TRAINING FOR THE WORKERS OF TARRANT

CENTER OF WORKERS SUPPORT A.C. (CAT)

TARRANT of Mexico S. of R.L. of C.V. is located in the municipal of Ajalpan in Tehuacan, Puebla. The company was installed in 1999 under the name of JAMIL CLOTHING, but later changed its name to TARRANT MEXICO, one of the most important subsidiaries of TARRANT APPAREL GROUP (TAG) with headquarters in Los Angeles, California. 

The company produces mixed-fiber clothing items for international brands that include LEVI’S, TOMMY HILFIGER, EXPRESS, the LIMITED, GAP, VENECIA JEANS, AMERICAN EAGLE, etc. 

The work conditions in this company, similar to the majority of maquiladoras, include a working day that consists of 10 or more hours, unpaid overtime, sexual harassment of woman working overtime or during the night shift, inadequate protective equipment, unsanitary bathroom facilities, and empty or minimally-supplied first aid kits. 

On June 10, 2008, 800 of the 1110 total workers carried out a strike that stopped production for 2 hours. They demanded the utilities payment that they had not received for the past 4 years. Some of the 14 other demands included being paid for overtime and ending sexual harassment.

The strike continued through June 11. On this day, the CAT offered workers their support and solidarity. Consequently, the workers started organizing a campaign in order to demand replies to their 14 petitions. 

On July 8, the company and the negotiating coalition signed an agreement, which contained 16 clauses that aimed to give solutions to the workers´ petitions. This occurred in the presence of the settlement committee and a state representative from the office of the Secretary of Work and Social Security (STPS).

The principle clause that created contention among the workers was clause 16. It prohibited representatives from the coalition and/or workers from intervening in internal matters within the company. This limited and canceled their right to petition.

With the realization that their demands were being ignored and with the certainty that the majority of workers wanted to change work conditions, they organized an assembly to constitute the Unique, Independent Workers Union of the TARRANT Company in Mexico (SUITTAR).

On July 16, upon seeing the organizing initiative of the workers, the company decided to act. Without justification or warning, it dismissed 8 of the principle leaders of the movement and members of the executive committee. 2 of the dismissed were subjected to intimidation tactics and forced to sign a document of voluntary resignation.

On August 7, SUITTAR presented a petition to the Local Committee of Conciliation and Arbitration (JLCA). The document included their registration as an independent union and their demand to rehire 5 of the principle leaders of the movement. 

During this period, with guidance from the CAT, the workers requested support from clients, brands and both internal and national organizations and unions in order to put pressure on the company and TAG.

On August 22, the Workers Rights Consortium surveyed the workers for documentation listing the workers rights violations that had been committed.

On September 9, LEVI’S announced to the workers that they would be moving their production to another location. They said that TARRANT never permitted the actualization of a survey verifying that LEVI’S was carrying out its code of conduct. In reality, TARRANT preferred to lose LEVI’S production rather than have to recognize SUITTAR and rehire of laid-off employees.

On September 25, the workers and the CAT successfully held a meeting with the help of the London-based delegation NO SWEAT. The group requested permission to talk to the president of the JLCA. 

On October 6, the workers met with the federal delegate of STPS Carlos Ortiz. He stated that the STPS is unable to influence the decisions of the JLCA, and instead, that the state government should influence the decisions. That same day, JLCA denied the registration of SUITTAR. In the presence of communication and media, the group announced that the case had been closed and that the company already had a union.

This resolution was met with frustration, because all means had been taken to secure the recognition of SUITTAR. Nevertheless, JLCA set forth many obstacles to prevent the workers from organizing and forming authentic, democratic and representative unions. 

On the October 27, the workers decided to appeal for legal protection from a judicial power over failure of the registration. 

With the help of their lawyer Alberto Guerrero, TARRANT Mexico harassed and bribed the movement leaders in order to pressure Martin Zacatzi to sign and thus relinquish the appeal for protection. As predicted, the company achieved its objective. On December 8, the judicial court presented their decision on the appeal. The document stated that, “they indeed found violations but nevertheless that there is no labor or union matter to resolve that would relinquish the workers.” 

On January 19, 2004, upon returning from winter vacations, the workers were send home because of the lack of production. During the following weeks, the company continued sending workers home. 

On February 3, TARRANT closed its factory and laid off more than 500 workers, leaving them without a source of employment.

Exhausting all of the national resources without finding a solution, a decision was made to submit a complaint to the National Offices of Administration (OAN). This complaint was submitted by three separate parties: the CAT; the Students United Against the Exploitation of Maquilas (USAS), a Canadian- based Maquila Solidarity Network under the Agreement of Labor Cooperation in North America (ACLAN); and the TLCAN. The complain was about the violation of the fundamental principles of labor protection, largely based on the repeated conducted of the JLCA of the State of Puebla and its denial of the registration of Independent Unions. 

The OAN of the United States and Canada had already delivered their report about where they applied for ministerial counsel between Mexico and the United States.

The Brands

Of all the brands that the workers of TARRANT produced goods for, only two LEVI’S and LIMITED of LEVI’S responded and united with the workers to discuss the violations. While the brands agreed to carry out an investigation of the conditions and codes of conduct, TARRANT would not allow the act to be executed. Because of these actions, LEVI’S decided to terminate production in the factory. However, LEVI’S should have taken actions so that the workers did not lose their positions of employment and should have claimed responsibility for violating the human labor rights of the workers of TARRANT.

While there was constant contact among the CAT, the state government and the LIMITED brand, this was not sufficient to provide documentation that verified that TARRANT did not want to continue their relationship with the LEVI’S brand. On the other hand, the LIMITED brand agreed to participate in telephone conferences with the workers of TARRANT and the CAT. This was the only brand that demonstrated a desire to reach a comprise that would compensate the TARRANT workers. However, the LIMITED brand eventually also canceled its contract with TARRANT, stating, “We know that this is not the solution. The solution is that the brands don’t flee when they need to confront problems.”
