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Abstract

The master thesis analyses a transnational campaign oticalparcase of child labour —
namely in the cottonseed production of the multinational company BageiS€ience in
Andhra Pradesh, India. Adopting an actor-oriented approach, it looks aayhe which
various non-governmental actors from Europe and India have createdsaatranal
network on the case, thus re-embedding the local problem into a gboibextc Based on a
study of written publications and on interviews with all organisatjarsicipating in the
campaign as well as with ‘external’ actors, it is essdigld how the local problem is (re-)
defined through the interaction of various actors with differentagghes and interests.
The findings suggest that an actor-oriented approach may help undérstatite internal
dynamics of a (transnational NGO) network influence its orientation anctieéieess.
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1. Introduction

The slogan ‘think globally, act locally’ was coined in the 1970thkyenvironmentalist
movement. The tackling of global environmental challenges, so the engushould start
at a small scale, at home. Many campaigns on development isslagsappear to follow
the reverse motto: ‘think locally, act globally’ (see Evans, 2000: 281)roblem that
manifests itself at the local level attracts the attention of (non-gonestal) actors in other
parts of the world. Those start raising the issue in their homermsmnihere they (partly)

see the roots of the problem.

One such example is the case of child labour in the cottonseed fwaducAndhra
Pradesh, India. In that state, a large number of children wotkeincotton fields of
farmers, who supply seeds to local, national and multinational comdh&Ss). While
since the mid-1990s several Indian actors, in particular the chylisriNGO MV
Foundation, have been trying to tackle this problem at the local, l@vejained
international attention when a report was published in 2001, mentioning therpaial
role of MNCs within the situation. Subsequent studies on the issue lubiksed several
European and American NGOs to pressure the companies concerned tthdiake
responsibilities by ensuring that their suppliers in Andhra Phadesild discontinue the
employment of children. Among the targeted MNCs is the Geromnpany Bayer
CropScience, whose subsidiary Proagro produces cottonseeds in Andhré&.P3adesal
German, Dutch and local Indian actors have started cooperating Bajlee case, thus

creating a ‘transnational network’ which has grown over the years.

Previous research on transnational (NGO) networks has mostly lookkdwata
network’s effectiveness is influenced by the political and econemi@donment in which
it operates. More recently, authors have started to critibesse&eonception of networks as
stable and unitary actors and have asked for a perspectivavaorkeethat takes account
of the network constituents’ agency characteristics. The arguimehat networks are
made up of a number of individuals or organisations with distinct values and perceptions of
a problem and with different interests. The confrontation of thesesygbeeceptions and
interests may have important impacts on the orientation and effectiveneesetwork as
a whole. Moreover, a bias towards northern perspectives on transnatibmatksehas

been identified and criticised within existing literature.



This master thesis suggests a way in which both of these shorgsomight be
overcome. It explores the potential of an actor-oriented approach esuky by Norman
Long to analyse the internal dynamics of a transnational networg sees networks as
forums in which actors with various understandings, values and ‘individojgcfs’ can
exercise human agency through the interaction with their counterfRatter than being a
stable and uniform entity, a network is, in this view, a dynamerfete where contests

over meanings take place.

The present paper applies some features of an actor-orientedsigintdy the
transnational cooperation on Bayer and child labour in the cottonseed prodofction
Andhra Pradesh. It examines how, and to what extent, actors fromeEamdpindia with
diverse issue-orientations and backgrounds have formed a commongraimpdhe case.
A particular focus is thereby put on how the local problem is bedfiged and redefined
within the transnational network. On the basis of the findings dritically discussed
whether the ‘local vs. global’ dichotomy as such is an apprope@ateept to understand

the nature of the transnational cooperation.

In order to put the work of the transnational network on Bayer and l&ttlr in
Andhra Pradesh’s cottonseed industry into context, an introductory cbhaptlr presents
current debates on child labour, its potential link with globalisatiomedlsas attempts at
different levels (local, national, global) to find a solution to the gnoblThe transnational
network itself will then be analysed in two steps, treatitige views of European and
Indian actors on the cooperation separately. A last chapter detds ‘external’
perspectives on the network, i.e. with the views of actors in Indiaanhconcerned with
child labour in Andhra Pradesh’s cottonseed production, but do not form fp#re o
transnational cooperation. Before going into the analysis of #se, chowever, the
theoretical basis and methodological approach of the reseaichewgxplained in more
detail.



2. Theoretical Approach and Methodology

2.1 Theories on transnational networks

Since the mid 1990s, the phenomenon of non-state agents acting and cooperating across
borders has received increased attention by social scientists. d€velopment of
transnational alliances among nongovernmental organisations (NGOd)essatie time a
reaction to global political, economic and social trends, and part of thergds, often with

the intention to prevent and mitigate their negative effects.

In Bringing transnational relations back ithomas Risse-Kappen defines transnational
relations as “regular interactions across national boundaries wheasa one actor is a
non-state agent or does not operate on behalf of a national governmes or
intergovernmental organization.” (Risse-Kappen, 1995: 3) He lookdfatedt types of
transnational actors — such as multinational companies, internationajovernmental
organisations and more loosely organised transnational alliances —xamihes how
domestic structures and international institutionalisation influetiee impact that

transnational actors and coalitions have on state policies.

A more particular focus on ‘transnational advocacy networks’tipys®argaret Keck
and Kathryn Sikkink in their well-known worlActivists beyond bordersin their
definition, a “transnational advocacy network includes those releaetars working
internationally on an issue, who are bound together by shared vateapeon discourse,
and dense exchanges of information and services.” (Keck & Sikkink, 1998irn2jpled
beliefs and values, “[iJdeas that specify criteria for deteimy whether actions are right or
wrong and whether outcomes are just or unjust” (lbid.: 1), play aateale in motivating
the formation of those networks according to Keck and Sikkittk contrast to Risse-
Kappen, Keck and Sikkink argue that issue and actor charace(istithe networks and
their targets) are more important in explaining the success and failure oforiefwhan

domestic structures and the degree of international institutionalisation.

! See for example Edwards, Hulme & Wallace (1998 pfdiscussion of the first aspect.

2 A very similar definition for ‘international isstreetworks’ can already be found in Sikkink (19935%

“An international issue-network comprises a setogjanizations, bound by shared values and by dense
exchanges of information and services, workingrimggonally on an issue.” These networks are “drive
primarily by shared values or principled ideas eaisl about what is right and wrong” (Ibid.: 412).

3 ‘Actor characteristics of networks’ in this contereans the characteristics of the (whole) netvaztan
actor, not the actor characteristics of the orgaitias constituting the network. Although Keck aBiblkink
recognize that ‘actor characteristics of netwoidstive in large part from the network’s internalusture,
which is often characterised by asymmetrical poamong the members, they do not further develop this
aspect (see Keck and Sikkink, 1998: 206-209).
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Risse and Sikkink combine and deepen their insights by looking asshe area of
human rights. Their main argument is that “the diffusion of inteonat norms in the
human rights area crucially depends on the establishment and tlanahibty of
networks among domestic and transnational actors who manage to link thhp wi
international regimes, to alert Western public opinion and Western gosetain(Risse &
Sikkink, 1999: 5) They develop a ‘spiral model’ of human rights change in order to explain
how the internalisation of international norms evolves from mutualienfies of the

society, the state and international or transnational networks.

A variety of other authors have built on the theories developed bg,R{esk and
Sikkink. Peter Evans sees transnational networks as a form of ‘ightiat from below”
(Evans, 2000: 230) established in order to challenge the hegemony ofadit@salthereby
opening new venues to tackle local problems at a global level. “&otivésts are turning
the old aphorism ‘think globally and act locally’ around. They anenking locally’ in
worrying about how to solve problems that manifest themselvesealkotal level, but
‘acting globally’ in building transnational networks and campaigns tise extra-local
political leverage to make local improvements possible.” (Ibid.: 2&&¥ to transnational
advocacy networks, Evans identifies the labour movement and ‘transnational
consumer/labour networks’ as the main organisational forms ofnafasal counter-
hegemonic action. The latter come very close to the transnatidaatacy networks as
described by Keck and Sikkink, their primary distinction being “ttrahsnational
corporations rather than local violators of global norms are theipal targets, and
translating norm violations into a credible threat of materiadsss the key to success.”
(Ibid.: 231) The mechanism through which the threat can be upheld igskh¢o a
corporation’s image if information about unfair conditions under which a proguc
produced is made public in consuming countries. However, Evans dhgiiéeveraging
transnational connections with consumers will work in the long run omignitbined with

local organizing.” (Ibid.: 234)

All the above mentioned studies look at transnational non-state actbnsetworks in
terms of their impacts on or their embeddedness in the global (and localppetiticomic
environment in which they operate. They examine transnational rist@sra whole with
regard to their relations with external actors and structouweésvidely fail to assess the
internal dynamics that exist among the network members. LenviyHet al recognize this

shortcoming. They particularly criticise the strong focus on shaatues (as set by Keck



and Sikkink) by arguing that “rather than being the cement that Ibieiigorks together,
these values have proved divisive within the network and its componentAsstsning
that all members share core values obscures the realitpnopeting definitions and
interests within networks and promotes a conception of networksabe shstitutions
rather than entities which are dynamic and constantly evolviiteiry et al, 2004: 851)
According to them, power relationships within networks and in paatidhke relationship
between power and values have been widely neglected in the ssadfes and have
remained theoretically underdeveloped (lbid.: 839, 851). Therefore they state thaione
task of future research should be to examine “how power relationshtipa wetworks

limit their effectiveness and how they influence the orientations of nesiv(tid.: 852)*

A similar research agenda is outlined by Sarah Radcliffe wérttions different areas
that remain to be explained further within theories on transnatiogiaorks, among
others: “How are [transnational development networks] constructed,hand are a
discourse and practices (re)-produced at various points of the netwoykKM what basis
are actors communicating, and which actors are attributed gkesder authority in the
formation and maintenance of networks?” (Radcliffe, 2001: 26) The agproathis
research must be based, according to Radcliffe, on “a wider canceptthe subject, a
subject which is attributed more agency and power within campaityes than the agent-

less status identified in the latest research.” (Ibid.: 26)

Next to the neglect of internal dynamics of networks and of tineimbers’ agency
characteristics, another criticism points to the bias of egstesearch towards northern
perspectives. Henry et al deplore that “[ijn the transnationalanks$wliterature the main
and often only objects of analysis within the networks are the nordetors, with
southern perspectives being marginalized and only being of impontdrere they affect
the legitimacy of northern actors.” (Henry et al, 2004 : 850) Riéeld@ven goes one step
further by questioning “stigmatizing representations of netwonkbegs, especially when
those networkers are associated with particular value-ladenniatizg geographies, often
racialized and postcolonial.” (Radcliffe, 2001: 27) This implies ithiatnot only necessary

to include perspectives of southern actors but also to question commeseregptions of

* Yanacopulos, in a later article, partly adoptsagency perspective on the members of NGO coalitions
(which in comparisons to networks involve more pamenmt links, stronger commitments and values).
However, by looking only at strategic motivation§ HNGOs for joining coalitions from a resource
dependency perspective, she does not provide issigto the relationship between power and values o
coalition members and into how this relationshiftuiences the orientation of the coalition (see tapailos,
2005).
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southern and northern organisations and their respective roles witmenational

networks®

2.2  Incorporating an actor-oriented approach into theories on transnational networks

An actor-oriented approach to development intervention as elaborated byrNarna
provides some very promising ideas and concepts to deal with thifigdkegaps in the
literature on transnational network&tressing the central significance of ‘human agency’,
Long argues that

agency (and power) depend crucially upon the emergence of a netirectors who
become partially, though hardly ever completely, enrolled in thai€pt’ of some
other person or persons. Agency then entails the generation and usepuriatian of
networks of social relations and the channelling of specific itesush as claims,
orders, goods, instruments and information) through certain nodal points of
interpretation and interaction. (Long, 2001: 17)

Interaction within networks is, in this view, at the same tinferiofg opportunities and

setting constraints for the network members to pursue their ‘individual projects’.

Adopting a social constructivist perspective, Long acknowledgesexistence of
‘multiple social realities’, i.e. the fact that people (anditasbns) work with different
understandings, beliefs and commitments that confront each otherrimtbeactions. In
order to analyse the dynamics of those interactions, Longajesvéhe concept of ‘social
interface’. “Interfaces typically occur at points where elént, and often conflicting,
lifeworlds or social fields intersect; or more concretéhysocial situations or arenas in
which interactions become oriented around problems of bridging, accomngpdat
segregating or contesting social, evaluative and cognitive stanslpdindng, 2002: 6)
By looking at the linkages and networks between actors, an intemfatgsis offers a way
to explore how differences in worldviews or cultural paradigms @mweduced and
transformed through interactive and communicative processes andwithiy these

processes, knowledge is constructed. “[K]nowledge emerges as atpobduoteraction,

® Such a stigmatisation of roles of ‘southern’ andrthern’ organisations can for example be foundéaek
and Sikkink who generalize that “for the less pdwlethird world actors, networks provide accessehage,
and information (and often money) they could ngbext to have on their own; for northern groupsythe
make credible the assertion that they are strugglith, and not only for, their southern partne(&éck &
Sikkink, 1998: 12f)

® Long himself cites Milardo to critically emphasitteat “[n]etwork analysts are concerned with exptions
of behaviour connected with the patterned interections of members, rather than the independeattsff
of personal dispositions or dyadic relationshigiilardo, 1988: 15; cited in Long, 2001: 258)

" Long uses the concept of social interface mainlgxplore how external (development) interventienter
the lifeworlds of local actors and institutions. wiver, looking at this quotation, the concept seesry
well applicable to other forms of social interaatie including cooperation within transnational netks of
NGOs.
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dialogue, reflexivity, and contests of meaning, and involves aspectsnabl, authority
and power.” (Ibid.: 8) In this sense, an interface can be seeonagosed of multiple
discourses that are employed by different actors to promote their ppttittalral or moral
standpoints and that are mobilised in struggles over social meaamysstrategic
resources. A major task of interface analysis, according to, isrig spell out knowledge
and power implications of this interplay and the blending or segoegati opposing

discourses.” (Ibid.: 9)

This paper applies an actor-oriented perspective to transnatiowarkets an attempt
to overcome the neglect of the network constituents’ agency-teastics. A
transnational network is, in this view, conceptualised as a sot@&face at which the
different member organisations encounter each other with theirediffenderstandings,
beliefs and commitments. While grouping around a common problem, metmpecs
bring in their different interpretations and to push forward theirests and ‘individual
projects’. Looking at the organising and discursive practices withiworks is therefore
expected to reveal more about the dynamics of power and knowledgshtyze the
network’s discourse and with this its social practice (as Logges that those two cannot
be separated, see Long, 2001: 53).

With regard to the stigmatisation of ‘southern’ and ‘northerndm@gtLong, in a way
similar to Radcliffe, condemns “the image of an all powerful smlg’ and an inferior
‘inside” (lbid.: 34) which is omnipresent in the intervention discouasewell as a
common disregard for local knowledge and local development capbiltthn actor-
oriented perspective alerts us to the dangers of assuming timeypated driving force of
external institutions and interests, when the latter represeptomel set among a large
array of actors who shape outcomes.” (Ibid.: 224) Long furthermoestions common
representations of the dichotomy between ‘local’ and ‘global’mggtti“Rather than seeing
the ‘local’ as shaped by the ‘global’ or the ‘global’ as an egagtion of the ‘local’, an
actor perspective aims to elucidate the precise sets ofookerg relationships, actor
‘projects’ and social practices that interpenetrate variouslsegmbolic and geographical
spaces.” (Long, 2002: 3) Recent economic, political, cultural and cemwental
globalisation processes have brought about new conditions that arelisgldcwithin
national, regional and local frameworks of knowledge and organisation.slitdhtext,
Long argues that “[...] we need to study in detail the disembgdufitocalised ideas and

relations as they acquire global significance, and their subserpiembibedding in yet
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other locales [...]. Such processes entail the emergence of natitiede alliances and

struggles for space and power within specific local/global scenariamng(l2001: 220)

2.3  Methodological approach

This paper makes use of certain elements of the actor-ariapigoach in order to
examine the internal dynamics of the transnational network thagévaged around the
Bayer company’s involvement in the child labour problem in Andhra Bradeanalyses
how actors with different orientations and backgrounds (in terms ot interests,
experience, cultural background etc.) engage in a common campaigimg dealoss
borders with a problem that has arisen at the local level. Témutan of a sound actor-
oriented analysis would require an in-depth ethnological study of tteesaavolved
through prolonged participatory observation. This is obviously far beyonsctpe of a
master thesis. The informational basis of this paper is therefstricted to written
material produced and published by members of the network, intervigtvehem and
field visits in Andhra Pradesh. Additionally, information from ‘extdérnsources is
considered, as established through interviews with actors concertiedhid labour in

Andhra Pradesh who are not directly involved in the Bayer campaign.

The main criteria used in this paper for qualifying an organisaisobeing part of the
network is that it is interacting with other members of thevaek (through common
activities or publications, participation in common meetings etad, that it perceives
itself and is perceived by other network members as being part of it. lmaijone Dutch
NGO (India Committee of the Netherlands), six German NGOs (watron gegen
Bayer-Gefahren, Deutsche Welthungerhilfe, Eine Welt NetzwéRkV, Germanwatch,
Global March Against Child Labour/Germany, and Stdwind) and twal locian actors
(the NGO MV Foundation and the researcher Davuluri Venkateswarlu) begg

identified as members of the transnational network on the Bayer/child labedr cas

® The disadvantage of basing the research on ietsvand written publications instead of participato
observation is obviously that it is hardly possibbeget beyond the official ‘front stage’ versiof the
positions of the different actors. A reading betw#ee lines (in the form of discourse analysis) €amly —
partly compensate for this.

° It should be mentioned that treating an orgarisatis a (uniform) actor implies a simplificationas
organisations are by nature collective actors, isting of several individuals. In the given casepsin
European NGOs have one clearly identifiable pensbo is responsible for this particular campaign and
therefore appear to act in a uniform manner. Thsieisseems potentially more problematic for MV
Foundation as will be discussed in chapter 5.

12



The research has been carried out in two phases which aemtpreseparately. The
first part evaluates the ‘European perspective(s)’ of the netwottkemasis of written
material produced by the Dutch and German NGOs and of semi-structurettuwserhis
part of the research examines the organising and discursivecpsacti the European
members of the network and the way in which (and in how far) a comampaign with
common goals has been developed out of their ‘individual projects’ diffezences in
orientation and priorities of the individual NGOs (i.e., in the words afniin Long, the
different political, moral and cultural standpoints and the ‘individual projeats’assessed
by looking at how the Bayer case fits within their generalknamd at their previous
experience with different aspects of the case. Moreover,dbngpared how the actors
describe the objectives they pursue in the campaign. Within the Rkefiveorat the ‘social
interface’) the various standpoints encounter each other. Actors uakeleas and
formulations of their partners and bring in their own concerns. Thgittraiso abandon
some of their concerns that are not taken up within the network atedexiengage in
separate activities. The interplay of different positions isyaedl by looking at the
concrete forms of cooperation, at the roles that different NGQswathin the network,
and at the issues are taken up primarily. For this purpose, NGéseapatives have been
asked to describe and evaluate the cooperation and to assess in liogy faee their

objectives represented and reached by the campaign.

As the main focus of this paper is in on the way in whichlabal problem of child
labour in the cotton seed industry in Andhra Pradesh is addressed avighatval (or
transnational) campaign, particular attention is given to the clganheugh which
knowledge on the local situation in India enters the campaign in Euragpéaw this
knowledge is ‘processed’ and employed by the European organisatmmshis it is
important to look at direct contacts of European NGOs with Indiansaetod indirect
sources of information on local developments. Next to this, issessed how European

organisations see the role of Indian actors.

The second part of the research deals with the ‘Indian persgsftian the
transnational cooperation. Similar to the analysis of the ‘Europiela the role of local
actors within the organising and discursive practices is est@blithrough an analysis of
published written material and through semi-structured intervietws.alm is to explore
the respective positions of local actors within the network and abautviees on the

contribution of the transnational campaign to solving the local probleral lactors have
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therefore been asked to evaluate the success of the transnegimpalign in terms of its
impact on the local situation as well as to give reasons fsudsess or failure. Based on
this information it is discussed whether it is appropriate, fthenindian perspective, to

speak of a ‘common campaign directed towards common goals’.

In a further step, the view of actors external to the networkbeas established
through interviews with UNICEF and the ILO, and through fieldtsighat included
conversations with farmers, former child labourers and local NGOs that do mgbdotr of
the transnational network. The assessment of the situation affiglte level’ helps
identifying some limitations of the transnational network. It shéevsvhich extent the
campaign is perceived at the local level and, in turn, which aatwsaspects of the local
situation are out of view at the global level. Finally, intengawth Bayer in Germany and
India as well as with its local partner NGO are obviously irtgtrin this context as they
(potentially) constitute the crucial link of transforming globatlised concerns into
concrete local action. Combining the insights of the different prthe research, the
conclusion will critically reflect on the extent to whichcammoncampaign has been
developed, on the way in which local circumstances are addressi@ Inansnational
network and on the usefulness of the local-global dichotomy as such.

Next to practical considerations, treating the two phases afeearch in a separate
way has two advantages. Firstly, it allows to emphasize tHiereht ‘social realities’
perceived by European and Indian actors (notwithstanding varyingperts within
either of these two sides) while treating both representatopredlg. Secondly, this way of
presenting the research in its successive phases takesdoettent of the position and
learning process of the researcher. According to Long, an acéortexntiapproach demands
a strong sensitivity to how the researcher’s observations amgrgtegions are necessarily
tacitly shaped by his own biographical and theoretical perspectieeargues that these
subjectivities should be turned to analytical advantage by inquiring howv far specific
kinds of knowledge (our own included) are shaped by the power domains aad soc

relations in which they are embedded and generated.” (Long, 2002: 2)

All the interaction and communication as well as the differerdgptions of the actors
— be they European or Indian — naturally have to be seen in relgitiorthe broader
debates surrounding the issue of child labour and the role of MNCs \hilsi problem.

This context will briefly be introduced in the following chapter.

14



3. Global and Local Perspectives on Child Labour

3.1  Ashort introduction to the problem of child labour

In its recent reporThe End of Child Labour: Within Regcthe ILO makes a positive
evaluation of worldwide efforts to end child labour and optimisticalys the goal of
eliminating the worst forms of child labour within the next dec&d®,(2006). However,
the ILO recognizes that still much needs to be done. AccordifigXt@stimates, in 2004
there were 217.7 million child labourers worldwide, of whom 126.3 milliomewa
hazardous work® India is the country with the largest number of child labourerién t
world. The World Bank estimates the number of child labourers in Indid anillion*
The production of hybrid cottonseeds accounts for a particularly laugeer of child
labourers in India — nearly 450,000 in 2000-01. At that time, about 65% of the eetisns
were produced in the state of Andhra Pradesh with about 250,000 childirengun the
cotton farms (Venkateswarlu, 2003: 4, 4Yhe vast majority of them are girls. The work
mainly consists in manual cross-pollination of the hybrid cotton flew# can be
characterized as hazardous because the labourers are exposedpesinides leading to
severe health problems.

The causes and consequences of child labour are complex and in pateddhwfith
regard to India, the ILO states: “A complex set of supply @echand forces has led to
child labour. These include factors such as parental poverty, dhteaad unemployment;
social and economic circumstances; lack of access to basic educatidilsnansl deeply
ingrained cultural values.” (ILO, 2004: 15) The existence ohk lietween poverty and
child labour is generally acknowledged. Poverty can be seen assa chchild labour
and/or as a consequenédn the first view, children are sent to work in order to contribute
to the family’s income and often its survival. The second view hblasahild labour, by
impairing the children’s human capital (especially in termsheélth and education),

reduces their future prospects of earning a decent income — andytipeezents them

% The ILO defines ‘hazardous work’ as “any activityoccupation that, by its nature or type, hasads to
adverse effects on the child’s safety, health (gay®r mental) and moral development” (ILO, 206%: We
here do not have the possibility to elaborate enctbntroversies surrounding definitions of childdar. For
a brief overview on this issue see Betcherman Q4. 8).

1 The figures of the official Indian census are dédesably lower while unofficial estimates are oftenich
higher. The latest official census from 2001 cites number of 12.7 million child labourers. On Uil
estimates see e.g. Oonk (1998: 3).

12 Andhra Pradesh is the state with the second laaelsl labour population of the country (1.36 il
according to the 2001 census) with most of thedcéil working in agriculture.

'3 For a more extensive discussion of the socio-emimaontext of child labour in India see Gupta &IVo
(1999).

4 Compare the e.g. positions of Hensman (2001:112),(2005: viii) and Raman (1998) on this issue.
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from contributing to the economic and social growth of the country. Moregixen that
child labour is cheap labour, it can be argued that “[e]ach wodkiild takes the place of
an adult worker, perpetuating adult unemployment and lowering the viagguse.”
(Gupta & Voll, 1999: 85)

While the incidence of child labour negatively correlates with tied enrolment
ratio, it positively correlates with illiteracy (Mishra, 2000:)2The link between child
labour and education can be explained as a weighing of (perceosd)and benefits of
work vs. schooling. In this view, a child is sent to work “where allElachooling does
not seem to promise longer-term gains, either because it invalges tbat cannot easily
be met, or because it is of poor quality, or simply becauspatents and/or child do not
believe in its usefulness.” (ILO, 2005: 4) This explanation, next tudity economic
considerations, points to the importance of (socio-cultural) peoospand values. Those
perceptions exist among parents, employers and the children thesasedkshmidhar
Mishra explains that in India the opinion is still widely spread ithaestment in education
is futile or only brings marginal returns. Many parents theecbalieve that it is better to
send their children (and especially girls) to work, unaware oloing-term consequences.
Working children often share this view and prefer to contribute to plaeents’ income by
manual work rather than attending education which they find dull, deatiog and
uninteresting. Many employers prefer children to adults as workecause they have
nimble fingers, are non-unionized, and, therefore, lack collective barggower, can be
easily dictated to in terms of remuneration and conditions ofcget\(Mishra, 2000: 275)
Gerard Oonk (1998), in line with the MV Foundation (see chapter 5),igoestome of
the common views on child labour and education, including the belief that yp@rett
parental disinterest are among the most important causes foremding children to
school. He argues that the poor quality of education is the masomravhy many children
of poor families do not attend school.

Looking beyond factors influencing the decision of sending childrenaik at the
household or community level, several authors have dealt with the stidetural reasons
underlying the problem, examining the impacts of globalisation foldl ¢abour. Their
findings have been quite diverse and inconclusive. Given the scaraigjiadile data on
child labour it is hardly possible to establish sound statistidgderce. Besides this, it is
very difficult to determine clear causal relationships, givenntdtiplicity of channels

through which globalisation can potentially influence child labour. Bgarihese
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methodological difficulties (explicitly recognized in most of ttesearch) in mind, there

are two basic conflicting views on the relation between globalisation and aibddrl

According to the first view, the combination of extremely uneveniaboand
environmental production standards worldwide on the one hand and neo-liberaspolici
allowing for a high mobility of capital and goods on the other hand ginserupulous
parties the opportunity to benefit from comparative cost advamaggveloping countries,
including through the exploitation of children as cheap labour foreeHsas, 1999 and
ILO, 2005: 15). The other view points to the crucial role of educatidhancontext of
globalisation:

Upgraded working methods and quality control, more sophisticated management

procedures and documentation, and better understanding of and complianagalith |

frameworks have increased — and will continue to increase — thendefor literate,
educated workers even at the level of the family business. This also hasiiops for

child labour and for family decision-making about educating children. (ILO, 2005: 15)

Alessandro Cigno et al argue that a country’s initial (educajioc@hditions are
important in determining whether it will benefit from globalisat@mmot. They stress that
no empirical evidence can be found pointing to an increase in child labmugh
globalisation, but they admit that “child labor is likely to riskene the share of educated
workers is very low” (Cigno et al, 2002: 1587). Their conclusion is howenatrin this
situation “the problem is not so much globalization, as the country'ditpabitake part in
it.” (Ibid.: 1588) Finally, Rohini Hensman mentions another effect of globalsan child
labour in the Indian context: “[G]lobalisation, by stimulating a ldaide outcry against
child labour, has also for the first time focused the attentioheofridian government and
Indian trade unions on this problem, as well as providing the possibilitgwofremedies.”

(Hensman, 2001: 12)

3.2  Global, national and local approaches to address the child labour problem

Corresponding to the complexity of the issue, the approaches to athkeshild
labour problem are also multiple. There are three principal etiemal conventions
concerning child labour. THdN Convention on the Rights of the CHiEGRC), adopted in
1989, asks State Parties to “recognize the right of the child podbected from economic
exploitation and from performing any work that is likely to beandaus or to interfere
with the child's education, or to be harmful to the child's heaitiphysical, mental,

spiritual, moral or social development.” (Art. 32, 1) In particulamimum age(s) for
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admission to employment, a regulation of the hours and conditions of engiboynd

sanctions ensuring the effective enforcement of these regulations shaiViokegr

The question of minimum age had already been addressed HyQhdinimum Age
Convention(No. 138, adopted in 1973). Applying in all economic sectors regardless
whether children are employed for wages or not, it provides thaagheof entry to
employment shall not be less than the age of completion of coonpushooling. It
contains flexibility clauses for the implementation in developing c@stin 1999, the
ILO adopted theWorst Forms of Child Labour ConventigiNo. 182) which prohibits
certain forms of child exploitation, such as slavery, traffigkiforced labour, recruitment
in armed conflicts, prostitution and pornography, illicit actigtiand work that is
hazardous to children’s health, safety or morals. Taken together, Conventions Nos. 138 and
182 define the types of work that are unacceptable under internatiandais. Along
with the CRC they are among the most widely ratified intesnaticonventions. However,

neither of the two ILO Conventions has been ratified by India sG far.

Several Indian acts of legislation touch on the issue of child laboext b
Constitutional provisions, prohibiting (only!) the employment of childnenfactories,
mines and hazardous work (Art. 28)and several sector-specific labour laws, @feld
Labour (Prohibition and Regulation) A of particular importance. Adopted in 1986, this
Act mainly bans the employment of children (below the age of 14}ppecified
occupations, regulates the working conditions for children engaged imncpetanitted
forms of work, and enhances the sanctions for violations of provisionthdo(non-)
employment of children. The Act has been criticised for contaigiays and unclear
definitions as well as for difficulties that arise in monitoritg implementation (see
Mishra, 2000: 170-176). Only in 2006 the Act was expanded to prohibit the employment of
children as domestic servants, in hotels and in restaurants. Howeveany sectors —
including agriculture and therefore the work in cottonseed fieldschild labour remains

neither prohibited nor regulated and existing legislation is hardly implemented.

'% India has ratified the CRC in 1992 with certaisewations (see Mishra, 2000 192f). According tsHvi
(Ibid.: 190) the principal obstacle to the ratifioa of the ILO Convention No. 138 has been trability of
the Indian central and state governments (who dh@&eompetences in legislation on labour) to agrea
common minimum age covering all sectors of emplaytme

16 See Mishra (2000: 164-166) for a critical assessmEthe Constitutional provisions on child laboShe
points for example to the fact, that a definitidnhmzardous’ is not to be found in the Constitatio

" Some aspects of the children’s work in the cottedsproduction are covered by Indian legislatiamely
the handling of pesticides, the industrial proaggsf cottonseeds and the situation of bonded labihe
‘normal’ work of the children in the field howevisrnot prohibited by Indian law.
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Despite the problematically weak (and weakly enforced) legslathere has been
growing activity on the issue of child labour in India. Severalpgdgrams, like UNICEF
or UNDP are running child labour projects in the country. Since 2000, LiBés |
International Programme for the Elimination of Child Labour (IlREC) is running a
special ‘Andhra Pradesh State Based Project’ which aimshilising the civil society,

workers and employers against child labddr.

India adopted a National Child Labour Policy as early as 1987 aatulissed National
Child Labour Projects (NCLPs) with the aim of progressive ideatifon, withdrawal and
rehabilitation of working children. A major activity undertaken ttwe NCLPs is the
establishment of special schools to provide non-formal education to fohifettabourers.
However, despite the announcement and initiation of ever new ambitoyrsummes, the
targets set by Indian authorities in the field of child labouregelarly not achieved. This
also holds for the State Government of Andhra Pradesh whichSinategy Paper on
Poverty Eradicatiorin 2000, has declared itself “committed to take decisive actionlon al
fronts — legislative, administrative and socio-economic — to putnaplete halt to the
exploitative and shameful process of child labour within a deftimite frame of 5 years.
Andhra Pradesh will be free from child labour before 2005.”

There are countless initiatives of non-state actors (includinghattenal, national and
local NGOs as well as trade unions and employers federatiotts ifield of child labour
in India. In Andhra Pradesh alone, there are hundreds of NGOs warkinhild labour at
the grassroot level. The most influential among them is certddMyFoundation whose
special ‘community-based’ approach has been replicated by goveatmpegrammes in

the state as well as by a large number of NGOs within and beyond Andhra Pfadesh.

At the global level, various ‘ethical trade’ initiatives interad grevent or mitigate
negative social and environmental impacts of globalisation, includingnipdoyment of
children by MNCs or their suppliers. TRECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises
and the UN Global Compactare two important multinational initiatives including
provisions on child labour, adopted in 1976 and 2000 respectively. The OECD Guideline

comprise recommendations on corporate social responsibility (C8&essed by

'8 On ILO-IPEC's activities in India, see ILO (20049)n the cooperation of trade unions within the Aadh
Pradesh State Based Project see ILO (2002).
¥ MV Foundation and its approach on child labout té introduced in more detail in chapter 5.1.
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governments to MNCs from signatory countfié§he Global Compact is a broad network
comprising UN agencies, governments, labour and civil societgn@ations as well as
more than 1000 companies (including Bayer) who have agreed on terphasigles in
the areas of human rights, labour, environment and anti-corruption. Bottivesi are
purely voluntary. However, there are mechanisms to implementhandor compliance —
the only possible sanction being the ‘naming and shaming’ of a comyéth regard to
child labour, the OECD Guidelines provide that “[e]nterprises shoulithinvthe
framework of applicable law, regulations and prevailing laboutiogls and employment
practices [...] contribute to the effective abolition of child labowhapter IV, 1 b) The
provisions of the Global Compact simply read: “Businesses should uphokfféutive

abolition of child labour.” (Principle five)

Next to these broad initiatives (and often referring to them)e thier CSR initiatives at
the level of individual companies or sectors. In response to growingelc by
consumers, many big companies have adopted corporate codes of conduct atd publi
reports on CSR in which they lay down their commitment to socialeandonmental
standards. Bayer for example has a clear position with regachilid labour. The
company’sSustainable Development Report 2G@&tes:

Fighting on behalf of chartered human rights around the world is aop&ayer’s
corporate policy. This is not just established in our code of conduct: We also exaphasi
this claim through our membership in the Global Compact and the foee@dnition

by Bayer AG’s Board of Management of the OECD GuidelinesMaitinational
Companies and the International Labor Organization’s Tripartiezldbation of
Principles on Multinational Companies and Social Policy.
(http://www.nb.bayer.de/en/Human_rights.aspx)

The company’s activities against child labour in Andhra Pradeshcited as an
example. The&Code of Business ConduiitBayer CropScience in India underlines: “Bayer
strictly prohibits the use of child labour in any form.” (Bayer CropScience, Z)05:

Yet, the corporate approach has significant limitations. Firgtlythe absence of
sufficient (enforcement of) global or national legislation, tHeotifveness of CSR depends
very much on the goodwill of the company. David Graham and Ngaire Wmialsto the
importance of making self-regulation in the self-interest of grapany in order to make
sure that codes of conduct are actually complied with. In tkew,vihe risk of losses

resulting from a damage of reputation is crucial. However, thihvamem mainly works

20 The OECD Guidelines have been signed by 30 OEGD9aadditional countries. A fundamental revision
in 2000 explicitly extended them to worldwide aittes of concerned MNCs, including their suppliers.
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for companies with high visibility- Secondly, compliance with CSR standards is
extremely difficult to monitor as violations may occur at varipogts of often complex
supply chaing? Companies differ in the ways they conduct internal monitoring cemc

controls by independent agencies.

Finally, it has to be noted that even when making serious effoN§dvalone will not
be able to put a definite end to the child labour problem as exportriedustly account
for a small percentage of the child labour population. In some coultiidSs may face a
social and governmental environment which is unreceptive or even htstithe
‘imposition of Western standards’. The case of child labour is compléxe sense that
simply taking the children out of work will often rather harm thanefit them. Children
have to be enrolled in education and it has to be ensured that tmeissdisdoes not
endanger the livelihood of the family. But in many cases, theopppte social and
educational infrastructure does not exist and MNCs can hardéxpected to fully take

over the responsibility of government to provide education and social s€€urity.

Many of the above mentioned arguments and approaches regarding childckatder
found in the transnational campaign on the involvement of the Bayer Cgnmpée child
labour problem in Andhra Pradesh. The ways in which, through the imberat different
actors, they confront each other, are combined and to some extertinréga common

position will be examined in the following.

21 On the effectiveness of corporate self-regulatiea Graham & Woods (2006). Specifically with regard
child labour see Kolk & van Tulder (2002) and Matidick (2001). For a more general introduction tocet
trade initiatives and their implications for deyaehoent see Barrientos (2000).

22|t is contested up to which point MNCs should ta&sponsibility for the practices of their suppieBee
Germanwatch (2004) on this discussion.

23 See Kolk & van Tulder (2002: 267-269) for a disian of the limits of multinational responsibility.
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4. Transnational Cooperation in the Bayer Case — European Perspectives

4.1  The emergence of a ‘transnational network’?

The India Committee of the Netherlands (ICN) was the firsopgean NGO that took
notice of the child labour problem in the cottonseed industry in Andia@eBhn. The ICN
is concerned with “how social, economic and political developments W#s influence
the daily lives of millions of Indians” (http://www.indianet.nl/liw_fhéml). It aims at
influencing public opinion and political decision-making processes in ttigeNands and
in Europe by lobbying, generating publicity in the media, andnisgey public meetings
and campaigns. One concern of the ICN is to alert

[...] western consumers and companies about the effects of their behdwidbese
days of globalisation, the social and environmental conditions in developurgries
such as India are increasingly the responsibility of everyeaitia the world. The ICN
finds it of paramount importance to inform consumers and companies in the
Netherlands and Europe about these conditions and the measures thattaken to
improve them. (lbid.)
The Dutch organisation had been in contact with the child rights NGO-MMdation
(MVF) from Andhra Pradesh since 1996 when looking at the broader abiddi scenario
in India?* In 2001, Davuluri Venkateswarlu, an Indian researcher in touch witlfF,MV
published the stud$eeds of Bondage: Female Child Bonded Labour in Hybrid Cottonseed
Production in Andhra PradeslA few lines mentioning the involvement of MNCs caught
the attention of the ICN who decided, in cooperation with MVF, “tg halit some
pressure on the companies to be part of the solution instead of ptre @iroblem”
(interview Oonk). The ICN commissioned another study by Venkateswarther
examining the role of MNCs. Published in 2003, it estimates that 24au800 children
were working for supplying farmers of MNCs in Andhra Pradesh, gntie@m 2000 for

Proagro Seeds Ltd., a subsidiary of the German Bayer Coripany.

Pointing to these findings, the ICN contacted different organisaiiorthe home
countries of the MNCs involved. In Germany, it first got in toudthwhe Coordination
gegen Bayer-Gefahren (CBG), an organisation whose purpose is:

the gathering and diffusion of information about damages to human beingjseand
environment as well as the threat to employment positions thatsaicek to be)
caused by the BAYER Company, one of its subsidiaries or associate companies

4 The ICN has previously worked on child labourtie tarpet and sports equipment industries in India.
% The other companies mentioned in the study areaAvand Unilever (British-Dutch), Emergent Gersetic
and Monsanto (American), and Syngenta (Swiss).
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the organisation of a dialogue between the causer, the affectatieanterested
with the aim of avoiding or removing these damages.

(http://www.cbgnetwork.org/1545.html, own translation)

In summer 2003, the CBG came in contact with two other groups in Ggrnibe
German section of Global March Against Child Labour (GMCL) hab ddeen made
aware of the child labour problem in Andhra Pradesh by the ICN. GBt@ited as a
people’s movement with a worldwide march in 1998, intending to raiseeaess on child
labour and to push for the adoption of a Convention on the Worst Forms of @bl
at the International Labour Conference in Geneva. From this wéjattMCL has
developed into a global network campaigning and lobbying for thar@ular Paradigm’
of poverty alleviation, eradication of child labour and education for saé (Schmidt,
2004). It works at different levels, targeting international orgapisst governments,
companies and the civil society at large. The second organisaticacitmahby the CBG
was Germanwatch, a lobbying organisation preparing, in its oardsy “the ground for
necessary policy changes in the North which preserve the istefgseople in the South”
(www.germanwatch.org). The main emphasis of Germanwatch is oatelchange, world
(and in particular agricultural) trade, and development policysdt deals with regulation
of the activities of MNCs through overseeing the implementatitheodODECD Guidelines.
Germanwatch is a founding member of the network OECD-Watch, csingpiNGOs
concerned with the OECD Guidelines (among them the ICN).

Three other organisations started working on the Bayer case dat Deutsche
Welthungerhilfe (DWHH) is one of the largest NGOs in thedfielf development
cooperation and humanitarian aid in Germany. Its mandate — to fighidwide against
hunger — is to be understood in a broad sense: it includes emergefcynebilizing the
German society for development issues, and addressing the undedyses of poverty
by running development projects in various countries. In 2003, DWHHateuti the
international campaign ‘Stop child labour! School is the best ptaeeotk’ in which it
cooperates, among others, with the ICN, GMCL and MVF in promoting ldsication
and eliminating child labour. Through this cooperation, DWHH became cwtteavith
child labour in Andhra Pradesh. In the beginning of 2004, ‘Stdwind - Imstfurt
Economy and Ecumenism’ came across the study by Venkateswar|la research
institute, Sudwind analyses the problems of developing countries andtdriéad
strategies to address them, “based on the conviction that tremection between the
prosperity of industrial nations and the poverty that is prevalentsabroad sections of
society in developing countries.” (www.suedwind-institut.de/Oeng_swstatm)
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Sudwind started working on Bayer and child labour within the context ofotk on

socially responsible investment. Later in the same year, tree\Eeit Netz NRW (EWN)
became active in the Bayer case after having become awasma GECD complaint
submitted by the CBG, Germanwatch and GMCL. This umbrella orgemsabordinates
‘One World Initiatives’ in the German federal state North RWestphalia and is
concerned with the impact of various actors of that state onoanvént and society in
developing countries. Established in 2002, it has a broad mandate cawaong others
global environmental protection, democratisation, maintenance of dultiwersity,

promotion of human rights and contribution to civil conflict solutions and peace.

Is it appropriate to speak of a ‘transnational network’ with net¢a the cooperation of
NGOs in the Bayer case? In the definition of Keck and Sikkink (1998[r8gtworks are
forms of organization characterized by voluntary, reciprocal, anddmal patterns of
communication and exchange.” They add that “[g]roups in a network shiares and
frequently exchange information and services. The flow of information amaoorg &t the
network reveals a dense web of connections among these groups, both dadna
informal.” (Ibid.: 9) Often, networks are seen in contrast to magel rorganisational
structures: “In principle networks have the potential to provideoeerfiexible and non-
hierarchical means of exchange and interaction that is also imoyeative, responsive
and dynamic, while overcoming spatial separation and providing scat®mies.” (Henry
et al, 2004: 839)

Interestingly, only one of the interview partners, Antje Paulsem DWHH, uses the
term ‘network’ to describe the cooperation with other actors in #@ngeBcase. Others
speak of ‘the group’ or ‘the coalition’ to designate the totalftprganisations involvetf
One NGO representative explicitly contrasts the cooperatiothenBayer case with
networks working on broader issues: “I believe that there iffexreiice between building
up a fundamental network and cooperating in a specific case, ih whé&has to strongly
react to developments, and then, if everyone also has a differemsintér(interview
Heydenreich) Nevertheless, the organisational characteristietwwbrks mentioned in the
literature seem to apply. The NGOs involved frequently exchamfgemation and also
services. The interaction takes place on a voluntary basis andhsbanding the fact that

%6 The term ‘coalition’ clearly seems too strong istcontext, at least when following the definitibg
Yanacopulos. She describes coalitions as formingenmermanent links than transnational advocacy
networks, generally having permanent staff memtserspre permanent membership base, a headquarters o
secretariat, and being organisations in and of sefves (Yanacopulos, 2005: 95).
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individual organisations appear to be more or less dominant and hold diffeles)tthe
cooperation can be characterised as horizontal and non-hierarchicabniinete forms of
interaction will be analysed more in detail in the following isects well as the interplay

of the ‘different interests’ mentioned by Heydenreich.

4.2 A common campaign directed towards a common goal?

As indicated, the European NGOs cooperating in the Bayer case abfisiderably
with regard to their broader orientation. The majority of the osgdioins works on social
responsibility of companies (e.g. Germanwatch, CBG, ICN), consufaay. ICN, EWN),
or investors (particularly Studwind). (Only) four organisations @M DWHH, ICN,
Sudwind) have previous experience on the issue of child 1&bdvost of the NGOs
mainly do lobbying or campaigning work and seek to sensitiseaiegbvernments and
non-state actors for development concerns, while cooperating mdessoclosely with
local partners. DWHH differs from the other European NGOs involaethat its main
focus is on project and relief work directly in developing countfieEhe organisations
moreover vary with regard to their size and resources, as ageltheir internal

organisational structure.

Given the differences among the NGOs involved, it comes with no s the
objectives they pursue in the Bayer campaign are also multifide all organisations
agree that the improvement of the local situation (espec@ilthe children) is of central
importance, they at the same time follow aims at other leelsording to Gerard Oonk
from the ICN, the case “became also part of a larger discussi CSR issues®. Cornelia
Heydenreich says that one interest of Germanwatch is “toefesting instruments [of
corporate responsibility...] and if necessary to work towards a befpdéementation of the
instruments, as e.g. the OECD Guidelines, or to look in how far furieeuments are
needed for corporate responsibility worldwide.” Similarly, Antje Selwe3 from
Sudwind explains that she intends to explore the possibilities ofitgcgltoblems in
developing countries through an approach of socially responsible invesithenCBG,

according to Phillip Mimkes, “always ask[s] Bayer to takeoesibility for its production

2" While the EWN itself does not have experience bitdcdlabour, some of its member organisations do.
Sudwind first looked at the Bayer case exclusiviedm the angle of ethical investment. Only in 2006,
Sudwind publications have looked at the situatioAmndhra Pradesh from the child labour perspective.

%8 In contrast to the other ‘campaign organisatioBAlVHH is an ‘organisation that also campaigns’ (see
Leipold: 2000, 453f for this distinction).

29 Unless indicated otherwise, all quotations in ¢eep4.2 and 4.3 are taken from the interviewsdish the
annexe.
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conditions and its products, that is in principle for the complete dfais entrepreneurial
activity.” In the opinion of Jens Elmer from the EWN and Antje Bewlfrom DWHH,
improvements in the Bayer case should become a signal for oth@nanaoital and local
companies employing child labourers in the cottonseed production, buaetsoding to
Elmer, for government, showing that the problem can be solved and lgadingfter
legislation on child labour in India. The EWN moreover stresseshtbd&ayer case should

be used to inform people in Germany about unjust North-South relations.

Starting from this spectrum of objectives, the organisations éagaged in common
as well as separate activities. On the one hand, they détlyecambine their efforts to
reach greater effectiveness. In that way, they mutualhefitefrom different types of
expertise and seek to make better use of their limited resobycesviding up tasks.
Especially smaller NGOs hope to gain greater weight withilanaes. The OECD
complaint commonly submitted by the CBG, Germanwatch and GM@lgmod example
in this regard. Originally, Germanwatch advised the CBG on tBEID Guidelines and
complaint procedure, but then joined as a second complainant. As Mixjams, the
CBG moreover contacted GMCL “because we are not specialisedilah labour and
therefore also wanted to take child labour initiatives on board, atget their know-how.”
Heydenreich describes the distribution of roles in the OECD compéantollows:
“Rainer Kruse from the Global March [...] was, so to say, theeexfor the issue of child
labour in our ‘triple alliance’, while | was the one for the @EGuidelines and Philipp
[Mimkes] was the expert on Bayer.” For each of the organisaiinvolved, this particular
form of cooperation makes it possible to advance its individual condgammanwatch’s
expertise on the OECD Guidelines allows the CBG and GMCL temeé#fiective use of
this instrument to hold the Bayer company responsible for its prodguoctinditions and to
pressure it to improve the situation for children in Andhra PradestG&ananwatch, the
Bayer case is also interesting as a means of testing the OECD Guidétineegard to the

contested question of supply chain responsibility.

On the other hand, the NGOs tackle the case separately from vamigles, according
to their respective specialisatiofisin this, they closely coordinate their strategies. The
CBG, Germanwatch and the EWN have expressed their proteBayer's annual
stockholders’ meetings. The EWN and DWHH have held direct meetmith the

company. Sudwind seeks to sensitise investors and contacts ragimgesgfocussing on

%0 Several interview partners intimated that someaoisptions, in particular the EWN and Siidwind, have
preferred to run their own activities — howevec@ordination with the other NGOs.
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sustainability. Both, the EWN and Sudwind have organised conferenaksgdamong
others with the Bayer case and to which they invited the Indiararckse Davuluri
Venkateswarlu. The ICN links the campaign on Bayer to those on ONEs.
Heydenreich summarizes: “Every organisation has its function offexedit role, so to
speak. | think this is very interesting.”

During several meetings, telephone conferences and e-mail exchéreg®&>0s do
not only coordinate their strategy but also seek to work out a commaopasior to
develop a “common frame of meaning” in the words of Keck and Sikkifi®8: 7). One
result has been the following list of six demands towards the ce@drcompanies, and in
particular the MNCs, brought forward by nine American, Dutch and German RiGOs:

1. Immediately implement a plan of action to eliminate all ccHdbour in the
cottonseed industry in India and ensure that every child goes to schisohbuld
be done in close co-operation with civil society organisations avergment
authorities. In Andhra Pradesh, the present co-operation with the ddd&tion
should be intensified in order to reach the objective that no child skamrldin
cottonseed production in the new 2005 season.

2. Pay fair procurement prices to farmers to allow them todaiudt labourers and pay
them at least the official minimum wage as well as eques for both men and
women.

3. Eliminate all forms of bonded labour in cottonseed production in India.
Respect the workers’ right to freedom of association and collective tiaggai

5. Provide training to farmers and seed organisers on safe handfegtmides, and
provide protective gear and clothing for pesticides handling.

6. Provide public, independently verified, evidence on the implememtatiothe
above demands.

(ICN: Press release™Dctober 2004)

Elmer explains that the NGOs involved, given the variety of theéntations, always
try to find the intersection of their interests which also iegplihat “sometimes you do
more than you would normally do. [...] There are different poles andtatiens what
makes it difficult to draw up a paper which is backed by exezy In fact, while all the
six demands repeatedly appear in the documents written by the NIG€2steading shows
differences in the organisations’ prioriti&sThe EWN, for example, stresses in particular

31 According to the ICN press release, these demarelsnade by the International Labor Rights Fund, th
ICN, FNV Mondiaal, Amnesty International NetherlandNovib/Oxfam Netherlands, Germanwatch, the
CBG, GMCL and DWHH. Interestingly, the German versiof a joint press release of the CBG,
Germanwatch and GMCL from T10ctober 2004 citing the same demands does notioneBMWHH but
instead includes MVF and the Dutch NGO Hivos. #oabmits the last sentence of the first paragrapb.
English version of the same press release mentieitiser DWHH nor MVF, but its wording of the demand
is identical with the ICN press release. The EWIN atarted working on the case at that time.

%2 See ‘Written material produced by European NG@#&dl under ‘References’ and NGO websites.
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the danger in the use of pesticides and the necessity for thes MNgay fair procurement
prices to the farmers. The latter issue is also very much emphaby the ICN while the
former is one of the main concerns of the CB&GMCL strongly urges for immediate
action pointing to the persisting danger for the children. It aelgizises the violation of
ILO Conventions.

One potentially ‘dividing’ factor within the network is the attitudel atrategy towards
the company. While most organisations to varying degrees sentetargo dialogue with
Bayer, there are differences with regard to how far theytlseeompany as part of the
problem of child labour in Andhra Pradesh or as part of the solutioneXxample, in a
joint press release of the CBG, GMCL and the ICN frorfi Rdly 2003, Philipp Mimkes
(CBG) is cited with the words: “It is disgraceful thathricompanies like Bayer benefit
from the exploitation of children.” Rainer Kruse (GMCL) sayshia same press release:
“The German Bayer company could become a forerunner in the idrerdtthe children
from drudgery by paying reasonable procurement prices to the farfgfariations in the
formulations used by different organisations are admittedly oftere quibtle and not
always consistent. However, the phrasing of the CBG (and to saem aiso the EWN)
is discernibly more moralising and sceptical than of most other organisabiis.for the
CBG, Germanwatch and the EWN the case is, in the firse pla¢CSR) ‘case on Bayer’,
for other organisations it is rather a ‘case on child labour’pdrticular Gerard Oonk
stresses that the ICN never looked at the issue as sometkimogid deal with in terms of
particular companies but as part of the cooperation with MVF andiotk in Andhra
Pradesh. The question of ‘how to deal with Bayer’ is further conipticay the fact that
the company has a general policy of not talking to the CBG whishntede common
meetings with all OECD complainants impossible. This has on théamekled to certain
strategic complications within the network and has, at some pointstedivéiscussions
from the actual problem of child labour to procedural issues. On thelwahd, Bayer’'s
way of communicating separately with the NGOs has been perceivestrategy intended

to divide the network — what made the organisations stick together.

The interview partners naturally speak of a ‘campaign’ whennigl&bout their work.
According to Keck and Sikkink, campaigns are

% Recently, the CBG and the EWN have engaged in a@np against the marketing of dangerous
pesticides by Bayer.

** One might also bear in mind, in this context, ths¥HH, runs activities funded by Bayer in othertpasf
the world (e.g. in Kenya).
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sets of strategically linked activities in which members diffase principled network

[...] develop explicit, visible ties and mutually recognized roles irsyitiof a common

goal (and generally against a common target). In a campaiga, network actors

mobilize others and initiate the tasks of structural integratiwh cultural negotiation

among the groups in the network. [...] They must also consciously sevétop a

‘common frame of meaning’ — a task complicated by cultural dityerwithin

transnational networks. (Keck & Sikkink, 1998: 6f)

This definition widely fits the NGO cooperation in the Bayese;aalthough with
certain nuances. The organisations engage in several pdrallebordinated, activities in
the form of variable alliances among network members. Strategidination is at the
core of their cooperation. Rather than pursiangpmmon goalthe activities are directed
towards a set of goals which has arisen from a compilation of reagpamutually non-
exclusive) individual goals, reflecting various perspectives on a gmoblThere has,
however, been a clear tendency towards a stronger integration of thengowithin the

network as the members have realised the strengths of cooperation.

While some of the European NGOs in the network have previously beemtact and
worked together, others cooperate for the first time. Especiallgdhmdination of ‘CSR
groups’ and ‘child labour groups’ is new for most of the particgpédtite ICN being the
only organisation that forms part of both CSR and child labour networkiGals) and
has, according to several interview partners, provided new persggeatideinsights. The
set of organisations involved has largely determined the instruraedtsenues that have
been considered and employed in the dasehas opened new ways for the NGOs to
bring forward their ‘individual projects’, while combining them wither demands. On
the whole, despite some divergences of interest and opinion, all @ven/iEuropean
NGO representatives describe the Bayer campaign as an exawhpbkuccessful
cooperation. In the opinion of Mimkes, the fact that “out of a brpadtsum of groups the
same demands were made [...] certainly led to the large pul#iesitand, through this,
the comparatively large public pressure on Bayer. [...] The involvemesuabf a broad
spectrum of organisations was certainly of great importanceh@&rcampaign and has

certainly contributed to the success.”

% The given set of organisations with certain sgisgiions and working styles also makes that some
potential instruments and arguments for tacklirgaase are neglected. The Global Compact, for eeamip
which Bayer is one of the founding members hasoseldeen used in the argumentation of the NGOs.
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4.3  Addressing local issues in a global campaign

While for the ICN and DWHH the campaign on MNCs developed out of the
cooperation with the local partner MVF, the other organisations involivedblecame
aware of the case and then established the contact with Iccas*8cSeveral NGO
representatives stress that it was very important for thedird¢otly get in contact with
local actors at the moment they started working on the casedér to get first hand
information about their perspective and the local situdtidtor all European NGOs MVF
(in particular the general secretary, Shantha Sinha) and trearecksr Davuluri
Venkateswarlu are the crucial local partners in the Bayepamm. Most organisations do
not have any further local contacts that are relevant for tbe daterestingly, the CBG,
the EWN and Sudwind explicitly mention Venkateswarlu as theiralecwntact person in
India while for the ICN and DWHH the cooperation with MVF istet heart of the case.
The ICN, Oonk explains, “[...] looked at it as part of our cooperation with MV
Foundation and the work they were doing in the field and the factthlegt were
encountering this big problem with the big group of children.” Sityil#aulsen describes
the view of DWHH: “We have a project partner [MVF] and we actn extension of this
project partner or give a voice to this project partner. And thahjswe think that we are
predestined to have a say [in the Bayer case] — and also obligexl [ICN, DWHH and
GMCL intend to promote MVF’s particular approach to child labour.

While all the European NGOs are in regular contact with theungartners, there has
recently been a tendency towards concentrating the communicatader to better use
the resources of the local actors. Heydenreich explains: “If everyksaseggsarately, that is
also a burden for our [Indian] partners. Therefore it is now moperi@nt for me that we
coordinate the questions we have and that we say: you ask theowgiestiyou.” Both,
Shantha Sinha and Davuluri Venkateswarlu, have been to Europe. Sinhavites by
DWHH in the context of the ‘Stop Child Labour campaign in November 2005,
Venkateswarlu participated in a conference on ethical investmgamised by Stidwind in
October 2004 and in a panel discussion organised by the EWN in O2@dierAt these
occasions, some representatives of German NGOs met the lararpgrersonally — an

experience which they describe as important.

% An exception is GMCL which knows MVF from a pedplenarch for education in India in 2001.
3" The fact that other NGOs started working on theeaaainly on the basis of the studies by Venkatdawa
but without proper consultation with the local p&rts was critically mentioned by one interview part
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The main function of the local partners with regard to the campaidturope is to
provide information on the local situatiéhTwo studies commissioned by the ICN and
written by Venkateswarlu are crucial in this regdttild Labour and Trans-national Seed
Companies in Hybrid Cottonseed Production in Andhra Pradpshlished in 2003, and
Child Labour in Hybrid Cottonseed Production in Andhra Pradesh: Recent Devehbepm
published in 2004. The first study describes the child labour situatitimei cottonseed
industry in Andhra Pradesh in much detail, including the working comditithe number
of children, their background and the impact the work has on the childtben analyses
the role of MNCs, including the companies’ reactions to the problemsébtend study
focuses on recent interventions of various actors (including MNC)stgduild labour. It
also gives an update on the current child labour situation. These dtrdiethe basis on
which the European NGOs started working and continue to work on theQaastations
from them are omnipresent in the NGOs’ publications and argumentattaird study by
Venkateswarlu and Lucia da Corfhe Price of Childhood: On the Link Between Prices
Paid to Farmers and the Use of Child Labour in Cottonseed Production in Andhra
Pradesh, Indiawhich was published in 2005 is cited more selectively by cemttivork
members, in particular the ICN and the EWN who commissionedttidy sogether with
the American NGO International Labour Rights Fdh&hantha Sinha is often cited as an
additional source on the issue of unequal terms of contract and umfeirrgment prices
paid by MNCs to local farmers. She also gives inputs withrdegganew developments,

especially on attempts of cooperation between MVF and MNCs.

Several NGO representatives stress that they depend on Idc&rpdor being able to
evaluate developments that take place in Andhra Pradesh, includingsHBat@awentions
— and with this also for their argumentation towards the companyir@sreiew partner
describes the choice of going into detail on the local cireamess and focusing on the
level of structural improvements as a dilemma due to limitedcdsgm It is seen as
important that the local partners do not only have more direct atoefisst hand
information but also a better understanding of socio-cultural aspecd the mentality of
the local population. While representatives of the ICN, DWHH andCGMave been to
India several times within other contexts, Jens Elmer of the EWN is the ermya® NGO

representative who, together with a journalist, went on a fighdtariindia, especially to

% Cornelia Heydenreich indicates that, at times, ftbe of information goes into the opposite directi
when mentioning that she explained the OECD compfaiocedure to the Indian partners.

% There are other studies by Venkateswarlu whichharelly taken into account by the German NGOs,
namely one on the child labour situation in theidndstates of Karnataka and Gujarat and one eatligty
onFemale Child Bonded Labour in Hybrid Cottonseedd®ition in Andhra Pradesh
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undertake own research on the Bayer case. This trip was, acctrdihger, necessary to
independently verify conflicting data from Venkateswarlu and fi®ayer, e.g. on the

number of children still working in cotton fields of the company’s suppffers.

Next to the assessment directly at the local level, 99@@s also rely on the opinion
of European actors whom they consider to have a good expertise ogitogaistances
and particularly strong contacts to Indian actors — namely thea‘lexjpert’ Gerard Oonk
and Rainer Kruse from GMCL. Both Oonk and Kruse give a mixed asprai Bayer's
current efforts against child labour. They recognise that Bagemundertaken some steps
to tackle the problem, the effectiveness of which in terms of Imgnghildren from the
cotton fields into school needs to be assessed carefully. The fact that Bayleompages to
farmers who discourage the use of child labour is criticiseddnk@nd Kruse as setting a
wrong signal and not being sustainable on the long run — espegialy the fact that it
cannot be replicated by all MNCs and national producers involved. Inheyratgue that
the companies should pay higher procurement prices to the seedsfgomiating to the
latest study by Venkateswarlu. In addition to this, Kruseitigal about Bayer contracting
the local NGO Naandi Foundation to implement the company’s child Igojects. He
deplores that these questions regarding the approach pursued by paayga@ould not be
fully taken up within the network. Oonk stresses that Bayer’s activibe® aan only have
a marginal impact on the problem and that a comprehensive solutido redude the
whole range of international and local actors involved — a reasoning which is fName

much by the Bayer company itself.

Besides being a source of information, local partners also enHamoeedibility and
legitimacy of European NGOs. The organisations in Europe repgattdss that the
Indian partners consider the pressure exerted by them on MN@sic@al, arguing that
without the campaign in Europe MNCs would have never addressed thenproble
European actors underline that the fact that (some) MNCs akimgfirst steps to address

the problem opens ways for local actors to tackle the problem of child labour as a whole.

Summing up, the European perspective on the transnational network sewsrthele

of European actors in putting pressure on MNCs in their respective tmuméies and in

0 Michael Schneider criticises that this field ti@s only undertaken to find “Bayer’'s mistakes” avat
directed towards cooperatively solving the childdar problem. Elmer admits that the EWN “of course
always had more trust in the organisation in Irtien in the Bayer company, but we wanted to vetifg
[the conflicting data] for our own work, but alsorfthe other organisations.” He however stressatttte
EWN has met with a representative of Bayer to disc¢his issue.
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linking the case to wider structural questions of North-Southioakat Indian partners
provide information on local circumstances, monitor the activities eduymers in India
and, ideally, use the signal of improvements achieved by certai@dViN tackle the
broader child labour problem in cooperation with other Indian partners, suthea
government or local firms. Certain European actors, in partidudalGN but also DWHH
and the EWN, have a crucial role as a link between the Indian a&ditbpean side. Their
expertise on local circumstances is acknowledged by other netmaribers as they have
been to Andhra Pradesh and have more personal contacts to laoelpdfinally, they
commissioned the studies that form the basis of the campaign ineE\vi this, they go
beyond simply transmitting information from Indian to European actoractively co-
determining and shaping the information that is made available tosN@@® the broader

public in Europé™

It also has to be kept in mind that the ICN’s prior work and cantact
India have largely determined who is seen as a relevant logdakpan the Bayer case.
Gerard Oonk sees the combination of aims at the local and abtia [gvel as one of the
salient features of the campaign:

It was successful not because of the results have all bagimeckalready. But because
of the close link of what is happening locally and what we caratally. Very often
you work much more on policy levels either or you work grassroots @ndgnnot get
a grip on the global dynamics. | think the interesting thing indampaign is that we
have a very strong local partner and we were able to put sommsupreon the
companies.

Turning to the Indian perspectives, the following section examineslbwal actors

inside and outside the network perceive the transnational cooperation in the Bayer case

“11t can, for example, be assumed that commissioaisiydy at least in part implies determining thigjscts
which are to be written about.
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5. Transnational Cooperation in the Bayer Case — Indian Perspectives

5.1  Extending the local to the global — Indian actors of the transnational network

Two actors have been identified on the Indian side as being part thttsmational
network: the child labour NGO MV Foundation and the researcher and @oriddévuluri
Venkateswarlu. This chapter analyses their perspectives onrdhenational NGO
cooperation in the given case. In order to better understand theictresgmositions, both
actors will first be introduced. It seems appropriate to go mtwe detail on MVF’s
approach to child labour as it was their philosophy and method whichlyrégiitacted the

interest of some crucial European partners.

During more than 15 years of existence, MVF has gained a rigpufat beyond its
central project area in Andhra PradéBince it started focussing on child labour in 1991,
MVF has initiated a broad movement on this issue, building on commuassdipeople’s
organisations and forums. It has adopted a special method to promoterchildghts
which is constantly developing and being readjusted. At the core sfrtltegy is the idea
that the objective of universal education and related issues likdodhé&on of child labour
and child marriages can best be realised by involving all peopleemed. MVF therefore
works with children, parents, teachers, government officials, emglagte. alike. The
strategy is based on motivation and persuasion and aims at bralpnga fundamental
change of attitudes in society which is favourable to the childFMMes not seek to
establish educational institutions parallel to existing structureather prepares former
child labourers in bridge course camps for mainstreaming into regaiarnment schools.
It moreover works with government teachers and politicians to imptbhgepublic
education system. MVF believes that poverty and a lack of demarmdifieation are not
the main reasons behind child labour. The problems are rather the Eslocfl norm for
education, a lack of support structures and an inhospitable environment sdtiools.
Over the years, MVF has worked ouCharter of Basic Principles for Emancipation of
Child Labour- the five “non-negotiables”:

1. All children must attend full-time formal day schools.

2. Any child out of school is a child labourer.

3. All work/labour is hazardous; it harms the overall growth and development of the
child.

4. There must be total abolition of child labour.

“2 For the approach and history of MVF see Anjum @0Mahajan (2004), Mukherjee et al (2005) and
Wazir (2002a, 2002b).
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5. Any justification perpetuating the existence of child labour must be condemned.

The approach of MVF challenges established conceptions and praegeeding child
labour in several ways. MVF works fall children and refuses to take up the cause of any
particular section or group of society — unlike many NGO and gowsrhprogrammes
which target specific ‘disadvantaged’ groups. The organisatiorctsefe distinction
between ‘hazardous’ and ‘non-hazardous’ work which is made, among othdnslian
law and by the ILO. In the same way, MVF disapproves of the idea to tedthatioiurers
in evening classes or in special schools outside the governmentatiedwystem as done
by many NGOs in India. In the view of MVF, establishing evenicigposls for children

who work during the day means accepting and thereby perpetuating child labour.

The MVF model for the elimination of child labour has been projecdtd national
and international level. At the national level, there have been attdyighe government
and other NGOs to replicate the method of MVF. At the inteynak level, namely the
before mentioned campaign ‘Stop Child Labour — School is the Best Riawork’ in
Europe has sought to promote the MVF approach. The transnational caropatge
involvement of MNCs in the child labour problem in Andhra Pradesh, howevemeésv

and unprecedented form of international cooperation for MVF.

Davuluri Venkateswarlu is the Director of ‘Glocal Research aoisGltancy Services’
based in Hyderabad. As a political scientist with a speci@isat labour issues, he works
as a researcher and consultant, mostly for NGOs, on issueshlidelabour, gender

relations, rural development, agriculture and irrigation.

Both of the principal Indian actors within the transnational network, M\ Davuluri
Venkateswarlu, have been working on child labour in the cottonseed poodlmtig
before European NGOs became aware of the problem. When expangirgets area in
Ranga Reddy District of Andhra Pradesh in 1996, MVF discoveredntaay children
were working in agricultural fields. Rumours had it that farnfese outside the region
were employing a large number of children in the production of cegaiss MVF decided
to ask Venkateswarlu to explore this issue in depth and a fudy 8 Telugu language
was published on the issue in 1998. As Venkat Reddy, Co-ordinator of Mplajres, the
perspective on child labour in the cottonseed industry at that tithkast a purely local
character and the problem was exclusively addressed at thdeloela Only after 2001,
when a second study briefly mentioning the involvement of MNCs puddished in
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English, the focus started turning towards the global dimension. Tdyg brought the
ICN to commission a third report which discussed in detail the ablRINCs and the
complex chain system which links them to local farnfétswas this third report (together
with active networking undertaken by the ICN) which brought about birgechational
attention and participation of NGOs, as well as media, rating sgeand investors.
According to Davuluri Venkateswarlu, the fact that the report® weblished in English
and made available on the internet was crucial to the successélllishment of a

transnational cooperation in the case (interview Venkateswarlu).

5.2 A common campaign directed towards a common goal?

At first sight, both Indian actors of the transnational netwoekmsto pursue the same
goal: the eradication of child labour. However, there are clearg#imees in their focus
and approach. Consequently, their evaluation of achievements and theiowi¢iae

cooperation with actors from abroad also differs.

As explained earlier, MVF has a holistic approach to child labauts view, the work
on and with MNCs cannot be separated from the work on child labobeinattonseed
industry in general which is in turn part of the overall efforeliminate all child labour.
This perspective underlies a MVF report Bhmination of child labour in cottonseed
farms through social mobilisationThe largest part of the report deals with community
efforts, including sensitising local government authorities and farmers.ugowhbke report
states that there are heavier obstacles “for farmers vehenaneshed in a complex web of
relations with the seed industries, both national and global” (MV Famg&005b: 3).
For this reason, MVF found it necessary to directly deal withpeomes and started
discussions with the Association of Seed Industry in 2003.

At the beginning of 2005, MVF gave a critical assessment of olewvednts that had
taken place so far. The fact that some companies (among tleagré)r acknowledged
their responsibility and agreed to establish a Child Labour Elimm&roup (CLEG) for
joint monitoring of cotton fields by NGO and company representatived been

considered as promising at one point in time. However, MVF soon saxgectations

*3 MNCs depend on local seed farmers in order to yed large quantity of seeds (as Indian law stri
the size of land that an individual or company roay). The link between the companies and the fagriser
established by an independent ‘seed organiser’ mvakes arrangements for production and payments with
companies on the one hand and farmers on the dtherfarmer, finally, chooses the labour he empleys
including children (see Venkateswarlu, 2003: 25f).
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deceived: “In reality, [...] the resolve to end child labour did not trandown to the
lower levels of the hierarchy within the cottonseed industryagel level contracts
continue to be negotiated with poor families surreptitiously. The omdgsage that
translated down to the field level was of ‘we are under watch¢lwieid farmers and seed
organisers not to be explicit in their business dealings.” (Ibid.: 12)

The relationship of trust between companies and MVF got increasimoglgaerin April
2005, an internal note of MVF ddonsultative meetings between MV Foundation and seed
companies against child labour - 208§l included a remark that points to a potentially
cooperative approach “If companies seriously make attempts at ptdyemg children the
issue will not be discussed in the media or in international fordimsever, this decision
will not be binding on the MVF if something adverse happ&h®uring the following
months, several incidents let MVF come to the conclusion that conspames not
seriously committed to what they promised but only acted in ordécaovince the
international people” (interview Venkat Reddy). In August 2005, MVF wébwdirom the
CLEG. The attempt of cooperation with the companies, in the eyes of katFclearly

failed.

The NGO decided to continue its work on child labour in the cottonsehdtry
separately, focussing on community mobilisation, i.e. on the workakitdren, farmers,
local government officials etc. Next to this, monitoring of (imational and national)
companies still goes on as MVF volunteers continue to inspect cotton fields in Kundool a
Mahbubnagar Districts. Presently, the main monitoring area of N®/Elyyalawada
Mandal in Kurnool District — where Bayer has never produced (locapaoms and
Monsanto are present in this area, previously also Syngents)uitierlines that MVF's
current focus is not on the Bayer case. It should also be mentibaednly at the co-
ordinator level, MVF staff is aware of the campaigning of Eurogé&Os on the issue.
Local MVF volunteers, who do the field monitoring, know about the involvement of

MNCs, but not about the transnational campaign.

“ This remark could be seen as an indicator that MAtRthat time, still hoped for cooperative problem
solving with the companies rather than pursuingdversary approach of exerting media pressure dghrou
its international partners. It could, however, aginterpreted in the sense that the ‘threat’ eflim and
international exposure is used as a strategic dagipressure companies into compliance.

% Among the reasons for MVF’s withdrawal were digsuregarding joint field visits: it appeared that
farmers received prior information and thereforelddake children from the fields on time. Conflicilso
arose on the question of how to verify the age lofdeen and about data that was allegedly hidden by
companies. Moreover, Bayer’'s ‘ambiguous’ stratefjyoo the one hand, declaring to combat child labou
within the CLEG and, on the other hand, finanaéwgningschools (thereby accepting and perpetuating child
labour, see chapter 5.1) was seen by MVF as a pihabfa ‘real commitment’ of the company was migsin
(Assertions differ on whether the schools haveydsden evening schools at any point in time.)
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In contrast to MVF, Davuluri Venkateswarlu has developed a speaigakfon the
particular aspect of MNC involvement. While his first studiesn§&eswarlu 1998, 2001)
explore the conditions of (girl) children working in cottonseed produatig@neral terms,
later studies concentrate on the role of MNCs. This is naturticse later studies are
commissioned by western NGOs working on this particular aspecrtkateswarlu has
participated in the discussions with MNCs since 2003 and is alsonben®f the CLEG.
Unlike MVF, he continued participating in this forum when differenaespinions came
up in summer 2005. The withdrawal of the ‘big player MVF was,ostiag to
Venkateswarlu, partly based on misunderstandings between the NGO apahssrand
constituted a major setback for the CLEG. However, he had thedd¢kht the work in the
group should go on as he saw signs of willingness on the companiesosuberect
shortcomings that had been discovered during the first field inepeciihe CLEG has
continued working with the involvement of different actors, such ad $meal NGOs, the
ILO and an employers consortium against child lali®uklthough, in the words of
Venkateswarlu, the CLEG has to some extent “lost its vigouetr &fiVF left, for him it
continues to be a valuable forum for (sometimes tense) discusgittnsompanies and
common reviews of their activities regarding child labour. He undeyli that
developments in the CLEG are highly dependent on continuous pressurehdN@sein

their home countries (interview Venkateswarlu).

It is obvious that the two Indian actors follow very distinct apgneacto the child
labour situation in Andhra Pradesh’s cottonseed industry. It therdfmes not (or no
longer) appear appropriate, on the Indian side, to speak of a ‘commpaiga directed
towards a common goal’. When they began to deal with child laboureirtdttonseed
production, the cooperation of the two Indian actors was relatively: deseateswarlu
took the issue up when he was asked by MVF to write a study #igosituation; later on,
both engaged in joint discussions with companies and started workihg GLEG. At
least since the middle of 2005, however, the ways of both actorataphand currently,
they continue their work from very different angles. The distincspeztives of Indian
actors on the situation also translate into divergent evaluabbrhe transnational
cooperation in the case as will be explained in the following chaytgile it seems

important for European NGOs to bear these clear differencegdetwoth Indian actors in

“6 Only two companies (both of them multinational®revleft in the CLEG at that time: Emergent Gersetic
(which had been bought by Monsanto) and Proagroéadvby Bayer).
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mind when basing their campaign on information from MVF and Venkaréswt seems

that not all of them are fully aware of it.

5.3 A successful linking of the local and the global?

Both MVF and Davuluri Venkateswarlu describe the cooperation witbdean NGOs
on MNCs and child labour in the cottonseed production in Andhra Pradesinexsllye

successful. Their respective evaluations, however, differ in certain empadpects.

In the opinion of Davuluri Venkateswarlu, the transnational cooperatioiGads in
this case “clicked well” and the campaign had a “very good ithgache local levef’ He
identifies three main reasons for the success. Firstly, theepnadduld be substantiated by
solid, thoroughly investigated evidence about the local situation. Secdmidlyevidence,
in the form of several studies, was made available in Englisludgegon the internet.
Finally, “even the companies moved” in this case and — after initial rel@ctarecognised
the child labour problem as well as the fact that they had yogptale in the situation. The
latter is, according to Venkateswarlu, due to the fact thkgaa ink between the local and
the global level could be established and that companies could belgmobhave large

control over the farmers’ employment practices.

Venkateswarlu is the interview partner (on both the European anddiaa lside) who
sees the clearest link between the pressure exerted by Bourdy@&Os and steps
undertaken by MNCs (especially Bayer) to tackle the child lapoaislem in its supply
chain in Andhra Pradesh. He says that, if Bayer developed a pmatttiude on the issue,
it was “to 95% because of the pressure”. He also relatesyjartactions undertaken by
European NGOs or media articles launched by them with cqrtesitions and decisions
taken by Bayer in Indi& It might seem unsurprising that Venkateswarlu describes the
linking of local investigation, global pressure and local action in positive terms — as

his main role consists precisely in establishing this connection.

MVF is discernibly less euphoric in evaluating the impact of ttasnational

cooperation. In the opinion of Venkat Reddy, the transnational campaigm, putiting

4" Unless otherwise mentioned, quotations in thisptéraare taken from the interviews conducted with
Davuluri Venkateswarlu and Venkat Reddy (for MVF).

“8 For example, he believes that at the beginnir@066, after a report on Bayer had been broadcarstiae

TV programme ‘Monitor’ and with the annual stocktels’ meeting approaching, the management of Bayer
in Germany exerted strong internal pressure omdn branch to realise the goal of ‘zero childdar’.
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some pressure on MNCs, was “not fully successful”. It is not @®#involved who are
to be blamed for this: European organisations are seen as “sugipartdr‘friends” who
“stand behind the MVF movement”. The pressure exerted in westernriesuoh the
MNCs involved is in line with pressure exerted by MVF at tHege and state level in
India. According to Venkat Reddy, it helped insofar as “once fheywestern NGOs]
raised the voice, the companies came to the discussion table” oiffpamies, however,
have blocked real improvements. Instead of showing a real commitonelininate child
labour, they react to media exposure in their home countries and cotecent@nvincing
international consumers and investors that they are acting inadlysoesponsible way. If
the companies were “really into CSR”, so Venkat Reddy, they wdsti an their own
initiative, come forward to tackle the issue of child labour indbttonseed industry in
other Indian states such as Gujarat. There the problessisikble in the absence of local
NGOs that are able to conduct field monitorfiig.

Venkat Reddy is optimistic that the campaign can become fudlgessful. In his view,
“the solution lies at the local level”. Strong local organisingasessary in order to gather
and disseminate information on the situation and developments on the graanedvéf,
there needs to be an involvement of other crucial actors such gsviimment. Having a
strong local basis to international campaigning is stressath @ssential requirement by
both Indian actors. MVF and Venkateswarlu see this as an aspéch wositively
distinguishes the transnational cooperation on child labour in Andhra Pradetionseed
production from previous international campaigns against child labour, suah the
carpet industry.

The variations in perspective among both Indian actors also transiateifferent
perceptions of the transnational network on child labour in AndhraeBhad cottonseed
production. Speaking of a ‘network’, in terms of Keck and Sikkink, asaéively closed
group of ‘relevant actors’ is contrary to the holistic and inglisipproach of MVF who
sees any actor who, at any point in time, can potentially cordrdouthe cause of child
rights as ‘relevant’. European NGOs are in that sense notdsstreguished and put apart

from any other actor working on child labour at the local, nationahternational level.

49 Guijarat is another important centre of cottonseextiuction in India. Proagro does not produce &t th
state, but has a production in Karnataka and a etiatk agreement with a company in Tamil Nadu.
According to Suhas Joshi, Proagro also pursuesaa tio child labour’ approach in Karnataka. Theu® of
anti child labour projects is however in Andhrad&sh, where the problem is said to be more prorezlinc
This statement is contrary to results of a studyweykateswarlu which finds a share of child workers
Karnataka's cotton fields which is similarly highthe one in Andhra Pradesh (Venkateswarlu, 2004b).
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This conception becomes understandable when bearing in mind the natux&cddva
collective actor — as a movement rather than an organisation. Exeery gr individual
cooperating with MVF and adhering to its principles becomes, speaksa part of the
movement — which therefore cannot have clear lifliBavuluri Venkateswarlu, in turn, is
a unitary actor. Concentrating on the CSR aspect of the sit@attfor this depending on
the transnational linkages, he seems to perceive the European N@QOslatively well-

defined group.

The overall picture of the perspectives of the Indian side of thesragional
cooperation is far from uniform. Both Indian actors clearly pursugndis'individual
projects’. The broad and holistic approach of MVF on child labour stanosninast with
the specific focus of Davuluri Venkateswarlu on MNC involvement. ®&hil
Venkateswarlu’s work is essentially based on the strategiougansnational linkages in
order to reach results at the local level, for MVF, the trafienal cooperation focussing
on MNCs is currently not a priority. The question of ‘how to deahBé&ayer’, which was
identified as a ‘potential dividing factor’ already on the Europede, shas clearly
separated the Indian actors since summer 2005, making a commagystvathe moment
impossible.

Interestingly, despite their different views, both Indian actmssider the work of
European NGOs as part of their respective strategy. In thiextprthe main role of
European actors is to put pressure on MNCs in order to ‘makeothpanies move’'.
Venkateswarlu sees this role in the specific context of the donle in the CLEG while
MVF regards European NGOs as general supporters of its movéanectild rights.
These views are not mutually exclusive. In fact, as has bediigsta in chapter 4, some
of the European NGOs have a stronger focus on CSR while othérpaigieularly
committed to the promotion of MVF’s philosophy and method. This diffeagoti among
European NGOs however is not seen as clear-cut on the Indian side, @flgourse,
some of the European NGOs are better known to Indian actors (dgpdmalCN and
DWHH), no distinction in the approach of European NGOs was mentionetiein t
interviews. Even more importantly, the division of Indian actors does e®n svery
present in the thinking on the European side.

%0 |t appears meaningful, in this context, that Verikaddy, co-ordinator of MVF, in the interview daest a
single time use the term “partner” to designateohaan NGOs, but only speaks of “friends” or “superxs”.
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Regardless of the fact that the Indian actors have verpdistles within the situation
in India, they see their function in relation to their European partaegely in the same
way. Their main task in the transnational cooperation consists indprgvdetailed
information on the local situation, in monitoring progress and inirkeraction with
relevant actors in India. As mentioned earlier, both Indian act@sssthe importance of
strong local organising and agree that the ultimate solutidmetproblem of child labour

in the cottonseed industry has to be worked out at the local level.

The division of tasks between European and Indian actors is broadlynsé® same
way on both sides of the transnational network. It widely fits thearadt‘think locally,
act globally’: The basic identification of the local problemwasd| as the main reflections
on a solution are done on the Indian side. Action, in the form of presshargmpany,
but also talking to it, is undertaken on both the local and the internidieea There are,
however, certain nuances to this dichotomy and in particular toab& thinking’. While
European actors receive the information on the local situation nfosthy their Indian
partners, they process this information in order to fit it intorthespective working
mandate. This may include adopting a more or less specific defioit the problem (also
a more or less dramatic one), and a linking of the problem to widestural questions of
North-South relations. As already mentioned (see chapter 4), soiine Btiropean actors
may have a considerable role in shaping the information on the lbeatian that is
provided to other network members — e.g. by developing and shhamgptvn expertise
on the local situation or by (co-)defining the terms of referaic@ucial research studies.
At a more fundamental level, the ‘local thinking’ within the whoknémnational network
will significantly be determined by the set of local actavko form part of the

membership. This aspect will briefly be looked at in the following section.
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6. Beyond the Network — External Perspectives on the Transnatiah
Cooperation

As indicated earlier, there is a huge variety of actors wgrkim child labour in India
(see chapter 3). Also the particular problem of child labour in thers®ed industry in
Andhra Pradesh has been taken up by a wide range of organisaii@sif which do not
form part of the transnational network on Bayer. Looking at the peigpe of those
actors on the local situation and at their ‘external’ view on rdr@shational campaign (as
far as such a view exists) can be expected to be relevam fmtar-oriented analysis of
the transnational network in at least two regards. On the one haldwis to point out
who does nofform part of the network — and whose perspective is therefibreuteof the
transnational campaign. In that way, it can be shown, how the vievespedially
European) network members on the situation is limited by thef fktcal) actors directly
cooperating with them. On the other hand, external views on theomketgive an
impression to what extent the transnational campaign is perceaged relevant
intervention at the local level (and to what extent this perceptetchas with the way in
which the network assesses its own impacts). A complete anallydise ‘external
perspectives’ on the transnational network would amount to writing antiteeis. Far
from having this ambition, the present chapter aims at giving aressipn of the potential
usefulness of such an examination by briefly describing #nsvof a limited number of

external actors that were interviewed on the issue in India.

The Bayer company is the external actor that might be asstorfgave most to say
about the transnational campaign. Unsurprisingly, Bayer deniesrlyabf its activities
against child labour in Andhra Pradesh is related to the campaighM@Os or to media
exposure. The company instead points to its long history of sooc@m@ment.
Nevertheless, employees of Bayer working on CSR clearlye fem opinion on the
campaign which is interesting to look *atMichael Schneider of Bayer CropScience
speaks of the transnational network as of an actor with relativgh internal coherence
and clear limits. In his view, the cooperation within such a netwaskdertain limiting
effects for the individual member organisations. In particulay, @otential interest in
developing a solutionn cooperation withthe company is spoiled by purely decrying
organisations through group presstfréloreover, the almost exclusive reliance on two

*L Bayer is another extreme example of a collectiteraThe ‘perspective of Bayer’ as reported hermost
widely based on remarks made by Michael Schneidengl two interviews.

%2 While Michael Schneider of Bayer CropScience degsiahe purely criticising attitude of the NGOs,smo
interviewed NGO representatives generally welcomest of) Bayer’'s projects and programmes against
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local partners (who moreover largely pursue their materiglirgelest with the campaign)
as sources of information is critically questioned by Micl&ahneider. By leaving other
important actors in India, such as local NGOs and internatiogahmations, out of view,

the picture of the local situation becomes skewed towards the purely negative side.

Next to the company, international organisations working on child lalnoAndhra
Pradesh know about the work of western NGOs on the MNCs’ involvamdre problem
in general terms, but not about details on the organisations involved amrdtiviges
undertaken by them. Both the ILO and UNICEF primarily work witd Government of
Andhra Pradesh, trying to encourage and develop an integrated apmradugil tabour.
While neither of the international organisations particularly fesum MNCs, both Murali
Krishna from the ILO and Sudha Murali from UNICEF believe tihat ihvolvement of
those companies gives the situation an additional dimension. The ILGnhitiaged a
dialogue between the employers’ association of small local copgpdtheedsmen’s
Association’) and the union of large and multinational companies ¢@ason of Seed
Industry’) in Andhra Pradesh. The aim is to make both sides learndamm other with
regard to their anti-child-labour policies. This idea comes doshe ‘signal effect’ of
companies with leading policies on child labour for which some of thepgan NGOs
hope in the Bayer case. Both the ILO and UNICEF recognize th&Edvtan potentially
play a role in solving the child labour problem in the cottonseed industAndhra
Pradesh, in particular by paying higher procurement prices tosineplying farmers and
strictly enforcing a no-child-labour policy. They therefore eecampaign on the MNCs’
involvement in western countries as useful support to address thaulgaraspect of the
situation. In the end, however, a vast number of structural and ss®igdsi has to be

tackled at the local level in order to bring about substantial improvement.

Other actors working against child labour in the cottonseed productidindhra
Pradesh show little awareness of the transnational cooperationeomviolvement of
MNCs. Already Bayer’s local parther NGO, Naandi Foundation, doeknoov any details
on the network in Europe. Preetha Bhakta, co-ordinator of the EducationrBe$roup
of Naandi, states that she has read about the work of European oG child labour
problem in Andhra Pradesh. But it is obvious that she is not awdtee afampaign on
Bayer. According to her, none of the European NGOs has ever conkaaadi in order

to request information on Bayer’s projects. The unawareness afdN& all the more

child labour in Andhra Pradesh and agree that Bagsrbeen relatively proactive, compared to othBiQs|
in the same situation.
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surprising as Naandi is actively involved in the monitoring work ofGh&G and knows
about the work of both Indian network members on the issue. Being a fuaddg
implementation agency rather than a campaigning organisation, hpwaandi’s focus
clearly is more on implementing projects for Bayer than on workirthe CLEG. Other
NGOs working at the local level against child labour are notlataware of the
transnational campaign and very sceptical about potential contribufidll©s to solve
the problem. One example is the Society for People’s Economic andatifohal
Development (SPEED) which is running a residential bridge coars@ ¢or former child
labourers in the cottonseed production area and was previously di®mpatng in the
CLEG’s work.

Actors at the field level, such as local MVF volunteers or mesnbgvillage based
‘Child Right Protection Forum¥, generally see the problem from a different perspective.
Rather than reflecting theoretically on the sustainability andalmprof a company’s
policy, they see how certain measures work out on the ground. Basedragxfiegience,
they worry about certain issues that are not raised (in the gay) in the transnational
campaign. For example, they do not question the long-term practicalithe incentives
and sanctioning system introduced by Bayer (as done by Raines Kams GMCL and
Gerard Oonk from the ICN), but they criticise that this magdm is not effective as most
farmers are not aware of it. This concern was confirmed imvietes with two farmers
who have been producing cottonseeds for Bayer in the seasons 2003/04-2004/05 and
2005/06 respectively. The first farmer has employed children ondhis the second has
not, but neither of them has heard about or experienced the incentiveanatidning
mechanism. Both of the interviewed farmers have not been able toarehdully
understand the agreement they have signed with the company. Asstieementioned by
some field level activists (but raised by none of the netwodmbers within the
interviews) is that the financial support of educational infragiracin villages by
companies might bear a risk of compromising. Villagers mightdseifelined to condemn
the employment of children by a company’s supplying farméra$ know that the same
company has given funds for a school in their community. A final main concernfegithe
level (which has been taken up in the transnational network) imthediate health risk to

the children working in the cotton fields.

%3 «Child Right Protection Forums’ (CRPFs) are vikabased associations which undertake activitiek agc
reviewing the status of children who are out ofostand trying to enrol them into school as welbagiding
networks and alliances to motivate others to reispad advocate child rights. While MVF has helpbkd t
establishment of CRPFs at a large scale throughoditra Pradesh, these forums work independently.
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The perspectives of actors working against child labour in Andhra$tradmttonseed
production but not forming part of the transnational cooperation on the Bagerhelp
putting the case into context and reveal a number of aspectsrtiah ieidely out of the
view of especially the European NGOs. This is not to say tharahenational network
could and should take up all aspects of the problem. The fact that factorabroad work
on the issue from a particular angle (namely the involvement oC8IN or even a
particular MNC) is seen as natural in India. However, also wwaking on a particular
case, it seems important to keep the wider picture of localnsgstances in mind, such as
societal issues underlying child labour and the interlocking ¢éreifit actors involved in
the problem and its solution. The factors remaining out of the immeetkaich of the
transnational campaign have crucial limiting effects on whan#teork can potentially
achieve. Those should be kept in mind for example when evaluagndetrelopment of
the local situation and the ‘performance’ of the targeted comJdmy.aspect is explicitly
recognised by Davuluri Venkateswarlu who argues that Bayer shoulgrinmdrily be
criticised on the basis of thmumberof children working for its supplying farmers but on
the basis of whether or not it has kept its promises for theemgitation of concrete steps
to tackle the problem.

Finally, a last external actor is to be mentioned briefly wightmot only have distinct
perspective, but also a discernible influence on the network: theigatestof the network
herself. It may at first sight seem odd to describe the (suglyoselependent and non-
interfering) researcher of a network as an ‘actor’, but taeregood reasons for taking this
view. The research method adopted here — in particular condusgimgstructured
interviews and making field visits — implies subsequent interactith all network
members. While the perspective of the researcher is shapedevary new interview,
previously established information naturally enters the interagtitmactors in the form
of how and what questions are asked and of discussions that emergeidus paints.
The direct confrontation with an external perspective (as wellvidls half-digested
perspectives of other network members) could indeed give actom@atus for re-
thinking part of their work and cooperation. Several actors indicatethihatterview was
a valuable opportunity for them to reflect on the history and curreria@wents of the
campaign and at various times information was brought up that #hgiew partner was
not yet aware of. The learning process of such a type of iiteraesearch is mutual in

character.
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7. Conclusion

The present analysis of NGO cooperation in the case of Bayashdddabour in the
cottonseed production of Andhra Pradesh has shown that an actor-oriented approach can be
useful for analysing the internal dynamics of a transnatiortaiank. It has been examined
how actors with various backgrounds and interests gather around a specific @ot|e¢m
some extent, develop a common campaign. The actors share baspgwiand values —
most importantly the idea that child labour has to be abolishedhandhose who are
involved, in this case MNCs, have to take responsibility.

It has, however, also proven true that some differences regapdingpled ideas and
values’ among actors constitute a dividing factor within the netwarkhis respect, the
question of how to deal with the company is most important in theucakss examination.
This question has led to certain complications in the cooperation omutbpdan side and
even more importantly on the Indian side of the network. Contests over meaningsntliffer
interpretations of the situation and the attempt of each individt@l tmcpush forward his
particular interest and ‘individual project’ give the network a “dgitaand constantly
evolving” (Henry et al.: 851) nature rather than a stable and uniform chraracte

Originally, the case of MNC involvement in Andhra Pradesh’s daitsbur problem
was taken up by some crucial European actors (especially thari@ DWHH) in support
of the MVF’s work. MVF however saw the attempt to include the MNCtheir strategy
as a clear failure and subsequently focussed on other aspeuwtssituaition. The central
Indian actor decided to partly retreat from the work of thestrational network (which it
has never perceived as a separate entity anyhow). The withdrbM&F has certainly
slowed down activities on the case in India — and probably also witl@nentire
transnational network. While the work on MNCs (and in particulaieBagnd child labour
in Andhra Pradesh’s cottonseed production continues, the idea of some otim@ita
promote the MVF’s approach to child labour within this particular cagnplaas receded
into the background. The campaign of the transnational network has laemiyne a
campaign on a CSR case on child labour, rather than one on a child labour case \&ith a CS
aspect.

This development has had important implications for the network’s ptnspen the
local situation. MVF is probably the actor who has the broadest owemfiewhat is
happening at the field level. The organisation does however no longertseetiow
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Bayer's activities in the area in a systematic Wayhe crucial source of information on
the local situation in the given case is therefore Davul@mkRéteswarlu who directly
interacts with the companies, has access to Bayer’'s dataldriatiour and at the same
time conducts own investigations of the situation. The perspective rdfatéswarlu is
very different from MVF’'s holistic approach, in the sense thas imore focussed on
monitoring (particular) companies and less on the overall interplactors that influence
the local situation (including various governmental and private aderswell as

structural/societal factors).

The picture of the local situation is shaped by actors of both thep&am and Indian
side. On the one hand, European NGOs choose the local partners they (@néaen
engage in the case of Venkateswarlu) in order toageertain typeof information.
Especially when taking external perspectives into accountcdrbes clearly visible how
the set of (in particular local) actors involved shapes and limits the pevepeicEuropean
NGOs on the local situation. On the other hand, local actors argofa only being
passive providers of information. They are clearly involved in settiegagenda of the
network and pursue their own ‘individual projects’ with very distincagden how the
local problem of child labour should be approached. ‘Thinking locallithiv the
campaign clearly happens through both an Indian and a European leng. idatot only
done at the global level in the form of exerting pressure on MhN@=®ir home countries,
but at least as importantly at the local level where the solution has to be worked faat

which is recognised at both sides of the network.

Throughout the thesis, a distinction of ‘local vs. global’ (or Indian vsofigan) actors
has been made. This is useful and can be justified in the sehseréhatively clear (and
uncontested) division of labour is perceived within the network betweebalyland
‘local’ actors. However, the dichotomy is not as clear-cut asconéd assume. On the
European side, some actors are closer to the situation in India Heas (b their way of
thinking as well as their level of information) — and some of themmcammonly regarded
as ‘experts’ on local issues. The Indian actors, in turn, havetbdemope in order to do

international advocacy work.

The ‘local vs. global’ dichotomy becomes even more questionable wbkimg at the
‘individual projects’ of network members. Here, at least one impbrtviding line,

> As mentioned earlier, MVF still monitors cottorelfis, however not with a specific focus on Bayer’s
production area. The overall knowledge about Bayarirentactivities and projects seems incomplete.
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entirely independent from geographical spaces, comes to mindonitrast of more ‘CSR
oriented’ actors and more ‘child labour’ oriented actors. Not althef organisations
involved can clearly be classified in either of the categohes,it is clear that, e.g.
organisations like the CBG, Germanwatch — and most probably also ¥swialu, at
least during the last few years — are distinct from e.g.FM¥id GMCL in that they
concentrate more on the CSR aspect of the case. Another critéridistinction that
should be mentioned (and that is potentially linked to the ‘CSR vs. caildut’

distinction) is the perspective of different actors on the tramsraticooperation itself —
l.e. the degree to which organisations conceive of the ‘transnatiohabrke as a

relatively well-defined entity in itself.

A stigmatising “image of an all powerful ‘outside’ and an irderiinside” as
condemned by Long (2001: 34) is clearly inappropriate in the case exalaination. One
of the strongest actors within the transnational cooperation is trenlhtO MVF. Far
from being in need of ‘empowerment’ through international supporters; l¥ér the
years has gained a strong reputation and authority at both thamoceternational level.
In fact, both European and Indian actors of the network equally stregapghegance of
their partners abroad in order to make their work — and the wholpaign — effective. A
rhetoric of dominance and subordination is not discernible within the retvtors
certainly true that network members have lesser or graathority and power, but these

attributes seem independent from their geographical location.

While the thesis has pointed to the potential usefulness of anaaiented approach to
show how the agency characteristics of network members leiadetaoal dynamics that
influence the network’s orientation, it has not shown in a systematy which pattern
these mechanisms follow. While one important message of tper pa that dynamics
evolving from the interplay of actors with different values, perspes and ‘individual
projects’ are important in order to fully understand the functioning @faasnational
NGO) network, it does in no way deny the relevance of factxtesreal to the network
identified in earlier works. Further research would thereforeast have to go into two
directions. Firstly, the internal factors and mechanisms detergna network’s orientation
and effectiveness have to be explored in a more systematic aptetonvay. Secondly,
both perspectives, internal and external would have to be broughhdogetorder to
establish a complete picture of what influences the functioningaoiiational NGO

networks.
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ANNEXE |
List of Interviews and Field Visits Conducted for he Thesig®
Interviews:

1. Gerard Oonk, Co-ordinatdndia Committee of the Netherland&enior policy
advisorStop Child Labour Campaign
Utrecht, ' July 2006.

2. Philipp Mimkes, Member of the boai@pordination gegen Bayer-Gefahren
Cologne, ¥ July 2006.

3. Cornelia Heydenreiclermanwatch
Berlin, I August 2006.

4. Michael Schneider, Department Corporate Social Responsibility/Corporate
CommunicationsBayer CropScience Limited
Monheim, 24" August 2006.

5. Jens ElmelEine Welt Netz NRW
Munster, 25 August 2006.

6. Antje Paulsereutsche Welthungerhilfe
Telephone Interview, f@August 2006.

7. Antje SchneeweilSudwind Institut
Siegburg, 8 September 2006.

8. Rainer KruseGlobal March Against Child LabouyiGerman Section)
Telephone Interview, '5October 2006.

9. Venkat Reddy, Co-ordinatdv]lV Foundation
Secunderabad, #9anuary 2007.

10. Suhas Joshi, Manager — strategic initiatiRr®agro/Bayer CropScience Limited
and Michael Schneider, Department Corporate Social Respongililiporate
CommunicationsBayer CropScience Limited
Hyderabad, 30 January 2007.

11. Davuluri Venkateswarlu, Directdglocal Research and Consultancy Services
Hyderabad, 31 January 2007.

12. J. Bhasker, Co-ordinator Kurnool Distriety Foundation
Secunderabad,’“?February 2007.

*° The interviews with Phillip Mimkes, Cornelia Heytteich, Michael Schneider, Jens Elmer, Antje Payjlse
Antje Schneeweil and Rainer Kruse have been comdlictGerman and subsequently have been translated
by the author into English. All other interviewsvieabeen conducted in English. Conversations duieid

visits were usually conducted in Telugu with Englisanslation.
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13. Preetha Bhakta, Co-ordinator Education Resource Gxagmdi Foundation
Hyderabad, 18 February 2007.

14. M. Murali Krishna, Project Officer Andhra Pradesh State Based Pridjéct,
Secunderabad™March 2007.

15. Sudha Murali, Child Protection Offic&dNICEF
Hyderabad, 8 March 2007.

Field visits:

1. Field visit to Kurnool and Mahbubnagar Districts" and &' February 2007

Attended a Sarpanches meeting, Uyyalawada Mandal, Kurnool District
Meeting with MVF volunteers, Uyyalawada Mandal, Kurnool District
Meeting with a farmer producing cottonseeds for Proagro duringethsons of
2004/05 and 2005/06, Kurnool District

Meeting with a farmer producing cottonseeds for Proagro duned@®06/07
season, Mahbubnagar District

Visit to a residential bridge course camp for former gafted boys child
labourers, run by the local NGO SPEED; meeting with four forgmrchild
labourers, Maldakel Village, Mahbubnagar District

Meeting with Ravi Prakash, Director of local NGO SPEED,dv&,
Mahbubnagar District

2. Field visit to Ranga Reddy Distrj23¢ February 2007

Attended a meeting of representatives of the Norwegian Bank¥estment
Management with ca. 30 MVF field level activists (as wslbther MVF staff)
from the Districts of Ranga Reddy, Mahbubnagar and Kurnool on C3tein t
cottonseed production, at Aloor Camp (MVF residential bridge course fcamp
former girl child labourers, Ranga Reddy District)

3. Field visit to Mahbubnagar Distric26" and 27 February 2007

Meeting with P. Rambabu, Program Officer Mahbubnagar, Naandi Foomda
Gadwal, Mahbubnagar District

Visit to ‘Creative Learning Centres’ financed by ProagrgdBaCropScience in
the villages Kothapalli and Venkatonipalli in Gadwal Mandal, Mahbubnagar
District

Meeting with members of ‘Child Rights Protection Forums’, Mstaff and
twelve former child labourers, Gadwal, Mahbubnagar District
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ANNEXE II: Overview of important developments and activities in the Bayer campaign®®

Developments in Indian Part| Developments in European |Developments Outside the
of the Network Part of the Network Network

1996

The India Committee of the Netherlands starts cooperating with MV Foundation. |

1998

D. Venkateswarlu writes a first study on Pasuia Narsamma (13 years) dies working in

child labour in the cottonseed industry a cotton farm in Ranga Reddy District. This

in Andhra Pradesh for MV Foundation (in incident brings into focus the exploitation of

Telugu language) young girls by hybrid cottonseed producers.
One year later, Balaraju (12 years) dies
under similar circumstances in the same
district.

2000

The ILO-IPEC starts the first four-year phase
of the Andhra Pradesh State Based Project
for the elimination of child labour.

*% This overview does not claim to give a complege tif all developments and activities of the Bag@mpaign. It only lists the developments and aigivimentioned on the
websites of the organisations involved and on Bayeebsite as well as those mentioned in the iigers.
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2001

The study “Seeds of Bondage: Female
Child Bonded Labour in Hybrid
Cottonseed  Production in  Andhra
Pradesh”, written by D. Venkateswarlu
and commissioned by the Business and
Community  Foundation and Plan
International is published. A second
study by the author, “"Multinational Seed
Companies and Girl Child Labour in
Hybrid Cottonseed Production in Andhra
Pradesh”, commissioned by Catholic
Relief Services, remains unpublished.

The India Committee of the Netherlands
becomes aware of the involvement of
MNCs in the child labour problem in
Andhra Pradesh and, together with MV
Foundation, decides to take action.

According to the official census, there are
12.7 million child labourers in India, 1.36
million of them in Andhra Pradesh.

The Government of Andhra Pradesh
announces the objective to completely
eliminate child labour in the state by 2005.

In September, the Seedsmen Association of
Andhra Pradesh, an organisation of seed
producers, passes a resolution to stop using
child workers on cottonseed farms.

2002

In April, the Seedsman Association of Andhra
Pradesh starts a model project for the
elimination of child labour in Boothpur
mandal in Mahbubnagar district, Andhra
Pradesh

Under the ILO-IPEC programme, projects are
implemented in two further mandals of the
same district (Maldakal and Tadur), with a
special focus on girl child labour in hybrid
cottonseed production.
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2003

The study "“Child Labour and Trans-
national Seed Companies in Hybrid
Cottonseed  Production in  Andhra
Pradesh”, written by D. Venkateswarlu
and commissioned by the India
Committee of the Netherlands is
published.

On 7" September, representatives of
seed producers (the Association of Seed
Industry of which Proagro is member,
and the largest Indian company
Nuziveedu) meet with MV Foundation. A
‘Child Labour Elimination Group’ (CLEG)
is formed for internal monitoring of seed
farmers’ labour practices and for joining
efforts to solve the child labour problem.
The CLEG is also supposed to work out a
plan with MV Foundation for external
monitoring. NGOs welcome this meeting
as a first open acceptance by the
companies of their responsibility in the
child labour problem.

On 13™ December, the Association of
Seed Industry meets with MV
Foundation. They agree on a common
action plan.

In Germany, Coordination gegen Bayer-
Gefahren, Germanwatch, Global March
Against Child Labour and Deutsche
Welthungerhilfe start working on the
Bayer case.

On 31% July, the India Committee of the
Netherlands, Coordination gegen Bayer-
Gefahren and Global March Against
Child Labour publish the study "“Child
Labour and  Trans-national Seed
Companies in  Hybrid Cottonseed
Production in Andhra Pradesh”, written
by D. Venkateswarlu, in Europe as well
as a joint press release.

On 18" December, Coordination gegen
Bayer-Gefahren, @ Germanwatch and
Global March Against Child Labour write
an open letter to Bayer CropScience.
Bayer replies on 4™ February 2004.

Bayer denies that it (or its Indian subsidiary)
employs child labourers. (See e.g. the media
articles in tageszeitung, 31.07.2003, and in
SWR1, 10.08.2003)

In May, Deutsche Welthungerhilfe, together
with several other NGOs starts the
international campaign “Stop child labour!
School is the best place to work”. Partners in
this campaign are among others MV
Foundation, the India Committee of the
Netherlands and Global March Against Child
Labour.

In its annual assembly on 13™ September,
the Association of Seed Industry passes a
resolution “to proactively discourage directly
and through its members the practice of
child labor in hybrid cottonseed production
and further take effective steps along with
other stakeholders towards eradication of
this evil from the hybrid cottonseed
industry.”
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2004

On 25" March, several representatives
of seed companies (among others
Bayer/Proagro) meet with MV
Foundation and D. Venkateswarlu and
discuss about a campaign against child
labour in cotton seed production.

In June/July, three MNCs, among them
Bayer/Proagro, provide lists of villages
of production and seed organisers to MV
Foundation in order to facilitate joint
monitoring of farmers.

In September, the studies “Child Labour
in Hybrid Cottonseed Production in
Gujarat and Karnataka” and “Child
Labour in Hybrid Cottonseed Production
in Andhra Pradesh: Recent
Developments”, written by D.
Venkateswarlu and commissioned by
the India Committee of the Netherlands
are published.

In September, MV Foundation issues the
statement “Combating Child Labour in
Cottonseed Production: Statement on
the Present Role of Multinational
Companies in Andhra Pradesh”.

Sudwind and the Eine Welt Netz NRW
start working on the Bayer case.

At the annual stockholders’ meeting of
Bayer, Germanwatch criticises the
company’s role in Andhra Pradesh.

In October, Siddwind organises a
conference on ethical investment in
Bonn. D. Venkateswarlu is among the
participants.

On 11" October, Coordination gegen
Bayer-Gefahren, @ Germanwatch and
Global March Against Child Labour
submit an OECD complaint against
Bayer to the National OECD Contact
Point at the German Federal Ministry of
Economics and Labour.

In January, Proagro organises an orientation
meeting for its supplying farmers in Kurnool
district dealing with the issue of child labour.

In June, Mallesh (13 years) dies during the
spraying of pesticides in a cotton farm in
Kurnool District. In reaction to this incident,
MV Foundation calls upon the Government to
conduct an enquiry into the exploitation of
children in the sector.

From 2™ to 5" November, an international
child labour conference is held in Hyderabad,
capital of Andhra Pradesh under the title
“Out of Work and Into School - Children's
Right to Education as a Non-Negotiable”.
Among the participants are Antje Paulsen
(Deutsche Welthungerhilfe), Clive J. Pegg
(Proagro), Shantha Sinha (MV Foundation)
and Davuluri Venkateswarlu.
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2005

From April to August, in total 10
meetings are held between Indian
representatives of MNCs (among them
Bayer), D. Venkateswarlu and MV
Foundation to discuss details of an
action plan for the elimination of child
labour in supplying farms.

In meetings on 10" and 26" August,
after common monitoring visits by MNC
and MV Foundation staff to farms, MV
Foundation expresses serious concerns
about the way in which those visits were
conducted as well as on data provided
by the companies. According to Proagro,
MV  Foundation is unreceptive to
attempts of solving existing problems.
MV Foundation withdraws from the
CLEG (i.e. from cooperation with MNCs).

On 1% September, MV Foundation
circulates a report of its co-ordinator for
Kurnool District on shortcomings in the
companies’ efforts to eliminate child
labour.

In February, the Eine Welt Netz NRW
starts a campaign under the slogan ‘Wer
hat mit Kinderarbeit und Kopfschmerzen
zu tun.. und reimt sich auf MAYER?’
(*Who has to do with child labour and
headaches and rhymes with MAYER?")

In March, Deutsche Welthungerhilfe and
the Eine Welt Netz NRW hold (separate)
meetings with Bayer on the child labour
issue in Monheim.

For 22" March, the National OECD
Contact Point arranges a meeting of the
three complainants (Coordination gegen
Bayer-Gefahren, Germanwatch, Global
March Against Child Labour) and Bayer.
Bayer cancels the meeting because of
the participation of the Coordination
gegen Bayer-Gefahren.

On 30™ April, the Eine Welt Netz NRW
protests at Bayer’s annual stockholders’
meeting.

On 27™ April, Bayer writes a letter to the
Eine Welt Netz NRW, replying to a letter from
the NGO dated 20" April. Bayer announces a
plan of action (called ‘Harvest of happiness’)
to solve the child labour problem in its supply
chain.

In September, Jens Elmer (Eine Welt Netz NRW) and the journalist Werner Paczian

undertake a field trip to Andhra Pradesh.
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2005 (continued)

On 20" October, the study “The Price of
Childhood: On the Link Between Prices
Paid to Farmers and the Use of Child
Labour in Cottonseed Production in
Andhra Pradesh, India”, written by D.
Venkateswarlu and L. da Corta and
commissioned by the India Committee
of the Netherlands, the International
Labour Rights Fund and the Eine Welt
Netz NRW is published.

In October, Deutsche Welthungerhilfe
has a second meeting with Bayer in
Monheim.

On 22" October, the Eine Welt Netz
NRW organises a panel discussion with
D. Venkateswarlu, J. Elmer and W.
Paczian in Ddusseldorf. The invited
representative of Bayer, W. Faust,
cancels because of “health problems”.

Proagro signs a Memorandum of
Understanding with the State Bank of India
to provide seed growers with access to low
interest rate credit.

Naandi Foundation (in cooperation with
Proagro) starts setting up ‘Creative Learning
Centres’ preparing former child labourers for
joining the formal school system.

Shantha Sinha visits Europe in the context of the ‘Stop Child Labour’ campaign.
She personally meets some representatives of German NGOs working on the

Bayer case.

On 25%
gegen

December, the Coordination
Bayer-Gefahren, Deutsche
Welthungerhilfe, Germanwatch, Global
March, India Committee of the
Netherlands and Sidwind write a
common letter to Bayer asking for
details on the implementation and
results of the ‘Harvest of happiness’
programme.
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2006

The CLEG (with participation of Proagro
and D. Venkateswarlu) profoundly
reviews the field monitoring system .

At Bayer’s annual stockholders’ meeting,
the Eine Welt Netz NRW criticises the
company’s role in Andhra Pradesh.

On 19" January, the German TV programme
‘Monitor’ broadcasts a critical report on child
labour in Bayer’'s supply chain in Andhra
Pradesh.

In July, Proagro conducts a training for
cotton seed farmers in Andhra Pradesh to
enhance productivity. The training forms part
of an initiative called ‘Target 400
Programme’.

On 10" October, the ban of the employment
of children in domestic work as well as in
hotels and restaurants imposed by the Indian
Government becomes effective.
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