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Thank you Mary. And let me say that it is a privilege to share this platform with two people who have achieved so much in the cause of human rights. (Mary Robinson, Hon Chair, Business Leaders Initiative on Human Rights, and Luis Moreno-Ocampo, Chief Prosecutor, International Criminal Court)
In your respective areas of work you are helping the world establish greater support for human rights and greater redress for abuses of human rights at the international level. 
In both areas much has been achieved – although of course there is much still to do.  But this is an area where I think it is important to see the glass as half full rather than half empty. 

In some ways this is – as they say – ‘déjà vu all over again’. I seem to have spoken on this subject many times. I particularly remember speaking on business and human rights to an event organized by Amnesty International in Dublin in 1997. 

And although much has changed in that time, some underlying principles haven’t changed and will never change. And in particular I want restate what I said then about the basic relationship of business to human rights. 

On that occasion I quoted the then UN Secretary-general Boutros Boutros Ghali who said that “the right to development is a human right”.  I then added that business provides the economic vehicle for that fundamental right to development. 

Today let me quote the current UN Secretary-General, Kofi Annan, who has said: “It is the absence of broad-based business activity, not its presence, that condemns much of humanity to suffering. Indeed, what is utopian is the notion that poverty can be overcome without the active engagement of business.” 

Again, I agree. Business is the motor for the creation of wealth. Businesses create revenues, jobs, salaries, dividends and trade for their suppliers. They develop skills. They innovate to produce new products and services.  

And businesses can do all of these things in places and in ways that alleviate human suffering and help to resolve global problems. The great challenge for business in the 21st century is to get the wealth creation motor running in such a way that it generates value for shareholders - and can thus continue to run - at the same time as playing a part in tackling big global challenges such as poverty and climate change. That alignment can happen and more and more businesses are now searching for it. 
To a degree it has already happened, although you might not think so, because the glass is so often seen as half empty. Globalisation, to some, means the danger of exploitation, the threat of local communities being overwhelmed by multinationals. Those dangers exist, but there is a more positive story that still struggles to be told. Globalisation also means that trade has increased about 15-fold since the 1950s, average per capita income has nearly tripled, average life expectancy has grown by 20 years worldwide, infant mortality has dropped by two thirds and millions have been lifted out of poverty.  
This is not to pretend that the benefits of globalization have been equally shared. A billion people still live on less than a dollar a day. But these are the people who have missed out on globalisation, the ones that have been shut out of the global market by protectionism, lack of basic infrastructure  and education, oppression and lack of human rights. And incidentally it should be their plight that is uppermost in Ministerial minds next week in Hong Kong at the Doha trade talks. 
Once markets are open and the basic framework conditions are in place for business to operate, then it can begin to generate value for shareholders and for customers, communities, employees, and the environment. That’s what has been termed ‘enlightened self interest’, ‘win-win’ or ‘mutual advantage’. Whatever the language, if this is a reality then it is a cornerstone of sustainability. To survive, you need to be trusted. And you build trust by delivering benefits for everyone you come into contact with. 

In BP it is certainly our compass when we face very different expectations from different groups – governments, NGOs, communities and so on. 

Society thrives where business thrives. Business thrives where society thrives. And both thrive where human rights are valued and protected, where there is a genuine concern for social well-being and for the health of the planet. 

Business and human rights are, therefore, mutually dependent.
So that’s how I see businesses, not as faceless entities whose relationship to human rights consists of an episode here and an incident there, but progressive wealth creators whose core activity underpins human rights.
Now all of that is not to say that businesses do not encounter some specific and difficult human rights issues along the way. But here too I am inclined to see the glass half full. 
We have learned – companies, governments and NGOs – a huge amount in a short time. Over the last decade, I believe two important things have happened: one, companies have looked hard at the nature of their accountability for human rights – where it starts and ends – and indeed the UN and others have been looking at the same thing; and two, businesses, governments and NGOs have worked together to create some very effective voluntary standards in particular areas. 
Let me take those points in turn. 

On the question of roles and responsibilities, progressive businesses now see a distinction between the areas where they have control and the areas where they have only influence – although the distinction is not always easy to define. They readily accept accountability for the areas that they clearly control – for example the rights of employees. Within their operations, business are progressively improving the ways that they maintain high ethical standards. Codes of conduct are being backed up with assurance processes that bite and systems such as BP’s OpenTalk, whereby concerns can be raised, anonymously if necessary, and breaches of the codes exposed.   

Business also interacts with the society around it – with customers, communities, suppliers and contractors. In this sphere, it often does not have direct control over outcomes. And businesses cannot accept accountability for protecting rights in areas they do not control – for example the rights of citizens beyond their perimeter gates.  Governments are responsible for protecting human rights across a country.  

Having said that, businesses do not want to work in a dysfunctional society. As Bjorn Stigson of the World Business Council for Sustainable Development has said: “Business cannot succeed in a society that fails.” And business can act with others – with governments and NGOs – to support human rights among communities. We support the principles of the UN Declaration and cannot close our eyes if we believe they are in danger of being breached. The issue – for companies and others such as aid agencies - is what we can do about it. And the answer varies from case to case. Sometimes we can work with others to develop a global response. At other times we can intervene on a case by case basis, privately or publicly.  If it’s a question of talking to governments, frankly it’s usually private because while megaphone diplomacy may appease some observers, it rarely addresses the root cause of the problem, and jeopardizes our relationships, thereby constraining our ability to be a progressive model business. 

So internally we can act to protect people’s rights; externally we can act to promote people’s rights.  

The challenge which is pre-occupying many people at the moment is that of codifying or formalising the relationship of business to the UN Declaration of Human Rights. This is now being taken forward by Kofi Annan’s Special Representative John Ruggie. It’s a complex challenge but John has a great track record in seeing through the Global Compact and the Millennium Development Goals and I wish him well. I can assure him that I will use such influence as I have to make the project a success!
One theme of this debate is what is sometimes seen as a dichotomy or a choice between mandatory and voluntary approaches. In my view this is not an either-or situation. The world has mandatory laws and regulations. It also has voluntary codes and standards. They co-exist – and rightly so. 
But they perform different roles. Mandatory approaches focus on setting minimum standards, while voluntary codes focus on raising the bar.  Progressive businesses fully support mandatory approaches - provided they are reasonable and not anti-competitive - because they create a level playing field and prevent abuses. Indeed, in many cases there is more work to do in setting mandatory standards at national levels, let alone internationally. 
At international level, the issues with mandatory approaches are the challenges of gaining agreement and the difficulty of establishing effective systems for monitoring and - above all - enforcement.  
So while it is important to seek headway along the journey I believe we simultaneously need to forge ahead in specific areas where companies, governments and NGOs can make progress on a voluntary basis. Indeed this is already happening.  

And this is where I’d like to mention by way of example two very specific initiatives that have developed since I spoke to that Amnesty meeting in 1997. 

The first is the Voluntary Principles on Security and Human Rights which  emerged from a dialogue between national governments – those of the US, the UK, then joined by the Netherlands and Norway - companies in the energy and extractive industries (including BP) - and a number of NGOs, including Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch. 

The voluntary principles guide companies in maintaining the safety and security of their operations within an framework that ensures respect for human rights.

Key among the principles is the responsibility of companies to encourage host governments to make security arrangements transparent and publicly accessible. Private security providers should be required to observe the contracting company’s policies on ethics and human rights; the law and professional standards of the country in which they operate; and international humanitarian law.

BP is also a participant in the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI), launched by the UK Prime Minister at the World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg in 2002.   This is not strictly a human rights initiative but I believe it ultimately promotes human rights because it promotes development and it is a very good example of people working together for a common goal.  
This initiative covers the work of extractive industries in over 50 developing countries which are home to 3.5 billion people – half the world’s population. 
The EITI encourages governments, companies, international organisations, NGOs and others to work together to develop a framework to promote transparency of payments and revenues.

The initiative is based on shared convictions. One is that the prudent use of natural resource wealth can drive sustainable economic growth and development. Another is that windfall revenues can be managed and spent to the benefit of a population. And the third is that corruption can be beaten by transparency. 
Transparency empowers citizens to hold governments to account and thwarts the diversion of funds away from sustainable development. 

And it’s a virtuous circle. Such transparency improves the general business environment and can help to attract foreign direct investment.     
Both of these initiatives have been characterised by constructive and detailed engagement between governments, companies and NGOs. They are achievements in themselves, but I believe they are also a demonstration of what can be done in a range of areas to establish voluntary standards that make a real difference and act as a beacon to others. 

Let me draw towards a close by focusing on one BP project which exemplifies many of these points and exemplifies the approach that we seek to take towards human rights issues. In Papua we operate a project called Tangguh – which is scheduled to go on-stream in 2008.  It involves piping natural gas from a large field in a bay on the Bird’s Head peninsula to a liquefaction plant from whence the liquefied gas will be shipped to markets such as China, Mexico and Korea. 

The project is not short of challenges. Indonesia has a fragile young democracy. The project is sited in a region which has a history of tension with Jakarta and where the national military have a presence. It lies in one of the world’s most diverse eco-systems, close to a unique mangrove area. The province has won the right to manage the revenues from the project, although it has little experience of such work. The project also required the resettlement of a village of over 100 households. It’s the kind of project which raises all kinds of questions about human rights. And it’s a test case. Can the extractive industry in the 21st century show that it can handle a project with all of these challenges in keeping with the commitment to mutual advantage I talked of earlier? 
We are fully aware of the scale of the challenges and our approach has been to seek to take a rigorous and thorough approach to managing each risk – and to consider impacts beyond our fence line.     The environmental and social impact assessment took four years and covered thousands of pages. It is the blueprint for the project’s environmental and social management. We then also commissioned a macroeconomic impact study and developed a distributed growth strategy. This has the aim of ensuring that the economic impact of the project is spread through the region, rather than being concentrated in a hotspot that drains resources and labour from elsewhere. 

We have formally engaged several external advisors, including a Tangguh Independent Advisory Panel chaired by the former US Senator George Mitchell, who brings to the job all his wealth of experience including that of the Northern Ireland peace process.   We also took on two resettlement experts from the World Bank. 
In doing all of this we covered the many human rights issues, but because a number of observers believed that there should be a specific focus on human rights, we also asked Gare Smith and Bennett Freeman, both former human rights specialist at the US State Department, to conduct a human rights impact study which provided us with a number of different perspectives. 
Last but definitely not least we applied the Voluntary Principles – which has been the most significant step with regard to human rights. I am in no doubt that the project looks different today to how it would have looked if we did not have the VPs.   
The traditional practice in Indonesia has been to provide security by means of patrols by police and military from other parts of the country – which has historically led to tension. 

However, taking the Voluntary Principles as our guide, we have instead gained all parties’ agreement to an Integrated Community Based Security Programme in which the first line of security is formed by Tangguh’s own locally recruited security guards who are trained in human rights by Papuan NGOs.  
We have set up community forums in villages and districts, led by a human rights centre linked to an Indonesian university. And we’ve developed a security response agreement and procedure with the police, providing for the security guards to call on the police if necessary, with the military available as a last resort.  This approach is new and admittedly untested.  However, as the Independent Advisory Panel recently reported, it has the support of the local officials, the police, the military and the Ministry of Defence – and the local communities.  Our task is to maintain that support in the years ahead.  
If I had time I would tell you similar stories about implementing the Voluntary Principles and other standards in Azerbaijan, Georgia, Turkey, Colombia and other locations.  

These principles have had a very positive impact. They’ve provided frameworks for analysing issues. They’ve provided a mechanism to convene discussions with governments, security forces and NGOs and they’ve helped to raise standards. 
Of course things are not perfect and in particular we still face questioning over alleged silent complicity. Are we complicit when an alleged abuse of human rights occurs 50 kilometres from the site? Are we complicit when something happens 400 kilometres away, simply by our very presence in the country. Should we leave a country because an abuse occurs? 

This is a classic glass half empty argument. It presupposes that our presence is negative, somehow contributing to the wrongdoing, rather than positive, contributing to a raising of human rights standards. It presupposes that business is part of the problem, when I would contend that we are part of the solution.  It presupposes that if there are problems in a region or in a country, our speaking out – or even withdrawing – will somehow solve the problem.  We don’t believe this to be the case.

And to repeat something I said 8 years ago, if you want endorsement of that view, ask Nelson Mandela. In the apartheid years, BP stayed in South Africa when others left. We tried to be an island of normality in a deeply divided society. We employed people from all communities. We advanced black people.  We appointed a black person as the company’s national leader. We provided equal housing and facilities for all staff. And after apartheid fell, Mandela expressed support for companies who took that approach.  
In any country, developed or developing, there are good guys and bad guys.  The reality is that the good guys need support and they can get it from business. That way lies development. Processes are important but so are people. And you don’t get human rights without the right humans. 

I hope that the next few years will see further progress. I am delighted at the way NGOs, governments and companies are now working together much more openly, each contributing their distinctive experience to build a wider capability than each could provide alone. It reminds me of Einstein’s saying to the effect that you never solve problems at the level at which they were created. You need to move up a level and you often do that through partnership. We have the prospect of a deeper conversation, a wider consensus and a world where more people enjoy sustainable human rights. I hope we can all continue to work together to that end. Thank you. 
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