CSR and Inequality (SLIDE 1)

1. Introduction

Thank you for inviting me to speak at your confeenit is indeed a great honour.
Apart from brief visits to Colombia and Venezuelaen | worked with BP 10 years
ago and a day trip into Mexico on a Greyhound bus of the USA 40 years ago, |
have very little direct knowledge and experienc&ofith America. | am aware from
discussions in other events like this that theadled BRIC countries, of which Brazil
is the ‘B’, are rapidly coming to the forefronttimeir contribution to debates about
and solutions to global issues of growth, sustalitylpoverty reduction and human
rights — and the positive contribution that comparéan make to these issues. | can
only hope that the BRIC countries do a better j@ntthe so-called developed
Northern countries have managed so far. | am alsweaof the great work that
ETHOS is doing to promote the responsible contiioubf business towards these
issues. | expect to learn a great deal from thidezence.

What | hope, in return, | can bring to this forusrthie long experience of a boundary
worker; someone whose career has moved from pséditor to private sector to non-
government organisation (NGO), with a continuingdemic association throughout.
In each case, as a teacher of economics, a depotypal of a high school,
community affairs manager for BP, Director of ther@rate Citizenship Unit at
Warwick University Business School and now ChaiAafnesty’s UK Business
Group and the Business and Human Rights ResounteeCehave worked largely
on the boundary of the organisation. | have treedromote understanding,
communication and joint actions between firstlyauk and business, then between
BP and its community stakeholders and more recéetiyeen business schools and
companies and between NGOs, especially Amnestyniatienal, and companies.

| believe passionately that the urgent global isgaeing us all right now, (SLIDE 2
PUBLIC INTEREST ISSUES FACING COMPANIES) includistepping up the

fight against poverty, achieving education foraadtl environmental sustainability, all
of which have direct impact on our topic todayiokguality’, can only be addressed
by effective collaboration between these vital extgovernments, companies, NGOs,
academics, teachers and all other interested giawgaxiety. | also believe that
business, and its main organisational construcmpanies, are a vital part of the
solution, not just part of the problem. And tlkatution is not about what a company
does with its profits once it has made them_but hawmpany makes its profits in the
first place. | go along wholeheartedly with J.FdRiard’s thesis propounded in his
book ‘High Noon; 20 global problems and 20 yearsdlve them’ (published 4 years
ago — so we have only got 16 years left!) (SLIDRBGLOBAL PROBLES) which
concludes that we need a new system of what he Gédbal Issue Networks of
expertise and trusted authority which cut acrostosal and national boundaries.

2. Inequality & CSR

First, we need definitions of ‘inequality’ and ‘CSRoday’s topic. For inequality |
can do no better than article one of the 1948 Wdritations Declaration of Human
Rights ( the UDHR) which states that ‘All people aqual’. That does not mean that



we are all the same or that we should all havelagaames or life-styles. It does
mean, again in the words of the UDHR, that everymaethe right to, for instance,
fair and equal treatment, equality before the a@edom from slavery, torture,
arbitrary arrest, etc., freedom of belief, opinard assembly, and access to education
and work, including the freedom to choose work,abgay, sufficient wages to
ensure an existence worthy of human dignity, aeditjht to join a trade union. |
would also include the right to a clean and sustamenvironment on this list.
Inequality exists within a country, therefore, wdesrgnificant numbers of its citizens,
even if a relatively small minority, do not havesle things, while the rest do.
Globally, inequality exists between those countwbgre most of its citizens enjoy all
these rights and those countries where relativalydnjoy these rights.

My definition of corporate social responsibilitytise acceptance by a company that
the way it runs its core business has wider impaetsociety than just the money
value of its products, services and incomes strehatst creates, coupled with a
willingness to understand and manage those imgdfetstively as part of its normal
business operations. Let me repeat that: CSR iadteptance by a company that the
way it runs its core business has wider impactsamnety than just the money value
of its products, services and incomes streamstthegates, coupled with a
willingness to understand and manage those imgdfetstively as part of its normal
business operations. Almost by definition, thiplies a company being prepared to
go further in managing these impacts than it néedsimply to comply with the
conventional market requirements of its businebss flequires companies both to
take a sophisticated, long term view of their bassinterest and to be clear about
what they stand for as ethical organisations.itsttho much to expect? | hope not,
although there is plenty of evidence to suggedtitimay be.

These wider impacts are what economists refer texasrnalities’. They are costs
and benefits the company imposes on or gives tetyaibhat do not appear in
conventional profit and loss accounts or balaneetsh They include such things as a
company’s environmental ‘footprint’, the wider salcvalue of its product or service,
the impacts on local communities of its employnactices, its ethical business
practices and its ability to have a positive inflae on human rights, poverty and
alleviation of suffering.

They are all public interest issues affecting comities and society as a whole. They
are issues that are properly the concern of goventsn\Where government is
effective such costs and benefits can be ‘intesedliinto company accounting
through financial incentives and penalties, taxgtand laws with fines for non-
adherence. Sometimes public pressure through nmaahiaumers, and NGOs can also
create reputation advantage and therefore a ‘bssiceese’ for companies
internalising these costs. Indeed, a representgtivernment that genuinely looked
after the public interest backed up by a well infed and alert civil society would
seem to be a preferred way of making sure that enrep do act in the overall public
interest.

Unfortunately too often government is not effectinelealing with these matters and
civil society is too ill-informed and weak to magefficient fuss. Indeed,
governments may well give the need to regulatéifese business ‘externalities’ a
lower priority than responding to the lobbying afde companies to minimise



regulation and taxation in order that the compaosscompete on level terms in
international markets. Globalisation of markets #draperceived imperatives of
promoting national competitiveness have reducegbtiveer of all national
governments to regulate for other public intereatters, even if they wanted to. In
addition in far too many countries government isveak and corrupt that companies
have a virtual free hand. And there are no intéonat agencies with sufficient
autonomous power to provide the regulation thabagllonarkets need if they are to
operate in the genuine interests of everyone.

So we are left with CSR. Corporate Social Respdlitgita company accepting its de
facto role in the governance of environmental amchdin rights issues.

4. (So does that mean that-)
CSR = participation in the gover nance of public issues?

Yes, companies are involved in public issues’ goaece, whether we like it or not.
For instance: (SLIDE 4 REPEAT OF SLIDE 2)

* Should a company accept, and if so how can it tekieoard, the costs of
taking a precautionary approach to global warming?

* How strongly should an agro-chemicals company ploeldevelopment of its
business in genetically modified crops?

» Should a pharmaceutical company provide life-sadinms to poor countries
at marginal cost and if so, how can it recouputsksresearch costs and
finance ongoing research?

» Should an international bank actively pursue ewtgesf money laundering?

* Should such a bank include environmental and humgaits audits in its pre-
lending risk analysis?

* Indeed, how should any company evaluate humansrighties in pre-
investment impact assessments in relation to ttenfpial revenue streams?

* How should a company manage conflicting interektsmational government
with those of an indigenous community?

* When in a country with very different customs, didatipursue its global
corporate policy (e.g. on bribery, freedom of agsomn or equal opportunities
— which is in itself a governance statement) oalgmg with accepted local
practices?

* Should it, indeed, go in or not go in to, stay frpall out of a state with a
corrupt and human rights abusing government?

* How is a company supposed to choose between thléhlod needs of its
local employees and the wider implications of caomyl with such a
government?

» Should a company sell a product or provide a seria@ government or other
user which it knows is likely to be used to abusman rights?

* Should it raise awkward issues with host governsyenten to the point of
risking a lucrative contract?

* How should it manage relationships with state ggctorces during internal
conflict?

And so on, and so on.... These are all public integegernance decisions, in other
words, decisions which affect profoundly the ingtseof large numbers of people, not
just those of the company itself. It can be no sqeéeferred option that companies are



left to make these decisions on their own. Comsaaie not set up to act as
governance agents nor do they have the legitinmayake public interest decisions.
The Economist was quite right when it argued irsitsrey of CSR in January 2005
that“As a general rule, correcting market failure isdtdeft to government. Business
cannot be trusted to get it right. Settling suclestions (as global warming) exceeds
the competence and proper remit of private entegmpfi It goes or'The proper
guardians of the public interest are governmentsctvare accountable to all
citizens. Itis the job of elected politicianssit goals for regulators, to deal with
externalities, to mediate among different interestsattend to the demands of social
justice, to provide public goods and collect theetmto pay for them, to establish
collective priorities where that is necessary apgpriate, and to organise
resources accordingly. The proper business offfass is business.”

Of course! But what is the alternative? Most nadlagovernments can’t or won'’t do
enough under present circumstances. To wait for@mwental or human rights
disasters to strike to such an extent that goventsrege finally woken up to their
responsibilities, individually and collectively, winl seem a high risk strategy. It may
be too late by then. It may already be too laté ableast we should try to do all we
can to make things as good or least bad as posgibhtenow. That requires
understanding where the power to make a differéaseand doing all we can to
influence that power to work effectively.

5. Under standing the power of companies

As | have already suggested a significant amoutttaifpower now lies with
companies, particularly large national and inteometl ones. Over the last ten years
some have reluctantly begun to acknowledge it a®hlmore open about how they
use it. But many more companies are still in deoialefensive mode. (SEE
CENTRE OF REPEATED SLIDE 2) Focussing on humahtgagwhich | know most
about, what power and influence do companies hapedatect, promote and even
fulfil human rights? — something that has to detditionally and rightly been seen as
the responsibility of governments. Then having tdiexd the impact that companies
can have, how do we persuade them to recognisasanthis power responsibly?
How do we persuade them to take actions that gjtelmeyond what appears to be in
their immediate business self-interest? How do ansymde companies to recognise
their potential as global problem solvers and &tyito get involved in problem-
solving partnerships?

Firstly we all, including companies themselves,chieeunderstand the impact they
can have on human rights? This depends on thearspi activity, control and
influence. Company impact on human rights can e ss four closely inter-related
layers (SLIDE 5 COMPANY SPHERES OF INFLUENCE); armqmany’s core
operations, its impact on communities around i@ratons, its influence on the
behaviour of its suppliers and contractors andlfines influence on government
ministers, officials and agencies.

The core layer, over which companies have diregtrobis their own operations.
This covers all the labour rights as defined inlti@ conventions, including health
and safety issues. Looking after its own peopla manner compatible with human
rights principles is the absolute minimum socidtgidd expect of a company.



Irrespective of whether or not a company is opegatvithin an effective system of
government, not to do so would constitute a diadttse of human rights by the
company. For example, it may be quite acceptalila faultinational company to
locate a new plant in an area of cheaper laboahlerg that area to compete on the
world market on the basis of its comparative advget However it would be quite
unacceptable for that company to exploit the sibmaby paying wages below
subsistence levels or requiring high levels of twer and therefore family neglect or
by permitting lower levels of environmental, headtid safety provision than those
considered proper in countries where regulatioasaonger.

The core layer also includes the provision of thepany’s product or service. How
that product is produced or service is providedwhd ultimately benefits from it is
at the heart of the value the company createsofmety — its fundamental purpose, if
you like. Sustainable access to vital productssardices by the poor is perhaps the
key objective of anyone trying to combat the wasgtects of inequality. Companies
providing often recently privatised essentials hkater and energy have particular
responsibilities here. But so too do pharmaceutoatpanies, banks, IT and
telecommunication companies and many consumer gamudpanies to name just a
few. Recent good stories about the 2 rupee, 18 goap bar produced by Hindustan
Lever, the sprouting mobile phone small business@drican villages and, of course,
the pioneering work of the Grameen Bank are allcaitbns of what can be done
within a sustainable business model. If compafaigs$o understand the importance
of their products and services for sustainable ldgveent and do not actively seek
ways of enabling the poorest sectors of societyaie access to them, they are, in my
opinion, effectively abusing human rights.

The second layer of human rights responsibiliyriderstanding and taking full
account of a company’s impact on the communitiesctgd by its operations. This
can be the impact of the initial construction phaséand use and infrastructure
development as well as the ongoing impact of tleelgetion process on the
environment and quality of life of those in theestled communities. Managing this
impact properly often involves intense, sensitimd prolonged engagement with
groups representing a range of interests. Inatgop this is called ‘stakeholder
engagement’. It is easily said but far from easgdoBeware those who dismiss this
as a ‘soft’ issue and therefore not worthy of thme attention as the so-called ‘hard’
metrics which determine profit and loss. ‘Hard’ meuate with measurable and
‘soft’ with intangible — but ‘soft’ does not equaigth ‘easy’ — quite the opposite.
Identifying genuine stakeholders, meeting with theran even-handed way,
discovering their legitimate concerns and thendiacg these into pre-investment risk
analyses requires great skill and patience. ltrisiconsuming and costly. But it must
be done if a company is serious about not doinmleard not abusing human rights.
Companies should take as thorough an approaclchostakeholder engagement as
they do with all their other business activities,ttansparent in all their dealings and
be accountable for the decisions they take. Thatig ask — but a necessary one.

Stakeholder interests, of course, often conflict] en poorer, less developed areas are
also often not backed by clear legal rights, fetamce to land tenure. Companies
may also find themselves pulled between the intei@sa national government and
those of local indigenous people. It is only tairecognise the difficulties facing
companies in these situations and the hard chtieehave to be made. | would like



to see companies being more transparent about thesees, for instance between the
development of a national resource like an oilfiet a dam and the conservation of a
habitat or a traditional way of life; being operoabpotential revenues, the social and
environmental costs and how, if the project goe=adtthese will be properly
compensated. It is part of a company’s ongoingaesipilities, once its operations
are up and running, to do all it can to ensure ¢batpensation agreements, made
between the company, government agencies anddooahunity groups, are carried
out and, if necessary reviewed, and to lobby a goaent on behalf of the local
communities for their fair share of public revenaesing from the operations.

I would also assert that if a company pre-invesitnnisk analysis showed too high a
cost to a local community, it should not go aheitti the project. Too often pre-
investment risk analysis is used to determine tlegaband environmental costs which
will need to be factored into a project’s critipath development plan but rarely to
determine the fundamental decision as to whethaobthe project should go ahead
at all. For example. if a proposed new soft drib&tling plant was likely seriously to
deplete water supplies such that it endangeretivilédnoods of local subsistence
farmers, the company should decide to look elsesvhfemd in a situation of conflict
or civil war, that a company should postpone anyettimment that is likely to
become a focus of violence and therefore causkdulbss of life until such time as
the prospects of peace are more favourable — adeaidion indeed, especially if the
dominant power in the country wants the revenumftioe project to fund its side of
the conflict and threatens to offer the contrastead to a company with less human
rights concerns. Perhaps we will return to theffecdit issues in question time!

The third level of human rights impact concern®mpany’s business partners,
suppliers, contractors and customers. A Compangieeunderstand its sphere of
influence; that is the relative strength of itsiatand position in the supply chain and
its ability to influence the behaviour of otherghim it. This could be at the raw
material extraction or growing stage, the manufaatuand processing stage, the
retail stage or, in the case of the financial smwiindustry, influence through lending
and investment policy. A company needs to askvwa®ne of the main names in the
chain?’. If so, companies with such influence sHaide it by communicating their
human rights policies and procedures to businegsgra and insisting that all
contracts reflect the same commitments to humdmgigs they hold. For instance, a
pesticide producer is responsible for ensuringaaga$ possible that its distributors
provide effective health and safety instructionhte end-users. A sportswear retail
chain is responsible for monitoring the conditiofisvork in the factories from which
it sources, even if these run into thousands, andiérking with the owners of these
factories to work out solutions to problems theydfiA bank is responsible for
ensuring that its client businesses are in compdamth its own stated environmental
and human rights principles.

The fourth level of human rights impact is perhdgshardest for some companies to
accept. This concerns a company’s interaction goernments. A company should
be aware that its very presence gives economic¢raplitit moral support to a host
government. It should recognise that it has thegvdw influence government
ministers and officials and should use this powsely and effectively. A company
can be deemed to be complicit in the human rights@s committed by a government



or its agents unless it does all within its ownatalities and sphere of influence to
prevent them or put them right. It should ask ftsel

» Are its products being used to abuse the humansrgfidissident groups?
Are its revenues being misappropriated by cormipisters?
Is the company complying with a law that itseltiabs international human
rights?
Is the company indirectly benefiting from inhumaoaeification measures of
the state security forces?
Does its own contract with the government havasga within it that in any
way constrain the human rights of those affectedsgperations?

If the answer to any of these questions is ‘yes, the company should, at very least,
raise the issues of concern at meetings with ministers and officials, making it
clear that the company is aware of state actions abusing human rights and
explaining that these are inconsistent with the companies’ own business
principles. When negotiating agreements with host governments, companies
should ensure that nothing in the agreement is inconsistent with the
government’s human rights obligations. Companies should work with other
groups that may influence a government’s human rights conduct, such as NGOs,
other companies in their sector and other possible sources of pressure. And when
all else fails, companies should have the courage to go public on the international
commitments which the government of that country will have made and which it
is transgressing.

6. Influencing and engaging cor por ate power

So what can we do help persuade companies to méamaigémpacts on human

rights, and therefore inequality, better? | woudd to be able to say let us create a
world made up of internationally collaborating, regentative governments that could
hold companies to account through strong interaglilations backed up by equally
strong international law and enforcement institosid still think that we should try to
work towards this vision but not rely on it happenanytime soon. In the meantime,
and that may well mean decades, | believe we -iglthbse of us who in the words of
the Bruntland report in 1987 want to promote ‘depehent which meets the needs of
the present without compromising the abilitiesuitife generations to meet their own
needs’ — we need to do four things. (SLIDE 6 ENGNGICORPORATE POWER)

First, we need to give recognition to the de fagigernance role that companies
have, that is the governance role they have intyeal influencing many key public
interest issues and press for greater public at¢ability for their performance of that
role. Secondly, we need to do all we can to make&etdorces take more account of
environmental and social issues, in other wordmsgthen the business case for
greater corporate social responsibility. Thirdggaognising that the business case
alone will never be enough, we need to put pressuitbe personal ethics of business
leaders, managers and staff so that they can tireiginnate desire to achieve self
respect and the good opinion of their familiesrids and peers to influence their
companies to be responsible. Finally, and partly &sctic in making a success of
points two and three, we need to be much more readsaise and engage with
companies when they do good things, not just stéride side and criticise and
condemn when they do bad things.



Kofi Annan has done all he can to take the leatherfirst of these. In calling for a
‘Global Compact’ for companies in 1999, in whicleyhagree to comply with nine,
now ten, key principles, (SLIDE 7 GLOBAL COMPACT ICIPLES) he bravely
took the risk of departing from the UN mandate \ahdenies it any authority over
non-state actors. He directly addressed leaddtseaforld’s largest companies by
saying'The UN needs business. We need it as an advawatgdrnational co-
operation, a promoter of investment, trade, andoparkets. We need it as a doer
and mover to promote development by investing thteansferring technology to
developing countries. The UN needs business astagpan the dialogue on
economic, social and related issues. Non-states t@aplay their civic part because
with growing power and reach comes growing respulisi’.

The Global Compact now has over 2,500 participatmgpanies in some 90
countries. Some are doing well, but sadly far t@mynof them are participants in
name only, enjoying the PR cache of UN approvaheit doing anything concrete
about it — a syndrome known as ‘bluewash’ — anduse of much cynicism within
the NGO community. As many of you will know, a ttela initiative connected to the
UN Commission on Human Rights developed a set ohador transnational
corporations and other enterprises with regardutadn rights, which attempted to
spell out in some detail what complying with the Diclaration of Human Rights
(and indeed the Global Compact’s principles) by pames would mean in practice.
It was much heralded by human rights NGOs. Unfateily, instead of treating this
initiative as a useful first step in creating tteesis for greater accountability of
companies for their performance on human rightsrataded issues, an unholy
alliance of opposition to the Norms was creatediddal governments opposed the
Norms on the grounds that the UN had no busingsgjytto regulate for non-state
actors and indeed that the Norms somehow mightgiates with bad human rights
records a stronger excuse to do nothing — i.eelé@ao the companies. The
International Chamber of Commerce, other busingssaations and many
companies opposed them on the grounds that thigitloeaten the introduction of
unnecessary and, very probably, bad law. Even thdelUnions opposed them, | can
only imagine because of their fear that the NGQ@snating the Norms might intrude
on their traditional monopoly of the right to repeat labour and other social issues
with companies.

At least this unfortunate apparent standoff betwaest environmental and human
rights NGOs and national governments, businessatgms and trade unions has
increased interest in the issue of business andhuights. It has helped to bring this
important issue to the forefront and raise thelle¥eebate. The UN Secretary
General has appointed a ‘Special Representativ@nong other things, identify and
clarify standards of corporate responsibility andauntability for companies with
regard to human rights. The Special Representhtigeghe unenviable task of
reconciling on the one hand the Neanderthals whaateor will not accept the reality
of current governance needs and on the other sbthe snore unrealistic demands of
some NGOs who believe it is simply a matter of tnganew, enforceable
regulations. | can only hope that by the end of tlhibcess — hopefully by April next
year — we will at least have a set of UN-endoraandm rights principles or standards
setting out society’s expectations of business lurigdts performance and against
which companies can be held to account in the adystiblic opinion.



(SLIDE 8 REPEAT OF SLIDE 6) The second thing wecheedo is to make the
market more sensitive to environmental and hungintsiissues; basically to make it
more costly for companies to do harm and more la@akfo them if they make
positive contributions. The main business driversiacial responsibility, for large
companies anyway, is reputation. That can be répatamong investors, thanks to
the burgeoning social responsible investment inglustd initiatives like
FTSE4GOOQOD. It can be reputation among customeaskihto the work of the
ethical trading initiative, many fair trade schenaesl consumer campaigns and
boycotts. It could also be among the procurememagers of government agencies
and departments, but this huge potential infludacgood that governments still
have has been very slow in materialising. Most irtgraly, perhaps, is a company’s
reputation among its own people, chiefly its owrpagees but also others who work
with it or care about it. This can be hugely impaottfor morale, motivation,
employee recruitment and retention.

The best way we can influence the reputation masket do all we can to raise the
level of information about company environmentad &damman rights performance —
good and bad — so that more informed judgementbeanade and appropriate
actions can be taken by NGOs and others. Justexsé@h technology has fuelled the
communication capabilities of global business sbfigelling the information
exchange necessary to keep tabs on company agividne example, of course, is
www. business-humanrights.org , of which | havehtbeour to be Chair of Trustees
and about which | will be happy to talk more lateuffice it to say for now that this is
the leading web site on business and human rigbt&ring, amongst much else
besides, the activities of nearly 3000 companieddwade, striving for a balanced
approach to providing information on the human tsgherformance of companies —
good as well as bad. All of us in civil society ahtelieve all good companies, have
an interest in levelling the information playinglfi so that good practice is endorsed
and bad practice criticised. This site is an exanaplwhat can be done with relatively
modest resources plus a great deal of dedicatsomarcommitment of those
involved.

The third way of influencing corporate behavioubysrecognising that companies are
made up of and run by people not much differennfodher people in society.

Difficult as this may be for people working in tpablic or not for profit sectors to
imagine, most people working in companies, at leastt of them who | have met,
actually take pride in and get a sense of achieméfmam their work and most
certainly do not want to feel that their decisiensctions somehow contribute to
environmental damage or human rights abuses. Maujdibe genuinely horrified if
they were accused of being complicit in such wrdamg. So why do they do it? Are
they simply ignorant of the consequences of theioas? Is it somehow that they get
‘de-individualised’ as they step across the compgamgshold? Are they frightened for
their jobs and therefore their family’s immediateslihood and security? Whatever
the reasons may be, raising the level of infornmasibout what companies are doing
can only help to get questions asked internallelsas externally. As with good
traffic law, we need to deny the excuse of ignoeaWge need to demand policies and
specific accountabilities for seeing that they@gied out. We need to name and
then shame or praise in equal measure as appe@&Os are getting quite good at
naming and shaming, although still desperately iaftkmation on specifics to do



even more — hence the needviarw.business-humanrights.of@n the other hand,
NGOs find praise rather harder to give — perhagsalree they don’t think it much
deserved but more probably because they are ratuctde accused by their
members or NGO colleagues of ‘going soft on comgelniyet, as any good teacher
and most psychologists will tell you, people regparore positively to praise than
they do to criticism. Business people are no daifier

That is really my final point. All of us who reckahat we have got a contribution to
make in addressing these issues, many of whicbauered by the general heading
‘inequality’, as | defined it earlier, need to rgoise and value the contribution of
others in other sectors, particularly between congsaand NGOs. That requires us to
understand and develop a degree of trust in ed&r.ofhis was the main conclusion
of the joint report between Oxfam and Unilever @edi ‘Unilever in Indonesia’.

When they started on this joint venture neithetypaad any real understanding of
what the other’s real motives and mission werehatend, while still retaining many
differences, they at least understood better etiwr’s position and capabilities and,
therefore, potential for joint solution seekinge@npeace has also recently started to
work in partnership with companies on specific potg, while the WWF has been
doing it for a long time and were major contribsttw the development of the
Forestry and Marine Stewardship Councils. Theséee moves, particularly for
campaigning NGOs who risk incurring the wrath adithess enlightened core
supporters as well as the ridicule of the mediaikhthe companies with which they
are associated be shown to be failing in some agpdeeir environmental or human
rights performance — which they probably will bidevertheless this has got to be the
way forward. NGOs, at least those not entirely ga@oloto globalisation and the
market economy, need to increase their readinesisgage with companies in
genuine solution seeking and be supportive of gwadtice, while at the same time
retaining their watch-dog and whistle-blowing rol&shis requires leadership,
thinking out of the box, and a readiness to taglesrith their reputation for the sake
of making progress on environmental and humansiggsiues.

Combating inequality requires much increased legklffective governance. This
requires companies and NGOs, as well as governagamicies and anyone else who
may be able to help, such as academics, educatarsgll enlightened and willing
individuals and groups in society to connect wilcleother as official or unofficial
agents of governance so that they can collaboratevark in the same direction.
Somehow we need to create what Rischard callseélsgiworks’ at both local and
global level — networks of people and organisatieite genuine expertise and
influence to make a significant contribution tovsg) the problems.

As a start, | would like to propose the creatiora@lobal Business and Human
Rights Foundation and Network, led by trusted dlalotors of the calibre of Kofi
Annan, when he retires from the UN, Mary Robinsnd Amartya Sen, and made up
of individuals, who are experts and opinion leagersth knowledge and experience
of dealing with business and human rights issukes& may be individuals from
companies, NGOs, other civil society groups, goremnt agencies, UN agencies, the
ILO, the IFC and so on — there as individuals girtbwn right, not specifically as
representatives of the organisations they workTboe task of the Foundation and
Network would be firstly to reiterate and build Kofi Annan’s 1999 recognition of
the growing public issue governance power of naesactors and call for greater
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accountability for their exercise of that powerc&adly it needs to promote, provide
expertise and give credibility to the new accouittgbmechanisms so that good
performance can by rewarded and bad performanashmahby the court of public
opinion. Thirdly it needs to champion and brokentgroblem solving actions,
particularly between companies, NGOs and apprapgaternment agencies. Finally
it needs to help the world to understand the pitkot these creative partnerships,
create increased expectations of good performaytieemn and to hold these key
actors to account for delivering it.

Chris Marsden
June 2006
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