to cooperate together in the form of a project, members of the Steering Committee set criteria for selecting the country for the project.  The criteria were: 

· Where the US and European brands participating in the four MSIs (ETI, FLA, FWF, and SAI) had market leverage/coverage – including longevity of relationships and economic significance of the supplier market; 

· Where local trade unions and social partners are strong or at least have potential/willingness to cooperate in the project; 

· Where the government is cooperative, or at least receptive; 

· Where there is not an abundance of existing initiatives in the field of Code implementation and/or labour rights (no pilot fatigue); 

· Where the project would not be significantly affected by war, and where there is a stable political and economic environment. 

Based on these criteria, the 3 countries initially selected were Thailand, India and Turkey.  Ultimately, Turkey was selected as the best match of the 3.  Several positive factors favoured Turkey, most notably the Turkey’s ongoing efforts for European Union accession, which had the potential to enhance the climate for discussion of the 3 Jo-In focus areas:  freedom of association, wages and working hours.  Moreover, the potential for pilot fatigue seemed greater in India, and, when sites were being selected in 2003, the MFA’s end in 2005 looked more likely to negatively impact Thailand than Turkey.  
Stage 2: Involving Stakeholders

Overview of Stage 2

Stage 2, which lasted from October 2004 until the beginning of October 2005, was the period when the Jo-In SC consulted with local and international stakeholders in the development of the project’s design and implementation.  It was characterized by considerable negotiation with brands and facilities in an effort to secure their participation in the project and modifications were made to the project in response to feedback from project stakeholders.  

During this period, Jo-In staff and SC organized consultative meetings with different stakeholder groups on four occasions
, and held numerous one-to-one meetings with brands and local stakeholders, as well as a meeting (June 2005) with the Turkish office of the ILO.  Communications with facilities and brands focused on recruiting them to the project and addressing the concerns they raised about participation (outlined below), while most consultations with local trade unions and NGOs focused on informing them of any changes made to the project and seeking input into project documents and reports.  Indeed, input from local stakeholders – including trade unions, brand representatives, NGOs and manufacturing associations based in Turkey – was instrumental in the development of Jo-In reports on freedom of association, hours of work, and wages in Turkey.
  

Considerable effort was also invested into finalizing the draft Common Code, developing a rigorous process for facility selection, and refining the project’s dispute resolution system.  In addition, various staffing changes took place during this period: Ayse Ozver was hired as Jo-In’s Local Coordinator in April 2005; Vic Thorpe was appointed Project Chair in October 2005; and Susan Hayter completed her term as International Project Manager.  The post was taken up by Sebastian van der Vegt, marking the end of Stage 2 and the start of Stage 3.
  

Key Outcomes of Stage 2 

· Jo-In’s Draft Common Code finalized:  Early in Stage 1 the SC agreed to establish a draft Common Code that would offer a common standard for project trials and would be considered for adoption by each of the six after the conclusion of the project.  A Code was drafted, based upon the highest code elements of the six participating organizations.  Drafting was started by members of the SC but was soon handed over to an expert committee, consisting of representatives who had been involved in the drafting of several of the six organizations’ codes.
  Over the course of 20 drafts put forth between September 2003 and July 2005, the SC worked through their differences in style and various interpretations of international standards (unofficial comments from legal experts at the ILO were also incorporated).  Although the drafting process highlighted the many similarities that already exist among the six codes (generally mirroring international labour standards for various code elements), the process also exhibited areas where their Codes diverge, most notably the elements of freedom of association, hours of work, and wages.  There was also a lack of agreement on a common implementation approach.  Thus, no common implementation system accompanies the draft Jo-In Code.  Instead, summaries of the six organizations’ positions on implementation are attached to the draft Code.  The inability to achieve consensus on the implementation system was not because implementation was seen as less important than the standards.  All agreed that implementation was key in practice.  Further discussion of implementation issues was left to a later stage of the Project, when the trials results would unavoidably raise such practical questions.  

· Brands commit to cooperate in the project:  The brand members of ETI, FLA, FWF, and SAI were invited to participate in the Jo-In project early in Stage 2.  Approximately 15 brands communicated an initial interest in the project,
 most highlighting their interest in a common code and audit methodology.  The SC hosted a meeting with brands in Amsterdam on January 24, 2005 to address interested brands’ questions about the project.  At the meeting, there was a general sense among brands that the project was overambitious.  Brands also communicated concern about public disclosure of factory information and living wage implementation, asking for further clarification of the project’s approach to these issues.  Over the course of several months, the SC and brands negotiated “Terms of Engagement” for brand involvement.  The final version of the ‘Terms of Engagement’ was completed in May 2005, with only seven brands ultimately participating in the project: 
· Marks & Spencer (ETI)

· Gap, Inc. (ETI and SAI)

· Hess Natur (FWF) 

· adidas (FLA)

· Nike (FLA)

· Patagonia (FLA)

· Puma (FLA)

· Facility selection:  One of the requirements of participation in the project was that each brand would provide to the project its full list of factories in Turkey, from which factories would be selected for participation in the project based on project criteria.  Initially, the SC called for these lists to be disclosed publicly.  After feedback from brands resisting this approach, however, an alternative measure was chosen whereby factories would be selected for participation through a confidential process.   The SC established a selection sub-committee bound by confidentiality agreements, consisting of the SC members except for the WRC’s Scott Nova.
  Participating brands submitted data on their complete factory lists in Turkey; local trade unions, NGOs and the WRC indicated the facilities that they sought to involve in the project; and Jo-In staff consulted with the AFL-CIO (Solidarity Center) and labour groups in Europe about potential factory participants.  The selection sub-committee considered these inputs and the following criteria to select a sample of factories: 
· Length of business relationship, both looking back and the brand’s expected future relationships with the facility (‘strategic supplier’)

· Participation in more than one MSI (preferably more than 2)

· Integrated facilities - vertical manufacturing

· Mix of current and potentially new facilities

· Unionised and non-unionised sites

· Growing rapidly and expected to be at less risk of downturn at end of MFA

· Sites where the brands differing levels of influence but nevertheless where we believe there is leverage (longevity, size etc)

· Cyclical nature of supply (seasonal product vs. flow production)

· Variety of sizes (small, medium and large)

· Logistics (concentrated area)

· Local stakeholder involvement (including workers)

· Responsiveness to previous complaints

· Unauthorised suppliers/subcontracting

A preliminary list of 35 facilities was assembled.  These facilities were then invited to attend meetings in Istanbul and Izmir in June 2005 to learn about the project.  In August 2005, the selection sub-committee invited 14 factories to participate in the project based on information collected during these and other meetings (particularly relating to factories’ willingness to participate in the project).  This group of first-tier facilities was diverse in the size and location of factories and the percentages of production bought by Jo-In brands.  Several factories had more than one Jo-In brand sourcing from them, and two of the selected factories were organized.  The process of recruiting facilities continued throughout stage 3.  That process is covered further below.  

· Refinements made to project design/approach:  Stakeholder feedback and discussions at MIT in July of 2005 indicated that the original project design, which sought to tackle questions related to both audit methodology and remediation practices, was not achievable in the project timeline.  The SC decided to streamline the project focus, reducing project outputs along with the number of variables to be tested.  Noting that fixing the problems in factories was the most important aspect of Code implementation, the project focused its activities on agreeing ‘best practices’ for remediation of key Code elements, i.e. freedom of association, hours of work, and wages.  Efforts to address questions surrounding audit methodology were deferred until a later (as yet undelineated) project.  As a result, a five-step trial methodology was developed: 
· Baseline assessments of supplier facilities, focusing on freedom of association, hours of work, and wages

· Analysis of findings and planning of adequate remediation 

· Corrective actions undertaken

· Impact assessments, measuring progress made through remediation 

· Final analysis and reporting 

This refinement in approach was viewed as a necessary, even if regrettable, narrowing of the project scope, but achieving acceptance of the change required considerable additional consultation with nearly all project stakeholders through Stage 3 of the project.
  
Research relating to subcontracting and complaints/dispute resolution systems will be conducted in tandem to trials.  Where possible, observations about effective approaches to worker interviews will also be noted by the project.  

Stage 3: On-the-ground Preparations

Overview of Stage 3 

Stage 3 built off of work done in Stage 2 in refining the project design.  Various steps were taken to try to address stakeholder concerns about the project (outlined in the following section) and to prepare for the assessments, which would take place in Stage 4.  During this period, the Jo-In assessment team was assembled and trained and protocols were devised to guide onsite factory visits and worker interviews.  Progress was also made in the development of the Jo-In Explanatory Note on Living Wages (see more in the following section); revised project guidance to ensure improved communications with stakeholders; and the protocol for the treatment of confidential and potentially sensitive information (e.g. pricing and order data).  These project documents can be accessed at

 www.jo-in.org.  

Stage 3 lasted longer than expected due to involved exchanges among SC members, brands, and facilities and with the June 2006 departure of International Project Manager Sebastian van der Vegt (replaced in October 2006 by current International Project Manger Mike Murphy).  Despite unforeseen delays, notable progress was made in Turkey late in Stage 3 with the delivery of the Jo-In training in July 2006 and the successful initial meeting of Jo-In’s Local Working Group in Turkey in September 2006.  These events contributed to a new momentum for the project which has been fuelled by local participants and continues in Stage 4. 

Key Outcomes of Stage 3 

· Selection and training of Jo-In assessment team:  In October 2005, the SC agreed on a set of criteria for assessors to be selected to conduct the Jo-In baseline and follow-up/impact assessments during the project.  While it was not expected that each member would possess all of the qualities listed (although the first seven listed were required for all assessors), the team as a whole would possess a balance of these qualities.  
· Independence – The project will seek to minimize conflicts of interest by not hiring people currently employed by a brand, MSI, factory or other interested party.  The project will not exclude applicants who occasionally do work or have worked in the past for these parties, however, as long as they have no vested interest in any of these parties. 

· Credibility – defined as professionalism, and expertise that can be respected.

· Ability to communicate effectively.

· Ability to work effectively in a team.

· Ability to follow precise guidance (laid out in the protocols).

· Understanding of garment sector. 

· Turkish language skills.

· Analytical skills.

· Worker/manager interview expertise.

· Expertise in reviewing records onsite (time, pay and other personnel records).

· Good research skills – ability to access information through consultation with various stakeholders or through other sources.

· Understanding/experience of the various Code initiatives (and an open attitude to the different approaches).

· Knowledge of Turkish labour law.

· Report writing skills – ability to communicate findings accurately and clearly, also in English.

· Mathematical and accounting skills.

A pool of nine were initially invited to join the team (with 5 joining the team later) and convened over several sessions
 where they were briefed on the Jo-In process and prepared for the assessments.  Of these 4 would make up the team conducting on-site factory visits, and 4 would work offsite to conduct worker interviews.  During this process, local and international stakeholders were invited to offer feedback on the selection criteria and to suggest candidates for the post.  Representatives of participating brands met the assessment team during a portion of one of the training sessions to brief them on their experiences with Code implementation in Turkey.
 

· Six facilities commit to participate:  The process of facility recruitment lasted approximately one year between the time when the 15 were first officially invited to participate in the project and the start of Stage 4 (October 2006).  Considerable efforts were made during that time to try to reach compromises between the project and the 15 factories (who had all previously indicated their interest in the project).  However in the end, only 6 factories ultimately signed the terms of engagement to join the project.  All have opted to remain unnamed at this stage of the process, so are instead identified by their brand.  

· Marks & Spencer (ETI) – 1 participating factory 

· Gap, Inc. (ETI and SAI) – 2 factories participating, one of which is shared with Nike** 

· Hess Natur (FWF) – 1 participating factory 

· adidas (FLA) – 1 participating factory, shared with Nike** 

· Nike (FLA) – 2 factories participating, one shared with Gap, the other with adidas**

· Patagonia (FLA) – 1 factory participating 

· Puma (FLA) – 1 factory participating

** Factories that are “shared” by two brands are listed for both of the brands, totalling six facilities in all. 

· Delivery of Jo-In training seminar:  On July 18-20, 2006, Turkish trade unions, NGOs, business associations, factory management, and brand representatives assembled in Istanbul to participate in a training seminar designed by Jo-In, to clarify similarities and differences among the six founding organizations of Jo-In.  The seminar was offered in Turkish to businesses on July 18 and to non-businesses over the course of July 19 and 20.  A considerable portion of the training was dedicated to instructing stakeholders about how the different organizations’ complaints mechanisms function.  

In developing the training, the six organizations in Jo-In sought a clearer, more efficient alternative to the practice of holding six separate trainings for stakeholders in countries where many or all of the six organizations work.  The training materials can be modified and used around the world and are publicly accessible at www.jo-in.org.    

· Local Working Group convenes:  As noted elsewhere, Jo-In’s Local Working Group (LWG) was established to involve local stakeholders more fully in the implementation of the Jo-In project.  The LWG also offers a space where trade unions and employers can work to improve labour relations in Turkey’s apparel sector.  At its first meeting on September 25, 2006, local stakeholders – including facilities, NGOs, trade unions and local representatives of participating brands – discussed the Working Group’s procedures and plan of work.  Discussions also focused on the Jo-In workplace assessments with participants identifying key questions needing clarification.  The LWG agreed to reconvene in November (Stage 4 of the project) to launch the assessments, due to start later that month.  

The LWG’s counterpart at the international level, the International Advisory Panel (IAP), had not yet convened by the end of Stage 3.  Once assembled, the IAP will focus on the international application of learning arising from the pilot project in Turkey.  Terms of reference for both the LWG and IAP can be accessed at www.jo-in.org.  

Part 2.  Observations about Collaboration to Date 

Part 2 offers an interim report on approaches taken to collaboration during this project.  Efforts at collaboration took place at the level of the six organizations that came together to found join (section 1); and among stakeholders approached by Jo-In to participate in Jo-In, including trade unions, NGOs, brands, facilities, government, and trade/manufacturing associations (section 2).  The third section here offers some observations on the process of recruiting brands and facilities to the project.   Progress and challenges are recounted in all three sections.  

1. Cooperation among the Six Organizations 

A.  Unprecedented Collaboration 

The six organizations in Jo-In have the same stated mission, i.e. to assure workers rights and improve workplace conditions around the world, and are the leading international organizations working on Code implementation issues.  Yet they all take varying approaches in their efforts to bring market pressure to bear on companies’ workplace practices.  As a result, various questions had accumulated around them in the decade or so since these groups began, such as:  What approaches can be taken to avoid duplication among the six?  Should the six merge to form a mega-MSI?  What can be done to address the mushrooming of different codes and audits imposed on factories?   How can these groups coordinate better in order to address confusion about the six?  
  

The six were attentive to these questions before cooperating through Jo-In, and most appreciated the need for improved coordination.  In various cases, two or more organizations would coordinate informally, yet the six never worked together as a large group and collaboration remained fairly limited.  Some participants acknowledged a level of misunderstanding and mistrust of the other organizations and their work before the start of Jo-In.  Some of the relationships were characterized by competition (for members and funding) or suspicions arising from different emphases in work practice.  Others simply had not had the opportunity to get to know one another and to understand each others’ work due to long distances and busy schedules.  While such tensions persist, Jo-In is viewed by most project participants as alleviating many of them, through improved communications and collaboration.   

In this sense, Jo-In is unprecedented in creating a space for collaboration among these organizations.  Given the number and diversity of stakeholders the six convene (i.e. thousands of companies – both brands and factories – and hundreds of NGOs and trade unions around the world), it also has great potential to affect Code implementation globally.  Indeed, Jo-In has already influenced other international multi-stakeholder projects.  Most notably, the draft Common Code devised by the SC has been taken on by the MFA Forum in Bangladesh, potentially impacting codes and standards in hundreds of factories in that apparel-producing country.  It is also reported that several brands have used the Jo-In draft Code as the basis for their own Codes and that other multistakeholder initiatives have looked to the Jo-In draft Code as a model.  

Movement to further harness such potential in the work of the six is slow but real, according to the six leaders.  They consider that the hundreds of hours of conference calls and face-to-face meetings through Jo-In have led to increases in understanding and trust amongst themselves.  Most report that their contact with the other five beyond the context of the project has increased considerably since 2003.  And, in some cases, there is more interaction among the organizations’ staffs, and constituent stakeholders (e.g. board members or member bodies), meaning more cross-fertilization, greater effectiveness (particularly in response to complaints and other issues), and less duplication of efforts.  The immediate and long-term impact of such strengthened relations is difficult to measure, but is significant nonetheless.  

B.  Divergence among the Six 

This is not to say that further improvements in cooperation are not both possible and desirable, however.  Indeed, divisions among the six represent some of the greatest challenges in the project.  This is in part a natural outcome of the different philosophical and political perspectives of the six, but is also linked to the approach taken for project implementation during the first three stages, which tended towards “rule by committee.”   While all have formally committed to the concept of working together and learning from one another, there are varying views among the six as to how to best overcome the endemic workplace violations – both in practical and philosophical terms.  As a result, compromise and a clear common vision for the project have been difficult to achieve, and, in a few cases, have not been reached.  

Many of such disagreements arose around brand or facility demands and SC responses to them (see “Recruiting Brands and Facilities” below) and Jo-In demands that the brands and facilities regarded as threatening or simply impractical.  As might be expected by those who are familiar with the six, public disclosure, effective methods for worker interviews, living wages, management systems, the role of trade unions, campaign tactics, and pricing and sourcing policies were other topics where differences in approach arose.  In cases where disagreements did not seem easily rectified, there was ambivalence among SC members between 1) investing project time in rehashing principled discussions in the planning stages and 2) postponing debates until the project was rolled out and could be dealt with in concrete terms.  

While most of the SC members expressed a preference for concrete discussions during or after rollout, the SC was ultimately required to work through these issues before the rollout, due to demands from brands and facilities for more clarity on these decisive topics.  The “Terms of Engagement” for brands, “Living Wages Explanatory Note,” “Information Protocol,” and various iterations of Jo-In “Question and Answer” documents are the result of such painstaking efforts to develop a clear common approach for the project.  These documents were the product of negotiation and compromise and clarified many of the questions posed to the SC about project implementation.  Nonetheless, they also left space for divergent views among the six and other project participants, to be tested during the trial phase.    

Based on feedback from staff and other project participants, efforts have been made by the SC to diminish the impact of ‘rule by committee’ during the implementation stages of the project (Stages 4-5).  Most notably, they have committed to reserve for project staff the role of project management in Turkey and instead focus on policy or other higher-level decisions-making.  A shift to regular conference calls (instead of intensive email exchanges) has also been cited as helping the SC push past these challenges.  

It is expected that trials will offer more concrete indicators of divergences and efforts made to address or overcome these.  All of this will be documented in final reports.  



2. Stakeholder Engagement 

Various project participants have cited stakeholder cooperation as one of the areas where the project has seen success to date.  Most refer to the work done to convene the Local Working Group – involving relevant trade unions, NGOs, participating facilities, brands’ local representatives, trade and manufacturing associations, and Turkey’s Labor Ministry —towards the end of Stage 3 as representing veritable progress in the Turkish context.  The prospect of such collaboration was nearly unimaginable only a year or two ago, when leaders of the trade unions were unwilling to meet together and many speculated that participating facilities would not join in meetings where trade unions were present.  Likewise, only a few years ago, it would have been unthinkable to see brands and facilities voluntarily cooperating in a project with groups like WRC and CCC.  While it is worthwhile to consider the reasons for the project’s inability to enlist more companies in the project (see “Recruiting Brands and Facilities” below), it is also important to recognize the breakthrough this project represents.  Against the backdrop of companies’ historical distaste for dealing publicly with issues as politically charged as living wages and subcontracting, the continued involvement of these companies in the project to date is no small feat.  

Given the number of stakeholders involved in Jo-In, however, it is not surprising that various challenges have arisen around stakeholder engagement– both at the international and local levels.   There were issues of trust, relating in part to the context in which this project takes shape, and problems with communication, linked the dispersed nature of this project and other factors.  

A. Trust among Project Participants 

Trust is one of the most essential and often the most elusive components of multi-stakeholder collaboration.  Not to be confused with agreement or shared interests, trust in this context refers to the common belief among two or more entities that the others will make good faith efforts to deliver on their commitments.  In cases where stakeholders are not familiar with one another or have negative histories, trust must be built from the ground up.  Jo-In’s pilot in Turkey offers many good examples for relationships where such trust-building has been needed, including the following:  

· “The six” vis-à-vis each other.  As discussed in the previous section.

· Companies vis-à-vis campaign groups.  Some of the participating brands and factories have been the subject of campaigns by the CCC and/or the WRC.  In coming to the project, they were hesitant to collaborate with these groups.  Likewise, CCC and WRC have been ambivalent about making exceptions to their general policies in order to convince companies to join the project.
 

· Jo-In vis-à-vis local stakeholders.  Business and non-business representatives in Turkey have been sceptical of Jo-In’s capacity to address the legal, political, and economic challenges encountered by stakeholders in Turkey’s apparel industry.  Jo-In, in turn, has worked to clarify both the potential and limits of its work in this challenging sector. 

· Factories vis-à-vis trade unions in Turkey.  Turkey’s political history and labour relations have long been marked by ideological struggle, and the current situation is exacerbated by labour laws that do not meet ILO standards for freedom of association.  In this context, there is considerable distrust between trade unions and facilities. 

These relationships are described in greater detail in the Jo-In meeting reports and background studies.  What is notable now is that, with the investment of considerable time and other project resources in establishing the ‘rules of engagement’ (mainly through negotiation around project documents),  Jo-In has gained enough credibility to bring these diverse stakeholders to the same table.  The challenges to achieve sustained trust remain very real, however.  Many of the relationships built through Jo-In are new and therefore delicate.  Project learning to date on this topic reinforced the learning of previous project experiences of the six: there is no substitute for time and personal contact in building trust.  In this sense, to achieve project objectives, adequate time and resources should be allocated to building trust for the remainder of this project and future projects.  

B. Communications between Stakeholders and Jo-In 

Priority has been given to stakeholder engagement from the very beginning of the project.  From their very first meeting in February 2003, the six listed first among the core principles of their collaboration “the need for clear communication with, and ownership by, local stakeholders.”  The emphasis on local stakeholder participation remained during stage one of the project, with the early drafting of “Guidelines for participation of Turkish partners in the Joint MSI Project” in September 2003, which was revised and updated on various occasions thereafter.  

The project did not always follow these guidelines, however
.  Throughout Stages 2 and 3, a common call from brands, facilities, and trade unions alike was for improved communication and opportunities for input into the project.  Project communications were sporadic and unclear at times.  This is in part linked to the frequent turnover of Jo-In’s International Project Managers (IPMs).  In approximately 1.5 years, the project experienced the arrival, adjustment period, and departure of 2 managers, ending finally with the arrival of the project’s third (and final) IPM, Mike Murphy, in October 2005.  Inevitably, transitions led to delays in communications, despite the fact that the all three IPMs and Local Coordinator Ayse Özver took great pains to make up for these lags.  

Nonetheless, project communication was a recurrent challenge for the project.  As mentioned above, the lack of a clear common vision among SC members sometimes made it very difficult for Jo-In staff to convey a clear project message to stakeholders.  Staff reported that the SC directives to recruit project participants and to uphold the principles set out by the SC for project participation were at times contradictory.   This was further exacerbated by the SC practice of relaying information to members of each participating MSI by way of the MSI’s staff.  While this approach sought to ensure that each relevant MSI maintained its central role as liaison to the project, it further diffused Jo-In messaging.   

For their part, project stakeholders were also often slow in responding to project efforts to seek stakeholder input into the project and most did not respond at all.  Moreover, experiences dealing with brands (and occasionally trade unions) with representatives at the local and international levels proved that there was a lack of coordination internally, resulting in mixed messages vis-à-vis the project.   

In recent months, these communications challenges have been largely addressed by centralizing project communications with the project staff.  Jo-In staff members are now all located in the same office, based in Istanbul.  Likewise, the project has called for each participating organization (brand, trade union, etc.) to identify one or two point people within an organization through which all communications to and from the project are channelled.  In response to stakeholder calls for more information about the project and what is expected of them, Jo-In staff now publishes Jo-In News Updates at least once every two months, in both Turkish and English.  Stakeholders can also review the roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders, which are recorded in the “Project Design” document accessed on Jo-In’s website.  As mentioned above, however, the convening of the Local Working Group (and the eventual convening of the International Advisory Panel) represents the most significant improvement in stakeholder engagement.  This further supports the learning of some of the six regarding the value of formal structures for multistakeholder engagement.  
3.  Recruiting Brands and Facilities 

Recruitment of brands and facilities to this project has been extremely challenging.  This is linked to trust and communications issues discussed earlier as well as the larger context in which this project has taken shape.  Negotiations with companies have also placed in relief the different approaches of the six organizations.  While the CCC and WRC often took a harder-line on company demands, the MSIs tended to take pragmatic approaches, seeking common ground.  The SC agreed to report on the outcomes of these recruitment efforts in the interim report, with differing interpretations with regard to the lessons that can be taken away from these experiences.  

A. Brand Participation

When brands from ETI, FLA, FWF, and SAI were asked to participate, 15 brands showed initial interest in the project (of close to 100 active company members), most highlighting their interest in a common code and audit methodology.  Ultimately 8 (reduced to 7 in 2006) committed to the project:  Marks & Spencer (ETI), Gap, Inc. (ETI and SAI), Hess Natur (FWF), adidas (FLA), Nike (FLA), Patagonia (FLA), and Puma (FLA). 

Some have questioned why more brands did not join the project, given the common call among brands for improved coordination among different Code initiatives.  This is explained in part by the eligibility requirement that a brand participate in one of the 4 MSIs and produce apparel in Turkey.  This essentially excluded any non-apparel brand or any apparel brand that did not produce in Turkey.  Although numerous brands in the 4 initiatives did not qualify for the project, a substantial number of the brands that did qualify simply declined to participate.  According to the MSIs, there were various reasons.  For most brands, it was some combination of several factors: 

· Difficult labour relations in Turkey. Certain brands reported that they were not interested in the project because their strategic suppliers in Turkey did not want to work with trade unions and were concerned about the project’s focus on living wages.   

· Turkey’s competitiveness.  In 2004, some brands had strong doubts about Turkey’s competitiveness in a post-MFA environment.  They could not commit to working there through the lifespan of the project.

· Costs-benefits.  Some brands were concerned about the high profile of this project, which they believed to represent high risks while offering few, if any, concrete gains for their company.  

· Lack of capacity.  Various brands simply did not have the resources to join.  Some reported that they were overextended with other compliance project, and others, particularly smaller companies or those new to compliance, simply did not have the staff resources or know-how to deal with the complexities posed by this pilot. 

Indeed, the 8 brands that opted to join the project are larger brands that have considerable presence in Turkey.  Patagonia and Hess Natur, which are smaller and have limited sourcing in Turkey, are the exceptions.  Most report that they joined the project because they were interested in the project’s potential to develop best practice or address Code confusion and audit fatigue.  They called for improvements in coordination among the six.  Some also said they were interested in learning from the experiences of the organizations in which they did not participate.  

Despite their commitment to such cooperation, the participating brands clearly expressed that there were limits to their willingness to participate in this voluntary project.  What resulted were several months of negotiation among the SC, project staff, and brands.  Brands called for greater definition of project objectives and required modifications of the terms of their participation, most notably: 

· Living wages in the draft Code. Most brands reported that they enforced a minimum wage standard for sourcing facilities in Turkey, but that it was unlikely that wages in most factories met the draft Common Code’s living wage standard.  Because the project had not defined a numerical value for the living wage – and due to concerns about Turkish facilities competitiveness if wages increased – none of the brands would guarantee the payment of a living wage in participating facilities.  After considerable discussion among the SC, Jo-In staff, and brands, a compromise was struck by which brands committed to “support the application of the draft Code,”
 meaning that brands would “make good faith efforts to engage openly in discussions and efforts to improve [wages] if/when needed”
. 
· Public disclosure.  At the beginning of the project, the SC agreed to support the principle of full public disclosure of all project activities.  However, early feedback from brands indicated strong resistance to full disclosure, given the experimental nature of the project.  The brands in resisted public disclosure of 1) the detailed factory data that would be used for factory selection and 2) the names of factories participating in the project.  Brands believed the project should be a ‘safe space’ for brands and factories agreeing to address such challenging issues.  As a result, the ToE was rewritten to offer brands 3 levels of disclosure to choose among.  Level 1, ‘full public reporting,’ publicly connects brand and factory names to the factory report (comparable to WRC public reporting); Level 2, ‘incremental reporting,’ publicly connects brands to factory performance, but the factory name is not disclosed until the end of the project (comparable to FLA and FWF public reporting); and Level 3 is ‘partial reporting,’ where neither the name of the factory nor the brand is publicly connected to factory performance (comparable to ETI and SAI public reporting).  When they signed the ToE, each brand committed to one of the three levels of disclosure.
 
	Brand 
	MSI
	Level of disclosure 

	Marks & Spencer 
	ETI
	Level 3: Partial reporting 

	Gap, Inc. 
	ETI / SAI
	Level 3: Partial reporting, possibly moving to Level 2 by project end

	Hess Natur 
	FWF
	Level 3: Partial reporting, possibly moving to Level 2 by project end

	Adidas 
	FLA
	Level 2: Incremental reporting

	Nike 
	
	Level 2: Incremental reporting

	Patagonia 
	
	Level 2: Incremental reporting

	Puma
	
	Level 2: Incremental reporting


· Limits on guarantees for sourcing. Brands and the SC negotiated a change in clause 1.6 of the ToE, which relates to brands’ commitments to source from participating facilities. The SC initially envisioned brands maintaining steady orders to factories during the project and possibly beyond, rewarding significant compliance improvements.  This approach does not correspond with brand practice, however.  Brands maintain that they are unable to guarantee future orders to a facility, due to constant changes in style, market fluctuations, and other considerations.  The SC responded that some level of commitment would be required for trials to work effectively.  Negotiations ultimately resulted in terms that required brands to maintain some (undefined) business relationship with facilities during the course of the trial, except in the event of a breach of contract relating to product quality or other business performance.  Much to facilities’ chagrin, brands are not, however, required to maintain a constant level of orders to factories during the project.   To date, there have been no reports of brands decreasing orders in factories that finally decided to move forward with assessments.

B. Factory Participation

Once brands agreed to participate in the project, they were asked to submit details of all of their sourcing factories in Turkey (see description of criteria in Stage 2 above).  After a fairly involved selection process, 15 facilities were invited to participate in Jo-In trials.  Over the course of more than a year, efforts were made to recruit facility management to participate in the project.  Although they had previously exhibited interest in the project, many facility managers/owners became more sceptical of the project over time.  The following concerns are excerpted from a memo from International Project Manager Sebastian van der Vegt to the SC in late 2005:

· Perceived lack of benefits.  Management believed that there is a lack of benefits for facilities and little or no reward for participation.  In the last year, the majority of factories visited had experienced a decline in orders and are under significant price pressure from the brands.  Many of the brands are reducing the scale of their operations in Turkey because of relatively higher costs there.  Whereas before they were able to negotiate on price, facility management now reports that brands tend to set the prices.  Some indicated that they would work on the three challenging issues if they were promised stable orders for the duration of the project.  If not, they would opt out.   

· Lack of opportunity for input to the project.  Some managers/owners were initially attracted to the project because it promised to reduce the number of audits they are subjected to. However, after changes during meeting at MIT in Boston, where they were not involved, they felt the project took a wrong turn.   They were not interested in participating in a project where they are the focus of all the activities, but do not have input.  

· Deep-seated mistrust/dislike of trade unions.  Some of this animosity stems from the history of the trade union movement in Turkey.  Some managers reported increased pressure from trade unions since the meeting in Istanbul on October 3rd.  Several reported that they preferred to deal with the Unions through the legal system.

· Lack of definition on the ‘living wage’ issue.  Factory owners believed living wage should be aspirational.  They questioned: “How are we going to pay a living wage while brands pressure us for lower prices? How can we pay when the MSIs cannot agree amongst themselves what constitutes a living wage?”  The factories called for a firmer commitment from the brands, calling for them to give financial incentives to participate.

· Concerns about an extra ‘audit’. Although Jo-In conducts assessments, not audits, some managers considered them to be the same thing.  “Audits take time and cost money for factories, so why should we sign up for yet another audit?”

Six facilities ultimately joined the project; nine declined.
  As part of their terms of reference, brands were required to provide the reasons for facilities’ refusals.

Many have sought the overarching explanation for the lack of facility interest in the project.  Brands and facilities participating in the project report that facilities felt alienated from the project, because 1) the project’s focus is on compliance issues that are not central to brands’ buying decisions (improvements on freedom of association and living wages were especially unappealing to facility management and did not promise to increase brands’ orders); and 2) facilities did not feel involved in making decisions about the project’s development, particularly when the project took on a new direction.  Indeed, the number of selected facilities that committed to the project was significantly higher before the project was refined in July 2005.   

In light of the fact that participating brands made up at least 10% of sourcing orders to all but one
 of the selected facilities (and half of the selected facilities received upwards of 50% of their orders from participating brands), the SC expected that brands possessed a fair amount of leverage to overcome facilities’ concerns.  

This failure to convert real leverage into a more compelling persuasion may be explained by the position taken by participating brands from early in the project, against “strong-arming” facilities to join in the project.  Instead, they lobbied for an open selection process whereby facility management would volunteer for the project.  Brands with previous project experience reported that sustained compliance was only possible where the facility management voluntarily supported the aims of the project.  The concept of self-selection of factories or brand involvement in selection was a non-starter for the SC, however.  The CCC and WRC maintained that the project’s credibility and the integrity of the trials were integrally linked to an independent selection process.  Although a compromise was reached whereby brands submitted to project selection of sites and agreed to “use every reasonable means of persuasion, influence, and leverage it possesses to convince the selected facility to participate in the project,” 
  brands generally maintained their refusal to strong-arm.  The SC suggested that brands offer facilities positive incentives to join the project, such as increased orders.  No such incentives were reported to have been offered, however. 
 

C. Interpretations of the Recruitment Process 

WRC and CCC see outcomes of the recruitment process as a demonstration of some of the fundamental problems in the apparel industry.   For WRC, in particular, the prices dictated by brands are often so low that it is nearly impossible for factory management to undertake meaningful improvements for workers.  In this context, WRC maintained that brands should offer financial incentives, such as extended order commitments or higher prices, to enable factories to begin to tackle the issues that the Jo-in project focuses on.  For WRC, higher prices paid by brands would indicate the priority placed on the project by brands and increase factories’ potential to improve.   When no brand agreed to provide financial rewards, CCC and WRC together communicated their disapproval and called for increased attention to pricing issues during the remediation phase of the project.  

On the other hand, ETI, FLA, FWF, and SAI report that they endeavoured to secure the commitment of brands to offer financial incentives for factory participation.
  Nonetheless, they do not view this as the singular cause of limited factory commitment.  They cite various causes for low turnout, including the general ambivalence of brands vis-à-vis the project, the economic and labour relations context in Turkey, and the selection process itself.  Some have questioned whether an open invitation to brands’ facilities would have been a more effective use of project time and resources.  For them, given the project’s focus on issues as challenging as freedom of association, hours of work and living wages in Turkey, a great deal of learning would still be possible even in the best of Turkey’s apparel factories.  

On several occasions, Jo-In participants considered what low factory turnout could indicate about MSIs’ leverage over brands.  Some interpreted low turnout as further proof of the limitations of MSIs to influence brands to act (e.g. MSIs were unable to persuade brands to offer financial incentives for factory participation).  Others considered that MSIs (vis-à-vis brands) and brands (vis-à-vis factories) were “picking their battles” and opted not to fight too hard for this particular project, at the stage where recruitment difficulties arose, since they had sympathy for some of the objections tabled by some of the factories.  Some brands considered this an indication of the independence of factories, countering the view that brands can make factories do anything.  Jo-In will seek to offer more learning about leverage among various stakeholders when the Final Report is written.  

One last interpretation of the recruitment process relates to the ratio of participating brands and factories to each MSI.  Many have noted that 4 of 7 brands and 4 of 6 facilities participating in the project are linked to FLA.  This ‘imbalance’ was a point of concern for the FLA during Stages 2 and 3.  Although the other MSIs committed to working to balance project participation, for reasons described in sections A and B above, additional companies did not join.  While the causes of this distribution may seem interesting to consider, project participants found no common explanation for the discrepancy.  While some might be tempted to consider it an indication of FLA’s overall ability to secure company commitments, it could also be explained as a situation unique to this project.  Some have observed that a greater proportion of FLA brands work in the apparel industry as compared to ETI or SAI.  Others dismiss the question altogether, explaining that company prerogatives, and not MSI membership, drive company behaviour.   
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In Focus:  Living Wages 





The living wage standard is perhaps the most debated code element within the context of the Jo-In project.  Yet SC members commonly refer to the “wage ladder” as evidence of Jo-In progress thus far.  Indeed, ETI, FLA, and FWF all report that they have begun using the ladder in their work outside of the project.  





The “wage ladder” offers a benchmarking system for charting factory progress in improving wages.  It seeks to move the focus away from endless discussions about the exact best measurement technique towards application of higher wages.  That is, it seeks to reframe the question as “how can a living wage be implemented?” in place of rehashing discussions about “what is the definition of a living wage?”  As outlined in the “Jo-In Explanatory Note on the Treatment of Living Wages,” (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.jo-in.org" ��www.jo-in.org�, hereafter Living Wage Note), this project’s work on living wages during trials will focus on application of the standard, i.e. the “how” question above, through a five-part process.  





Assessment data will be used to establish the actual wage levels being paid at each of the participating suppliers at a particular point in time, as a baseline.


Discussions will then focus on effective strategies for improving wage levels (e.g. increasing the prices paid, improving productivity, improving management systems, or applying cost-sharing schemes).  


Experimentation during the remediation stages, will test different models for improved wage levels.  


Based on outcomes of those trials, project participants can evaluate the extent to which these approaches have been effective.  Discussions at this point may return to how best to define the living wage, based on project learning.  


The final report will contain details about the extent to which the guidance offered in the “Explanatory Note” was followed and the outcomes of trials with regard to living wages.  





While the project does not demand that participating facilities will raise wages to a specific living wage level set by Jo-In within the lifespan on the project, it does call on them to make good faith efforts to engage openly in discussions and efforts to improve wages if/when needed.  





Agreement was reached on this process through extensive negotiation among the six participating organizations.  Great effort was made when devising the Living Wage Note to strike a balance between the WRC and CCC positions, on one hand, and an approach that would be tenable to brands, factories, and any trade unions participating in the project, on the other.  One outcome of negotiations was a commitment to report publicly on the views of WRC and CCC with regard to measurement of a living wage.  





WRC and CCC do not consider that a lack of know-how or evidence is a significant barrier to living wage implementation.  Rather, they consider that the larger problem is a lack of sufficient political will and that companies, in particular, use such technical complexities as a shield against real action in this area.  WRC holds strong views that brands’ pricing practices are the main obstacle to implementation of a living wage.  CCC considers sourcing practices as important and also looks to questions relating to the distribution of income between factory owners and workers.  The four MSIs acknowledged that political will, sourcing practices, and distribution of income are relevant to the discussion, but also call for the consideration of topics, such as productivity, competitiveness, and trade union negotiation during the project’s work on living wages. 





In light of these differences and the potential learning trials may offer on the subject, work on living wages during trials promises to be among the more interesting aspects of the project in coming stages.  








�An analysis of why these discussions took as long as they did will appear in the Final Report.


� February 23, 2003 (London); May 21, 2003 (London); August 5-6, 2003 (New York); October 18, 2003 (Amsterdam); January 14-15, 2004 (Washington D.C.); May 11, 2004 (London); and August 5, 2004 (Washington D.C.).  Until funding was secured from the US State Department, project management/administration and travel expenses were covered by ETI.  


� The most updated versions of Jo-In documents can be accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.jo-in.org" ��www.jo-in.org�. 


� Steering Committee membership: Ineke Zeldenrust, CCC; Dan Rees, ETI; Rut Tufts/Auret van Heerden, FLA; Frans Papma/Sjef Stoop, FWF; Alice Tepper Marlin, SAI; and Scott Nova, WRC.  Alan Roberts was nominated as independent chair of the project and served from February 2003 through December 2004.  Vic Thorpe is the current Chair of the project and has been since October 2005.


� Based on feedback from international and local stakeholders, the International Advisory Panel (IAP) and the Local Working Group (LWG) were later created as more formal mechanisms for stakeholder input into Jo-In. 


� 1) November 2-4, 2004 (Turkey): consultations with local stakeholders (i.e. ILO, Turkish Ministry of Labor, trade unions, NGOs, manufacturing and trade associations, and Turkish facility owners/management).   2) January 24, 2005 (Amsterdam): Meeting with representatives of brands interested in Jo-In.  3) June 7 & 9, 2005 (Turkey): Meetings with facilities selected to participate in the project.  4) July 13-14, 2005: (Boston, USA): Meeting co-coordinated with MIT convening the SC, international trade unions and NGOs, brands, and academics.  


� Research on hours of work and wages can be accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.jo-in.org" ��www.jo-in.org�.  


� Susan Hayter took a secondment from the ILO to work on the Jo-In project.  In October 2005, she left the project to return to her post at the ILO.   


� The expert committee consisted of Dwight Justice (ICFTU), Neil Kearney (ITGLWF), and Achim Lochrie (Otto Versand).  


� ETI brands: Levi Strauss, Marks & Spencer, Mothercare, and Tesco; FLA brands: adidas, Eddie Bauer, Nike, Patagonia, and Puma; FWF brands: Expresso, GSI/O’Neill, Gsus, and Hess Natur; and SAI brands: Gap, Inc. and Otto Versand.   


� Otto Versand (SAI) and Gsus (FWF) both committed to the project during Stage 2, but left the project during Stage 3.  Hess Natur (FWF) joined the project in Stage 3 as the FWF brand participating in the project.    


� The WRC maintains a principle of full public disclosure, so Scott Nova was unable to sign the confidentiality agreement signed by all members of the factory selection committee.   


� The change was interpreted, or responded to, by various suppliers as if it were a change of direction sufficient to justify their re-thinking of their involvement with the project.


� March 18, April 2: training in interview techniques for off-site team; April 8: training for on-site team; August 18 and November 15: all JO-IN assessors (on-site and off-site) for calibration .Part of the August meeting was attended by brands.


� An analysis of the preparations for the assessments will be included in the Final Report.


� Jo-In does not claim to address all of these issues in its current pilot project, which was envisioned as the first of many collaborative efforts among the six members of Jo-In.  Please view the objectives stated earlier in this report for a clearer definitions of the issues Jo-In addresses in the current Turkey pilot.  


�The argument is expressed thus: “Its unclear how more ‘engagement’ helps in getting better code implementation. There’s a real case to be made for more public campaigning and pressure in getting better code implementation” 





�The need to identify the root cause of this problem has been noted, and will be dealt with in the Final Report, when the experiences of the Turkish Local Working Group will be a focus.


�Otto Versand (SAI) and Gsus (FWF) both committed to the project during Stage 2, but left the project during Stage 3.  In both cases, none of the brands’ selected facilities agreed to participate in the project.  The participation of at least one facility was a prerequisite for brand participation.  Hess Natur (FWF) joined the project in Stage 3 as the FWF brand participating in the project.  


� Clause 1.3 in the Buyers Terms of Engagement, accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.jo-in.org" ��www.jo-in.org� 


� From the “Jo-In Explanatory Note on the Treatment of the Living Wage Common Code Element during the Jo-In Pilot Project in Turkeys Garment Industry ~ 2006-2007,” accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.jo-in.org" ��www.jo-in.org�. 


� Brands may opt to change their level of disclosure at the end of the project.  In an effort to encourage brands to opt for a greater level of transparency, the project introduced the concept of a ‘safety valve.’  That is, brands committing to Level 1 or 2 can ultimately defer to factory requests to protect the factory name(s). 





� Some suppliers also noted the business climate (i.e. the fall-off in demand in the wake of the MFA phase-out, and related closures of factories) as a reason for non-involvement.  Factory closure was the direct cause for dropout of at least 2 potential participants.  


� In one facility invited by Otto, the brand utilised around 5% of production.  


� Clause 1.4 in the brands’ “Terms of Engagement.”  


� One of the reasons why the SC was disappointed at this outcome was their understanding that the project was, at least in part, a response to brands’ calls on them to reduce duplication of codes of conduct. This led to the expectation that the brands would reciprocate by ensuring an adequate participation by brand suppliers in the project.


� Only Patagonia reported that it was willing to consider the idea if other brands would. 






