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YeJIOBEKA U TPAHCHALMOHAJBbHBIX KOPIOPALUAX
U IPYTUX NpeAnpUuATHAX

JloGaBienne

IIpumenenue PykoBoasimiuX NPUHIMIIOB NPeANPUHUMATEbCKOM
AesiTeJIbHOCTH B aCleKTe MPaB YeJI0BeKa: BbIBO/bI, BbITEKAIONIHE
U3 0TBETOB HA BONMPOCHHUK, Pa30CJAaHHbIN KOPNIOpauUuAM

B 2013 roay*

Pesome

B nHacrosmem goxnage 0600ma0TCs BEIBOJBI, BRITEKAIONMINE U3 OTBETOB HA pa-
3ociaHHbll kopropanusM B 2013 roay BompocHHK, Kacawomuics PykoBoasimux
NPUHIUIIOB NPEJIPHHUMATENbCKONH ACSITEIHLHOCTH B acliekTe npas 4yenoseka. Ompoc,
IPOBOJUBIIUIICS C IIOMOIIBIO 3TOr0 BOIPOCHHUKA, IPECIe0Ball CIEAYIOIUe TPH Le-
au: 1) monyduTh mpeacTaBieHHE O Mporpecce, JOCTUTHYTOM B Jele pacIpocTpaHe-
HUs PyKOBOISIIIAX TPHHIUIIOB cpean OU3HEC-COO0INeCTBa; 2) BBISICHUTD, Y€M MOXET
OBITh MOTHBMPOBAaHO NMPUMEHEHHE DTHX NPUHIMIIOB KOMMEPYECKHUMHU MPEATPUITHS-
MH M C KAKHMH TpoOieMaMH OHM MOTYT CTOJIKHYTBCS; U 3) MOHATH, Kakas MOAIEPK-
Ka HeoOxonMMa OM3HECY B CBSI3M C pealu3alyell MpUHIKIA KOPIIOPATUBHON OTBETCT-
BEHHOCTH 3a COONIOJICHUE NIPaB YEeJI0BEKA.

Pe3roMe HacTosIIEero qoKJIaaa pacnpoCTpaHsIeTcs Ha BceX OQUIHaIbHbBIX a3bikax. Cam
JIOKJIaJ], cCoJlep Kaluics B MPUI0KEHUN K pe3loMe, pacpoCTPaHsIETCsl TOJIBKO Ha TOM SI3bIKE,
Ha KOTOPOM OH OBILJ MPEICTABIICH.
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OTBeTH Ha BOIIPOCHHK ITO3BOJINIIN C(bOpMyJ'IPIpOBaTB CIeayromunue OCHOBHBIC

BBIBOJIBL:

a) OONBIIMHCTBY OINPOIIEHHBIX NPEINPUATHH H3BECTHO O PykoBomsmux
MpUHIUIAX;

b) CBOM IEPBOOYCPEIHBIC 3a/1a4H ONPOIIECHHbIC NPEANPUATHS BUIAT B II0-

BBHIIIEHAN HHOOPMHUPOBAHHOCTH CBOWX MOJpPAa3eICHUM U COTPYAHUKOB M BHEIAPEHUHN
PyKOBOASANINX MPHUHIUIIOB B MPAKTHKY HUX NEATEIBHOCTH, COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUH Me-
XaHU3MOB TIOJa4H KaJi00 M MPEeTeH3MH, CO3TaHUU CHCTEMBI TIOAOTIETHOCTH B OHM3HE-
Cce W ONpEIeNIEHHH TOTEHINANIbHBIX PHUCKOB (Y4TO OCOGEHHO BaXKHO A KPYMHBIX
KOMITaHMH);

c) MOJIOBUHA OTPOIICHHBIX MPEANPUATHH cHOPMYIHpOBaIa CBOE OTHOIIE-
HUE K IpaBaM 4YeJlIOBeKa B COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX MyOIMYHBIX 3afBJICHHUIX, OJHAKO B
3TOM BOIIPOCE €I[e HEAOCTAeT TPAaHCIAPECHTHOCTH,;

d) BEIYIIyI0 POJIb B BOIPOCAX, KaCAIOMMUXCS MPaB YEIOBEKa, HTPAIOT IO -
pasieneHus, 3aHUMAIONIMECS BONPOCAMH  KOPIIOPATUBHOW  OTBETCTBEHHOCTH/
YCTOMYHUBOCTH,

e) MOJIOBUHA OMPONIEHHBIX NMPEANPHUITHI 3asBUIA, YTO aKTUBHO 3aHMMa-
eTcsl BONPOCAMM NpaB 4YEJIOBEKa, B TOM 4YHCIIE pa3pabdaThIBaeT CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO
MOJINTHKY B ()OPMHUPYET CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO IPAKTHUKY B 3TOH 001acTH;

f) JUTSL TIOJIOBWHBI OTIPOIICHHBIX NMPEANPHUATHN TIaBHYIO TPYAHOCTH Tpen-
CTaBJIAIOT MEPEXO0J]l OT MOJUTHKM B OOJACTH TpaB 4YeJIOBEKA K NMPAKTHKE W pElIeHue
mpo0OieM, CBA3aHHBIX C IPAaBaMH YEJI0BEKA, B PAMKaX JCIOBbIX OTHOIICHHH;

9) B OTBETaX Ha BOMPOC MO TOBOAY "IKOCHCTEMHOW'" MOANEpKKH darie
BCET0 OTMEYaiach HEOOXOAMMOCTh PACIIUPEHUS BO3MOXKHOCTEH st 0bmieodpa3oBa-
TeNbHON U mpodeccuoHanbHON MOATrOTOBKH, 3G PEKTUBHOTO NPUMEHEHHUS MECTHOIO
3aKOHOJATENbCTBA U peayn3alid MHOTOCTOPOHHUX HHHIHATHB. Kpome Toro, orme-
4ajach, XOTS U PEXe, HEOOXOJAMMOCTh YCTAHOBICHHS MHHHMAJIbHBIX CTAaHIAPTOB U
3aKpeIUICHUs] B 3aKOHOAATENbCTBE TPEOOBAaHUS MPOSIBIATH MOKHYI OCMOTPUTEINb-
HOCTB B BOIIPOCAX MpaB 4eJI0BEKA.
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IIpuaoxenue

[English only]

Uptake of the Guiding Principles on Businessand Human
Rights: findings from a 2013 questionnaire for cor porations
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I ntroduction

1. This report summarizes the findings from a 2013 questionnaire for corporations on
the Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights. The questionnaire was carried out
for the Working Group by the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC), the International
Organisation of Employers (IOE), the Global Business Initiative on Business and Human
Rights (GBI) and the University of Denver.

2. The objectives of the questionnaire were threefold: (1) to understand progress on the
dissemination of the Guiding Principles among the business community; (2) to highlight
implementation motivations and challenges among business enterprises; and (3) to
understand the support that businesses enterprises need to implement their corporate
responsibility to respect human rights.

3. The aim of this report, which follows on from a pilot survey in 2012," is to gather
solid data to support the United Nations and other organizations as they work to
disseminate and implement the Guiding Principles. This questionnaire is not an in-depth
inquiry or assessment of how companies are progressing with detailed implementation of
the Guiding Principles. Instead, it aims to understand how business enterprises are
approaching the Guiding Principles and shed light on the motivations, challenges, gaps and
opportunities for businesses in implementing the Guiding Principles.

4. One hundred and fifty-three business representatives from 39 countries responded to
the questionnaire. This is an increase of 23.5 per cent from the 117 businesses that
responded to the 2012 pilot survey. Europe was the region with the highest percentage of
overall respondents, at 45.7 per cent. It also provided the most diverse regional sample with
perspectives shared from 18 company representatives.

5. The Working Group is using the results and findings from the questionnaire in its
wider efforts to map the dissemination and implementation of the Guiding Principles. The
questionnaire helps the Working Group to track business awareness of and progress in
implementing the Guiding Principles. It also helps it to identify the common obstacles to
the fulfilment of “the corporate responsibility to respect human rights” (the second pillar of
the Guiding Principles).

6. This questionnaire complements a parallel questionnaire focused on government
action regarding “the State duty to protect human rights” (the first pillar of the Guiding
Principles).

7. The Working Group welcomes feedback to help it advance the business and human
rights agenda within the framework of the Guiding Principles. Please send any feedback to:
wg-business@ohchr.org.

A note on supporting evidence

8. While the questionnaire did not require supporting or verifiable evidence or data,
respondents were given the opportunity to upload or provide links to any internal or
external company documents on human rights from their organizations. Information was
uploaded by 32 of the 153 companies that participated in the questionnaire. The types of
information provided included examples of codes of conduct; supplier codes of conduct;
human  rights  policies/statements;  sustainability  principles and  policies;

Results from the 2012 questionnaire for business enterprises can be found at: http://www.ohchr.org/
Documents/Issues/Business/ForumSession1/Report_ UNWGBUsinessSurvey _Dec2012.pdf.
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sustainability/annual reports; a human rights risk assessment; human rights due diligence
programmes; human rights management documentation; and human rights event reports.

[11. Brief overview of the Guiding Principles on Business and
Human Rights

9. The Human Rights Council endorsed the Guiding Principles on Business and
Human Rights in June 2011. The Guiding Principles elaborate on the three pillars of the
United Nations “Protect, Respect and Remedy” Framework, which the former Special
Representative of the Secretary-General proposed to the Human Rights Council in 2008.
The three pillars of the Framework are:

(@) The State duty to protect against human rights abuses by third parties,
including business enterprises, through appropriate policies, regulation, and adjudication;

(b)  The corporate responsibility to respect human rights, that is, to act with due
diligence to avoid infringing the rights of others and address adverse impacts with which
they are involved; and

(c)  The need for greater access for victims to effective remedy, both judicial and
non-judicial.

10.  The endorsement of the Guiding Principles established a common global platform
for action. The Guiding Principles apply to all States and to all business enterprises, both
transnational and others, regardless of their size, sector, location, ownership and structure.
While they are universally applicable, the Guiding Principles recognize that there is no one-
size-fits-all approach to how business enterprises meet their corporate responsibility to
respect human rights. Specifically the Guiding Principles set out that businesses should
have in place:

(a8 A policy commitment to meet their responsibility to respect human rights;

(b) A human rights due-diligence process to identify, prevent, mitigate and
account for how they address their impacts on human rights; and

(c) Processes to enable the remediation of any adverse human rights impacts
they cause or to which they contribute.

11.  The Guiding Principles stipulate that, in order to conduct effective due diligence,
businesses should conduct meaningful engagement with affected stakeholders, implement
the results of their impact assessments and take appropriate action, including assigning
responsibility for addressing any impacts to the appropriate level and function within the
business enterprise. Furthermore, businesses should track the effectiveness of their human
rights response using qualitative and quantitative indicators and feedback from
stakeholders, and report publicly on how they address their human rights impacts.

V. Methodology

12.  This report summarizes the findings from the second corporate questionnaire on the
Guiding Principles, which was carried out in 2013, following a pilot survey in 2012. The
Working Group aims to undertake a corporate questionnaire every year.

See report of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General on the issue of human rights and
transnational corporations and other business enterprises — Guiding Principles on Business and
Human Rights: Implementing the United Nations “Protect, Respect and Remedy” Framework
(AJHRC/17/31), available from: http://www.ohchr.org/documents/issues/business/A.HRC.17.31.pdf.
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13.  The project team analyzed the questions and results from the 2012 questionnaire
with a view to improving the design of the 2013 questionnaire, which consequently has
different questions and amended answer choices and formats. Year-on-year comparative
data cannot therefore be included in the present report, except for the respondent rate. A
total of 165 organizations completed the questionnaire. However, 12 of these were deemed
ineligible for inclusion as they were business associations and/or NGOs and were therefore
not included in the analysis.? In total 153 companies responded to the survey, the baseline
figure for the analysis.

14.  The involvement of GBI, ICC and IOE, three prominent business associations and
membership bodies, enabled access to their extensive corporate networks. However, their
involvement is not without limitations. Some answers to the questionnaire may be affected
by the fact that they are a part of these convening organizations. Where this may be the
case, it has been indicated in the text. Furthermore, there is no third-party validation of the
information given by respondents to establish the accuracy of fact-based answers to some
of the questions.

15.  The questionnaire was administered from 29 October 2013 to 31 January 2014 using
a custom online tool and the team employed a snowball sampling methodological approach.
Snowball sampling relies on the networks that exist between members of a target
population. The process starts with an initial “seeding” of the survey, which then gathers
size and pace at it disperses through networks. As a sampling methodology, it differs
considerably from approaches which involve taking a random sample from a known
population, as often used in public opinion surveys.

16.  The chief disadvantage of snowball sampling is that it is not as representative of the
wider population (in this case global businesses) as a random sampling strategy. It also
limits the extent to which the results can be generalized. Furthermore, there is sampling
bias due to the reliance on e-mails being forwarded on through networks. For example,
people may be more likely to forward the e-mail to contacts they know well, who may
share similar traits and characteristics with them, which means the end sample may only
represent a subgroup of the wider population.

17.  The drawbacks of this method could be minimized by using a range of different
“seeds” to start the snowballing process in order to reach a more diverse group of
individuals. For the questionnaire, GBI, ICC and IOE leveraged their multiple networks to
disperse the survey and, in turn, these networks further circulated the information and the
survey link via e-mail to their own networks.

18.  In interpreting the results of the study, it is important to note that this is not a
representative study offering a snapshot of global business. However, the 153 respondents
who participated do constitute a valid sample, obtained in an appropriate manner, and they
are able to offer a useful perspective on business and human rights issues. Even so, it is
anticipated that respondents were previously familiar with or interested in the business and
human rights agenda since they self-selected to complete the survey. In this context
generalizations are not possible, yet there are a sufficient number of respondents to provide
useful insights about a subset of businesses that are familiar with, or interested in, business
and human rights.

Interest in the questionnaire was shown by non-business constituents. In the future, it may be useful to
signpost them from the corporate questionnaire to the parallel surveys being undertaken for other
stakeholders by the Working Group.
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V. Potential future methodologies

19.  Looking ahead to future questionnaires, it is worth considering alternative
methodologies. It may be possible to achieve a more representative sample by limiting the
population of businesses surveyed. For example, partner organizations may have priority
countries, defined by both the size of the national economy and the extent to which human
rights are seen as an issue in the country. They may also have priority audiences in terms of
company size and sector.

20.  More research could be carried out to define a range of company roles/job titles
whose incumbents are likely to possess the necessary knowledge to answer on the topics in
the survey. The partner organizations (GBI, ICC and IEO) would aim to identify “priority
audiences” as opposed to the business world in general. Regarding the methods available to
represent the priority audience:

@) If large businesses are particularly important for an organization, it is a fairly
simple exercise to obtain company contact details from the Financial Times Stock
Exchange (FTSE) 250, Fortune 500, etc., contact these companies to explain the nature of
the research, and ask to be directed to a suitable individual;

(b)  In several countries, it is possible to purchase a pre-constructed list of
business individuals fitting the target profile (for example, with a suitable job title), with
information on sector, business size, etc. also included. From these lists, a sample frame can
be constructed that matches the profile of the target audience, and individuals can be
selected at random to be approached to take part in the survey.

21.  Both approaches are more resource-intensive than snowball sampling, in that they
would rely on more than just an initial “seeding” for the survey to reach the target
respondents. Selected companies may need to be contacted by telephone as well as e-mail,
and respondents given the opportunity to complete the survey in this manner.

22.  The effort to represent a more clearly defined target population may also require
setting certain quotas (e.g. X per cent of respondents from companies in Y sector) against
which progress needs to be monitored. For this reason, specialist third-party research firms
may need to be engaged to design and implement such a survey.

VI. Survey structure

23.  The 2013 questionnaire included a variety of question types such as multiple choice,
yes/no answers, rating of a list of options, and open text boxes requiring more detailed
explanations. Participating company representatives were also able to upload or provide
links to any internal or external company documents on human rights to share with the
Working Group.

24.  The questions were grouped into three main sections as follows:

» Section 1: Gathering information on the demographics of respondents, including
country location of their company headquarters, location of operations of the re-
spondent, industry sector and size and how the respondent had heard about the ques-
tionnaire.

« Section 2: Questions such as whether participants had previously heard of the Guid-
ing Principles (to establish their level of awareness), when they had first heard about
the Guiding Principles, and in what contexts they had most frequently heard about
the corporate responsibility to respect human rights.
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VII.

« Section 3: Participants were asked to select their human rights priorities over the fol-
lowing 12 months, to state whether they had a public human rights policy in place,
and to identify the department(s) leading the implementation of their human rights
policy. Also requested were examples of engagement in activities related to respect
for human rights; primary motivators for addressing human rights within their com-
pany; challenges in implementing respect for human rights in practice; and produc-
tive ecosystem support for taking forward the corporate responsibility to respect
human rights.

Survey sample

By region and headquarters

25.  There were 153 respondents from businesses to the 2013 questionnaire, representing
an increase of 23.5 per cent from the 117 who responded to the 2012 questionnaire. At a
global level, there were respondents from 39 countries, with Europe the region with the
highest percentage of overall respondents (at 45.7 per cent) and the most diverse regional
sample, with perspectives shared from 18 company representatives.

Figure 1
Respondent companies (per centage by region)

No Answer

Oceania

North America

Latin America & the Caribbean

B % of companies represented

Europe

Asia

Africa

0.0 10.0 200 30.0 40.0 50.0

26.  Respondents from companies headquartered in the United States of America (9.8 per
cent), followed closely by Germany (8.4 per cent), accounted for the highest percentage of
respondents by headquarters country of the total of 153 (see Figure 1). Respondents from
companies headquartered in Colombia and Kenya (6.5 per cent) were the next largest
group, leading the response from the emerging markets. Other countries with notable
response rates were companies headquartered in France (5.8 per cent) and Switzerland (4.5
per cent) from developed countries, and Brazil (3.9 per cent) and Indonesia (3.9 per cent)
from developing countries. Almost half of the respondent companies (49 per cent) operate
in up to 10 different countries. Just under three quarters of the respondent companies (73.85
per cent) operate in 50 countries or fewer. Approximately 4.5 per cent of the 153 companies
operate in 150 or more countries.
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Figure 2
Questionnair e respondents (by company headquarters country)
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27.  The largest number of individual respondents were based in Colombia (9.8 per cent),
followed by Germany and the United States (7.19 per cent), although their companies were
not based in these countries. While generalizations are not possible, these patterns of
participation in the survey may indicate a relatively higher level of discourse on business
and human rights in these countries for a variety of factors, such as a proactive civil society
or business association engagement on the issues.

2. By sector

28.  All listed sectors were represented in the 153 company sample, with the largest
percentage of respondents drawn from the manufacturing (22.2 per cent), extractive
industries (11.76 per cent) and infrastructure and utilities (11.11 per cent) sectors (see
Figure 3). This may reflect the fact that these sectors are closely involved with the business
and human rights agenda owing to greater awareness in these industries of their potential or
actual negative human rights impacts in comparison with other industries.
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Figure 3
Sample (by company’sindustry sector)

Retail Agriculture,

N N Tourisml
Private security \\ !

Marketing
Human Resources

Manufacturing

FMCG

Transportation

Pharma and chemical

Extractive indi

Food and beverage

IT and Comms

Infrastructure and

Other utilities

Financial services

ustry

By company size

29.  All company sizes were represented in the survey, evenly split between respondents
from companies with fewer than 5,000 employees and with more than 5,000. Specifically,
20.9 per cent of respondents were from companies with over 100,000 employees, while at
the lower end 13.7 per cent of respondents were from companies that had fewer than 50
employees. The definition of small, medium and large company size was defined prior to
the survey as: small = fewer than 1,000; medium = 1,000-30,000; and large = larger than

30,000.

Figure 4
Sample (by respondent’s size of business)

25

20

s

By source

30.  Nearly two in five (37.25 per cent) of respondents had heard about the survey
directly from sources other than the collaborating partners (ICC, IOE, GBI and the
University of Denver). This suggests that the networks of the collaborating partners played

an active role in disseminating the call for participation.
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VIII.

GE.14-13939

Key findings

Themajority of the sampled businesses are aware
of the Guiding Principles

31.  Awareness of the Guiding Principles and the corporate responsibility to respect
human rights is high among this sample group, with three quarters of the 153 respondents
having heard of the Guiding Principles. There is clearly a need for further awareness-
raising, with approximately a quarter of respondents stating that they had previously been
unaware of the Guiding Principles. However, given the limitations of this study, these
findings cannot be extrapolated to indicate that they are representative of the entire global
business community.

32.  Of the 75 per cent of the respondents who had heard of the Guiding Principles, more
than half reported that they had heard of them at the time when they were being developed
in 2010 or earlier. Notably, just over 20 per cent had heard of the Guiding Principles for the
first time in 2012 or 2013, indicating that continued awareness-building activities on the
Guiding Principles may be yielding incremental results.

33.  When asked about the main mechanisms through which they had heard about the
Guiding Principles, the majority of respondents selected: associations or networks;
interaction with civil society and participation in events (See Figure 5). In addition to the
collaborating partners, those commonly cited by respondents were: United Nations Global
Compact, the International Council on Mining and Metals (ICMM), IPIECA (the global oil
and gas industry association for environmental and social issues), the Global Reporting
Initiative (GRI), the Global e-Sustainability Initiative (GeSl) and the National Business
Association of Colombia (ANDI). However it should be noted that, in an example of the
limitations of the survey, the databases of an organization such as GBI will be skewed in
favour of those companies that have attended GBI-organized events. It is perhaps therefore
unsurprising that these mechanisms have scored highly. Nevertheless, it raises the question
as to how the Working Group can seek to leverage on and stimulate membership bodies and
business associations to further engage their networks on the theme of business and human
rights in the future. Additionally, the findings indicate that there is a continued need for
engagement with business associations and networks, as well as civil society, to build
awareness on business and human rights, through events and other mechanisms.

34.  The results point to further scope for cross referencing the Guiding Principles in
other relevant standards. For example, 39.87 per cent of respondents noted that they had
heard about the Guiding Principles when reviewing other standards, such as the GRI
Guidelines, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Guidelines
and 1SO 26000 of the International Organization for Standardization.

35. It is valuable to note that some respondents stated that they were aware of the
Guiding Principles because of being asked for information related to them in “requests for
proposals”, and in the process of tendering for work, as well as from socially responsible
investors.

11



A/HRC/26/25/Add.1

12

Figure 5
Context whererespondents most frequently hear about the cor porate responsibility
to respect human rights (per centage, by size of business)
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Priorities arefocused on in-house awar eness-raising and integration,
improving complaints/grievance mechanisms, building accountability
in the business, and (for large companiesin particular) mapping risks

36.  Survey respondents’ top priorities were to build in-house awareness on human rights
and improve complaints/grievance mechanisms. Mapping the company’s high-risk
operations was also identified as a priority. However, the focus on this differed according to
company size with, perhaps unsurprisingly, larger companies identifying this as a priority
(see Figure 6).

Figure 6
Ranking human rights priorities (per centage, by size of business)
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Half of the sampled businesses have a public statement of human rights,
yet moretransparency isrequired

37.  While nearly three in five companies (57.52 per cent) have a public policy statement

on human rights, just over two in five respondent companies have yet to create one. This
indicates that there is progress still to be made in encouraging companies to establish a
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policy commitment. Moreover, of those that do not have a public policy statement, 15 per
cent of surveyed companies have an internal policy statement that is not public. Guiding
Principle 16 states that: “As the basis for embedding their responsibility to respect human
rights, business enterprises should express their commitment to meet this responsibility
through a statement of policy that: (a) is approved at the most senior level of the business
enterprise; (b) is informed by relevant internal and/or external expertise; (c) stipulates the
enterprise’s human rights expectations of personnel, business partners and other parties
directly linked to its operations, products or services; (d) is publicly available and
communicated internally and externally to all personnel, business partners and other
relevant parties; (e) is reflected in operational policies and procedures necessary to embed it
throughout the business enterprise.”

Corporate responsibility/sustainability departmentstend
to be leading on human rights

38.  When asked which department (or departments) leads on the implementation of their
company’s human rights policy (with the option to select “all that apply”), approximately
three quarters of the 88 respondents replied “the corporate responsibility/sustainability
department”. However, many of the respondents also indicated that multiple departments
lead on implementation and half of those who answered indicated that Human Resources
are involved. This may be due to the connection between the respect for human rights and
labour rights, suggesting a growing awareness of human rights as a cross-cutting issue.

39.  Notably, “investor relations” was the department least recognized by respondents as
leading the implementation of the company’s human rights policy. This suggests a lack of
involvement and engagement on the part of investors with regard to human rights, which is
contrary to much thinking among the business and human rights/sustainability community.
However, this could be explained by ambiguity in the question. For example, even if
investors do not lead on the agenda, it does not mean that they do not take relevant action
on a regular basis.

Half of the sampled businesses stated that they are actively engaged
in the human rights agenda, including by working
on their own policiesand practices

40.  More than half of the 153 respondents reported that their company has engaged in
activities related to respect for human rights. Examples cited by respondents include:
supporting human rights advocacy campaigns; endorsing principles such as the United
Nations Global Compact; speaking at third-party events and writing in third-party
publications on business and human rights; creating in-house guides on human rights for
employees; installing human rights whistleblower systems; undertaking human rights
impact assessments, employee capacity building/training on the Guiding Principles, human
rights compliance assessments and verification on labour rights; and conducting
stakeholder dialogues. However a quarter of respondents said that they have not engaged in
a human rights activity and one seventh said that they did not know of any such
engagement.
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6.

Moving from policy to practice on human rights and addressing human
rightsin businessrelationships arethe main challenges
for half of the sampled businesses

41.  Respondents were asked to note their companies’ three primary motivations for
addressing human rights. At an aggregate level, these were: “a commitment to human rights
in our code of conduct”; “human rights are part of effective risk management”; and “it is
the right thing to do”. Overall, these results are consistent with the generally recognized
business case for respecting human rights. As a caveat, it is nevertheless worth noting that a
limitation of any questionnaire is that people will select what they perceive is the
anticipated “right” answer (see Figure 7).

42.  In general, these results were the same regardless of the company’s size, with the
exception of smaller businesses, which placed a lower emphasis on human rights risk
management as a motivation and on motivation stemming from a commitment to human
rights in their codes of conduct.

Figure 7
Ranking human rights motivator s (per centage, by size of business)
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NGOs prompted us to act
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43. It is interesting to note that few respondents chose the following three options: “a
negative human rights issue at one or more of our competitors”; “a negative human rights
issue in the company’s past”; or “investors prompted us to act”. The last of these perhaps
indicates a lack of engagement by many investors on the theme of human rights. It could
also be a result of allowing respondents to choose only their top three answers to this
question. Moreover, the response may depend on who is responding to the survey. Since
respondents are unlikely to be board level executives, their perception of the company’s
motivations may differ from that of the chief executive officer (CEO), who may be more
motivated by investor opinion.

44.  Nearly half of the 153 respondents said that moving from a policy commitment on
human rights to putting this policy into practice was the biggest challenge, closely followed
by managing challenges in business relationships (see Figure 8). Nevertheless, for a third of
the sampled businesses, there remain challenges in understanding human rights impacts and
galvanizing internal commitment and undertaking capacity-building. In addition, a quarter
of those sampled cite a lack of resources. With this in mind, it can be inferred that capacity-
building support is required to guide companies in the process of understanding their
human rights impacts, provide them with training, and shape the internal messaging to get
resources allocated to address human rights risks. It should be noted that multiple
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respondents stated that they had experienced challenges when considering human rights

impacts over which they had limited control but were able to exert influence.

Figure 8
Identifying business challenges (per centage)
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When asked about “ eco-system support”, the most common responses

werethe need for training and educational opportunities, effective

government enfor cement of local law and multi-stakeholder initiatives.
Other responses, although less common, included public benchmarking

and legal requirementsto conduct human rights due diligence

45.  Companies were asked to select the top three areas of support that would be the most
productive over the coming years in enabling companies to take forward the corporate
responsibility to respect human rights. More than one in two of the respondents identified
training and educational opportunities as a top priority for support (see Figure 8). Effective
government enforcement of local law received the second highest number of respondents
(45.75 per cent), followed by multi-stakeholder initiatives (39.22 per cent). This indicates
the critical role of the rule of law in enforcing corporate respect for human rights, as well as
the recognition that civil society and other multi-stakeholder initiatives play a role in
ensuring that corporations understand and implement their human rights responsibilities.

These findings were consistent among different sized companies.
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Figure 9
Ranking ecosystem support (percentage, by size of business)
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46. A third of the 153 respondents identified the need for greater availability of country-
specific information on human rights risks to enable companies to carry out their corporate
responsibility to respect human rights. Approximately a quarter of respondents recognized
the value of public benchmarking on human rights performance. Just over a fifth
acknowledged that legal requirements to conduct human rights due diligence may ensure
that companies take forward the corporate responsibility to respect human rights.

47.  Notably, a small number of respondents identified mandatory reporting requirements
for companies in high-risk countries. This is an interesting finding given discussions about
mandatory corporate human rights reporting, notably since the US State Department set
requirements for some types of United States company operating in Myanmar after the
lifting of economic sanctions.

48.  In addition, respondents indicated very low support for “an international treaty on
the responsibilities of companies in conflict areas”, with only 4 of the 153 companies
selecting this option.

Conclusions

49.  This 2013 questionnaire has provided useful insights for the Working Group.
In particular, the diversity of participants — in terms of geography, industry sector
and size of businesses — indicates the global nature of engagement on human rights by
business.
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50. To summarize, for the majority of the 153 sampled businesses, both internal
and external factors act as motivators to address human rights, which confirms
existing assumptions. Thereis clear recognition by businesses of their responsibility to
respect human rights from a risk management perspective but also because it is the
right thing to do. One in two respondents questioned were aware of the Guiding
Principles, have a public statement of human rights, and have actively engaged in
human rights activity. Yet, while some companies have moved from policy to practice
on human rights, doing so remainsa major challenge.

51. Despite these useful insights, the small scale of the questionnaire and the fact
that it was not randomized has limited the extent to which the results can be
extrapolated and generalizations can be made at a global level. The results have
therefore underscored the potential value of conducting a larger scale, randomized
survey in the futurein order to gather a solid baseline of credible and complete data
to support the United Nations and other organizations as they continue their work to
disseminate and implement the Guiding Principles.

52.  Looking ahead, future questionnaires/surveys could take a two-tier approach to
gather answers not only from company representatives with an interest in human
rights at the management level, but also from CEOs and board level respondents,
whose per ceptions may differ and add additional value. This could be complemented
by an institutional investor survey, given the critical role that this can play in driving
corporate behaviour. While the questionnaire featured feedback from respondents
from 39 countries, there was a skewed response in favour of European headquartered
businesses. Consequently, a regional approach to the survey and/or its dissemination
may be of value in achieving a more geographically balanced response in the future.
In addition, a more detailed focus on the challenges facing businesses in the
implementation of their responsibility to respect human rights may help lead to
solutions.

53.  The results from this questionnaire will help the Working Group and other
business and human rights players to disseminate the Guiding Principles and ensure
that corporations meet their responsibility to respect human rights. Thereisindicative
demand for supporting businesses in the provision of business and human rights
training and education, in particular for small businesses. Support is also required in
the process of building in-house awar eness of the business case for human rights, the
need to communicate company progress transparently and develop grievance
mechanisms. In addition, there may be demand to create learning materials to
document good practice on internal and external communications and human rights
reporting. Specific training and support could be tailored to the unique needs of
smaller businesses, with an emphasis on the creation of human rights codes of
conduct. Moreover, further emphasis could be placed on tools to disseminate the
Guiding Principles in order to support companies in mapping their human rights
risks at a geographical and sector level and in better understanding their indirect
human rightsimpacts.

54.  The questionnaire demonstrates the clear business interest and the ability of
business associations and networks to stimulate interest in the topic of business and
human rights. Approaches that leverage business associations and networks to raise
support and continue awareness-raising activities to help ensure that corporations
meet their responsibility to respect human rights are of integral strategic value to the
Working Group.
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55. The Working Group wishes to thank the companies that completed the
guestionnaire and the organizations that supported it, namely the Global Business
Initiative on Human Rights, the International Chamber of Commerce, the
International Organisation of Employers and the Corporations and Human Rights
Database Project at the University of Denver.

56. All feedback is strongly encouraged and welcome. Please provide any
comments that you have on this questionnaire to the Working Group, using the
following e-mail address: wg-business@ohchr.org.
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