Global Union Federations & Changing Landscape

of Labor Relations in India

Santanu Sarkar

With the advent of globalization as
the product market in India has
been dwelled by foreign MNCs, so
has the labor movement with the
global union federations (GUFs),
if not equally. Today, these federa-
tions are forming an integral part
of the labor movement in India, es-
pecially in industry sectors which
have witnessed the rising presence
of foreign MNCs after the ‘90s lib-
eralization. However, less is known
about what these GUFs have been
doing in India and how they have
shaped the changing labor move-
ment in the country. In this paper,
we tried to build the narrative of
GUFs’ activities and campaigns in
India, their nuances and particu-
larly how they organize and cam-
paign differently in a country
where the labor movement has a
long history of a certain form of
organizing and campaigning.
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Introduction

“Capital went global; trade went
global; finance went global. It’s im-
possible for unions to stay local or
regional... ‘Workers of the world,
unite!’ isn'’t ideological anymore. It’s
practical”

~ Andy Stern, SEIU President (2009)

Globalization has touched the base
on all spheres of the economy from
product market and business to devel-
opmental spaces and aids and finally
the labor movement. As multinational
corporations (MNCs) expanded their
presence in the Global South, interna-
tional non-governmental organizations
(I-NGOs) progressively extended their
activities and programs to this part of
the world and then arrived the actors
of labor transnationalism—the Global
Union Federations (GUFs). The grow-
ing internationalization of capital in the
current global political economy has
spurred the emergence of what con-
temporary literature in the global era
has referred to as labor international-
ism, labor  transnationalism,

The Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 59, No. 4, April 2024 523



Santanu Sarkar

transnational or cross-border solidarity/
collaboration, cross-border alliances, glo-
bal unionism, and multiple variations
thereon (Levesque & Murray, 2010:
222). Today, the pathway to a truly glo-
bal labor movement is littered with calls
for trade union internationalism. Phillip
Jennings, the then General Secretary of
Union Network International (UNI, a
GUF) noted that “global offshoring is a
reality. We need Global Union Alliances
to ensure that workers’ rights are re-
spected at home as well as other desti-
nations” (2010). Around the same time,
Richard Trumka of AFL-CIO highlighted
the need for unions with the “ability to
confront corporate power wherever it
rears its head, whether it is a call center
in Bangalore, a shoe factory in Vietnam,
or a coal mine in Columbia”. While there
is agreement amongst labor leaders that
labor must go global the way capital has
grown globally, there is less consensus
on how best this can be achieved, espe-
cially in the Global South.

GUFs, the sectorial organization
of international unionism (Helfen &
Fichter, 2013) consists of one pathway
to labor internationalism. These federa-
tions seek to bring trade unions in the
same industry together, protect existing
union rights and build new union rights in
countries where they operate through the
process of collective bargaining. GUFs
are different in size and they operate in
specific industrial sectors/occupations
and function differently with varying pri-
ority areas and goals such as clearing
houses, political influence, training insti-
tutions, ‘flotilla’ and networks. In total,
there are eight GUFs active in over 27

industrial sectors. The sectors covered
range from building and construction with
Building and Wood Workers’ Interna-
tional (BWI) as the GUF in the sector, to
education where Education International
(EI) represents teachers, to food, agri-
culture, beverage, hotel, and catering
sectors where the IUF is active. They
have functions that are necessarily dif-
ferent from traditional labor unions.

GUFs expanding their cadre base in
the Global South through local affiliates
from the host country is a phenomenon
that needs no special introduction (Sarkar
& Kuruvilla, 2020; Brookes, 2013;
Brookes & McCallum, 2017). However,
these federations’ response to globaliza-
tion in tandem with the transformation of
union strategies whilst working with low-
waged labor from the Global South makes
an interesting case for analysis. Espe-
cially, when the nation-state from the
Global South that we denote viz., India is
known historically for its pro-labor eco-
nomic and social policies and does not fit
conveniently into the kind of ‘repressive
state’ that Keck and Sikkink (1998) re-
ferred to in elaborating the boomerang
effect ( Agarwala, 2012: 444) even to-
day when labor flexibility has been
achieved through different measures in-
cluding labor and labor law reforms in
the country (Balasubramanian et al.,
2023; Sarkar, 2019, 2021).

So, in this paper, we are trying to build
a narrative of the GUFs’ activities and
campaigns in India, a country from the
Global South where the ‘90s economic
liberalization has impeded unionization
and led to a steep decline in union den-
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sity across old and new economy sec-
tors. At the same time, globalization and
trade liberalization have given rise to the
increasing presence of foreign MNCs
over the next two decades in India. This
brought an unprecedented change in the
industrial relations in the country (Sarkar
& Chakraborty, 2021). For instance, pro-
tecting labor standards, a chief responsi-
bility of the state in the pre-liberalization
era has gradually been shaped as a task
for labor unions and MNCs driven by
their corporate governance and affirmed
code of conduct. So, how the role of
GUFs gained importance amid this
change is what we are trying to compre-
hend in this paper by drawing informa-
tion from both primary and secondary
sources on GUF activities and campaigns
in India over the past decades.

What are the Global Union
Federations?

International Trade Secretariats
(ITSs) or Global Union Federations
(GUFs) as they were renamed in 2002
are the international federations of trade
unions from over one hundred and twenty
countries affiliated with them and repre-
sentative of workers working in clearly
defined industries and occupations with
specific characteristics, structure, and
problems. GUFs bring together the na-
tional trade unions on an international
level and engage the common employer
internationally (Bendt, 1996: 9). Based on
their composition and rallying point,
Croucher and Cotton (2009) have
grouped GUFs into three broad catego-
ries as (a) those with members operat-
ing in the private sector and having in-

dustrial and bargaining focus, (b) those
with members operating in the private
sector but with less bargaining focus and
unstable membership base and (c) the
ones with public sector unions which re-
late mainly to international governmen-
tal organizations and national govern-
ments with the solid membership base.
Most GUFs are driven by specific indus-
try types, and because of this most of
the time, concerned with comparable in-
dustrial problems they act within the
same international labor market and at
times face the same MNCs, to answer
to the problems posed by the internation-
alization of trade (cartels, monopolies,
intensification of competition in some
sectors with resulting decrease in wages,
etc) (Dale, 1967: 101; Gumbrell-
McCormick, 2000: 32).

| The internationalization of local l1a-
bor disputes remained one of\

GUFs’ strong points.

Being independent and democratic,
GUFs are often treated as the most ef-
fective channels of unions to acquire
wide-reaching support in disputes be-
tween MNCs and local trade unions or
groups of workers working in a specific
country where the GUF and MNC oper-
ate. The internationalization of local la-
bor disputes remained one of GUFs’
strong points. The GUFs are reasonably
experimental in their approach. Being the
vanguard of cross-border campaigns,
they have acquired a greater understand-
ing of diverse local issues through their
direct engagement with MNCs and
workers. In most cases, their direct en-
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gagements with both the company and
labor in dispute have benefited them in
understanding ground reality and acces-
sibility to country-specific information.
GUF’s relation with MNCs internation-
ally blended with affiliates’ contact and
understanding with local operations of the
MNCs generate a true countervailing
force to global capital. That is why close
to 90 percent of their work directly af-
fects local workers on the shop floor
(Lewis, 2003).

Global Union Federations — Brief
History & Broader Roles

Mostly formed between the late 19™
and the first quarter of the 20" century
except for the UNI and IndustriALL,
these federations of worker members
from specific industry sectors are doing
on the international level what their af-
filiates were doing on the national level
(Dale, 1967: 102). However, they ran into
limits in their approaches of focusing on
and regulating MNCs from specific in-
dustry sectors (Gumbrell-McCormick,
2000). Accordingly, the space created by
their limitations was filled by ICFTU
(now known as the International Trade
Union Confederation/ITUC). But, over
some time, it was equally discomfiting for
ICFTU to drive it alone. Therefore, af-
ter years of working in silos with a fair
degree of overlap between them, GUFs
and ICFTU resolved the issue of divid-
ing their thrust areas.

Today, the GUFs steered by specific
industry characteristics, structure and
problems are different in their position-
ing from large international federations

such as ITUC, World Federation of Trade
Unions (WFTU), Trade Union Advisory
Committee (TUAC), or World Confed-
eration of Labor (WCL). As GUFs were
unswervingly challenged by problems in
the industry sectors they represent, mat-
ters concerning relations between MNCs
and unions became the concern of GUFs,
whereas the relations between these
MNCs and governments or inter-govern-
mental agencies remain the responsibil-
ity of ITUC (Gumbrell-McCormick, 2000:
36). Today, GUF deals with specific
MNCs in a given sector, whereas [TUC
deals with federations of employers who
are known to be more traditionalists than
MNCs. GUF focuses on well-defined
areas of work and concentrates on work-
place issues like working conditions,
wages, health, and safety. They organize
around industrial areas led by real actions
such as strikes, campaigns, protests, boy-
cotts, and demonstrations. Whereas the
ITUC concentrates on broad issues of
universal labor rights and their activities
are in the political area.

| The increasing emphasis on insti-
tutionalization led to Global
Framework Agreements (GFAs)
which most GUFs have preferred

over regional contract negotia-
tions.

The GUFs use practically similar
mechanisms and procedures though each
of them has developed specific means of
its own, which makes the implementa-
tion reasonably different. These include
engaging MNCs by having framework
agreements or organizing the workers on
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the shop floor for better wages and work-
ing conditions. The increasing emphasis
on institutionalization led to Global
Framework Agreements (GFAs) which
most GUFs have preferred over regional
contract negotiations. It opened a win-
dow of opportunities for GUF to defend
its global quality by having a unified dic-
tum vis-a-vis local adaptability by exert-
ing influence on national labor conflicts
in subsidiaries. GFAs evolved as one of
the important strategic tools that GUFs
devised to push for self-regulation and
to gain recognition from MNCs as legiti-
mate negotiating counterparts (Helfen &
Fichter, 2013). Five out of 10 GUFs have
signed more than 20 GFAs each. Over
90% of all GFAs were signed by five
GUFs (viz., IUF, IMF, ICEM, BWI, and
UNI). All five interestingly operate in
private sectors and have industrial and
bargaining focus. Nevertheless, not all
GUFs adopted GFAs as a strategic pri-
ority to engage with MNCs (Stevis &
Boswell, 2007) since GFAs entail a multi-
level intervention for successful imple-
mentation (Helfen & Fichter, 2013).

There are other ‘choices’ made, spe-
cifically by ITGLWF (which is now a part
of IndustriALL), EI and PSI, since GFA
does not fit in the conditions/sectors in
which the ITGLWF, EI and PSI aim to
regulate labor rights. Although strategies
such as lobbying and advocacy have their
innate restrictions (Anner, 2011; Fichter,
Helfen & Sydow, 2011), yet, keeping in
view their operation in sectors where in-
ter-governmental/supra-national bodies
play crucial roles, El and PSI in particu-
lar were found to have chosen lobbying
and advocacy instead of other strategies

such as GFA. Few GUFs such as TUF
have taken the bottom-up approach also.
They engaged workers through shop-
floor campaigns.

Respecting their activities, it is a mis-
take to assume that GUFs are involved
only in solving hostile clashes through
global campaigns against MNCs. They
do maintain “day-to-day relations with
MNCs, where most of the work involves
discussions and negotiations with com-
panies” (ICFTU, 2004: 47). Campaign-
ing is one of many activities in which they
directly fight MNCs. Therefore, given
their day-to-day activities, GUFs have
many things in common, still to confront
MNCs they do not necessarily follow a
similar path. Transnational labor relations
driven by GUFs, which are still in an
embryonic stage (Helfen & Fichter, 2013)
have witnessed several strategic choices
made by global unions in the past.
Fairbrother and Hammer (2005) or re-
cently Helfen and Fichter (2013) in their
work, however, have argued that GUF
strategies, in the last half a century, have
progressed to more efficient ones (e.g.,
codes followed by a ‘social clause’ cam-
paign to works council and finally re-
placed by GFA, which is often seen as
an alternative to previous strategies).
Conversely, Anner et al. (2011) in com-
paring forms of labor internationalism
have shown that GUFs in different sec-
tors have contemporaneously engaged in
diverse strategic activities to reassert
control over labor markets.

According to Bendt (1996: 29-38), the
GUF’s efforts are directed at “(a) pro-
tecting and supporting labor, (b) strength-

The Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 59, No. 4, April 2024

527



Santanu Sarkar

ening affiliated unions, (¢) exchanging
information, experience, studies and pub-
lications, and (d) coordinating interna-
tional negotiations and lobbying”. These
methods largely descend from three
broad functions of GUFs as proposed by
Croucher and Cotton (2009: 8), namely
creating space for affiliate unions, de-
fending the existing space in which the
affiliate unions operate, and helping af-
filiate unions to exploit these spaces.
While activities like international solidar-
ity actions, direct international protests
and condemnations, boycotts, lobbying,
international negotiations, etc., hinge on
the global scale of GUF’s operation, the
education and training, legal assistance,
strengthening affiliated unions, interna-
tionalization of local disputes, information
exchange, etc., justify localization. GUFs
aim at practical international solidarity
with fellow workers in the same industry
for example by refusing to supply labor
to other countries in industrial disputes.
GUFs’ activities in detail are given in
Table 1.

The GUFs’ campaign strategies, if
can be equated with any organization
strategy, are a set of critical choices
about the means and ends of the cam-
paign. Choices are decisive since they
play a significant role in the success or
failure of the campaign, and because they
account for important variations in the
performance of the campaign. Except for
UNI which has categorically adopted a
business-style strategic planning process
UNI’s ‘SCORE’, other GUFs though
have conceived and enacted different
strategies, apparently have not embraced
formal strategic planning. The GUFs

choose or plan these strategies in a con-
text and hence, environmental variability
is to be correctly recognized.

Global Union Federations in India

New methods of resisting the spread
of industrial capitalism are emerging in
ambitious, radical and original ways in
India, many of which were led by GUFs
in the present era. Despite the forked
challenges posed by conservative nation-
alism in India (Sarkar, 2020) and a rising
aversion to unions in core sectors as well
(Sarkar, 2012; Sarkar & Huang, 2012),
all eight GUFs have been involved in vari-
ous activities and programs in the coun-
try based on their priorities and agendas
set by their global, regional, or country
offices. This new trade unionism in India
is propelled by individuals’ battle to pro-
tect their human dignity (Sarkar, 2007).
International Union of Food, Agriculture,
Hotel, Restaurant, Catering, Tobacco,
and Allied Workers Associations (IUF),
Service Sector employees, UNI and the
Global Union of Metal, Mining, Energy,
and Manufacturing Industry sectors, viz.,
the IndustriALL are those GUFs which
have been active for over two decades
with their affiliates in India. In addition,
there are other GUFs that have made
their presence felt to employers and
workers in India through organizing and
campaigning. These are Building and
Wood Workers’ International (BWI) con-
sisting of free and democratic unions

‘ This new trade unionism in India
is propelled by individuals’ b

attle
to protect their human dignity.
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with members in the Building, Building
Materials, Wood, Forestry and Allied sec-
tors, Public Service International (PSI)
offering an international voice for public
services and the workers and unions
which deliver them, and transport work-
ers’ International Transport Federation
(ITF). Several of them have independent
trade unions over politically affiliated
unions as their affiliates with the rising
independent labor movement in India
since the ‘90s (Sarkar, 2008a).

Important activities of these GUFs
are organizing workers in industry sec-
tors, building affiliate power, campaign-
ing, and undertaking activities related to
the implementation of GFAs in Indian
subsidiaries of the MNCs which have
signed GFAs with these GUFs. While
there are signs of an impending rise of
global unions’ engaging foreign MNCs in
India, especially with the rise of FDI in
sectors which were traditionally part of
a protected economy in the pre-liberal-
ization era like telecom, banking, and in-
surance and depleting labor costs in those
sectors post-liberalization like manufac-
turing (Lai & Sarkar, 2017, 2011; Sarkar
&Lai, 2009), GUFs partaking in the local
articulation of their global campaigns in
India has also gained momentum (e.g.,
global campaigns against Coca-Cola,
Unilever, G4S, and Nestle).

GUFs’ Activities in India

All eight GUFs have been active in
trying to increase union organizing and
membership in India. Most of them cre-
ated administrative structures that pro-
vided more autonomy to act in India i.e.,

a minilateral rather than a multilateral
governance approach which helped in
creating a positive condition for their or-
ganizing and campaigning success. Most
of them have had prominent global cam-
paigns that were in the public eye and
much admired by labor activists in India.
They are active in multiple sectors, thus
offering the opportunity to study the im-
portance of variation in the national con-
text on their success. Over the years,
their affiliate strength in India has in-
creased manifold indicating their success
in organizing local workers in India across
sectors and increasing union power at the
local level.

‘ All eight GUFs have been active
in trying to increase union organiz- \

ing and membership in India.

For example, formed in 2000 as a
merger of four major global unions, the
UNI is a global federation for service
sector workers, which is organized along
the functional lines, sustained by a large
network of affiliates from 15 different
service industries. UNI serves as a model
for other GUFs by handling issues that
cannot be necessarily managed on a na-
tional scale which is not an agenda of
other GUFs such as ITF, IndustriALL and
IUF. In doing so, UNI’s strategy encom-
passes global organizing by forming sec-
tor-based global unions that protect the
core labor standards internationally and
negotiate GFAs, support and coordinate
alliances and solidarity action. Even be-
fore establishing its country office in In-
dia, UND’s first engagement was in the
country’s ITeS sector where employees
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had mixed feelings towards unionization
in the early 2000s (Sarkar, 2008b) after
the ITeS sector boomed with MNCs
shifting their back-office operations to
India and at the same time working to
keep unions at bay in their back-office
(Sarkar, 2009, 2014). Later, some of the
significant campaigns of UNI in India that
were a part of its global strategies in-
clude engaging the G4S India operations
over almost a year-long country-wide
campaign (Sarkar & Kuruvilla, 2020) and
the ‘Anti-FDI in retail’ campaign to pre-
vent the giant MNCs such as Walmart
from entering India.

On the other hand, IUF’s strategy is
steered by a “pragmatic internationalism”
used predominantly in emerging econo-
mies, where it concentrates on realistic
tasks, and for it, IUF adopts a multi-lay-
ered strategic organizing policy that
works towards increasing union member-
ship in its sectors, and affiliates’ recog-
nition and effectiveness within MNCs
(Garver et al., 2007). A militant among
the eight, IUF has been organizing work-
ers from the bottom in formal as well as
informal sectors such as agriculture, plan-
tation, and dairy. Their affiliates, a part
of the company/factory have remained
forthright in sectors in India where hos-
tility and industrial violence have been
dominating as a response to employers’
repression (Sarkar, 2015). Some of their
important campaigns in India were in the
Indian facilities of Coca-Cola, Unilever,
Nestle, Kraft, SABMiller, and GSK. To-
day, IUF has 25 affiliates in India. They
have been engaging their country affili-
ates in wage negotiating, mostly the
tricky plant-level bargaining with Indian

offices of MNCs (Sarkar & Singh, 2018).
Likewise, ITF and BWI are steadfast in
organizing particularly the contract work-
ers and participants in the informal
economy where unionization has other-
wise been a deep challenge (Sarkar,
2023; Balasubramanian & Sarkar, 2017,
2020).

‘ One GUF may be better than the
other in organizing and campaign-
ing in a specific context because
of the factors that are closely re-

lated to GUF’s origin in the given
context.

One GUF may be better than the
other in organizing and campaigning in a
specific context because of the factors
that are closely related to GUF’s origin
in the given context. For instance, I[UF
essentially hinged on drawn-out global
campaigns as well as local movements
and finally built the campaign partners as
its affiliates in India whereas others like
IndustriALL and UNI’s affiliates in In-
dia are its natural allies. Indian affiliates
of four global unions blended into the
UNI-India Liaison Council in 2001 and
similarly, the Indian affiliates of the three
global unions, viz., International Metal-
workers’ Federation (IMF), International
Federation of Chemical, Energy, Mine and
General Workers’ Unions (ICEM) and
International Textiles Garment and
Leather Workers’ Federation (ITGLWF)
blended into the IndustriALL South Asia
office with the three global unions con-
verging to form IndustriALL in 2012,
Today, IndustriALL has 16 affiliates in
India, and these are mostly sectorial and
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industry-level federations over factory/
company unions with BASF Indian
Worker’s Federation as an exception. On
the other hand, UNI and IUF have mostly
company-level unions as their affiliates.
BWI and ITF in India also have large in-
dustry-level federations as their affiliates.

An Example

Given a time of not exceeding two
decades, some of the interesting devel-
opments on the GUFs’ campaign front
include engaging the MNCs from the
GUFs’ core sector and overseeing the
implementation of GFAs signed with
MNCs from the sector. Below, we
present how UNI tried localizing a glo-
bal campaign against an MNC such as
Walmart in India and tried to succeed in
a country-specific anti-FDI campaign. As
per the India Liaison Council of UNI
(UNI-ILC), the GUF should take pride
in having its Indian affiliates as the van-
guards of a thoughtful campaign against
FDI in retail, which central trade union
organizations have not done in the past
in the country.

In 2003, a seminar of national fed-
erations organized by the UNI-ILC in
Mumbai got officials from the United
Food and Commercial Workers Interna-
tional Union (UFCW). They were ap-
prised of Walmart’s groundwork to en-
ter India. The government’s mulling over
the idea of allowing FDI in retail prod-
ded UFCW. UFCW’s idea was not to
influence the Indian government to not
allow FDI but to forewarn them of their
decision’s consequences. A short-lived
government back in 1998 opened the

door for MNCs, allowing them to take
the cash-and-carry route to the retail in-
dustry. Consequently, Walmart entered
into an equal joint-venture agreement
with an Indian corporation — Bharti and
floated a wholesale business—Bharti-
Walmart (BWM) in 2007 with its sourc-
ing hub in Bangalore. The Liaison Coun-
cil officials apprehended facing a mount-
ing threat with the government making
the door ajar and Walmart taking its gi-
ant foot inside by building a cash-and-
carry hub that soon would turn into
stores. Forum of UNI, UNI-ILC and
UFCW launched distinct activities to
impede the government from passing the
bill on allowing 51% FDI in multi-brand
retail.

As part of the organizing retailers,
Kirana (mom-and-pop store) owners,
and hawkers in Mumbai were organized
though it was challenging because it was
hard for them to come together under a
common vision. Forum drew them to ral-
lies. Participants’ concern was that for-
eign companies would eat into their space
if FDI in retail is allowed. However, the
majority till then have not heard of
Walmart. So, the campaign rallied against
anti-FDI in retail over anti-Walmart.
UFCW with UNI brought a report with
a large chunk of Indian data. Christy
Hoffman who was then the General Sec-
retary of UNI with UNI-ILC met the
head of the Foreign Investment Promo-
tion Board (FIPB) in India. Members of
UFCW and UNI-ILC had meetings with
FIPB’s officials. The report carrying
Walmart’s labor practices and its impact
on small Indian retailers was presented.
FIPB insisted on approaching the labor
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secretary. So, it was critical to table the
report in parliament. One of the UNI’s
affiliates in India from the postal depart-
ment mailed its translated copies to MPs.
Parliamentary debate on the bill was
overhauled by MP’s knowledge of
Walmart generated through the report,
which stalled the enactment.

The report became part of the mass
movement. It was referred to in press
conferences and mass rallies organized
by UNI-ILC in India. The forum roped
in many recognized faces including civil-
rights activists, politician-cum-union lead-
ers with the idea of raising the concerns
through the voices that would be heard.
Veteran trade unionists brought with them
more than 3000 cadres on Mumbai’s
street and common men harked to the
call. Distinguished persona amongst New
Bombay’s traders leading the rally in the
twin city was a giant leap for the orga-
nizers. Affiliates of HMS took part in
Mumbai’s meeting and CITU and BMS
in Delhi. A letter written by the then Prime
Minister, Dr. Manmohan Singh when was
in the opposition expressing his party’s
determination to keep Walmart out was
discovered. A copy of the letter was cir-
culated to every stakeholder to convey
that the same person after taking oath is
backing off from what he promised. It
created enormous pressure on the Gov-
ernment. The opposition found it decisive
to leverage the strain.

Over the next few months, the orga-
nizer of UNI who bridged the gap be-
tween the retailers and UNI all over the
campaign founded ‘FDI-Watch’. Later
the organiser was appointed as the full-

time anti-FDI campaign organiser and
brought the movement to a logical end.
The bill was passed by the Congress
Government in 2012. But with more than
200 stores in 13 states, ‘easy mart’ was
unable to multiply by leaps and bounds
because of the UNI affiliates and the
forum’s idea is to foil BWM’s plans by
organizing rallies of local retailers and
UNI’s cross-sector affiliates where
BWM intended to set up stores. When
the campaign was at its peak spread
across major metros, the UNI forum was
organized in Lucknow, a city where
BWM planned to launch the first ‘easy
mart’ store. Commenting on the
campaign’s outcome, the UNI-ILC
spokesperson held that they could not
prevent MNC and government from rac-
ing to the bottom but lessened their ve-
locity and cut down Walmart’s India story
short by two decades. UNI-ILC could
unite those who never felt to be part of
the supply chain or were incoherent due
to political reasons. UNI’s communica-
tion personnel attending the rallies were
regularly interviewed by international
broadcasters, which offered a global face
to the India campaign. UNI-ILC contin-
ued lobbying with the opposition party to
stop Walmart, which characterizes the
changing dynamics in the labor-political
party dyad (Sarkar & Liu, 2019). Christy
Hoffman when asked to comment on
whether the campaign against Walmart
was a country-specific or a global cam-
paign that was localised in India com-
mented that it was a good strategy to ini-
tially organize a campaign in India by
engaging with FDI debate, but eventu-
ally, UNI had to focus on keeping
Walmart out because it is the one that
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poised to benefit from FDI in Indian re-
tail space the most. Moreover, UNI has
a global campaign involving Walmart.
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