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Our Ref: CLD-CSR-308 
March 17, 2016                                     Mizuno Corporation 
 

Subject: Our Comments on Industrial Dispute in Indonesia 
    
Former PT Panarub Dwikarya Benoa, which was one factory of Panarub Group 
(“PDB”), used to be one of our suppliers on footwear. 
 
We respect and appreciate the adidas Group as the adidas Group has made 
various efforts to settle this dispute especially in July and August 2012 in spite of 
the fact that PDB was not a direct and main supplier to the adidas Group. 
 
On August 14, 2012 the adidas Group issued an official statement titled “Mass 
Dismissal of Workers Following Strike at PDB” (the “Statement”). 
 
http://www.adidas-group.com/en/media/news-archive/sustainability-news/2012/
mass-dismissal-workers-following-strike-factory-pt-panarub-dwikarya-benoa-ind
onesia/ 
 
We refer to the Statement and express our view on the industrial dispute 
between PDB and GSBI-SBGTS PT Panarub Dwikarya (“SBGTS”) 
 
1. Background 
1.1 The Strike Starting July 12, 2012 
On Thursday July 12, 2012 around 1,600 workers from PDB went on strike and 
SBGTS’s demands was a call for back payment of wages following sector wage 
increases earlier in 2012. 
 
The strike took place by SBGTS without prior notice or negotiation with PDB and 
ran for more than a week, but no resolution could be reached between SBGTS 
and PDB. 
 
The Statement describes that as the strike proceeded SBGTS barred entry to 
the factory, locking the factory gate, thereby preventing non-striking workers 
from entering the premises and for those inside to leave the factory grounds. 
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1.2 Failures to Reach Solution 
Though PDB offered to negotiate with SBGTS conditioned the workers returned 
to work, SBGTS declined this offer and the strike continued.  
 
On July 19, 2012, the adidas Group met with SBGTS and encouraged SBGTS 
and PDB to settle the dispute amicably, or seek formal mediation to achieve this. 
 
Though at the time SBGTS confirmed that SBGTS was willing to return to the 
negotiating and workers would be willing to return to work the following day, 
regrettably, neither of these stated actions realized according to the Statement 
 
1.3 Action against Striking Workers 
The Statement explains that under Indonesian law, workers who remain absent 
from their employment for more than 7 days without proper cause can be 
considered to have voluntarily resigned. 
 
On July 23, 2012, 8 working days after joining the strike, the striking workers 
were only immediately placed on suspension and were informed that many had 
lost their entitlement to employment at PDB as the strike had been illegal. 
 
Though the adidas Group called PDB to reconsider PDB’s position and re-open 
discussions with SBGTS putting aside any alleged legal breaches, PDB has 
refused and has proceeded with its plans to “dismiss” the workers 
 
2. Various Efforts by the adidas Group 
2.1 Suggestion on Two Approaches to Settle 
Firstly, on July 19, 2012 the adidas Group encouraged SBGTS and PDB to 
re-engage and to settle the dispute amicably or seek formal mediation in spite of 
the fact that SBGTS held a demonstration in front of the adidas offices. 
 
2.2 Calling Amicable Settlement 
Secondly, on July 23, 2012 the adidas Group called PDB to reconsider PDB’s 
position and re-open discussions with SBGTS, putting aside any alleged legal 
breaches. 
 
2.3 Promoting Governmental Agency 
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Thirdly, the adidas Group has raised this case with the Indonesia’s Ministry of 
Manpower and has asked that the Ministry of Manpower takes steps to 
safeguard the rights of the workers. 
 
2.4 Appointment of Independent Labor Lawyer 
Fourthly, the adidas Group has instructed a local labor lawyer to independently 
review the case and provide SBGTS with the lawyer’s legal opinion. 
 
2.5 Notification to ILO 
Fifthly, the adidas Group has notified the International Labor Organization 
Jakarta Office of its concerns. 
 
2.6 Mediation by the Ministry of Manpower 
The Ministry of Manpower has called for mediation based on the adidas Group’s 
request and PDB and SBGTS have been interested in the mediation, although 
SBTGS has expressed a preference for such mediation by an independent third 
party, not by a government agency. 
 
3. Our Policy 
3.1 Difficulty of Settlement 
From the above, we understand that there are two approaches to settle the 
dispute, an amicable negotiation and a formal legal procedure, and that the 
adidas Group tried to the both as much as possible. 
 
We know that the mediation initiative by the adidas Group starting October 18, 
2012 by the Indonesian Mediation Center (Pusat Mediasi Nasional; “PMN”) as 
an independent third party failed to complete the mediation on May 21, 2013 
from the difference of opinion between PDB and SBGTS on the settlement 
payment to workers. 
 
As a result, all efforts by the adidas Group were in vain. Considering the above 
all, we have to state that this case is extremely painful to settle. 
 
3.2 Our policy 
According to our basic CSR policy that we will face sincerely any stakeholder, 
we consider PDB not only as business partner but also as our stakeholder and 
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respect PDB and Panarub Group. Also we consider SBGTS not only as labor 
union of PDB but also as our stakeholder and respect SBGTS. 
 
Our policy to this case is that the best way should be in accordance with the laws 
and regulations in Indonesia under respecting Rule of Law though we still hope 
that the parties reach a settlement in any way. 
 
The reason why we state the above is from the fact that we respect the laws and 
regulations in Indonesia and that the standards provided by the laws and 
regulations should be used as reference, even if by an amicable negotiation, to 
settle the difficult dispute. 
 
4. Our Actions 
4.1 Action Starting August 25, 2012 
In 2012 responding to the request by Clean Clothes Campaign (“CCC”) et al in 
the letter dated August 25, 2012 (“IA12-1”), we have sent an inquiry by the 
system of open letter, which we cc to the party in case we make official inquiries 
to the other party from a transparency point of view, to grasp the reality. 
 
We have sent the inquiry on August 27 (“M164”), October 19 (“M172”), and 
October 26 (“M178”) to PDB, and on August 27 (“M165”), October 18 (“M173”), 
and October 19 (“M177”) to SBGTS more than 3 months. 
 
We have leant by the inquires that there is a possibility that the strike was illegal 
as the strike was implemented without prior notice and that it seems to be tough 
to affirm facts without court ruling if SBGTS’s evidences on unfair labor practice 
and/or obstruction consist of not physical evidence including documents, photos 
and transcriptions but only personal evidence with testimony.  
    

The Statement also describes that a determination on workers being dismissed 
on the grounds of illegal strike action can only be made by a properly constituted 
court and this would be the Industrial Relation Court.  
 
We have advised heartily the above points to PDB and SBGTS for their 
reference. 
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4.2 Action starting June 11, 2015 
In 2015 we also have considered sincerely and have commented on June 11 
(“M260”), June 19 (“M262”), June 26 (“M263”), July 10 (“M264”), July 24 
(“M267”), and August 31 (“M271”) based on CCC’s request dated June 11, 2015 
(“CCC15-1”) more than 3 months. 
 
We stated in M267 that the amicable negotiation seems to be difficult from the 
fact that the mediation starting October 18, 2012 by PMN failed by the difference 
of opinion between PDB and SBGTS on the settlement payment amounted 
about US$0.7 million to workers. 
 

4.3 Action Starting September 29, 2015 
Further, we have made efforts to conduct an investigation of this case, including 
inquiries to Panarub Group and CCC, more than 5 months to reach a settlement 
responding to the request by CCC et al dated September 29, 2015 (“IA15-1”). 
 
CCC et al persisted the amicable negotiation in IA15-1 and demanded 
Rp25,759,286,040 (US2.57million; US$1=¥100, ¥1=Rp100) or 
Rp20,759,286,040 (US$2.07million) as settlement payments in their letter dated 
November 9, 2015 (“IA15-2”). 
 
We were shocked by the demanded settlement payments considering the result 
of the mediation starting October 18, 2012 by PMN and have explained 
accurately on November 24, 2015 (“M292”) that the demand by CCC et al has 
no legal ground.  
 
As CCC et al changed the settlement payments to Rp7,329,722,564 
(US$0.73million) and requested us to contribute financially to the payments on 
February 8, 2016 (“CCC16-1”), we have answered that we cannot contribute 
with detailed consideration on February 29, 2016 (“M304”). 
 

5. Views on Dispute 
We believe that the best way should be in accordance with the laws and 
regulations in Indonesia under respecting Rule of Law though we still hope that 
the parties reach a settlement in any way. 
 


