
The UN Framework for Business and Human Rights 
The Danish Approach 

 

 

 

Louise Rosenmeier  

International Marketing and Management – Cand.merc. IMM 

Copenhagen Business School 

 

 

Master Thesis 
78 Pages 
181,450 Characters (incl. spaces & 
figures) 
December 2011 

Supervisor: 
Peter Neergaard 

Department of Intercultural 
Communication and Management



  2 

Executive Summary 

This thesis sets out to clarify how the UN Framework for business and human rights, endorsed by 

the UN Human Rights Council in June 2011, will be embraced by Danish companies. The 

framework establishes that the protection of human rights is no longer only within the premise of 

the State but that corporations too have a responsibility to respect these. This imposes a current 

challenge on companies as they have to systematically assess the actual and potential impacts their 

business activities will have on human rights.  

 

The research was centred on establishing the links between the institutional environment and the 

current Danish approach to human rights in a business context, which would enable a prediction of 

the expected corporate approach to the framework. To accomplish this the analysis was composed 

by an institutional analysis outlining the external influential factors for companies’ human rights 

efforts, a quantitative analysis of human rights reporting, and a qualitative analysis with four 

selected companies from the quantitative sample.  

 

The discussion throughout the thesis was highly influenced by the notion of explicit and implicit 

approaches to CSR (Matten & Moon, 2008), which added valuable insight into the currently 

changing institutional environment, where Danish companies are slowly beginning to claim their 

responsibilities more explicitly. This works in favour of the UN Framework, as it was discovered 

that the previous – and in some cases current – approach to human rights has been very implicitly 

anchored in the companies, and neither something they would explicitly claim nor something they 

would be able to document.  

 

The findings showed that, although a few companies stands out in terms of having a highly 

structured approach, in line with the proposed human rights due diligence, there exists a common 

hesitance among the Danish companies towards addressing the UN Framework. This was attributed 

a general level of uncertainty about its implications and scope, there is thus an urgent need for 

building and expanding a normative knowledge base. Strengthening this would most likely lead to 

the recognition that the UN Framework basically requires from companies what they are already 

claiming to be doing, namely to respect human rights.  
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1 Introduction  
Companies cannot and should not be the moral arbiters of the world. They cannot usurp the role of 

governments, nor solve all the social problems they confront. But their influence on the global 

economy is growing and their presence increasingly affects the societies in which they operate. 

With this reality comes the need to recognize that their ability to continue to provide goods and 

services and create financial wealth – in which the private sector has proved uniquely successful – 

will depend on their acceptability to an international society, which increasingly regards protection 

of human rights as a condition of the corporate license to operate. 

(Sir Geoffrey Chandler1) 

 

The above statement was made in 2000 but holds an even greater truth today, more than a decade 

later, where intense debate has developed on the issue of business and human rights. 2011 marked a 

milestone year for business and human rights as The United Nations (the UN) endorsed a 

framework addressing the human rights impact of businesses around the world2  – the ‘Protect, 

Respect, and Remedy’ Framework. The Framework is unique in that it is the first time a global 

common standard on companies’ responsibility towards human rights has been endorsed.  

 

Existing human rights regulations are based and emerged from the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights (UDHR), (1948), which is widely accepted as the consensus of global opinion on 

fundamental rights, and as “a common standard of achievement for all peoples and all nations” 

(Smith, 2010; 37), and it is to date the most well-known and translated human rights document3. 

However, human rights policies and regulations are within the premise of the state to ratify, and as 

thus do not address the corporate responsibility, this is what the new framework addresses. Its 

relevancy is rooted in the dramatic worldwide expansion of the private sector and a corresponding 

rise in transnational economic activity, which imply a more governed approach especially when 

operating in weak-governance zones where the state is unable or unwilling to fulfil its human rights 

obligations (Human Rights Council, 2011). 

                                                        
1 Sir Geoffrey Chandler Chair, Amnesty International UK Business Group and former Shell senior executive, April 
2000 in his foreword to Amnesty International / The Prince of Wales Business Leaders Forum, Human Rights – Is 
It Any of Your Business? 
2 http://www.ihrb.org/top10/business_human_rights_issues/publication_list_2012.html 
3 http://www.un.org/en/globalissues/humanrights/ 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The traditional concept by which only states and individuals can be held responsible for abuses of 

human rights has, however not officially, certainly been altered within recent years (Prandi et al., 

2010) as human rights and labour standards are increasingly linked to companies’ Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR) strategies. However, CSR is a voluntary action, which goes beyond the 

requirement of the law (Carroll, 1991), and where companies can rightfully pick and choose which 

areas to address. Human rights on the other hand imply compliance with international law to avoid 

causing any harm. This means that companies cannot selectively choose which rights to focus on. 

The UN Framework has accomplished to capture and set out a common baseline for expected 

corporate behaviour in order to assist companies in determining their responsibility. As such, the 

challenge for companies now lies in being able to live up to the corporate responsibility of 

respecting human rights. 

 

1.1 Problem Formulation and Research Question 
The abovementioned outlines the setting for the UN Framework and shows the newly endorsed 

responsibility in which respect for minimum international human rights standards has become an 

issue inextricably linked to the process of building a responsible and legitimate company (Prandi et 

al., 2010; 184). As it is expressed: “We are entering an interesting and important time in the 

development of human rights in business. Real progress has been made […] Very few businesses 

would state ‘human rights are not our concern,’ and a growing number are actively engaging the 

issue” (Dovey & Morrison, 2007; 8). As this quote shows, human rights will in most cases be a 

natural part of the companies’ concern, and numerous policies on human rights issues such as non-

discrimination, a safe and healthy working environment, fair wages, working hours etc. are already 

addressed by companies. As will be presented in section 1.3, the Framework implies that companies 

are responsible for human rights within their sphere of impact. This implies a much more 

systematic and considered approach to human rights than has previously been the case. Based on 

this, this thesis will seek to answer the following research question: 

 

In the light of the UN Framework for business and human rights, how will Danish companies 

embrace the corporate responsibility of respecting human rights? 
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The following sub-questions will guide the analysis and provide insights for answering the research 

question: 

1. What are the institutional pressures affecting the Danish corporate approach to human rights? 

2. How can different contingencies contribute to explaining the behaviour of different firms in 

relation to Danish companies’ human rights approach? 

3. How responsive are Danish companies in terms of implementing the framework? 

 

1.2 Reader’s Guide 
In this part I will briefly present the structure of the thesis and outline how the research question 

will be answered. Figure 1 graphically presents this structure and strategy for answering the 

research question. 

 

 
Figure 1 – Research strategy 

 

Section 1 sets the frame for the thesis by introducing the problem formulation, research question 

and the UN Framework. Once the field of research is established, Section 2 will describe the 

methodological foundation for answering the research question, and the applied research strategies. 

In Section 3 the theoretical framework is developed, and ultimately applied in context to the 
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institutional environment. Section 4 constitutes the analysis of the thesis. As is illustrated in figure 

1, this is divided into three parts. The first one concerns the institutional environment affecting how 

Danish companies work with human rights. The second part of the analysis presents the current 

approach to human rights through a sample of human rights reporting. The third and final part of 

the analysis assesses the considerations and challenges behind the human rights approach and 

examines the corporate response to the institutional pressures. In Section 5 the findings are 

discussed in light of recent and upcoming initiatives. Finally, Section 6 concludes on the thesis’ 

research question.  

 

1.3 Presentation of the ‘Protect, Respect, and Remedy’ Framework 
In June 2011, the UN Human Rights Council endorsed the ‘Protect, Respect, and Remedy’ 

Framework (henceforth referred to as the UN Framework), which marked the ending of the 6-year 

mandate of Professor John Ruggie as the UN Secretary-General’s Special Representative for 

Business and Human Rights. The UN Framework was developed to address the gap between states 

that are unwilling or unable to perform its human rights, and properly regulate and incentivize 

businesses according to the human rights principles, as thus it rests on the following three pillars: 

1. The state duty to protect against human rights abuses by third parties, including business, 

through appropriate policies, regulation, and adjudication; 

2. the corporate responsibility to respect human rights, which means to act with due diligence 

to avoid infringing on the rights of others; and 

3. greater access to effective remedy, judicial and non-judicial, for victims. 

The three pillars will briefly be introduced in the following.  

 

Pillar 1: State Duty to Protect 

Under international law, governments have committed themselves to protect their citizens against 

harm that may be imposed by others within their territory or jurisdictions. The UN Framework 

emphasises that this should be done through appropriate steps to prevent, investigate, punish and 

redress abuses of human rights through regulation and adjudication. States should further clearly 

and explicitly expect that all businesses operating in their territory or jurisdiction respect human 

rights throughout their operations (Human Rights Council, 2011). The state duty to protect therefore 

entails the obligation of states to ensure that adequate regulation is enforced. It is further 

emphasised that the state duty to protect is both complementary to and differentiated from the 
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corporate responsibility to respect. They are differentiated as, one party’s failure to discharge its 

duty or responsibility still obliges the other to meet its own, and they are complimentary as a full 

protection of human rights requires the engagement of both state and companies (Business & 

Human Rights Initiative, 2010).  

 

Pillar 2: The Corporate Responsibility to Respect 

The corporate responsibility to respect means ‘not to infringe on the rights of others’ i.e. to ensure 

that the company is not causing any harm in neither its own business activities nor through that of 

its partners. It does not however, require companies to promote or fulfil human rights initiatives, as 

this is the domain of the state duty. In their core practices some companies might fulfil human 

rights simply by providing their products, as is the case in e.g. medical companies providing 

medicine and thus serving the right to health. Initiatives in this direction are of course being 

welcomed, yet, these go beyond the scope of the UN Framework and does not exempt companies 

from assessing their impacts and living up to the baseline of not causing any infringements on 

individuals through the business activities.  

 

The responsibility to respect, is according to Ruggie ‘a standard of expected conduct’, 

acknowledged in virtually every voluntary and soft law instrument relating to corporate 

responsibility, as well as by companies themselves, and it applies to all recognized human rights 

(Ibid). As opposed to the state duty, the responsibility to respect is not a legal duty imposed on 

companies, it does however, applies to all companies, everywhere (Ibid). To meet their 

responsibility, a human rights due diligence (DD4) process is proposed as a means for companies to 

become “… aware of and address the human rights harm they cause” (Ruggie, 2010). A DD 

process will differ across sector and size of companies but should, according to Ruggie, contain at 

least the following four elements: 1) Human Rights Policy, 2) Assessing Impacts, 3) Integration, 

and 4) Tracking Performance. A human rights DD is the process through which a company can 

achieve and demonstrate its results in respecting human rights, and it is vital that the company 

recognizes that as opposed to a financial or technical DD process, human rights DD imply more 

than assessing the risks to the company – it requires assessing the risks to people. The DD process 

will be elaborated in Section 3 on the theoretical framework.    

 
                                                        
4 A list of abbreviations and acronyms are presented as part of the Bibliography (Section 7) 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Pillar 3: Access to Remedies 

As part of their duty to protect against business related human rights abuses, States must take 

appropriate steps in ensuring that when abuses occur within their territory or jurisdiction, the 

affected parties have access to effective remedy. This can occur through both a judicial mechanism 

and a non-judicial grievance mechanism (Human Rights Council, 2011). The non-judicial grievance 

mechanism has the advantage of offering benefits in terms of speed of access and remediation, 

reduced costs and transnational reach, which the judicial mechanism will not be able to meet (Ibid). 

Access to remedy also applies to companies in terms of installing a grievance mechanism. This is 

emphasised in order for the company to be able to set things right when an abuse has occurred, and 

further the mechanism can serve as an early warning system of critical areas before they evolve. It 

is therefore also an important means for gathering valuable information about the company. Finally, 

a grievance mechanism provide both individuals and the company with a reference point, where 

issues and concerns can be freely discussed and solved, rather than having to wait until the situation 

blow fires and drastically needs actions (Business and Human Rights Initiatives, 2010). 
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2 Methodology 

2.1 Theory of Science 
This thesis’ general research approach is based on the theoretical discipline of critical realism (CR) 

(Bhaskar et al., 1998). CR is in much of the literature perceived as a ‘third way’ between positivism 

and hermeneutics as it contains philosophical aspects regarding the external, objective nature of 

aspects in society, yet also recognizes that people (or companies) are not objects to be studied in the 

style of natural science (Bhaskar et al., 1998). CR “recognises the importance of understanding 

people’s socially constructed interpretations and meaning, or subjective reality within the context 

of seeking to understand broader social forces, structures or processes that influence, and perhaps 

constrain, the nature of people’s views and behaviours” (Saunders, 2003; 85).  

 

The focal point for this thesis is human rights, an area that can be traced back to early civilization 

and is referred to in various ancient documents such as the Bible, the Natural Law of the Roman 

Empire, the English Bill of Rights (1689), and the French Declaration on the Rights of Man and 

Citizen (1789) to name a few. Human rights were formalized in the UDHR in 1948. However, 

although human rights have today become law, they are, in a corporate context, often an integrated 

part of CSR, which must be deemed a social construct. However, regardless of how any company 

choose to integrate CSR, and regardless of how I, as a researcher interpret the implications for 

companies’ work with human rights, the law is still binding. The perspective of CR is therefore 

relevant as it allows the research to recognize the objective existence of an object, however, 

emphasise that interpretation is necessary in order to gain deeper insight into its different layers and 

backgrounds. “In the social sciences and in the study of business and management this can be seen 

as indicating that there are large-scale social forces and processes that affect people without their 

necessarily being aware of the existence of such influences on their interpretation and behaviours. 

Social objects or phenomena that are external to, or independent of, individuals will therefore 

affect the way in which these people perceive their world (Saunders et al., 2003; 84-85).  

 

2.2 Research Approach 
The applied research approach is deduction, as it allows me to investigate the theories, the context 

and the behaviour of Danish companies based on which, their expected embracing of the UN 
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Framework can be presented. In seeking to answer the research question much reasoning is based in 

the theoretical foundation, especially the institutional theory regarding isomorphic mechanisms 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). As a theoretical framework is presented, and guides the processing of 

the empirical data throughout the thesis, the deductive reasoning will, given the analysis is valid and 

the premises are true, be predictive of how Danish companies will embrace the UN Framework on 

businesses and human rights (Blumberg et al., 2005; Saunders et al., 2003).  

 

2.3 Research Strategy 
This thesis primarily follows an exploratory research strategy as I seek to investigate how Danish 

companies are currently working with human rights and how their approaches cohere with the 

institutional environment in which they operate. This constitutes the first two parts of the analysis. 

In the third and final part, I wish to assess the effect of the institutional environment on the selected 

interviewed companies, which implies an explanatory approach. The interview guide and the 

analysis are both framed in order to explain how and why Danish companies define their work with 

human rights, how it is influenced, why the companies respond to the institutional pressures as they 

do, and ultimately, in the light of the UN Framework how they intend to implement it. The 

inclusion of an explanatory approach enables the research and analysis to establish causal 

relationships between variables (Saunders et al., 2003), i.e. in this context I wish to determine the 

causal mechanisms of the institutional field and the companies’ human rights response.  

 

2.4 Empirical Data Collection 
The exploratory focus of the thesis is supported by the use of a multi-method approach. This 

implies a use of mixed research strategies – in this case the use of interviews, reports, and survey of 

both qualitative and quantitative nature. The advantages of this multi-method approach are that 

different methods can be used for different purposes in a study, and that it enables triangulation, 

which is the use of different data collection methods to ensure a more adequate and reliable 

interpretation of data (Ibid). 

 

The primary qualitative data set is composed by two groups of interviews. The first is composed by 

explorative interviews with Amnesty International and The Danish Confederation of Danish 

Industries (DI), which served to supplement the analysis of the institutional environment. The 

second group was explanatory interviews with four selected companies, which provide a deeper 
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understanding of the considerations and influences behind their human rights approach, and 

broaden the focus to include potential other factors as contributing to the specific focus on human 

rights. The interview guides and strategies will be elaborated below. A quantitative survey of a 

selected sample of Danish companies’ human rights reporting (cf. section 4.1) gives a 

representative picture of the current reporting practices and approaches to human rights. This 

dataset enables the analysis to generalize and provide a clear tendency on how Danish companies 

explicitly claim and express their human rights responsibilities. Table 1 presents the various types 

of data used to answer the research question.  

 
Table 1 - Overview of type of data applied in the research 

 Primary data Secondary data 
Qualitative data Interviews  

 Institutional Analysis 
 Corporate Response 

UN Framework 
Theory  
Reports  
 

Quantitative 
data 

— Annual reports on CSR 
 Analysis of Companies 

 

2.4.1 Sample Strategy 

The quantitative analysis of the current human rights approach is based on a sample from Neergaard 

& Pedersen’ survey on CSR reporting (2010). Neergaard & Pedersen conducted a quantitative 

survey of 142 randomly selected companies’ CSR reporting in April and May 2010 to investigate 

the impact of the legal requirement to report on CSR after its first year in practice. In 2011 a similar 

study was made but with a focus on tracking the changes and improvements of the reporting 

practices of Danish companies, after the legal requirement’s second year in practice (Neergaard & 

Pedersen, 2011). In order to ensure this longitudinal study, the report is based on the same sample 

of companies as in 2010.  

 

I will begin by presenting the sampling method used by Neergaard & Pedersen (2011). The sample 

constitutes 10% of large Danish companies in accounting class C (large companies, cf. specific 

details in section 4.1.1) and D (listed companies). Through a systematic selection method, every 

fifth company from the gross lists of the Danish Commerce and Companies Agency’s list of 

accounting class C and D companies was chosen, without consideration to the companies’ 

characteristics (Neergaard & Pedersen, 2010). In this way a sample of 142 companies was reached. 



  14 

In cases of half-yearly reporting where the report for 2009/2010 was not published yet, the 

preceding company on the list was chosen. Similarly, if the 2009 report was missing, the 

subsequent company was chosen (Ibid).  

 

For the 2011 report the same sample was applied in order to track the changes and improvements, 

however in the preceding year, five companies dissolved, and another no longer falls under the legal 

requirement due to a decline in its turnover. The total population of the 2011 survey is therefore, 

136 companies (Neergaard & Pedersen, 2011). Out of these, 119 companies live up to the 

requirement of reporting on CSR but 15 of these report that they do not work with CSR. Of the 

remaining 104 companies, 74 had policies on CSR, and out of these 31 had policies regarding 

human rights. These thirty-one companies compose the sample for the second part of this thesis’ 

analysis – the quantitative analysis of the companies’ current human rights approach.  

 
Figure 2: Derivation of sample of companies reporting on human rights policies 

 

Human rights will in this thesis be defined in terms of human rights and labour rights, but the 

companies in the sample has only been chosen based on their human rights policies and not policies 

concerning labour rights. This delimitation was made due to the limited scope of the thesis but also 

to ensure that the included companies actually also include a human rights commitment, and are not 

merely focusing on social conditions in their work environment.   
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2.4.2 Interview Strategy 

As mentioned above the interview with Amnesty and DI primarily served an explorative purpose in 

order to gain insight into the institutional environment. Amnesty was chosen due to it status as an 

influential NGO focusing on human rights, and could therefore provide the more critical aspects on 

the current corporate approach to human rights. DI provided the business angle on human rights. As 

a strong industry organisation DI also guides and assists companies on CSR issues – among these 

human rights. DI was therefore useful in highlighting the challenges and concerns businesses have 

regarding human rights. The interviews were semi-structured and allowed for additional 

information to reveal. The interview guide5 was structured according to three main themes: Danish 

companies and human rights; the UN Framework in a Danish context; and external factors affecting 

the corporate interpretation of human rights. As the interviews reveal respectively Amnesty’s and 

DI’s perception of the current approach to human rights and their expectations to the framework, 

the specific outcome of the interview was not predictable, it was therefore important to allow for the 

respondent to speak freely and go beyond the questions.  

 

The four company interviews served a more explanatory purpose as they were intended to reveal 

the internal considerations behind their human rights approach and their responsiveness to external 

factors. The four companies were chosen from the reporting sample, and selected based on the 

extent of their report. This was in order to ensure that the companies actually have been or are 

thinking in terms of human rights, and as such would be able to provide input to the research. As it 

is most likely that all company initiatives are not reported, the interviews were also a means of 

getting a full picture of the companies in terms of which challenges they face, how they manage and 

prioritize among these etc. The first line of questions therefore centres on their approach to human 

rights: how it is anchored in the organisation; how it is interpreted and relevant in their specific 

context; how much they know about etc. This was followed by a series of questions concerning the 

external environment, i.e. the impact of the legal requirement to report on CSR; their relationship 

with stakeholders; the use of external standards and frameworks; and the acquaintance with, and 

expectations to the UN framework6.  

                                                        
5 Appendix 1 
6 Interview Guide in Appendix 2 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2.5 Delimitation  
Due to the novelty of the UN Framework, a wide range of issues would be relevant to look into. 

However, this thesis delimits itself to focus on how the UN Framework will be embraced by Danish 

companies. This does not imply how the companies will organize for human rights DD process or a 

road test of conducting the DD. Rather it implies an investigation into the current human rights 

approach – how human rights are conceptualized, approached, and emphasized – and the 

institutional mechanisms affecting and encouraging this. The primary focus of this thesis is 

therefore the second pillar of the UN Framework. The first and third pillar will only be addressed in 

terms of the institutional environment. The institutional analysis will further only centre on the 

institutional pressures relevant for human rights.  

 

Human rights is a broad issue, which can have an influence on, and be influenced by all corporate 

activities, and CSR issues such as bribery/corruption, environment, climate, partnerships etc. As 

will also be outlined in Section 3.1.1, human rights in this thesis are conceptualized as labour rights, 

i.e. fair and equal working conditions, freedom to organize, freedom from discrimination, a safe 

working environment etc. 
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3 Theoretical Framework 
The corporate responsibility to respect means to act with DD to avoid infringing on the rights of 

other (Ruggie, 2010), this implies that the UN framework calls for a more systematic approach to 

human rights for fulfilling the responsibility. As it is described by the Business and Human Rights 

Initiative (2010; 43), “In short ‘respect’ is the intended result, and human rights due diligence is 

the process by which to achieve and demonstrate the results”. Thus, in order to analyse how the UN 

Framework will be received in a Danish context the theoretical framework will take point of 

departure in the four steps of the DD process: Human rights policy; assessing impacts; integration; 

and tracking performance (Ruggie, 2010). These will be combined with four steps outlined by 

Mamic (2005) in his study on global supply chain management. The study conducted in the 

footwear, apparel and retail sectors, assesses the management systems for implementing a Code of 

Conduct (CoC). The combination of Ruggie (2010) and Mamic (2005) therefore enables a 

framework, which is rooted in the UN framework and the human rights DD process and combined 

with the necessary managerial steps for general corporate management of implementation, which 

will be relevant when assessing the current state of human rights in Danish companies.  

 

Similar to Ruggie’s DD process, Mamic (2005) presents four steps to ensure efficient 

implementation and management of a CoC: 1) Creating a shared vision, 2) developing 

understanding and ability, 3) implementing code in the organization, 4) feedback, improvement and 

remediation. I will combine these four steps with the four steps of the DD process, and add relevant 

literature in the fields of CSR  (Carroll, 1991), stakeholder management (Freeman, 1984), 

contingency theory (Galbraith, 1973), resource-based theory (Barney, 1991), communication 

(Morsing & Schultz, 2006) and reporting (Hess, 2007), which will provide the theoretical 

framework for this thesis. However, the second step in each of the respective models differs in 

scope, and I have thus deemed it necessary to split this step into two. This implies that Assessing 

impacts (Ruggie) and Creating an understanding (Mamic) will be applied as respectively 2) 

Prioritize and 3) Capacity Building. Table 2 presents the theoretical framework; the title of each 

step (i.e. Setting the Tone, Prioritize, Building Capacity, Walking the Talk, and Knowing and 

Showing) is derived from the Business & Human Rights Initiative’s DD guiding tool (2010). 

Except for Step 2 (Prioritize) and Step 3 (Capacity Building), which I have named after splitting the 

second step in two.   
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Table 2 - Theoretical Framework, composed by five steps, derived from Ruggie’s DD process and Mamic’s study on 
management systems for ensuring implementation of a Code of Conduct. Two new steps are added (Prioritize and Building 
Capacity) in order to clarify the difference between assessing impacts and risks, and building capacity throughout the 
organization. Each step has further been combined with relevant literature, which will guide the process. (Own construction).  

 Ruggie (2010) Mamic (2005) Supporting theory 

1. Setting the 
Tone 

Human rights 
policy 

Creating a shared vision CSR (Carroll) 
Stakeholder theory (Freeman) 

2. Prioritize Assessing impacts  Contingency theory (Galbraith, 
Husted) 

3. Building 
Capacity 

 Developing 
understanding and ability 

RBV (Barney) 
 

4. Walking the 
Talk 

Integration Integrating the CoC into 
operations 

 

5. Knowing and 
Showing 

Tracking 
performance 

Feedback, improvements 
and remediation 

Social disclosure (Hess) 
CSR communication (Morsing & 
Schultz) 

 

3.1.1 Step 1: Setting the Tone 

The first key step is to develop a statement or policy (Ruggie, 2010). This should clearly 

communicate the company’s commitment to all stakeholders (Business & Human Rights Initiative, 

2010). It should also be considered how the policy should be implemented in the organisation: if it 

should be part of the company’s mission or value statement, a stand-alone policy or part of the 

CSR/sustainability policy. As human rights has become an integrated element of CSR, the 

company’s perception and interpretation of CSR is important in order to assess the 

conceptualization of the human rights policy. 

 

Conceptualizing Human Rights 

In order to place the UN Framework within the CSR paradigm, an initial introduction and 

conceptualization of CSR is necessary. From the CSR literature three views are often presented as 

the classical approaches to CSR: the economic (Friedman 1970); the philanthropic (Carroll 1991); 

and the stakeholder perspective (Freeman, 1984) (Ellerup and Thomsen, 2006). One of the most 

established and accepted models of CSR is that of Carroll (Crane & Matten, 2007), according to 
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which CSR is “to make a profit, obey the law, be ethical, and be a good corporate citizen” (Carroll, 

1991; 48).  

 

In his Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility (1991), Carroll identified four responsibilities – 

economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic – of companies, implying that CSR goes beyond the 

economic and legal obligations the companies are required to meet. Yet, it also states that these are 

a prerequisite for companies’ social responsibility – expressed as the ethical and philanthropic 

responsibilities (Roepstorff, 2010). The distinction between these latter two is that the ethical 

responsibility encompasses those standards and norms that stakeholders regard as fair, just and even 

but which are not enforced through legislation. Thus, this is what he refers to as the expectations of 

society. As the title reveals, the philanthropic responsibility is a voluntary action where companies 

go beyond what is expected and respond to the desires of stakeholders (Carroll, 1991). In terms of 

the UN Framework, it is emphasized that the corporate responsibility is to respect human rights, not 

fulfil or promote, i.e. the framework provides a baseline for the expected business conduct in terms 

of human rights. It does not require that companies go beyond these expectations, neither are there 

any legal sanctions if companies fail to comply. The UN framework targets the behaviour expected 

of companies by stakeholders, and as thus falls into Carroll’s ethical responsibility.  

 

Milton Friedman (1970) argued that the only responsibility of businesses is to act in the interest of 

shareholders and generate a profit. Corporations cannot have moral responsibilities, as they are not 

human beings, it is therefore the individuals in the organization that are individually responsible for 

the actions of the corporation (Friedman 1970). This is exactly the gap the UN Framework’s second 

pillar addresses, namely that companies too bear a moral responsibility. The UN Framework do 

however recognize that governments are generally best equipped to make the difficult balancing 

decisions required to reconcile different societal needs, which explains the state duty to respect.  

 

Engaging Stakeholders 

The stakeholder approach was brought forward by Freeman (1984), who argued that companies are 

not simply managed in the interest of their shareholders but that several other groups have a 

legitimate interest in the corporation (Crane and Matten, 2007). A company is thus part of a wider 

net of stakeholders who all exercise some kind of influence on the company. To ensure a relevant 

and efficient human rights policy, it is therefore crucial to consult relevant stakeholders and ensure 



  20 

that their respective rights are addressed, and to determine stakeholder expectations from 

stakeholder desires (cf. Carroll). For the company it is critical to determine who its stakeholders are 

in order to be able to mitigate the risk of violating their rights.   

 

Mamic’s first step, creating a shared vision, entails the process of demonstrating a commitment and 

an overall aim of the CoC, much similar to formulating a human rights policy. Stakeholder 

consultations and involvement – especially of suppliers or contractors who will have to carry out 

the standards – is central to this development. Stakeholder involvement is emphasised as a means to 

facilitate problem-solving and consensus building (Freeman, 1984), and interested stakeholders play 

an active role in setting the norms, and should therefore be consulted to determine their 

expectations and how companies can meet those.  

 

Defining Human Rights 

Human rights is not an isolated part of CSR, and will most likely influence varies issues such as 

working conditions, community relations, corruption, and environmental considerations etc. 

(Buhmann et al. 2011). Ruggie (2010) emphasizes that no rights should be judged as inferior prior 

to an impact assessment, however, for the context of this thesis, human rights will be defined as 

human rights and labour rights. The reasoning behind is rooted in the close connection between the 

two. The UDHR are often categorised into civil and political rights – including the protection of life 

and freedom from bodily harm, non-discrimination, personal freedom and legal and political rights 

(Leisinger, 2006) – and economic, social and cultural rights – such as the right to an adequate 

standard of living ensuring health and well-being for a family, labour rights and the right to 

education (Ibid.). As can be seen from this categorisation the UDHR does not make a distinction 

between labour and human rights. In the UN Global Compact (UNGC) human and labour rights are 

treated as separated entities, however, this separation is often difficult to make, as the two are 

highly interrelated. Labour rights are basically human rights applied to the work place. Thus, in this 

thesis human rights are defined as including the four principles of labour rights from the UNGC: the 

freedom of association and the effective recognition of the right to collective bargaining; the 

elimination of all forms of forced and compulsory labour; the effective abolition of child labour; 
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and the elimination of discrimination in employment and occupation7, as well as general working 

conditions (hours, wages, safety).  

 

Sum-up Step 1 

This initial step of ‘Setting the Tone’ entails that prior to anything else, companies have to 

recognize the responsibility they carry beyond creating a profit for shareholders, and in terms of 

having a baseline of expected behaviour. The conceptualisation of CSR – and human rights – and in 

particularly stakeholder involvement is therefore vital in this phase. Companies undoubtedly 

already have many existing polices addressing human rights e.g. hiring schemes, health & safety, 

product safety etc., this initial step will therefore, in most cases not mean a complete overhaul of 

systems but rather an assessment and systematisation of existing policies (Ruggie, 2010). Framing 

the policy after internationally recognized frameworks or standards is not only useful in ensuring 

nothing is left out but also recommended as a good place for inexperienced companies to start 

(Mamic, 2005). For the company it is about making a commitment to human rights and explicating 

this. This is crucial for the following steps where the policy is further specified and actions for 

executing it are designed.  

 

3.1.2 Step 2: Prioritize 

The second step in the human rights DD process is about assessing impacts, which means to 

identify the business areas where the company have an impact on human rights (Business & Human 

Rights Initiative, 2010). The framework is very explicit about not deeming any human rights as 

inferior prior to a risk assessment but to identify the risk areas and prioritize actions to mitigate 

these.  

 

Contingency 

A contingent approach to the human rights impact is valuable in order to direct the corporate efforts 

and actions in the relevant direction. This perspective recognizes the internal and external 

contingency factors that influence formal organizational structures and strategies (Pertusa-Otega et 

al., 2010; Husted, 2000), and argues that there is no best way to organise and that any way of 

organising is not equally effective under all conditions (Galbraith, 1973). The logic of the theory is 

                                                        
7 Appendix 3 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in finding the ‘fit’ between organizational process and the characteristics of the situation. In 

determining the extent of companies’ responsibility, previous proposals have centred on variables 

such as company size, degree of influence or proximity to the human rights abuse. However the UN 

Framework has changed the focus from ‘sphere of influence’ to a focus on ‘sphere of impact’, 

arguing that a company’s responsibility is valid whenever its activities have a potential or actual 

impact on human rights, which can occur either directly through their own activities or indirectly 

through its relationships. It is thus not a question of economic and/or financial influence in a local 

context that is of concern but the effects arising from the business activities. Ruggie (2009) outlines 

three factors determining the scope of the responsibility to respect human rights: the company’s 

own activities; the company’s relationships (with e.g. suppliers, contractors, customers, 

governments); and the country and local context of operation (and its social, economic, and political 

factors) (Ibid.).  

 

It might be useful to add a few extra perspectives on these to clarify and highlight the risk 

situations, but also to emphasise that companies will not be held accountable for everything, 

especially when it is outside of their impact. In terms of the first area mentioned by Ruggie (2009) – 

the companies’ own activities – this obviously include its industry. The risk associated with the 

industry should be thoroughly assessed. For the companies’ relationships, and how these might 

affect human rights impact, I will elaborate on the supplier relationship. Recent media coverage has 

revealed how large companies are cleaning up in their supplier base to reduce the number, e.g. 

apparel producers have approximately 350 suppliers, and more than 25.000 sub-suppliers8. This 

obviously raises the issue of control but also of the level of influence. The bargaining power of 

companies towards suppliers is dependent on the buyer volume (Porter, 1980); it can therefore be 

useful to concentrate supply to a few suppliers in order to achieve greater influence and control. As 

the companies unravel their impacts on human rights, they also have to set out priorities for 

mitigating the risks, and the effect of their actions will be dependent on the influence level they 

have. Thus, in terms of relationships, companies should pay attention to their supplier base, its 

dispersion, and the company’s ability to positively influence their conduct. The cultural context of 

the suppliers is also an influential factor to assess. It is coherent with the country and local context 

of operation, and its inherent social, political and economic factors. Cultural differences in terms of 

ethics, norms, quality, reliability, practices etc. can be critical factors to approach. A study by Oke 
                                                        
8 Berlingske, November 25th, 2011 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et al. (2009) on the contingent factors for sourcing from developing countries highlighted cultural 

proximity as a benefit in terms of facilitating the process and the overall communication. Thus, 

companies with suppliers in a distinctly different cultural setting must carefully consider these – as 

well as how potential complicit issues should be addressed. As such a company operating in the 

service industry in Denmark will have distinctly different human rights impacts than a company 

working with e.g. chemicals in a high-risk country, (identified as countries where the government is 

unable or unwilling to properly enforce the law and its human rights duties, Business & Human 

Rights Initiative, 2010).  

 

Sum-up Step 2 

Assessing impacts – or prioritize – is the determination of the human rights responsibility. 

Companies cannot be responsible for all human rights violations, but should thoroughly assess the 

contingent factors: its activities and industry; its supplier relations; and the context of its operations, 

to ensure that the risk areas will be addressed by the policy. The impact assessment is crucial as a 

means between creating the human rights policy and setting up the appropriate systems for 

complying with this. Thus, the knowledge gained in this process is valuable and necessary in order 

to operationalise the company’s human rights engagement. 

 

3.1.3 Step 3: Capacity Building  

Resting on Mamic’s second step, developing understanding and ability, this phase is about 

disseminating awareness, understanding and implications of the human rights policy to all relevant 

internal and external stakeholders. It is thus about building internal capacity through 

communication and training of the relevant parties (Mamic, 2005). Besides merely disseminating 

the content and principles of the policy, the implicated parties should also gain an understanding of 

why the issue is being addressed, what the implementation will mean for the specific employee, and 

how senior management has committed to it.  

 

This step therefore encompasses the importance of building capabilities and knowledge throughout 

the company in order for the policy implementation to be efficient and effective (Ibid.). Due to this 

focus on companies’ capabilities for taking on a more systematic approach to their work with 

human rights, it is relevant to introduce the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm (Wernerfelt 

1984; Penrose 1959; Barney 1991). This theoretical field will be used to gain knowledge on the 
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approach of the Danish companies’ capacity to disseminate practices for respecting human rights. 

As the new UN Framework on businesses and human rights is still relatively untested territory for 

many firms, a crucial step in the process of adopting the framework, is to dedicate resources to 

training and knowledge-advancement in the company policies and procedures. RBV provides an 

internal analysis of the firm examining the link between internal resources and performance. To 

better grasp the idea behind RBV it is important to define the concept of resources. For the purpose 

of this thesis, resources are classified in two categories: human capital resources (Becker, 1964) and 

organizational capital resources (Tomer, 1987). Human capital resources include the training, 

experience, judgement, intelligence, relationships and insight of individual managers and 

employees. Organizational capital resources include the formal reporting structure, formal and 

informal planning as well as informal relations among groups within a firm, and between a firm and 

those in its environment (Barney, 1991). For a resource to lead to sustained competitive advantage – 

be that in terms of profit or a thorough integration of the UN Framework – it is necessary to act and 

use the resource in a rare and valuable manner. This is what is referred to as capabilities (Barney, 

1991; Teece et al., 1997). These are a kind of resource behind the resource, and it is the capability 

to combine resources that is valuable. Capabilities are not easily acquired and are extremely 

complex, as their primary purpose is to enhance the productivity of the other resources (Makadok, 

2001). RBV is linked to creating sustainable competitive advantage, yet the theory is applicable to 

any internal assessment of a firm, and especially in this context where focus is on building capacity 

– i.e. capabilities – to manage for the new emphasis on corporations’ human rights responsibilities.  

 

Sum-up Step 3 

Building capacity and ensure training and communication throughout the company on a continuous 

basis, ensure that a new policy is disseminated to all relevant parties. It further ensures that all 

relevant parties have the sufficient knowledge and capabilities to act in accordance with the human 

rights policy. The issue of capacity is important to include in the analysis of how the companies will 

embrace the framework as it is composed by the human and organizational capital resources and 

thereby constitutes the internal capabilities of Danish companies’ response to and enactment of the 

framework.  
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3.1.4 Step 4: Walking the Talk 

This is the actual implementation step, where the human rights policy and its priority areas are put 

into practice. This is ultimately about assigning responsibility and resources to the different 

business operation and functions, and setting up relevant systems for compliance.  

 

Assigning responsibility to a specific person or department and have them drive it through the 

organization is highlighted can be an initial starting point for a full corporate integration (Business 

& Human Rights Initiative, 2010). Mamic (2005) on the other hand focuses more on assigning 

responsibility to the various job functions. As Mamic’s study is conducted on MNEs with a wide 

supplier base, integration is assessed in terms of a centralized or decentralized approach, and how 

the CoC can be most efficiently implemented across an organization and its suppliers. In this regard 

it becomes evident that in terms of the company-supplier relationship, the integration and decision-

making regarding this, is driven by the MNEs.  

 

Although there might be some overlaps between capacity building and integration in terms of 

dissemination, the difference lie in disseminating knowledge and training – i.e. capabilities – and 

disseminating the actual policy and systems for this. The capabilities from above are therefore a 

necessary prerequisite for disseminating the policy and having people adhering, complying and 

executing it. Coherent with the contingency argument above, Mamic reveals some features upon 

which the appropriate structure is contingent: size of company; existing reporting arrangements; 

budgets; organizational structure; and history and culture of the company (Mamic, 2005). 

 

Sum-up Step 4 

The integration step is about operationalising and putting the policy into practice. This should be 

approached with considerations to how responsibility should be assigned and how the policies are 

translated into actions. The organizational structure of responsibility is highly context dependent 

and can be assessed in terms of Mamic’s factors such as size, structure and culture of the company. 

Creating a company culture that adheres to this new policy also involves a consideration of aspects 

such as recruitment and hiring practices and, incentive and appraisal systems in order to ensure 

compliance through all functions – regardless of their individual risk level (Ruggie, 2010). 
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3.1.5 Step 5: Knowing and Showing 

Finally, in order to account for how the companies address their human rights impacts, they should 

be prepared to communicate this externally. This is especially evident for companies whose 

operations or operating contexts pose risks to human rights, and it is recommended that they report 

formally on how the risks are addressed (Human Rights Council, 2011). It is therefore useful to 

revisit the impact assessment in determining what to report, as it highlights the highest risks on 

human rights, which will most likely be the area of greatest interest to various stakeholders 

(Business & Human Rights Initiative, 2010).  Internally, compliance and monitoring of 

performance in relation to the policy are critical for its functioning and effect. Without a proper data 

collection system the company will not be able to discover and act upon non-compliance incidents 

(Mamic, 2005).  

 

Considerations should also be paid to how the collected information should be reported. Morsing & 

Schultz (2006) distinguish between three CSR communications strategies: stakeholder information; 

stakeholder response; and stakeholder involvement. As the titles imply the three strategies differ in 

terms of stakeholder relations and the issues of sense-giving and sense-making – referring to the 

extent of stakeholder involvement. Non-financial reports are classified as ‘subtle CSR 

communication’ that is predominantly designed as a means to ‘give-sense’ to stakeholders, i.e. one-

way communication, that merely informs and convince its audience about the corporate legitimacy 

(Morsing & Schultz, 2006). It raises the issue that in deciding which CSR issues to communicate, 

managers can become ‘self-seduced’ and ‘self-absorbed’ (Christensen & Cheney, 2000, in Morsing 

& Schultz, 2006), implying that they publish the information they find important and which they 

take pride in.  

 

In trying to overcome the inadequacy of information asymmetry Hess (2008) introduced the three 

pillars of social reporting: disclosure, dialogue, and development. To understand how these three 

elements can influence and benefit each other it is useful to perceive them as interrelated in an 

‘action cycle’ (Owen et al., 2000, in Hess, 2008) where the corporation discloses information, 

which stakeholders take in and process. Through stakeholder dialogue the corporation identify the 

necessary changes, alters its behaviour and responds appropriately, and disclose a new set of 

information reflecting the advanced corporate behaviour, which start the process over again (Hess, 

2008). The problem is however, that companies often choose to engage in strategic disclosure – 
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dissembling – by disclosing favourable information but hiding the unfavourable information. 

Through references to various studies, Hess shows how widely companies are disclosing favourable 

(and only favourable) information. A study of social disclosures of US corporations, including all 

stakeholder communication, found that social reports were second only to press releases in having 

the highest ratio of favourable to unfavourable social disclosures (Holder-Webb et al. 2007, in Hess, 

2008). The main argument is that in order for the ‘action cycle’ to function properly, i.e. in order for 

stakeholders to act upon the social disclosures and in order for the company to advance its moral 

development, disclosed information should present a true and honest picture of the company. Thus, 

Hess (2008) recommends mandatory reporting and standardized indicators, as a means of 

overcoming this asymmetry. Mandatory and standardized reporting will make strategic disclosure 

difficult and will provide a more realistic and encompassing insight into the company’s situation. 

Further, these standardized indicators should be developed based on the needs of the expected users 

of the report e.g. investors or NGOs, this way companies’ dialogue with stakeholder will be 

supported by actual data, rather than “anecdotal accounts of politically motivated claims and public 

relations counterclaims” (Fung, 2003, in Hess, 2008).  

 

In much the same vein, the International Integrated Reporting Committee (IIRC) was established in 

2010 to create a globally accepted integrated reporting framework bringing together financial, 

environmental, social and governance information in a clear, concise, consistent and comparable 

format9. As the world has changed significantly – especially in light of a global financial crisis and 

with a current economic model that is socially and environmentally unsustainable – there is a need 

for new and more effective forms of accountability (IRC, 2011). As we also saw above (Hess, 

2008), reporting influences behaviour, integrated reporting is therefore critical to “a meaningful 

assessment of the long-term viability of the organization’s business model and strategy; meeting the 

information needs of investors and other stakeholders; and ultimately the effective allocation of 

scarce resources” (Ibid; 2). The integrated reporting framework is thus, an attempt to design a 

reporting approach that is able to communicating value in the 21st century (Ibid.).  

 

In Mamic’s study on MNEs it is also acknowledged that there is an increasing pressure for 

transparency and for the collected data to be reported, from both internal and external stakeholders. 

As reporting is increasing (see Section 4.1.1), so is the issue of transparency and accountability and 
                                                        
9 www.theiirc.org 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in order to assure this, the information reported should reflect the actual situation of the company in 

terms of its economic, social, and environmental sustainability, and in particular its risk areas.   

 

Sum-up Step 5 

To ensure compliance throughout the company functions and the supply chain, tracking and 

monitoring performance is essential. It is essential that the data collected is representative of the 

risk areas of the company and thus in coherence with the human rights impacts. The performance of 

a company is not only relevant for internal compliance but constitutes an increasingly important 

factor in the external stakeholder dialogue and evaluation of a company. Reporting, and reporting 

on all relevant aspects – not just the favourable ones – is critical in order to provide a full picture of 

the company, and it further encourages stakeholder interaction and ultimately corporate moral 

development. It is therefore recommended (Morsing & Schultz, 2006; Hess, 2008; IICR, 2011) to 

aspire towards a more symmetric information flow between a company and its stakeholder – which 

will allow for continuous updating and improvement of existing policies and systems (Ruggie, 

2010).   

 

This was the presentation and development of the theoretical framework as presented in Table 2. As 

I seek to explore how the Danish companies will approach these five steps in the light of the 

external influences they are exposed to, I will now present the theoretical foundation of the 

institutional environment. This will be added to the theoretical framework and the final framework 

will be presented in Figure 3. 

 

3.2 The Institutional Environment  
To account for the external mechanisms affecting companies’ approach to human rights, the theory 

of new institutionalism – and in particularly the concept of isomorphism (DiMaggio and Powell, 

1983) – will be presented in the following.  

 

New institutional theory depart from the assumption that institutionalized practices are adopted in 

order for an organization to gain legitimacy in the market place. “Institutionalization involves the 

process by which social processes, obligations, or actualities come to take on a rulelike status in 

social thought and action” (Meyer and Rowan, 1977; 341). The main argument behind 

institutionalization is that organizations operate in environments where socially constructed rules, 



  29 

norms and values determine how a modern, rational and efficient organisation should be arranged. 

It is thus, a social process where the actors accept a shared definition of reality about appropriate 

behaviour and conduct. To ensure survival and success, merely delivering good products or services 

is not enough; the organization must gain legitimacy from its surroundings in order to continue 

attracting the necessary resources (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).  

 

Several studies have already examined the differences in companies’ approach to, and extent of 

CSR as a result of the different institutional mechanisms (Matten and Moon, 2008; Campbell 2007, 

Neergaard and Pedersen, 2003) and showed how regulations and inherent social norms and 

practices take part in shaping the frame for CSR. The theory is therefore valuable in this context of 

human rights as it can help determine how the operating contexts – and its regulations and 

expectations – impact Danish companies’ interpretation of human rights.  

3.2.1 Institutional Isomorphism 

As rules, norms and practices are becoming institutionalized, organizations increasingly become 

homogenous. “In the initial stages of their life cycle, organizational fields display considerable 

diversity in approach and form. Once a field becomes well established, however, there is an 

inexorable push towards homogenization” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; 148).  

 

Three isomorphic mechanisms are presented to explain this process of homogenization and to 

outline the structures influencing companies to adopt similar practices. Isomorphism is defined by 

Hawley (1968) and applied by DiMaggio and Powell (1983; 149) as “a constraining process that 

forces one unit in a population to resemble other units that face the same set of environmental 

conditions”. The isomorphic mechanisms are useful in this context as it not only consider the macro 

institutional forces but also include the micro level in terms of how companies’ actions affect other 

companies. The three mechanisms through which this occurs are: 

Coercive isomorphism, which is driven by political influence and the quest for legitimacy. It refers 

to the formal and informal pressure exerted on organizations by other organizations upon which 

they are dependent. The main argument is that organizations must respond to the external demands, 

rules, regulations and pressures, in order to ensure political influence and legitimacy. It is thus 

about processing and managing the influence from various stakeholders and actors.   

Mimetic processes, is an organizational response to uncertainty where organizations imitate each 

other. An organization will often look to an industry leader or a successful peer when faced with 
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insecurity about an issue. This modelling might occur unintentionally and indirectly through 

employee transfers or use of external consultants.  

Normative pressures: stem from professionalization of the organization, i.e. similar educational 

background, training, and job functions, leading to similar company structures and practices. The 

growth of professional networks where employees meet across organizations to share knowledge 

and procedures also contribute to this isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983)  

 

These three mechanisms of isomorphism are analytically distinguishable but not necessarily 

empirically distinct, and they overlap and influence each other. A high level of coercive 

isomorphism where the organization has been institutionally structured according to the formal and 

informal pressures of its organizational field, will most likely contribute to normative isomorphism 

as professionals can easily move between organizations due to the similarities in formal structures, 

training etc. – and vice versa, the diffusion of similar skilled and trained professionals inevitably 

lead to similar internal organizational approaches (Ibid). An analysis of the institutional field and 

the isomorphic pressures in terms of businesses and human rights will be presented in section 4.1. 

3.2.2 Differences in CSR across Institutional Environment  

Matten and Moon (2008), in their comparative study on explicit and implicit CSR in respectively 

the US and Europe, revealed the institutional conditions responsible for the different approaches to 

CSR. The national differences in CSR can be explained by the historically grown national 

institutional frameworks that shape the ‘national business systems’ (NBS) (Matten & Moon, 2008). 

These are composed by four key features: the political system; the financial system; the education 

and labour system, and the cultural system. “Given that different societies have developed different 

systems of markets, reflecting their institutions, their customary ethics, and their social relations, it 

would therefore follow that we might expect some differences in the ways in which corporations 

express and pursue their social responsibilities among different societies” (Ibid; 407).  

 

A relatively high level of legislation on business activities has characterized the tradition in Europe, 

and the nature of the welfare state and governmental structures have ensured that social issues – 

ranging from health care, to community support, education, and cultural life – are handled through 

taxation. The level of economic and legal obligations of companies (cf. Carroll above) has thus 

been relatively high, and the welfare state or government have been perceived as the prime provider 

of social welfare and benefits (Matten and Moon, 2008). This has according to the authors 
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contributed to a situation where European companies have been more reluctant to explicitly claim 

social responsibilities. However, it is argued that there has been a recent rise in the use of explicit 

CSR in Europe, which is a response to changes in the historically grown institutional frameworks. 

Explicit CSR in Europe is however slightly differentiated from US explicit CSR. Among other 

things, the European approach is government driven through policies and soft laws on CSR, and 

initiatives are largely driven by wider industry association (Ibid). The main argument of Matten & 

Moon’s study is that Europe is currently facing a rise in explicit CSR and this is a response to the 

changes in the NBS – the institutionalized framework – towards more market regulation and less 

state dependence, which provide incentives to adopt corporate-level managerial solutions to social 

issues. The perspective that people’s lives are increasingly controlled and shaped no longer only by 

governments but also by corporations is part of the European change from implicit to explicit CSR. 

This can be attributed market liberalization, privatization and deregulation of former publicly 

managed services. Further, the recognition of an individual corporation’s impact in the developing 

world and the growing societal expectations regarding health, safety, environment, and human 

rights impacts, characterise the complex and influential role corporations can play across national 

borders and governments (Matten & Moon, 2008; Crane & Matten, 2007). Thus, based on various 

changes in the historically grown national institutional framework, European – and Danish – 

companies are increasingly committing to an explicit approach to CSR.  

 

As will be elaborated in the following analysis, the Danish Government presented a CSR Action 

Plan in 2008. The objective of the Plan is to inspire business-driven CSR and promote Denmark 

internationally on responsibility and sustainability (The Danish Government, 2008). In practical 

terms, this implied a legal requirement of the 1100+ largest companies in Denmark - The Act 

Amending the Danish Financial Statements Act (Accounting for CSR in large businesses), §99a – (a 

more specific outline of the criteria in Section 4.1.1) to report on their CSR efforts in terms of 

policies, actions and results. The Act is not unique to Denmark, and other European countries such 

as France and the UK have similar requirements to disclose social and environmental information10, 

which leads to a more explicit approach to CSR.  

 

                                                        
10 www.businessgreen.com 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Sum-up Institutional Theory  

The studies outlined above, highlight the influence the institutional environment has on the 

corporate approach to CSR. The Act – §99a – provides a recent example of changes in the NBS of 

Denmark, which encourages greater market regulations and less state-dependence in terms of social 

responsibility – and contributes to a more explicit approach to CSR. Another aspect of the 

institutional theory, relevant in the context of this thesis, was that of gaining legitimacy in an 

environment where socially constructed rules, norms and values determine how a modern, rational 

and efficient organisation should be arranged (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).  

 

3.3 Presentation of the Theoretical Framework 
As the institutional environment constitutes the context in which companies operate, this theory will 

serve as the surrounding frame of the analytical framework, and will be conceptualized as the 

institutional influences affecting Danish companies. Further, to include the recent initiatives 

towards more explicit CSR, the three dimensions of §99a – policies, actions, and results – will be 

added to the steps. Figure 3 depicts the theoretical framework presented in table 2 but includes these 

new perspectives, and this constitutes the theoretical framework guiding this thesis’ analysis.   

 

 
Figure 3 - Theoretical framework after the inclusion of the institutional environment and the isomorphic mechanisms. The 
three dimensions of the Act on CSR reporting - policies, actions, and results - have been added to the respective steps. 
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4 Analysis 
Three parts compose the analysis: 1) the institutional analysis of human rights, 2) the current 

corporate approach to human rights, and 3) the corporate response to the institutional factors. 

4.1 Institutional Analysis  
In this first part of the analysis the existing institutional factors for human rights will be assessed, 

this will provide the analysis of the institutional context in which the companies operate. The three 

isomorphic mechanisms will frame the outline of the compelling pressures, expectations and norms 

that Danish companies are facing. The analysis will be based on desk research concerning the 

regulatory environment in Denmark as well as general trends and attitude as outlined by the 

interviews with Amnesty and the DI.  

4.1.1 Coercive Isomorphism 

Coercive pressures are, as we saw in section 3.2.1, the formal and informal pressures influencing a 

company in its quest for political influence and legitimacy, it is thus the pressure exerted on 

organizations by other organizations upon which they are dependent (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983).  

 

UN Framework for Business and Human Rights  

The UN Framework is the first coercive power that will be dealt with. The UN framework firmly 

establishes the responsibility of the private sector in respecting human rights, and thus expands the 

responsibility that was previously primarily a state duty. The new framework implies that, despite 

its lacking direct legal sanctions in case a company does not live up to the responsibility, various 

stakeholders are now expecting companies to act. As Amnesty expresses it: “From an NGO point 

of view, the most important thing is of course to avoid any human rights abuses and further it is 

vital that companies show some respect in the countries they operate in, i.e. show that they are not 

only there to exploit favourable production conditions but actually have an interest in maintaining 

and developing the community”11. The pressure for formalizing procedures, and document actions 

for mitigating risks to human rights are of great urgency in order to maintain a social license to 

operate from NGOs.  

 

                                                        
11 Appendix 4 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DI also supports UN framework. DI perceives the framework from the companies’ point of view, 

and argues its usefulness in that it helps establish the extent of companies’ human rights 

responsibility, especially in terms of state vs. company responsibility. Recent years have showed a 

tendency of confusion regarding the extent of companies’ responsibility in terms of human rights in 

weak governance zones, but the three key words of the ‘protect, respect and remedy’ framework 

have now established the frame for where the responsibility of each party starts12. Thus, despite the 

fact that the two organizations’ perceive the framework from opposing corners – i.e. Amnesty 

speaks the interest of the victims and DI the interest of the businesses – it appears that the formal 

determination of responsibility will benefit both part.  

  

The endorsement of the UN Framework was further supported in the 2011 revision of the OECD 

Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, where a separate human rights chapter based on the UN 

Framework was included, and it was recommend that companies act with DD to avoid human rights 

violation. The OECD Guidelines are recommendations addressed by governments to multinational 

enterprises operating in or from adhering countries. They provide voluntary principles and 

standards for responsible business conduction, and are as thus legally non-binding13. However, 

despite its non-legal binding, the OECD emphasises that countries set up a National Contact Point, 

which works to promote and support the Guidelines. This point has been strengthened in the revised 

Guidelines, and in Denmark this has led to recommendations for setting up a non-judicial grievance 

mechanism in line with the UN Framework (more on this in section 5). The European Union has 

also explicitly referred to UN Framework in its renewed strategy on CSR for 2011-2014. The 

Commission expects all European companies to comply with the corporate responsibility of 

respecting human rights, and will work towards developing sector and industry specific 

recommendations for the implementation of the framework (European Commission, 2011).  

 

The fact that the UN Framework has already been implemented in the OECD guidelines and in the 

new EU strategy on CSR shows the gap it is filling in determining the extent of human rights 

responsibilities across states and companies. Furthermore, as both national and international 

institutions have already embraced it, it is most likely to influence business conduct, as there is no 

way around it.  

                                                        
12 Appendix 4 
13 www.oecd.org 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Legal Requirement of Reporting 

As a means for advancing Danish companies’ approach to business-driven CSR, and promote 

Denmark in terms of responsible and sustainable growth, the Danish Government presented its 

Action Plan for CSR in 2008. Inherent in the Government Action Plan was an amendment to the 

Danish Financial Statement Act – §99a or the Act – on CSR reporting. Mandatory reporting is 

intended to inspire and encourage companies to take stance on CSR and be more explicit and open 

about their CSR efforts (Danish Government, 2008). The Act was imposed on Danish businesses in 

2009 and covers large businesses in accounting class D, and those in C that exceed at least two of 

the following size criteria: 

‐ Total assets/liabilities of DKK 143 million 

‐ Net revenue of DKK 286 million 

‐ An average of 250 full-time employees 

These companies are legally obliged to account for their CSR work in the management review of 

their annual reports. CSR is still a voluntary action, and the Act does not entail an obligation on 

businesses to work with CSR, merely it emphasises that if a company has policies these should be 

explicitly communicated. If a company does not work with CSR this must however also be 

explicitly stated. The key issues is “to urge businesses and investors actively and constructively to 

consider how their core competencies match the global challenges they face […] which is exactly 

what the duty to report should motivate them to do” (Ibid; 21). The Act is composed by three 

elements: policies, actions, and results, in terms of which companies working with CSR should 

report.   

 

According to a global survey conducted by KPMG, CSR reporting has increased from 53% in 2008 

to 64% in 2011, among the 100 largest companies in the 34 countries studies. In terms of the largest 

250 global companies, the development of social reporting between 2008 and 2011 increased from 

83% to 95%. For Denmark alone the development over the three years showed a remarkable 

increase from 24% to 91% (KPMG, 2011). This drastic increase can be attributed an increased 

public attention on CSR but more likely, the effect of the Act (Ibid). The Danish Commerce and 

Companies Agency published a similar report in respectively 2010 and 2011, on the effect of the 

Act. From its first year in practice there has been significant improvements in terms of companies 

reporting on actions for implementing policies, and on the results they have achieved (Danish 
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Commerce and Companies Agency, 2011). 95% of the companies now report on CSR policies 

(compared to 69% in the 2009 reports), 89% have information on how these are translated into 

action (60% in 2009), and 65% present the results they have achieved (37% in 2009). These figures 

are in terms of CSR and therefore also encompass the environment and anti-corruption. Looking at 

human rights and labour standards alone there is a significant increase in companies reporting on 

actions. These figures have increased from 16% in 2009 to 38% in 2010 for human rights, and from 

16% to 35% for labour standards. Thus, as the figures for both the quantity and qualities of the 

reports are increasing this could indicate that the Act has been able to positively influence and 

affect how companies work with CSR. 

 

Despite the fact that the Act is not intruding on the content and structure of Danish companies’ 

work with CSR, it still sends a clear message of the Government’s active role in shaping the field of 

CSR, and in encouraging companies to take further responsibility by require that they publicly 

report on their efforts. As was mentioned above, this is what Matten & Moon (2008) refer to as 

‘explicit’ CSR, and the shift can be seen in the light of the changed regulatory environment, and the 

shift in responsibility from being the property of the State to being a corporate issue. The Danish 

companies are not controlled or obliged by legislation to initiate working with CSR but are forced 

to report on existing practices (or lack hereof), which regardless of the individual company’s CSR 

approach, forces them to consider and communicate this. The Danish Commerce and Companies 

Agency’s report referred to above, further showed that after the Acts first year in practice, 43% of 

the implicated companies reported on CSR for the first time (Danish Commerce and Companies 

Agency, 2010). Thus, in terms of the Government’s objective, mandatory CSR reporting proved to 

be efficient as it was able to actively engage the previously passive or silent companies.  

 

As can be seen from this presentation, companies are faced with various coercive pressures from 

national and international institutions, as these are increasingly adhering to the UN Framework 

while also demanding a more explicit stance on CSR. The Act, §99a, has still only functioned for 

two years, and progress has already been made in terms of both quantity and quality of human 

rights reporting. The future set up of a non-judicial grievance mechanism, which will follow the 

OECD guidelines also increase the pressure and the consequence of not taking the UN Framework 

into account. The coercive pressures for companies to act on this are therefore immense.  
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4.1.2 Mimetic Processes 

In this context, where new guidelines, stating the corporate responsibility to respect human rights, 

have been imposed on all companies – regardless of size, sector, and level of global presence – 

much hesitation exists among these. Despite the familiarity most companies have with a DD 

processes, the human rights focus and how to adequately manage this across cultures and in areas 

where the law is weakly enforced, create an urgent situation in which new process and tools must 

be set in place. The uncertainty is according to the thoughts of institutionalism a source for 

imitation, it is therefore not unlikely that companies will keep an eye on how other companies 

choose to integrate the framework, under the assumption that the potential negative consequences 

wont be as severe. This has also been the case in terms of the hitherto approach to framing CSR and 

human rights.   

 

From the interview with Amnesty it became apparent that companies’ human rights focus up until 

now has been largely affected by the incidents that have made it to the press. Child labour for 

example has been heavily on the agenda of the media in the past years, so has health & safety issues 

of production facilities. According to Amnesty, it is therefore often in accordance with these ‘hot 

topics’ that companies choose to translate human rights. Roepstorff (2010) argues in line with this 

that corporate media covered scandals are often a wake up call for companies to develop their social 

responsibility. This can imply that the policies and actions taken by companies are more ‘symptom 

treating’ rather than preventative and proactive. Probably as a result of modelling, there is a 

tendency among Danish companies to focus on human rights primarily in terms of labour standards 

and the very clear rights of not using child or forced labour, ensure safe working conditions and 

payment etc. Yet, as Amnesty argues there are several rights that are just as important and which 

the companies might negatively impact, these can be more abstract for the companies to work with, 

and the impact can occur indirectly through supplier relations.  

 

The use of international standards, guidelines and certificates can also be a cause of inspiration for 

other companies. The UNGC is both recommended by the Danish Government, and is increasingly 

spreading as a ‘common standard’ when working with CSR. The UNGC comprises more than 8,000 

companies worldwide, out of which 243 are Danish14. The report on the effect of §99a, as referred 

to above, also revealed that since the law’s first year in practice, an increasing number of companies 
                                                        
14 http://www.unglobalcompact.org/ 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have signed up to the UNGC. In 2009 13% of the companies studied were members, and in 2010 it 

was 20% of (Danish Commerce and Companies Agency, 2011). It is not unusual that a company 

refers to the UNGC in their CSR policy – even if they are not signatories – and in much of its 

essence the UNGC is able to capture and be applied to various companies and affect their business 

conduct. DI also recommends UNGC to its members, and also sees that this is the framework 

applied by more and more Danish companies. It is thus, not unlikely to assume that CSR efforts – 

and human rights – are primarily framed according to UNGC, due to the fact that it is increasingly 

becoming a standard framework for CSR. Thus, whether it can be explained by the 

recommendations of the Danish Government or as a mimetic process, the use of the UNGC is 

increasing among Danish companies.   

 

The consequence of the mimetic process of isomorphism is that up until now the human rights 

focus and approach among Danish companies have been very similar in terms of which rights to 

focus on. In the light of the UN framework and the organisational structuration a human rights DD 

process entails, the approach taken by many companies to ensure compliance will probably be that 

of seeking inspiration from companies and peers that have successfully done this. However, it is 

vital to consider the context of the business operations and tailor the policies and systems to the 

structure of the company.  

4.1.3 Normative Pressures 

As a field evolves, so does its normative premises, as a common cognitive base of knowledge is 

created, which result in similar approaches, strategies and decision-making. The issue of human 

rights is not new but has been a common standard since 1948, when the UDHR was created. Yet, 

the context of business and human rights is relatively new, and is neither a well established field in 

universities, nor in the organizations where it is primarily dealt with in terms of wider CSR aspects 

such as supply chain management and procurement. It can therefore be assumed that there is an 

urgent need for companies to gain experience and knowledge from human rights experts, networks 

or external consultants, in outlining the scope and extent of their responsibility. In this initial stage 

of the UN framework, the primary focus for NGOs and other organizations working on this is to put 

the framework into practice and seeing it develop further. It is therefore crucial at this stage to 

develop and support a cognitive base both to prepare the future business leaders, to allow for better 

organization in the companies and for ultimately integrating the Framework in an efficient and 

valuable way.  
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4.1.4 Part Conclusion 

From this analysis of the institutional field of human rights and businesses in a Danish context, the 

coercive isomorphism is the most compelling. In the light of the UN Framework companies will 

gain legitimacy by actively making efforts to integrating it, but also by getting inspired from some 

of the leading companies and copy their efforts, finally extensive knowledge about the implications, 

integration, dilemmas and so forth of human rights in a business context is needed. Participating in 

networks, or engaging external experts or consultants will be an important factor in the impetus for 

the corporate responsibility to respect.  

 

The balance of state- and self-regulation was according to Matten & Moon (2008) an influential 

factor for companies’ CSR approach. In terms of human rights, these have since the development of 

the UDHR been strongly enforced by the Danish State, and the consequential legal and regulative 

nature of the Danish society has implied that limited efforts were required of companies working 

within Denmark. Amnesty argues that although this is obviously positive, it seems to have left the 

Danish companies with an inherent feeling of not having to deal with human rights, as this is 

covered and taken-care of by the State, without having made any assessment or analysis of their 

impact. DI perceives this more as a sign of the general Danish mindset of not having an urge to 

explicitly communicate about the activities but rather keeping one’s own house in order. With the 

UN Framework, an increased pressure for self-regulation implies that companies will have to take 

on more considerate approach to human rights. §99a further adds to this. Despite its regulatory 

nature, it does not directly require of companies to take on human rights/CSR initiatives but merely 

encourage them, and get them to think more about their efforts. As the legal requirement of 

reporting exposes the actions and commitment of companies – or the lack hereof – it places greater 

pressure and responsibility on the companies to be fully aware and have control of the impact of 

their activities.   

 

4.2 Danish Companies’ Current Approach to Human Rights 
This second part of the analysis aims to address the current trends and approach of Danish 

companies work with human rights. The analysis is based on a review of the sample of companies’ 
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annual reports15, and will serve to uncover patterns of how the human rights responsibility is 

approached and communicated. The analysis will follow the five steps of the analytical framework 

as presented in section 3, i.e. 1) Setting the tone, 2) Prioritize, 3) Capacity building, 4) Walking the 

talk, and 5) Knowing and showing. To ensure that the analysis of the reporting encompasses the 

relevant perspectives and theories, some working questions will guide the analysis of each step. The 

analysis will thus be structured in the following way: 

 

 
 

In order to draw some general trends from the analysis the sample is grouped into two, dependent 

on the risk level of the operational context. This grouping is based on a division between companies 

operating primarily in Denmark or Western Europe in one group (13 companies), and companies 

operating globally and in developing countries associated with a higher level of human rights risks 

in the other group (18 companies)16. 

                                                        
15 Appendix 6 presents the information derived from the reports 
16 cf. appendix 5, for a list of the companies in each group 

Step 1 ‐ 
Se(ng the 

Tone

• How is the human rights commitment presented? 
• To what extent are references made to interna9onal frameworks? 
• To what extent are the companies engaged in stakeholder dialogue?  

Step 2 ‐ 
Priori2ze 

• How do companies assess their impact? 
• What are the general pa=erns in terms of the priority areas?  

Step 3 ‐ 
Capacity 
Building 

• How do the companies ensure the necessary capacity? 

Step 4 ‐ 
Walking the 

Talk 

• How are human rights integrated and governed? 
• Which systems are in place to translate policies into ac9ons? 

Step 5 ‐ 
Knowing 

and 
Showing 

• How is human rights issues reported 
• What informa9on is disclosed? 
• What is the level of coherence between the three dimensions of §99a? 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4.2.1 Step 1: Setting the Tone 

As established in section 3.1.1, ‘setting the tone’ is the process of formulating and committing to a 

human rights policy.  

 

 How is the human rights commitment presented? 

As mentioned in the sample strategy, the determinant of including a company in the sample was 

that it has policies concerning human rights in its report but this does not imply that the company 

has a pronounced human rights statement, as it might as well be a sub-part in their business 

principles or CoC.  

 

A remarkable difference between the two groups is that the companies with operation in areas 

associated with human rights risk (subsequently referred to as ‘the risk group’) to a higher extent 

than the non-risk group, include a pronounced human rights statement. All companies in the risk 

group have a distinct human rights statement. In addition, this is in three cases supported by specific 

human rights policies, which outlines the extent of human rights statement17.  

 

In comparison to the non-risk group the difference in terms of having an explicit human rights 

statement is visible. Eight companies in this group have explicit human rights statements, whereas 

the remaining have human rights references in their code of conduct or through working 

environment or safety policies. In its annual report, Mols-Linien expresses the situation of this 

group very well by stating that the company recognizes and respects internationally proclaimed 

human rights but as the company only has activities in Denmark and sources from Western Europe 

or North America, all areas where laws and principles for human rights exist and are enforced by 

the state, no distinct human rights policies are made (Mols-Linien, 201018). 

 

Part of this step of creating a human rights policy or statement, is to ensure a common base of 

reference and to create a shared vision across the company of its human rights responsibility 

(Mamic, 2005). In both groups this is achieved, as all companies, however to varying extents, 

accomplish to explicate some sort of baseline responsibility they take on, and expect their suppliers 

and partners to adopt too. From the risk group much emphasis is put on referring to internationally 

                                                        
17 cf. Appendix 7.1 for examples of human rights statements and policies 
18cf. Appendix 7.1 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proclaimed human rights, and to support the statement with a human rights section outlining more 

specific guidelines. Whereas in the non-risk group, the generic statement in some cases is all the 

company has included on human rights in their report. Although this is contingent with the areas of 

operation, it can in some cases, be questioned whether the company has actually consider the 

impact of their industry on human rights issues. 

 

 To what extent are references made to international frameworks? 

As was also touched upon in the Institutional Analysis (4.1), the UNGC is widely applied among 

Danish companies, and 67.7% of the total sample applies the principles of the UNGC in some way. 

 

In the risk-group, only four companies (out of eighteen) have no reference to the UNGC, and one 

company mentions that they will sign up in 2011. The remaining 70% of this group actively use the 

UNGC as a frame for their policies and CoC. In the non-risk group eight companies (62%) uses the 

UNGC actively in their CSR reporting, one makes a reference – but without being a member – and 

another company mentions they will sign up in 2011. Almost all of the companies referring to the 

UNGC further apply the standards directly in their CoC. The use of international frameworks such 

as the UNGC is recommended by the Danish Government and is widely seen across the sample. 

The framework is widely applicable, however it can be argued, as is also the case in some of the 

companies, that the ten principles should be targeted and shaped according to the specific business-

context in order for them to have true value, something I will go further into depth with in Step 2. 

Regardless, the widely applied UNGC provides a common standard for framing policies.  

 

 To what extent are the companies engaged in stakeholder dialogue? 

Stakeholder dialogue at this stage was emphasised by Freeman (1984), Mamic (2005), and Ruggie 

(2010), in order to ensure that the policies respond to the critical areas and that the various interests 

of employees, suppliers, communities etc. are served. Although it can be difficult to read from a 

report whether or not stakeholder engagement occurred in the policy formulation phase, the reports 

do serve to indicate how the companies perceive its stakeholders, and how they are included in the 

decision-making processes. Various levels of stakeholder dialogue are described in the reports, 
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ranging from a continuous dialogue with stakeholders, to integrating CSR to the benefits of 

stakeholders, and to involve only internal stakeholders such as employees and top management19. 

 

Twelve companies in the risk group explicitly write that they encourage and emphasise an open 

dialogue with stakeholders such as customers, suppliers, society, employees etc. Two of these 

specify this to a particular focus on stakeholder dialogue in priority areas or developing countries 

where they experience the greatest risks20. This is especially the case for companies operating 

globally where it might be difficult to follow the exact needs and issues at a foreign production site. 

Arla is a good example of a company addressing the specific issues they have in certain local 

contexts, which is why their human rights policy includes a section of ‘Dialogue in the third world’: 

“Our aim is to ensure that respect for human rights is embedded throughout our entire 

organisation in our dialogue with suppliers in the Third World, we will increase our focus on 

human rights issues in order to encourage positive change” (Arla, 201121). This statement shows 

another crucial aspect of stakeholder dialogue, namely to improve the situation through dialogue. 

Thus, stakeholder engagement is both seen as a means to create value for the stakeholders but also – 

and most importantly at this stage – to leverage on the knowledge stakeholders have on certain 

aspects of the business operation, which is valuable to the policy formulation.  

 

Only three companies (out of thirteen) in the non-risk group mention stakeholders in their reports. 

These three however have a similar approach to stakeholders as we saw from the risk group, and 

thus, encompass external actors and societies, including politicians and governments. Three other 

companies mention their stakeholders mostly in terms of employees and without further 

information on how they interact or use their input. 

 

Regardless of the risk companies face, stakeholder involvement is crucial (Freeman, 1984). 

Stakeholder dialogue where information is symmetrically flowing from each party is further 

highlighted as a source of gaining insight to specific areas. Therefore every company in the sample 

ought to involve stakeholders continuously. However, the companies might actually do this but not 

necessarily write about it.  

                                                        
19 Appendix 7.2 
20 Appendix 7.2 
21 Appendix 7.2 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Sum-up Step 1 

The first step of creating a human rights statement was more or less fulfilled by all companies in the 

sample, with a few exceptions where the CoC constituted the human rights statement, but besides 

this the companies showed a commitment to respecting human rights, as laid out by the theoretical 

framework. Inspiration is often sought from the UNGC, and stakeholder dialogues are highly 

emphasised among the risk group – 61% vs. 23% in the non-risk group.   

 

4.2.2 Step 2: Prioritize 

In order to connect the human rights policy to the business operations, an assessment of the 

company’s impact on human rights is necessary. This contingency approach ensures that the 

company targets its human rights efforts to the areas that are meaningful for their operation and 

context (Ruggie, 2010; Galbraith, 1973). The contingencies outlined in the analytical framework, 

were the business activities and the industry of operation; the companies’ relations and partners; 

and the context of its operations. The sample has already been divided into companies operating in 

geographical locations associated with higher human rights risks, and companies operating in 

Denmark or Western Europe where human rights are regulated and enforced through the State. I 

will now go further into depth with how the two groups have approach the extent of their human 

rights responsibility.  

 

 How do companies assess their impacts? 

In order to match the human rights efforts to the nature of the company and the environment of 

operation, the contingency theory argues that companies should find the ‘fit’ between the 

organizational processes and the characteristics of the situation (Pertusa-Ortega et al. 2010). It is 

therefore about focusing efforts and resources on overlapping areas. In this context, Ruggie (2010) 

recommends that companies do a human rights impact assessment to outline the risk areas. 

 

From the two groups it quickly became apparent that in terms of actual risk assessments, only a 

small fraction reported on having conducted these. Three companies in the risk-group report on 

having gone through a risk assessment in order to clarify their key focus areas, and two of these 

report on a recent risk re-assessment of its current policies, which resulted in new focus areas. No 

companies in the non-risk group reported on having conducted risk assessment. Despite these low 
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numbers, almost all companies showed some degree of having selected the relevant – or the most 

obvious – human rights issues for their policy22, yet the actual selection process was not described, 

and it can be questioned how systematically it has been done.  

 

Little systematization can be found from the non-risk group in terms of how priority areas are set. It 

ranges from being highly related to the business activity – e.g. Dong’s focus on working safety – to 

be broad and standardized in terms of merely listing issues without specifying their particular 

relevance – e.g. Egmont’s CoC ranging from child labour to housing compensation. The next 

working question of this section will assess the content of the policies applied, and their relevance 

to the particular business areas. 

 

Generally it must be concluded that a fairly small part of the sample actually conduct impact or risk 

assessment, or have decided not to be open about it. It might seem relatively straightforward for a 

company with safety issues and wearing jobs to focus on working environment and safety, and 

similarly for a company in the cocoa industry to focus on child labour. However, the impact 

assessment is crucial in discovering issues in other functions too, as there might be risks associated 

with products, handling of data etc. which will not be noticed by focusing only on the main business 

activity and not the supporting ones. Further, as was highlighted in the analytical framework, the 

extent of the responsibility is contingent upon three related factors, where the primary business 

activity is only one of them. It therefore involves a more extensive process where stakeholder 

involvement is emphasised to determine the responsibility, which goes beyond a mere look at the 

core business activity, which is how this step is currently approached.   

 

 What are the general patterns in terms of the priority areas? 

As mentioned above, the UNGC is widely used by the sample to frame the policy. This entails that 

the first six principles of human rights and labour standards23, are often seen as constituting 

elements of the human rights policy. 

 

For the risk group operating in contexts where these abovementioned principles might not be 

enforced through law, it is apparent that they include explicit references to ensure that these issues 

                                                        
22 cf. Appendix 7.3 
23 cf. Appendix 3 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are respected. In a few cases this is done by addressing the company’s commitment to the particular 

issue, as for example is done by Danfoss who “does not tolerate forced labour and will work 

against forced labour by: Making sure that all employees have employment contracts or are subject 

to agreements which determine employment conditions and terms of termination so it is explicit that 

employment is voluntary”24. Contingent with the nature of its industry both Toms and Scandinavian 

Tobacco Company centre their human rights policies on child labour, whereas Cheminova primarily 

focus on safety in production and use of products. The explicit communication of these issues 

coheres with the business area and context of operations as the companies have to ensure that their 

suppliers carry out these standards. 

 

In the non-risk group it can be argued that the abovementioned issues are not of urgent relevancy as 

they are primarily covered through national legislation. However, especially non-discrimination is 

often referred to in this group, and applied as diversity in the workforce, both in terms of gender, 

age, nationality, religion etc. Work environment and safety, is however the prime focus area for this 

group of companies25. This is not surprising giving the context of their operations, and the nature of 

the industries they operate in e.g. construction, energy, water & waste water and paper & packaging 

producer. Further the three companies that do not include working environment as a concern, 

operates in the service industry (publishing, investment and IT) and have therefore targeted their 

efforts more in terms of employee development and competencies or have not included any specific 

focus areas.  

 

Sum up Step 2 

Working environment and safety were, regardless of the operating context and industry, emphasised 

by almost the entire sample. The primary distinction between the two groups was the risk-groups 

more – but not fully – explicit statements concerning issues such as freedom of association, child 

labour and collective bargaining, which coheres well with the responsibility they must take when 

operating under weakly enforced laws.  

 

                                                        
24 cf. 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7.3 
25 cf. Appendix 7.3 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4.2.3 Step 3: Capacity Building 

When priorities are set and the company has assessed its impact in terms of the three contingent 

factors, capacity should be build internally to facilitate the implementation and execution of the 

policy (Mamic, 2005). Due to the nature of the sample the companies are at various levels of their 

human rights work, however, as human rights is a moving target and a constant process of 

improvement, capacity building should always be emphasised. The capabilities of both the human 

and organisational capital resources (RBV) should continuously be advanced to deal with the issue. 

Similarly to Barney’s (1991) definition of human capital resources, capacity building is defined in 

terms of the training, experience, judgement, and insight of individual managers and employees. 

The organizational capital resources, i.e. the firm’s formal reporting structure, planning and 

relations among groups and between firms, will be applied to include the structural characteristics 

of the firms, which determines the extent and effect of dissemination.  

  

 How do the companies ensure the necessary capacity? 

In extension to the discussion above about contingencies, the training activities are naturally 

tailored to their specific business areas, as for example can be seen in Cheminova’s emphasis on 

training, manuals, campaigns and instructions regarding safety, and Carlsberg’s development of e-

learning regarding human and labour rights. Thus, for the risk group, the training activities ranges 

from issue-specific health & safety and diversity training to more general training in the CSR 

policy, the CoC, and responsible supplier management26. The training format ranges from local 

workshops at production sites, seminars, to e-learning or education courses. The primary purpose 

for these initiatives is to increase awareness among employees and suppliers, of the policies and 

standard in place, and educate on in their implications. Looking at some of the industries of the 

companies that did not include capacity building (meat ingredients for industries; shipping; pump 

solutions; tobacco; and energy) this is surprising, as these could be associated with both working 

and safety issues where training and development of employees would be needed. Five of the eight 

companies that did not report on capacity building are in addition part of the risk group, where the 

company and the managers ought to have the capacity to respond to the challenges of weakly 

enforced laws.  

 

                                                        
26 cf. Appendix 7.4 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For the non-risk group, capacity building was primarily reported on in terms of dialogue, rather than 

training. However, dissemination of principles and CoC, and training in polices do also occur in this 

group, though primarily referred to at manager level. Issue-specific and practical training is seen in 

five companies, where focus is on continuous safety training. These five companies are all in 

industries where safety is a critical issue (transportation, ground water, energy, and construction), 

and safety training is therefore an integrated part of the business conduct.  

 

In the total sample, twenty-three companies (74%) reported on capacity building – through training, 

dialogue or communication. This is not surprising giving the characteristics of the sample, where all 

companies are among the largest in Denmark, and they are further (maybe with the exception of 

Klimainvest, Egmont and Ball) highly labour intensive in terms of having production facilities. 

Employees are often described as the companies’ most important resource, and it is therefore not 

surprising that companies invest in training their employees. The issue of compliance is of course 

another factor for setting out training programs and manuals, especially when operating in risk 

countries were the human capital resource might be lower. Investing in these is therefore both a 

source of ensuring compliance and responsible business conduct and also a means of raising the 

value of the human resources of the company, and potentially gaining a sustainable competitive 

advantage (Barney, 1991). Capacity building is thus a necessary step in ensuring close relationships 

with suppliers – or own production facilities – that are valuable in the long run. 

 

One thing is making internal manuals, policies or training material, another thing is to ensure and 

control that it is actually disseminated through the company. In the sample it is primarily the 

leading companies (Carlsberg, ISS, Hydro, Hempel, Danfoss, EAC, DSV – all in the risk group) 

that present figures on how far they have come in disseminating their CoC, training etc. It obviously 

requires organizational resources to be able to track this but if the company takes on a systematic 

approach and assign the responsibility to individual managers it should be possible to track through 

an internal reporting system.  

 

Sum-up Step 3 

As the capabilities of managing human and organizational capital resources can be a source of 

competitive advantage, and a collaborative approach to suppliers can benefit the supplier 

performance and compliance, the willingness to build capabilities is an important parameter to 
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include. What is still left to be seen however is a more controlled approach to the effectiveness of 

disseminating this knowledge. An internal monitoring system of the rollout of training and CoC is 

valuable as a ground base for implementing the actual systems and actions, which shall ensure that 

the policies are carried out.  

 

4.2.4 Step 4: Walking the Talk 

This step will assess how the sample performs in terms of translating policies into action. Besides 

the practical systems and actions, this includes anchoring responsibility in the organization and 

implementing the standards into the different functions and throughout the company.  

 

 How are human rights integrated and governed? 

In terms of integration and governance Mamic (2005) and Ruggie (2010) emphasise that senior or 

top management involvement is crucial in order to get the necessary resources and to drive the 

responsibility throughout the company. Twenty-one companies include information about how CSR 

– and herein human rights – are governed and integrated in the company’s policies and values, and 

especially NNE stands out in terms of presenting a clear overview of this27. The message across the 

companies is much the same: CSR constitutes an integrated part of the overall strategy; is part of 

the core values; top management is responsible; or the responsibility is disseminated across the 

entire organization28. Thus, it must be assumed that the companies that choose to include this 

information are also the companies that have actually made an effort in ensuring integration 

throughout the company from top- to ground-level. The dispersion is relatively equal across the two 

groups and this clearly indicates the incisive nature of human rights in the various functions of a 

company. This point emphasises the fact the human rights in most cases are already a natural and 

integrated part of an organisation 

 

Only five companies in the total sample had information in terms of management initiatives for 

ensuring common corporate adherence and procedures for human rights. All of these were in the 

risk group, and the initiatives primarily regarded induction programs concerning training in the 

company values or safety instructions. Carlsberg, ISS and Danfoss were the only companies in the 

                                                        
27 Appendix 7.5 
28 Appendix 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sample who explicitly mentioned reward or appraisal systems as part of their human rights efforts, 

and none of the three have yet fully implemented this29. 

 

Overall, the description of the organisational governance of CSR varies greatly from being a single 

statement to a more thorough presentation of how the different functions embrace the human rights 

responsibility30. The latter approach is valuable in driving a changed conduct throughout the 

organization, and indicates that the respective management team recognizes the business case for 

providing a safe and healthy working environment, regardless of its geographical area of operation.  

 

 Which systems are in place to translate policies into actions? 

The actions taken to carry out the policies depend partly on the size, structure, and activities of the 

company, and partly on the level of progress the companies find themselves at. Those companies 

that are leading in terms of their human rights efforts show more complex and extensive systems 

with several company-specific tools and guidelines for practice, whereas the more inexperienced 

companies generally take point of departure in their CoC, the UNGC framework or other more 

generic tools31. Between the two groups there is a rather clear distinction in terms of this. The 

systems of the risk group is often composed by self-assessment tools, questionnaires, supplier, risk 

and safety evaluations, and various company policies and manuals on health & safety, human 

rights, working environment, purchasing and sourcing. As the risk group is operating globally and 

have to manage and deal with suppliers in various cultural and political contexts, the extensiveness 

of their means for ensuring compliance is not surprising. All companies in the risk group are of 

course not at the same level, and two of the eighteen companies do not include any description of 

how policies are carried out, and a few others suffice to do this through a CoC 32. 

 

In the non-risk group, one company has no information regarding systems or procedures, and 

another one deals with this in terms of employees’ competence development, the remaining 

majority require from their suppliers, employees etc. that they sign and adhere to their CoC. As is 

the common theme for this analysis, this is in coherence with the non-risk group’s operating context 

where legislation and industry agreements have regulated standards concerning for example 

                                                        
29 Appendix 7.6 
30 Appendix 7.5 
31 Appendix 7.7 
32 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working hours, freedom of association and collective bargaining, child labour, safety procedures 

and other areas that the risk group, on the other hand continuously have to deal with in their 

geographical contexts.  

 

Four companies of the total sample did not include any description of the systems or procedures in 

place for carrying out the policies, which cohere with the level of their other human rights 

policies33, which did not comprise much more than a statement or reference to the UNGC. It is 

therefore not surprising that they are not as far in their human rights work that they have systems in 

place too.  

 

Sum-up Step 4 

In this step the greatest difference between the risk and non-risk group was in terms of the systems 

in place for ensuring that the policies are translated into action. The risk group generally had much 

more extensive and developed policies, company-specific tools and programs for ensuring action, 

whereas the non-risk group primarily only used a CoC for engaging and ensuring responsible 

behaviour.  

 

4.2.5 Step 5: Knowing and Showing 

In this step, the nature of the report, the reported results, and the coherence between the three 

dimensions of §99a – i.e. policies, actions and results – will be discussed. To ensure transparency 

and accountability reporting on the accomplishments and challenges are essential as it contributes to 

a full presentation of the company to its stakeholders (Hess, 2008; Morsing & Schultz, 2006).  

 

 How are the human rights issues reported?  

Between the two groups, the majority chose to include the reporting in the annual report. Nine 

companies in the risk group (50%) did this, and nine (69%) in the non-risk group. In terms of 

referring to a separate CSR report, this was done by four (22%) companies in the risk group – five 

(27.7%) if Danfoss who also presents an additional Corporate Citizenship report, beside the section 

in the annual report, is included – and 1 (7%) in the non-risk group. The interesting aspect in this 

regard is that the risk group works more with CSR reports than the non-risk group. Although the 

                                                        
33 cf. 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6 – (Desmi, J Laurtizen, Klimainvest and Trifork) 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reporting can be as extensive when integrated in the annual report as in a separate CSR report, when 

looking closer at the non-risk group’s extent of reporting this differentiation could indicate that the 

non-risk group is at a general lower reporting level in terms of not providing enough information to 

fill out a separate CSR report.  

 

In terms of using reporting guidelines, six companies in the risk group and one in the non-risk 

group report according to The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), and included information on their 

performance in terms of the human rights and labour standards indicators. A point of criticism 

regarding GRI is made by Hess (2008) on its voluntary nature. A company can choose not to report 

on all indicators and instead indicate the level of application – A, B or C, depending on how many 

indicators are included. As established in the theoretical framework, selective disclosure of 

information will hamper stakeholder dialogue and ultimately corporate development. The seven 

companies reporting on GRI indicators have – with the exception of two – indicated their 

application level, i.e. they are not reporting on all indicators34. As the GRI encompasses both 

economic, environmental and social performance it can of course be difficult to state that the 

application level refer to selective disclosure in terms of human rights but looking at the extent of 

labour or human rights indicators, this becomes a little more clear. The seven companies range from 

reporting on five (Cheminova) to reporting on nineteen (Danfoss) human rights and labour 

indicators. On average 10.3 human rights and labour indicators are reported on. There is of course a 

contingency element here as all indicators might not be relevant for a particular company, yet it still 

indicates a relatively lower level of human rights disclosure, when compared to the extent of 

reporting on environmental indicators where the average is 17.4 indicators for the same group.  

 

GRI indicators can be perceived as a step towards integrated reporting by providing a framework 

for integrating financial, environmental, social and governance information in a clear, concise, 

consistent and comparable format35. However, only two of the seven companies using GRI – ISS 

and Dong – had integrated all the relevant information in one report (the annual report). The 

remaining had either disclosed additional information in a separate COP report, CSR report or 

referred to their website for further information. The thought behind integrated reporting is to 

enclose all the above information in one document, as the social and environmental dimensions are 

                                                        
34 Appendix 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35 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as important to a company’s long-term performance as its financial information (IRC, 2011). 

Including a section in the annual report is a step towards this, and one that is heavily used among 

the companies in this sample but integrated reporting goes beyond this, and implies that CSR 

information is integrated across the entire report (KPMG, 2011). A recent survey from KPMG 

revealed that a quarter of the G250 companies have incorporated CSR into their management report 

but on deeper inspection, it was revealed that 62% of this quarter only went as far as including a 

special section in their annual report (KPMG, 2011), which is the pattern we see from this sample 

too. In terms of weaving environmental and social information into the annual report to the extent 

that this is virtually indistinguishable from other key information, this only occurs in 1 out of 15 

(6%) companies globally (KPMG, 2011). The survey concludes that integrated reporting is still 

largely in an experimental stage and is currently primarily approached by combining information 

into one document, rather than integrating it.  

 

 What information is disclosed? 

In his three pillars of social disclosure, Hess (2008) emphasises the importance of companies to 

disclose all relevant information. Eighteen companies in the total sample report on results achieved 

from working with human rights – thirteen in the risk group and five in the non-risk group. In terms 

of the character of the reported results, i.e. whether it presents a true picture of the company and its 

challenges, eleven companies in the risk group and three in the non-risk group included 

‘unfavourable’ information regarding incidents, challenges and improvements to be taken36. 

Generally however, it should be stated that the content of this – for the entire sample – primarily 

deals with the number of accidents and injuries. Four companies – all in the risk group, and all 

among the leading companies in terms of human rights reporting – describe the challenges and 

dilemmas they face, both in terms of general industry dilemmas, regarding implementation of 

human rights policy in various countries and cultural contexts, and specific issues such as working 

time and safety. Including this type of information will, according to Hess (2008) prosper a more 

symmetric stakeholder dialogue, where stakeholders get transparent and honest information from 

the company, upon which they can assist companies in targeting the challenges. The four 

companies are also among the ones, who emphasised the importance of open and honest 

stakeholder dialogue in Step 1, as a source of input and inspiration for advancing their work with 

CSR and human rights.  
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Looking at the content of the disclosed results, a clear pattern across the two groups appears. 

Equally for the two groups is the focus on occupational injuries, accidents, and lost time incident 

frequency. Out of the eighteen companies in the total sample that enclose results, only four 

companies do not include figures on work-related injuries and accidents – two in each group. As 

most of the companies do experience occupational accidents, and some even fatalities, this 

information is relevant to include and is often followed by an explanation to the number of 

accidents37. The explanation is further, in seven cases, followed by a statement on how this will be 

investigated or lead to actions to that will mitigate this risk in the future. Thus, although the driver 

is not external stakeholders but the company itself, this still shows how companies can use this type 

of information to investigate and allow for improvements, much in line with Hess’ argument 

(2008).  

 

In the non-risk group the primary reported results, besides work-related accidents, were diversity in 

terms of gender and age, and two companies further include a statement of having “0 incidents of 

discrimination” (Vandcenter and Barslund). The risk group also addressed diversity and 

discrimination, and in addition to these, a few companies reported on percentage of employees 

covered by collective bargaining (Hydro, Carlsberg, EAC); overtime-working hours (Danfoss); and 

general human rights violations (Hydro). The difference in terms of the content coheres with the 

different situational context the two groups face, where the risk group ought to be more observant in 

terms of ensuring these rights for their employees, than is the case for the non-risk group. That 

being said, the risk group’s level of reporting on these results was very low, and only achieved by a 

few.  

 

 What is the level of coherence between the three dimensions of §99a?  

Part of presenting the full picture of the company through the CSR report, is to ensure coherence 

between the three dimensions – policies, actions, and results. This is vital in order to ensure that the 

resources invested in formulating a policy, building capacity and setting up systems and procedures, 

achieve the intended results, and to ensure the effectiveness of the initiatives. First of all it is useless 

to have a policy and implemented system and not track its performance, and secondly, the 

companies might monitor the results but choose not to disclose them, which according to Hess 
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(2008) is also pointless as it will not facilitate stakeholder dialogue and changed behaviour. Sixteen 

companies – twelve in the risk group and four in the non-risk group – have coherence between their 

reported policies, actions and results. Work environment and safety issues were among the most 

widespread issues of policies, several of the companies had safety manuals, CoC, and safety 

training in place to ensure the policies were carried out, and occupational accidents and injuries 

were, as we saw above, a highly frequented area of results. Thus, this of course ensures coherence. 

A few of the companies (five) across the total sample did not report on either actions or achieved 

results. The risk group’s inclusion of results concerning collective bargaining and overtime work – 

although this was only done by a few companies – cohere very well with the extra emphasis they 

often put on these issues in their policy statement, than was the case for the non-risk group.  

 

The general high level of coherence is ensured by the immense focus on work environment, safety 

and occupational accidents, although highly relevant, it should also be recognized that human rights 

involve other issues. Especially the risk group could to a higher extent include information on how 

the company deals with issues such as child labour, people’s right to organise, fair wages and 

working time etc. Although some of the companies in the risk group include this, it is by far the 

general behaviour. As these issues most likely are something the globally operating companies 

continuously must deal with at their production sites, they should also be included in the annual 

report.  

 

Sum-up Step 5 

The greatest difference between the two groups in this step was the extent of the reported 

information. Although a few of the companies in the non-risk group stood out, and a few of the risk 

group companies did not present extensive reports, the risk group undoubtedly disclosed most 

information. This was valid both in terms of having systems in place, the extent of reported results 

and, the willingness to disclose the challenges and dilemmas they face.  

 

4.2.6 Part Conclusion 

From the analysis of the sample’s reporting on human rights it quickly became apparent that the 

extent of human rights efforts varies greatly. By dividing the sample into two groups depending on 

the geographical context of their business operation it was possible to draw some general patterns 

and differences in how human rights are approached. In terms of the sample’s current approach and 
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performance relative to the proposed human rights DD process, there is generally still some way to 

go before the appropriate and relevant human rights are fully addressed.  

 

The entire risk group had a human rights statement, whereas this was only the case for five of the 

companies in the non-risk group. Without exception, working environment and health & safety 

were the most frequently mentioned issues for both groups. From the analysis it is apparent that the 

human rights work is highly contingent upon the industry and geographical context of operation. 

This implies that some of the risk-group companies were more explicit about the first six principles 

of the UNGC and listed these in terms of the company’s commitment. The non-risk group is not 

facing issues regarding freedom of association and collective bargaining for employees or 

eliminating child labour as these are ensured through legislation, the group therefore placed less 

emphasis on explicating how the issues were connected to their business.  

 

Stakeholder dialogue is, as mentioned, essential in order to target efforts, and gain feedback and 

knowledge from stakeholders concerning specific issues. As was emphasised in the beginning, the 

UN framework, and the corresponding policy should address Carroll’s ethical responsibility, which 

is the behaviour expected by stakeholders, it is therefore vital that companies are able to determine 

the expectations. An open dialogue was emphasised by a larger part of the risk group than of the 

non-risk group (61% and 23%) and was for the latter primarily dealt with in terms of employees, 

yet, this can be seen as a reflection of the ‘safe’ environment of operation, where the understanding 

of standards of business conduct is more even across the business and stakeholder groups.  

 

In terms of assessing impact, building capacity, integrating and involving management and 

implementing the necessary systems and procedures to ensure policy execution the risk group was 

leading the way. The risk group generally showed a more tailored and integrated approach to all 

five steps of the analysis, through company-specific tools, various training methods and a higher 

degree of transparency in terms of reporting on results. Given the context of their operations there is 

also a much higher urgency for these companies to take on a more proactive and extensive human 

rights approach than for the companies in the non-risk group. A few companies stand out by having 

extensive human rights policies, numerous systems, procedures and actions in place, having 

systematically assessed and defined its risk areas and reporting openly about the progress and 

performance. 
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The nature of human rights makes reported results and achievements a more complicated matter 

than is the case for e.g. environment which has been on the public agenda for several years, and 

which further might be more tangible and easier to collect data about. Yet, when looking closer at 

the sample, the majority of the companies were able to report on their results. The reported results 

generally cohered with the described policies and actions, and with the industry and context of the 

company. However, primarily included a narrow range of indicators concerning occupational 

injuries and accidents. The limitation of primarily reporting and dealing with accidents means that a 

large group of stakeholders are not receiving the information they are mostly concerned about, and 

have no chance of engaging in a constructive and fact-based dialogue with the company. Thus, a 

more explicit focus and dedication – especially from the risk group – concerning other human rights 

perspectives that they face in the global world (child and forced labour, unionized employees etc.) 

would provide a clearer and more correct presentation of the company, and will also be required by 

the UN Framework. As Hess & Dunfee (2007) argue, when leaving out information, stakeholders 

might get the impression that the company is trying to hide something, thus, although it might be 

difficult, the companies should strive towards including all information on all the initiatives and 

actions they take, i.e. even if these have not proved successful yet. It is therefore recommended that 

this group focus greater attention on addressing their policies towards the governance gaps that 

exist between the states, i.e. the non-enforced laws or regulations concerning freedom of 

association, child or forced labour, working hours etc. As the risk group works in a remarkably 

different context than the non-risk group this should be clearly reflected through their reporting too. 

Although, as we have seen, differences do exist between these two groups, there is definitely room 

for improvement, and greater focus on measuring the effect of the numerous manuals and policies 

this group have in place would be a relevant place to start. That being said, the analysis showed that 

a few of the leading companies are actually very far ahead in terms of having addressed their risk 

areas, developed tools for mitigating the effect of these, and being able to track their performance.  

 

Thus, Ruggie’s claim that most companies already work with human rights without necessarily 

being aware of it and that a human rights DD process does not necessarily imply companies to start 

from scratch, is confirmed in this analysis. However, there is still a significant need for taking a 

more systematic approach to human right, and to fully recognise the impact areas. The use of risk 

evaluations and impact assessment was only seen in a few cases, however, with mandatory 

reporting on CSR, it is most likely that the companies will work towards improving their reports 
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from year to year, and seek inspiration from some of the leading companies. The wide use of the 

UNGC could also positively affect the level of explicitly claiming human right responsibility, as the 

compulsory COP report ensures that progress and initiatives are described. 

 

4.3 Corporate Response 
After having presented the current approach and extent of Danish companies’ human rights 

responsibility, this final part of the analysis will investigate the considerations and incentives 

behind the approach, and examine the corporate responsiveness to the institutional factors. The 

analysis is based on four interviews conducted with companies from the sample, from the 

chemicals, processed meat, logistic services and shipping industries, that were all part of the risk 

group. As some of the interviewed informants preferred to be anonymous I have chosen to 

anonymize all four companies, and refer to them as Company A (Processed meat), B (Chemicals), 

C (Logistics services), and D (Shipping)38. I will in some cases refer to CSR rather than human 

rights, this is due to the integration of human rights in CSR issues, and as it was necessary to take a 

broader perception during the interviews in order to clarify the externalities that have shaped their 

approach and policies.  

 

4.3.1 Organisation of Human Rights  

In line with Ruggie (2010) and Mamic (2005) all four companies interviewed had CSR anchored at 

top management. The interviewed were all responsible for the overall CSR implementation; two of 

them (Company A and B) posit a Vice President function, responsible for respectively business 

development and corporate communication, whereas the remaining two had a specific CSR function 

(Group manager, Company C – and CSR assistant, Company D). Common for the four, was the 

close collaboration between top management and the CSR function in terms of setting out 

guidelines, developing policies and setting targets. The four companies operate globally and have 

subsidiaries and suppliers in various geographical locations. To ensure a common mindset on social 

responsibility they all have region, country or operational (CSR) managers in the locations, to 

whom they communicate and who report back to them. Three of the companies had reported on 

their governance and anchoring in their reporting (cf. section 4.2) and the final one – Company D – 

has just established a new CSR function during 2011. Due to the companies’ size and global reach 
                                                        
38 See Appendix 8 for an elaborated company presentation 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they all have a highly decentralized structure in terms of social responsibility, implying that each 

subsidiary or local branch receive guidelines, policies, and targets from the corporate management, 

which they are expected to implement in their respective contexts. None of the four interviewees 

therefore has direct influence on the details regarding how a particular policy is carried out, but are 

setting the common standards and initiatives for the companies, which is also the main focus of this 

analysis.  

 

4.3.2 Level of Human Rights Work 

When asked about how the companies work with human rights, it became clear that human rights 

have previously primarily been approached implicitly. All companies answered that human rights 

are an integrated part of how they do business, and even prior to any formalisation of human rights 

they have indirectly approached the issue by treating employees and suppliers respectfully and 

behaving ethically even in high-risk areas. Yet, this is nothing they have been explicit about and it 

is neither something they have been able to document. As Company C expresses it: “We have had 

policies mentioning human rights since 2010, but this does mean that we have not worked with the 

area previously, we just have not articulated a specific policy. We have always worked with 

especially working environment and also labour standards. There has not been any shared or 

common corporate guidelines, it has more been in terms of ‘best practices’ within the company, and 

an understanding of common terms of business conduct” (Company C; 8.55, Appendix 4).  

 

Common for the four companies is also an interpretation and conceptualization of human rights as 

an issue primarily bound to labour conditions, as Company C expresses it: human rights is the 

theoretical foundation while labour standards is the approach they work from. This is much in line 

with the general interpretation among Danish companies cf. section 4.2. 

 

The relevancy of human rights to the four businesses is therefore expressed in terms of ensuring 

adequate working conditions for employees and minimising the number of accidents, which was 

expressed both as a means for minimising costs (reduce days of absence or strikes) and for 

minimising risks (bad publicity, lack of employee trust) (Company C). The prime motivator, for the 

four companies to work actively to ensure proper working condition and safety issues, is the 

geographical location of their business operations, as they all have global reach and operate in 

countries with remarkably different standards for employees. Company B and D were however also 
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highly influenced by the nature of their industry, which implies that distinct safety procedures must 

be followed, regardless of the geographical location. For Company D in the shipping industry, it has 

been an integrated and explicit focus for several years to include standards on health, safety, 

security and working environment. Company D also has a wide net of suppliers for constructing 

vessels, which often takes place in China, and they recognize that the procurement and supplier 

activities are where they currently face the greatest challenge in terms of people. Company B 

produces pesticides and insecticides, and safety both in terms of production and use of product is 

therefore also their main focus area in terms of people.  

 

Company C explained their commitment to labour and human rights practices as being driven by 

customer demands, as the company has grown larger there has been a concurrent growth in the size 

of its customers, which are now demanding higher standards on people issues. Being a global 

company operating under various conditions and levels of law enforcement, the people aspect is 

urgent to include – something they also recognize. The current approaches taken by these four 

companies to human rights are therefore highly correlated to their operating context and the nature 

of their industry. Due to the inherent safety issues of two of the industries, and the frequent 

occurrence of overtime work in another (Company A), combined with the weaker enforcement of 

law in their countries of operation, these are the issues they organize around. It is thus in coherence 

with the contingency argument prescribing that internal and external factors influence how a 

business choose to organize (Galbraith, 1973; Husted, 2000). Although all four companies have a 

focus on working environment, variations in the priorities within this exist, which is primarily due 

to their business activity. For Company A with its operations in Venezuela freedom to organize and 

decent working hours are essential. Whereas Company B and D are primarily concerned with safety 

due to the fatal consequences of neglecting this. As the companies have directed their efforts and 

resources to the ‘fit’ between their internal – business area – and external – country of operation – 

contexts, the companies will prioritise differently and thereby organize differently. 

 

None of the four companies had made an actual impact or risk assessment to determine the extent of 

their responsibility but suffice to be driven by the contingent factors as outlined above. This has 

resulted in a predominant focus on working environment and safety issues. Except for Company D 

– which has not formalised its new CSR policy yet – the remaining companies do however also 

included statements on freedom of association, attitudes on child or forced labour and non-
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discrimination in their annual report. Yet, these issues were hardly mentioned during the interviews 

as something the companies actively consider. The exceptions is Company B that did mention 

diversity and non-discrimination as important issues to address but without further elaboration on 

how they do it, and Company A who works purposively with organisational freedom in Venezuela. 

This assessment shows a distinctively higher explicit focus on working conditions and safety, and a 

more implicit, non-formalized and inherent focus on human rights and the four principles on labour 

standards from the UNGC39. As human rights – including the labour standards of UNGC – are more 

intangible and complex in scope, working environment and safety issues seem to be the easiest for 

companies to formalise. Further, the characteristics of the Danish national legislation ensures that 

the first six principles of the UNGC are enforced and protected by the state, the implicit approach 

taken by the four companies to these is therefore in line with Matten & Moon’s argument 

concerning the impact of the national business systems (NBS) (cf. Section 3.2.2). However, since 

the companies are not only working in Denmark, reliance on the implicit approach is not sufficient 

in a ‘Global South’ context. These countries often have weak institutions and poor governance, and 

responsibility is often delegated by the NBS to private actors e.g. families, tribes, religious 

communities or (increasingly) businesses (Matten & Moon, 2008). This increases the pressure for 

companies operating in these contexts, regardless of their domestic NBS, to explicitly take and 

claim their responsibility.  

 

The explanation for the implicit use of the six UNGC principles can be rooted in an insecurity of 

how to approach these issues in order not to increase costs or have a negative impact on the local 

community. However, especially under the local context of their operations, more targeted and 

explicit action regarding these issues might be necessary to ensure compliance. The four principles 

of labour rights40 are, compared to working conditions and safety, often more culturally dependent 

and complex issues to address, and where national and international standards vary the most 

(Husted, 2000). Demanding an upper limit to working hours, equal opportunities for men and 

women, or a ban of child labour can conflict with existing ‘common’ social and political practices 

(e.g. the issue of overtime in China, the ban of women to drive cars or work in some of the Arabic 

countries, and the need for children to assist in the family business). To fully address these issues 

                                                        
39 Appendix 3 
40 Appendix 3 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therefore imply a thorough understanding of the local context and practices, which can be a 

daunting task for companies to embark on. 

 

Matten & Moon (2008) argue that MNEs face institutional pressures in their respective NBS to 

meet European and North American standards on human rights and working conditions in their 

global operations. This touches upon the issue of applying international or national standards. For 

Company A the situation is somewhat turned upside down, as the political situation in Venezuela 

implies a highly regulated and governed labour market, where preservation of labour rights are 

essential in order to maintain a license to operate. The motivators for adhering to national 

legislation is therefore issued from a risk perspective of avoiding strikes and maintain a social 

license to operate by adhering to the strictest standards. The other companies however, outline 

opposite situation, where international standards are enforced to mitigate the risk of violating 

human rights due to lacking enforcement of national law. However, Company C has developed a 

baseline for human and labour rights, which is regulated locally, according to national legislation. 

This implies that in terms of e.g. working hours and child labour the national standards will be 

applied. Company A stresses that their business conduct has always been based on their ability to 

offer shareholders a share in emerging markets but at western governance standards, and this 

becomes more pronounced in line with their increased focus on CSR. 

  

The tendency towards a more explicit CSR approach (Matten & Moon, 2008) in Europe – and 

Denmark – works in favour of the UN Framework, as the NBS affects companies’ inclination to 

explicitly take on the responsibility.  

 

4.3.3 Influence of the Isomorphic Mechanisms 

I will now go further into detail with the effect of the institutional and external forces that are 

contributing, and have contributed to the shift from implicitly to explicitly claiming human rights 

responsibility.  

 

Effect of §99a – Coercive Isomorphism 

The response to the legal requirement of CSR reporting varies between the companies. Company A 

and D have experienced that §99a has implied a more systematic approach to CSR and a greater 

need for starting to think in terms of the responsibility of the company. Company D has always 
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been very explicit about their HSE (health, safety and environment) responsibility as a result of 

their industry but did not really address any of the other CSR issues – at least not in an articulated 

and explicit way – before the legal requirement became effective. Company A had previously 

included a very standardized and short description in their annual report on their commitment to 

CSR, which was basically just copied from each year, and did not really claim any responsibility. 

When §99a became effective one of the main drivers for Company A to expand and explicate their 

responsibilities and initiatives was an article published in Børsen, right after §99a’s effectuation, on 

four publicly listed companies – including Company A – that did not work with CSR. “The 

Government’s Action Plan was a means for us to advance. As [Consulting Company] told us ‘you 

just have to explain what you are doing, you have to answer, so you can always just state that you 

are not doing anything’. Yes, we can do that, but is that really what we want? I think whichever 

resistance there might have been, disappeared and we decided that we would commence our work” 

(Company A; 13:24, Appendix 4). Company B has reported on CSR since 2006, and §99a did not 

have any effect on the extent or systematization of the report or initiatives. Although this was not 

revealed during the interview, it became apparent through further research that Company B’s 

initiative to report on CSR and explicate their primary safety concerns, appeared in the aftermath of 

a negative public media storm on lacking safety procedures regarding their products. As was argued 

by Roepstorff (2010) and Amnesty (cf. Section 4.1) the media scandals often leads to increased 

CSR or human rights efforts. This goes back to the contingency argument again. As a violation 

makes it to the media the public are made aware of certain risk issues they might not have 

considered previously, and the awareness increases the pressure on the particular company, as well 

as companies in similar contexts, to take action in mitigating the risk. Thus, for Company A and B, 

as touched upon above, the respective unfavourable media coverage and their inherent industry 

risks, have implied a more explicit take on CSR. Company C could not pinpoint whether their 

improved reporting and CSR systematization was a result of §99a or of their growing business, as it 

happened concurrently. Regardless of the specific source, the initiative to advance the CSR field 

and hence the reporting, was externally dependent as the company explained the increased customer 

and market demands for presenting more than environmental figures, as a main driver of their CSR 

engagements. 

 

Except for Company B, §99a has had a positive influence on the level and extent of CSR work and 

reporting, which for two of the companies (B and D) was previously fragmented and primarily 



  64 

concerned key figures on environment or industry safety guidelines, and for the third (A) was 

simply a statement with no real anchoring or relevance to the business. This is in line with the 

report referred to previously on the effect of §99a (cf. section 4.1). The Act has therefore 

contributed to a more explicit and systematized approach to CSR both on a general level and for the 

four interviewed companies.  

 

External Inspiration – Mimetic Processes 

The four companies are all members of the UNGC, and are all applying additional international and 

standardized frameworks and certificates such as GRI indicators and health & safety certification 

(OHSAS 18001). In line with the recommendations in the Government’s Action Plan, all four 

companies has applied the UNGC as the frame of their CSR policy, and a means for both internal 

understanding and structuring but also for external credibility. Company B expresses that the 

UNGC is a way of getting all employees on board, as it provides clear guidelines useful for driving 

the responsibility through the company. Company D, who has just joined the UNGC in 2011, 

substantiate their commitment due to the ‘super standard’ status the UNGC has reached, and its 

success in having created a common language among different societal actors on business 

responsibilities.  

 

In DiMaggio & Powell’s interpretation these mimetic processes are fostered by uncertainty. This 

point of view coheres with the drivers for adopting these frameworks. First of all, the companies 

signed the UNGC as an initial step in setting up or strengthening their CSR efforts; this was due to 

the frame it provides but also due to the growing adherence among other companies to the 

framework (especially Company D emphasised this point). For the interviewed companies it was 

therefore a natural, and almost necessary step to take in formalizing their work. This was also the 

case for the sample analysed in terms of their human rights reporting in section 4.2, where almost 

70% applied the ten principles in their policy or CoC. Looking at figures on Danish organisations’ 

adherence to the UNGC, this number has increased significantly in what must be the light of the 

Government’s Action Plan and the fact that it has increasingly become an accepted standard. In 

2008, 54 Danish organisations were members of the UNGC; in 2010 the figure was 211 – i.e. more 

than a fourfold increase; and in December 2011, 243 Danish organisations were members (Rådet 

for Samfundsansvar, 2010). Thus, the significant increase of Danish signatories to the UNGC, and 

the statements made by the four interview respondents, support the mimetic argument inherent in 
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companies’ choice of framework and standard for external credibility. Matten & Moon (2008) 

highlights the UNGC and the explosion of CSR reports for European companies as examples of the 

operation of mimetic processes due to the uncertainty when faced with increasingly complex issues. 

Managers therefore lean on ‘best practice’ examples of how to develop the area and ensure 

legitimacy maintenance. As the effectiveness of §99a encouraged companies to report explicitly on 

CSR, for many (three of the interviewed) this involved a more targeted and systematized approach 

to the area, which undoubtedly spurred uncertainty both in terms of how to report but more 

importantly on what to report. The three companies who either commenced or had to strengthen 

their CSR in connection to §99a chose the UNGC, which ensured that they would approach the 

issue similarly to other companies and within a recognized framework. 

 

As the UNGC is a voluntary set of values, and not a compulsory standard or management system, 

companies at all levels of CSR have joined. For Company A and C, reporting through the COP was 

the first ever CSR reporting, which involved more than a standard paragraph or key performance 

indicators of the industry. Several guidelines and tools for how to construct the report exist, but it is 

not unlikely that the companies will also look to how and what other companies are disclosing to 

ensure that they are in compliance with the rest of the market but without revealing too much. 

Whether intended or not the four interviewed companies – and the sample from section 4.2 – 

showed a clear bias in disclosing information regarding occupational accidents, injuries, and, 

however to a lesser extent, discrimination. However, without addressing the more complex aspects 

of ensuring organisational freedom, decent working hours, dealing with child labour etc. This is 

what Hess (2008) referred to as strategic disclosure or dissembling information. As more and more 

companies sign up to the UNGC, and are subjected to reporting (also in terms of §99a) potentially 

for the first time, it is given that they will seek inspiration from other companies. Thus, as the 

majority of companies focus their human rights reporting – including the labour standards of the 

UNGC – in terms of occupational accidents, injuries and absence; this will most likely be the 

prevailing tendency. 

 

As the four interviewed companies have signed the UNGC, it is surprising that no further 

commitment or discussion about those issues are addressed, and it makes the evaluation of efforts 

and initiatives on the matter difficult for stakeholders to assess. Company A is currently working on 

setting up a data collection system, which will collect data based on GRI indicators, which 
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potentially could lead to broader social disclosure in the next report. However, Company A also 

admits that in some cases the results and data collection are primarily for internal use, and only in 

the case that the performance would exceed the industry average it might be publicly disclosed. 

Similarly, Company C collects data from their employees and suppliers each year on a variety of 

issues, yet in the annual report the only information disclosed is regarding rate of absence due to 

illness and occupational accidents. Company C argues that the data collected forms their internal 

‘impacts assessment’ as it highlights the issues and the context of violations, thus rather than 

disclosing this publicly, it is used to discover where increased efforts are needed. This approach is 

somewhat reactive, as accidents and violations have to occur before being addressed, and it is much 

in line with Roepstorff’s argument – although internally – that a crisis or scandal will cause 

companies to act (2010). Although all respondents argued that they are very well aware of where 

their primary issues are, this reactive approach does not prevent violations from occurring in areas 

where they might not collect data.   

 

When putting extensive resources in collecting data and producing a somewhat extensive report 

each year, the process should ensure efficiency and create value for the company. In order for a 

social report to be efficient it must be based on the three pillars of: social disclosure; dialogue; and 

moral development (Hess, 2008). Although three of the four companies include ‘unfavourable’ 

information in their reports, it is limited to revealing the number of accidents. Given their 

geographical dispersion and their blue-collar labour intensity, additional information on how the 

employee rights are ensured in high-risk areas would be much more valuable and facilitate 

stakeholder dialogue in addressing the challenges. As mentioned, Hess’ argument is that disclosing 

all relevant and material information related to the company’s social policies and actual 

performance will drive problem-solving and continual improvement based on dialogue with a 

variety of stakeholders. As opposed to traditional regulation, this approach, which Hess refers to as 

democratic experimentalist New Governance regulation imply an active company role in setting 

norms (and rules) in collaboration with both government and stakeholders. By actively being 

involved in developing the consensus behind the institutionalisation of expected standards and 

norms, companies are also more likely to comply with these (Hess, 2008). Thus, by disclosing and 

reporting more transparent and openly, companies can play an active part, in collaboration with 

stakeholders, in setting new norms on how to respect human rights in high-risk areas. However, due 

to the inherent resistance of publicly exposing risks and challenges this has yet to be seen and, as 
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was also seen from the analysis of the reports, the companies primarily disclose favourable 

information, and save the unfavourable incidents for their internal work.  

 

Use of External Knowledge Base – Normative Pressures 

The use of external consultants constitute a normative pressure as consultants most often use a 

standardized methodology and approach to solve the specific task for companies, and as thus spread 

homogeneity across organisations. External consultants were used by three companies (A, B, and 

C) and in each case these were used in the phase of outlining strategies and targets, and the 

consultants (three different companies were used) all recommended the UNGC. This common 

external tendency of recommending the UNGC obviously contributes to a similar CSR approach 

across companies, and as we saw above, in the analysis in section 4.1 and from figures on the 

development of Danish memberships, the UNGC has reached an almost standardized frame for 

Danish companies’ work with CSR – and thus human rights. The fact that external consultants who 

must be assumed to have a wide touch-base with numerous companies in varies industries, so 

widely recommend and work from the ten principles, specify its institutionalization, which could 

indirectly contribute to a greater focus on human rights due to the first six principles41.   

 

All four companies gain their knowledge on human right externally, be that from their collaboration 

with consultants or through their memberships of industry or CSR networks. Company C was 

introduced to the UN Framework through their CSR network memberships, Company A was 

informed by their consultants who had directed their CSR policy to address the issues prior to its 

official publishing, and finally Company B learned about the new framework from the CSR 

Magazine42. When asked if the companies felt a pressure from external actors – i.e. networks, 

experts, NGOs – in terms of adopting the framework, the answers were unanimously ‘no’. 

However, as with the other institutional mechanisms the influence might not be visible. For 

instance, Company A explained that the pressure is mostly derived internally in the company, in 

line with the company gaining more knowledge, they themselves become aware of which areas to 

address more systematically. As the knowledge however, is primarily sourced from consultants or 

from larger institutions such as new guidelines from the UN, it must be assumed that Company A 
                                                        
41 Appendix 3 
42 The magazine CSR, is a monthly magazine concerning companies’ environmental, social and ethical initiatives. 
It is targeted towards leaders, decision‐makers and other professionals with an interest in CSR. 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does consider the external influence and is affected by the normative pressures. Company A also 

stated that had the new UN framework concerned anti-corruption, rather than human rights, this 

would probably have been their next area of focus. Thus, the UN framework is contributing to 

Company A taking on DD of people, planet, profit in 2012. At the other end of the scale, Company 

B argues that it does not respond to or adopt new initiatives unless they see the relevance to their 

industry. After having read about the UN Framework the company is not convinced that it is 

something that will encourage them to change their current business conduct. Company C 

recognizes that they will have to consider the framework eventually but emphasises that its 

implementation will depend upon its applicability to their focus on employees. Similarly, Company 

D has no current plans on when and how to implement the framework but recognize that they will 

look into it at some point.  

 

What is interesting in this regard is the four companies’ hesitance towards the framework, I 

acknowledge that companies must carefully select among the numerous standards, frameworks, and 

guidelines that are issued on various CSR aspects from various actors. However, it is worth noting 

that the UN framework is issued from a highly reliable, and widely recognized institution such as 

the UN, from where the companies have already adopted another framework. If the isomorphic 

mechanisms hold true, it is likely that in line with the first CSR leaders implementing the 

Framework, more will follow as they will model the ‘best practice’ examples, and the companies 

will be affected by the normative pressures and mimetic processes, and as we saw with the UNGC, 

it will eventually disseminate and become an institutionalized practices. This is a long process, and 

at this point in time, it is not surprising that the four interviewed companies are hesitating, as they 

are faced with an unexplored framework, which has not shown any practical effects yet.  

 

4.3.4 Part Conclusion 

From the above analysis the internal drivers and external pressures for working with human rights 

were assessed. It became clear that human rights were emphasised as an integrated part of how the 

four interviewed companies conduct business, even in the absence of any concrete politics. 

Although important, this implicit responsibility may not suffice to ensure that human rights are not 

violated in particular in the high-risk areas of their operations. The institutional environment of 

Denmark has, in terms of human rights, highly regulated and enforced laws and regulations, and 

Danish companies therefore do not need to directly address human rights or labour standards, as 
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this is already protected through agreements and legislation. As was noticeable in some of the 

interviews and also from the interview with Amnesty, Danish companies tend to have a perception 

of, by virtue of the institutional environment of Denmark, being equipped for doing business with 

respect for human rights. This at least seems to have been the perception prior to the companies 

taking a more structured approach to CSR. The development of CSR policies coincided, for three of 

the companies, with the inauguration of §99a, which two of the companies stated as the primary 

reason for strengthening their efforts – three if Company C is included, however they could not 

determine if the development was due to the Act or to business growth. External consultants were 

assisting companies in setting targets and develop strategies, which for all included adherence to the 

UNGC.  

 

Although §99a and the compulsory COP report, respectively encourage and require companies to 

be more explicit and transparent regarding initiatives, policies etc. it was apparent from this analysis 

that in terms of ‘pure’ human rights (i.e. first six principles of the UNGC) this is still not profound. 

The interviewed companies, and the sample too, were very explicit about policies, initiatives and 

performance regarding working environment and safety issues, whereas the other human rights 

issues merely were addressed in terms of a statement (in line with we refrain from using child 

labour). Despite the risks to human rights associated with their areas of operation, none of the four 

companies explicitly mentioned anything about their concerns for people’s right to organize, 

freedom of discrimination, child or forced labour during the interviews – the exception being 

Company A who is forced to address collective agreements in Venezuela, and Company B who 

briefly mentioned non-discrimination. As the four companies are all working with the UNGC, and 

as can be seen from the reporting analysis, they do list these issues in their CoC or policy, but 

explicitly claiming responsibility and initiatives for ensuring these rights is not practiced.  

 

Thus, two initiatives - §99a and the UNGC – have influenced the companies’ approach to CSR and 

explicated this responsibility, however, none of the two obliges companies to explicitly claim and 

assess their human rights responsibility. The hesitance among the companies for implementing the 

UN framework is most likely rooted in uncertainty about its extent, and a resistance to explicitly 

claim human rights responsibilities in risk areas. Company A has however been able to overcome 

this uncertainty through the normative influence of their consultants, and will start doing an 

integrated DD on people, planet, profit in 2012. It important to emphasise is, that contrary to e.g. 
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the UNGC or other voluntary frameworks and standards, the UN framework applies to all 

companies and it is not a matter of choosing to embrace it but about determining how to do it. As I 

will discuss in the next section, various initiatives are currently under way, which might influence 

companies to approach human rights more explicitly.   
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5 Discussion and Further Perspectives  
In this section, the findings from the three analyses will be discussed in terms of the initiatives and 

activities that are currently under development from national and international institutions. These 

initiatives are targeted towards facilitating and ensuring that corporations take on the challenges of 

globalization and the increased pressure of conducting sustainable business, be that in terms of the 

environmental or people aspect. For this purpose I will merely address these in terms of how they 

will impact the human rights issue.  

 

As was discovered through the interviews, the companies were rather cautious about starting to 

work with the UN framework, which was interpreted as a sign of uncertainty about its extent as 

well as a resistance towards explicitly and publicly disclosing the urgent issues they face in their 

global operations. It thereby seems to be rooted in a common misinterpretation of how the 

framework is effectuated. As has been touched upon previously, the framework is not an option for 

companies to implement, it has since its endorsement in June 2011, been an inherent responsibility 

the corporations should address. Ruggie (2010) emphasises that this is a process and the key issue is 

that companies start addressing it. No legal sanctions are however in place in case a company does 

not fulfil their corporate responsibility to respect human rights but as will be presented below, 

recent recommendations for a non-judicial grievance mechanism will imply greater exposure risk in 

case a violation occurs.  

 

Non-judicial Grievance Mechanism 

The revised OECD guidelines, and its human rights chapter based on the UN framework, also 

included instructions for updating and improving the National Contact point, which treats issues 

that arise in relation to complying and implementing the OECD guidelines. The Danish Council for 

CSR has proposed that this be set up as a non-judicial grievance mechanism with the purpose of 

solving conflicts or violations and ensuring compliance with the OECD guidelines. This implies 

that in case a company violates human rights, any stakeholder, individual, victim etc. can file a 

complain to the National Contact Point. The recommendations so far ensure confidentiality for the 

implicated companies, in as far as the board does not have to mediate or investigate the case, i.e. if 

the case can be solved between the parties themselves. The Danish Government has allocated 3 

millions DKK to the grievance mechanism, which is expected to be inaugurated in the beginning of 
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2012, and the Minister for Business and Growth emphasises that the recommendations from the 

CSR Council is a good premise for discussing how to advance Danish companies in meeting their 

human rights responsibilities43. That the Danish government actively supports and promotes 

companies’ responsibilities in human rights could potentially be an influencing factor in companies’ 

willingness to implement the framework. The CSR Council further recommends that companies 

start working with DD in order to mitigate the risk of violating human rights (in line with Ruggie), 

and prioritize initiatives according to the contingent risk factors. If a company conduct DD and is 

still subjected to a complaint, the board will base its judgement on the conducted DD, and recognize 

that its extent is highly contingent on company size, business context, extent and cause of violation, 

the level of influence of the company etc. The fact that OECD and now the Danish Government 

respectively have implemented and recommend the framework, and its DD process, imply that 

whether or not companies choose to embrace it, it will be in practice, and the large and influential 

institutions are holding companies responsible for addressing and implementing it. This coercive 

pressure, which is most likely to occur, will not necessarily contribute to companies taking a more 

explicit responsibility on human rights but it does require of companies to have their internal risk 

assessments and initiatives to mitigate these in order.  

 

Mandatory Reporting  

In the EU much debate has recently centred on how to improve company disclosure of social and 

environmental information (EU Commission, 2010). Although a growing number of companies 

disclose this information, it is estimated that out of the approximately 42,000 large companies 

operating in the EU it is only a small fraction of 2,500, which publish CSR or sustainability reports 

(CorporateRegister.com, in EU Commission, 2010). Furthermore, despite the positive results of the 

effect of §99a (Danish Commerce and Companies Agency, 2011), the recent KPMG survey fails 

Danish companies CSR reporting. The survey has compared the quality of CSR reporting in 34 

countries and divided these into four categories depending on the quality of the report: Scratching 

the surface; leading the pack; starting behind; and getting it rights. Denmark is placed in the 

‘starting behind’ group – the second worst one – among countries such as Mexico, Ukraine and 

Nigeria44. This group is characterised by a limited ability to communicate CSR results and by 

having a much lower quality of data collection systems than some of the best countries have 

                                                        
43 http://evm.dk/aktuelt/pressemeddelelser/2011/25‐11‐11‐ole‐sohn‐glaedeligt‐at‐virksomhederne 
44 Appendix 9 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(KPMG, 2011). The reason for the bad ranking is explained through the nature of Danish 

companies who are generally more inclined to ‘walk the talk’ rather than explicitly claiming their 

efforts45, i.e. it is due to the implicit CSR approach. This is further support by the interview with DI, 

who argued that there is an inherent feeling in Danish companies of making sure that one’s own 

activities are in order, and not explicitly claim anything due to the fear of not being able to comply 

and fulfil the promises. From the interviews with the four companies this was expressed in terms of 

their emphasis on inherently acting decently in their business conduct, even before formulating a 

human rights statement. This fundamental feeling makes explicit CSR a cumbersome task, and will 

imply that Danish companies put their humility aside, or that disclosure is based on a standardized 

and mandatory framework, which would enable the companies to disclose similar information as a 

means for pushing towards explicit CSR. §99a has to some extent been able to target the quantity 

and quality of CSR reports, however, as the KPMG survey also showed, Denmark is still falling 

behind countries such as Spain, Germany, Sweden and the UK.  

 

To return to the activities in the EU, a panel of experts is currently debating the format of a 

potential disclosure requirement: if it should take the format of a general reporting obligation or be 

translated into a ‘comply or explain’ regime (EU Commission, 2011). In line with Hess’ (2008) 

argument, the EU emphasises that transparent disclosure will facilitate stakeholder engagement and 

the identification of material sustainability risks. A study published by the European Commission 

on European companies’ CSR reporting practices found that readers’ needs are best met when: 

reporting is regulated; CSR reporting is integrated with financial reporting; and when stakeholder 

are more involved in reporting (Wensen et al. 2011). This is remarkably similar to Hess’ 

recommendation of mandatory reporting and efficient social disclosure, which also emphasised that 

the structure and content of a report should be based on the needs of sophisticated users, which 

would help alleviate the concerns of over-simplification leading to reports that are of no use to 

anyone. Integrated reporting was briefly touched upon in the EU CSR strategy, and represents an 

important goal for the medium and long term. From a public stakeholder consultation that was 

launched in November 2010, and ran until the end of January 2011, several of the 259 responses 

mentioned integrated reporting as useful in raising awareness of the links between financial and 

non-financial information and provide a holistic view of the company (EU Commission, 2011). It 

was further mentioned as a source of transparency and for demonstrating that sustainability is a key 
                                                        
45 www.csr.dk 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component of a company’s business. The International Integrated Reporting Committee (IIRC) is 

currently working on a framework for integrated reporting with the aim of creating “a global 

consensus on the direction in which reporting needs to evolve, creating a framework for reporting 

that is better able to accommodate complexity, and, in so doing, brings together the different 

strands of reporting into a coherent, integrated whole” (IICR, 2011; 1). A newly published 

discussion paper from IICR outlines the initial proposition of how such a framework could look. 

Again, similarly to Hess’ suggestions, the proposed framework is based on standardized guiding 

principles and elements, which provide broad parameters for policy-makers and a focus for 

harmonizing reporting standards across companies to allow for comparability for investors and 

stakeholders46. As we saw from the analysis of the current approach to human rights (Section 4.2) 

integrated reporting is far from the common practice, and it is in the KPMG survey characterised as 

still being largely in an experimental stage. Regardless, it is an aspiration by several international 

institutions as a means for ensuring comparability and increasing the quality of social reporting. 

 

This discussion reveals several activities and initiatives regarding the engagement and 

encouragement of companies to more explicitly; more transparently; more efficiently; and more 

comprehensibly disclose their social performance and responsibilities. Its effect on the embracing of 

the UN Framework will be interesting to follow but as the issue is continuously discussed and 

brought to the corporate and governmental agendas it will be difficult for companies not to act.  

                                                        
46 Appendix 10 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6 Conclusion 
The new UN Framework for business and human rights, motivated this thesis due to its implications 

on companies’ corporate responsibility to respect human rights. Companies worldwide are now 

faced with the obligation and challenge of integrating the framework and realise their responsibility. 

Human rights is not the new issue but the fact that companies can now be held accountable for 

human rights abuses within their sphere of impact, implies a highly managed and structured 

approached to the framework. I was therefore interested in investigating how Danish companies are 

already managing human rights, in order to establish the gap between the current situation and the 

ideal implementation of the framework. This focus also implies an inclusion of the external field 

and pressures that have, and is currently shaping human rights in a Danish context. Based on this, 

this thesis was set out to clarify the following research question: 

In the light of the UN Framework for business and human rights, how will Danish companies 

embrace the corporate responsibility of respecting human rights? 

 

The research strategy for answering the research question was both exploratory and explanatory, as 

I wished to firstly establish how the Danish companies have currently integrated human rights, and 

secondly investigate the factors contributing to the chosen approach. A multi-method research 

approach enabled the research to comprehend both quantitative and qualitative data, which enable 

the research to be generalised and thus predicative of how companies will embrace the UN 

Framework.  

 

In order to analyse the research question, three sub-questions were constructed to emphasise each 

components of the research question, i.e. the institutional environment affecting human rights in a 

business context, the current human rights responsibility, and the internal responsiveness and 

interpretation. The conclusion will therefore be divided into subsections, with the purpose of 

answering each of the sub-questions, and finally draw a comprehensive, integrated conclusion. 
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6.1 Sub-question 1 
What are the institutional pressures affecting the Danish corporate approach to human rights? 

 

This was assessed in terms of the three isomorphic mechanisms. The institutional analysis was 

primarily approached in section 4.1 but the analyses of Danish companies’ current approach (4.2) 

and the corporate response (4.3) provided additional input to especially the mimetic processes.  

 

The most compelling institutional pressure in terms of broader CSR issues was the Act, §99a, which 

has achieved to make companies conscious of the responsibility they practice, and seems to have 

encouraged a more structured, extended and explicit approach to CSR. This was confirmed through 

reports on its effect, which showed an increase in both the quantity and quality of social reporting, 

also in terms of human rights. The four company interviews further confirmed the influential 

character of the Act, as three of them had found it necessary to strengthen and elaborate on their 

(partly) existing initiatives. The Act has therefore not only been coercive in terms of companies 

disclosing CSR information but also in terms of advancing the foundation of the disclosures. This is 

perceived as a vital element in a more explicit CSR approach. The UN Framework, despite its 

incorporation and support from both national and inter-governmental institutions such as the Danish 

Government, DI, Amnesty, the EU, and OECD, was not perceived as a distinguished external 

pressure by the companies interviewed. This can be ascribed its novelty and the insecurity of what it 

entails. The trend among Danish companies in terms of human rights has hitherto been highly 

standardized and generic, this was also confirmed through the analysis of the human rights 

reporting, where frameworks and human rights focus areas were very similar. Through mimetic 

processes and normative pressures the UNGC has reached an almost mandatory role when working 

with CSR, and despite its six principles concerning human rights this is primarily interpreted as 

working environment and health & safety. This implicit approach to the ‘core’ human rights is 

rooted in the regulative Danish context, where the state has strongly enforced these rights to people, 

and where company initiatives have not been needed. Both Amnesty and DI further emphasised that 

there is a resistance among Danish companies to explicitly claim social responsibilities and rather 

merely ensuring that one’s own house is in order but without necessarily have extensive systems or 

procedures in place, and without explicitly communicating this. The Act and now the UN 

Framework challenge this, as greater efforts are required to disclose the activities, and more 

importantly to be fully aware and control the impacts of their business. Nonetheless, although 
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Danish companies are more inclined to implicitly work with human rights – be that in terms of not 

disclosing information or of not having formal policies in place – the UN Framework has now 

imposed on all companies that through DD they must be capable of documenting their impacts and 

actions. As this advances, it is most likely that the efforts will be included in the social disclosures, 

which will serve as an inspiration for other companies that will mimic the efforts, and the UN 

Framework will slowly become institutionalized. 

 

6.2 Sub-question 2 
How can different contingencies contribute to explaining the behaviour of different firms in relation 

to Danish companies’ human rights approach? 

 

As the UN Framework is developed to target the corporate responsibility, and as companies are 

responsible for human rights within their sphere of impact, contingencies are highly influential in 

terms of the extent of the responsibility. The analysis examined the current approach of respectively 

a risk group and a non-risk group, determined by their geographical context of operation. Coherent 

with the risk level faced in weak-governance zones where the state is not fulfilling its duty to 

protect human rights, the risk group showed a much more advanced approach to setting out policies, 

ensuring procedures and guidelines, and tracking and reporting on performance. This group was 

also more transparent in terms of disclosing information regarding the challenges they faced when 

operating under remarkably different cultural, social and political conditions. The transparent 

disclosure will contribute to a more symmetric stakeholder dialogue and ultimately corporate moral 

development, i.e. it will be reinforcing. That being said, there is still some way to go especially in 

terms of including more issues in their highly structured efforts, and control and target these issues 

better. Although a few companies stood out by having a highly managed and structured approach to 

human rights, this was by far the general picture.  

 

The companies were also highly influenced by the nature of their industry, this was apparent from 

the human rights reporting and reinforced through the interviews. As the companies in the sample 

primarily worked in the production industries, the high level of manual work had led to an 

overarching focus on working conditions and safety procedures, and although highly relevant, it 

could seem as if it has taken the focus from other human rights issues. Human rights issues were to 

a lesser extent dealt with in terms of targeting the specific challenge and tracking performance. For 
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the non-risk group this can be justified due to the operating context of well-enforced laws and 

regulations, whereas the risk group needs to further their initiatives and be much more explicit, both 

in terms of policies, actions and performance, about other human rights issues besides safety and 

working environment. The unfamiliarity with having to explicitly and actively target issues such as 

employees’ right to organize and collectively bargain, forced labour and child labour, can be 

attributed the Danish or European origin of a state regulated system enforcing these rights. But the 

risk group must come to terms with the different global contexts they operate under, and 

acknowledge that they carry a responsibility for ensuring the rights of the employees, even if the 

state fails to do so.  

 

6.3 Sub-question 3  
How responsive are Danish companies in terms of implementing the framework? 

 

Respecting human rights have, prior to the effectuation of §99a, been an implicit notion of how 

Danish companies do business but §99a was able to foster a more explicit approach to overall CSR, 

and herein also to human rights. However, as mentioned, the human rights issue is still primarily 

interpreted as working environment and safety, and as such do not explicitly target the various other 

rights. From the corporate response analysis only one company had plans on initiating a DD process 

in 2012, the remaining had no concrete plans of when and how to address the framework. It seems 

to be rooted in a common misinterpretation of the framework as something that companies sign up 

to or choose to embrace if it is applicable to their activities. There also seems to be a general level 

of confusion concerning its extent, and an intimidation of suddenly be held accountable for a much 

broader range of human rights issues that were previously not considered. The hesitance towards 

the framework can further be seen in the context of the general assumption that it might not be 

relevant to the specific business area, or that human rights are already managed through the focus 

on working environment and safety. This reinforces the implicit approach to human rights, and the 

perception that by virtue of the Danish regulatory environment, the companies are well aware and 

familiar with how to deal with human rights. This is however not the case, and especially the risk 

group must recognize the distinct conditions they operate under, where the corporate responsibility 

in some cases is the only institution protecting human rights. The indecisiveness towards 

implementing the framework is therefore a response to uncertainty, to a lesser extent due to how 

this should be done but more in terms of what it will imply. The normative pressure, which 
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influenced Company A from the corporate response analysis, has achieved to clarify this 

uncertainty, and as a result the company is ready to embrace the framework in 2012. Thus, the 

responsiveness and preparedness for Danish companies is relatively low at this point but as it 

evidently is rooted in insufficient knowledge of the content and scope of the Framework, it should 

be possible to target.  

 

6.4 Conclusive Findings  
No doubt, human rights are important for Danish companies to respect and it has always been a 

concern, which they have inherently dealt with. However, as the playing field is changing and an 

increasing amount of companies operate globally, there is a need for a more managed and explicit 

approach. As the situation is now, the companies are not particularly concerned about the UN 

Framework, and a precondition for changing this seems to be the creation and expansion of a 

normative base that can build the necessary capacity to fully comprehend the framework’s 

implications. Particularly, it is important to change the perception of the framework as something 

that should be adopted, to what it really is: a common baseline for companies’ human rights 

responsibility. The institutional field of CSR in Denmark is currently changing towards a more 

explicit notion, and in line with this, the UN Framework has created an expected standard of 

conduct where companies worldwide are obliged to take a more explicit responsibility of human 

rights. The UN Framework does not imply that companies should improve or advance on human 

rights disclosure, however, in the light of §99a and the increasing transparency of companies’ CSR 

activities, a few frontrunners of disclosing can potentially inspire and guide other companies’ 

internal work with human rights, and as thus be a step towards institutionalising the full palette of 

human rights issues that companies have an impact on. As both Danish and National initiatives are 

currently encouraging and integrating the UN Framework in common guidelines and institutions, its 

presence will be indisputable, and eventually win the hesitating Danish companies in its 

institutionalization.  
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8 Appendix 
 

Appendix 1 
Interview Guide – Explorative interviews  

 

Generelt om Amnesty/DI 

 Indledningsvist: vil du kort præsenterer dig selv (navn og stilling) og kort fortælle hvad jeres 

organisation laver  

 Hvordan arbejder I med menneskerettigheder og virksomheder? 

‐ rådgivning/værktøjer/hjælp til virksomheder? 

‐ partnerskaber med virksomheder? Stakeholder engagements etc.? 

 Hvilket forhold har DI til menneskerettigheder (CSR)? Hvor fokuseret arbejder I på det – og 

hvad er baggrunden for dette? (konkurrenceevne, filantropi, regeringens handlingsplan, etc.) 

 

Danske virksomheder og menneskerettigheder 

 Hvordan ser du det generelle billede af danske virksomheders arbejde med 

menneskerettigheder? 

‐ Hvad er deres generelle kendskab til at arbejde med menneskerettigheder? 

‐ Arbejdes der systematisk i forhold til systemer og processer? 

‐ Er der lagt arbejde i at prioritere områder/afdække de mest relevante områder? 

‐ Er der nogle der udmærker sig (både negativt og positivt – du behøver ikke nævne 

navne) – hvordan ser spektret ud? 

‐ Er der en generel tendens indenfor hvilke områder der fokuseres på / ikke fokuseres nok 

på? 

‐ Bruges der eksterne ressourcer til at hjælpe med at formulere og leve op til politikkerne 

(f.eks. DI/brancheorganisationer, NGOer, netværk, frameworks som Global Compact 

etc.) – og hvorfor tror du disse bruges? (intern systematisering, ekstern legitimitet, …. ?) 

 Er der et specielt område inden for menneskerettigheder eller en region/land hvor det især er 

presserende for danske virksomhederne at få inkorporeret nogle faste retningslinjer og 

procedurer? 
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 Hvad ser du som den største udfordring for virksomheders opfyldelse af 

menneskerettighederne? (usikkerhed, tidsperspektiv/læringsprocessen, systemer, procedurer, 

erkendelse af ansvar og impact?)  

‐ (usikkerhed omkring hvor der skal/kan sættes ind? (problemer i forhold til at 

forstå/kapere omfanget af virksomhedens ansvar), manglende interne procedurer, 

interesse/erkendelse af ansvar?) 

 

Danske virksomheder og Ruggie’s Framework 

 Hvordan ser DI på det nye Framework og de tilhørende Guiding Principles? 

‐ Hvilke forventninger har I til det? 

‐ Og hvordan arbejder I med det i forhold til virksomhederne? 

 Ser du en udvikling i det fokus der er på menneskerettigheder?  

 Hvornår hørte I første gang om Ruggie’s Framework? Og hvornår kommunikerede I det første 

gang videre til jeres medlemmer? 

 Hvilke instanser ser du som værende med til at sætte menneskerettigheder på dagsordenen hos 

virksomhederne? (hvis de er det?)  

 Hvordan ser du virksomhedernes mulighed for/villighed til at implementere Frameworket? 

o Hvor er de største udfordringer? 

 Generelt set, hvorfor tror du det er så stor en udfordring for virksomhederne at skulle 

implementere disse nye retningslinjer? 

 

Eksterne faktorer 

 Hvilke eksterne faktorer tror du har indvirkning på hvordan ’menneskerettigheder’ opfattes i en 

CSR kontekst for virksomhederne?  

 Hvordan påvirker/hvilken indflydelse har DI på at virksomhederne lever op til deres ansvar om 

at respektere menneskerettigheder? 
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Appendix 2 
Interview guide – Companies.  

Explanatory interviews  

 

Introduktion  

‐ Navn, stilling, virksomhed 

‐ Baggrund? Uddannelse, arbejdserfaring etc.? 

‐ Hvilken industri og hvilke lande opererer I i? 

 

Virksomhedens arbejde med menneskerettigheder 

‐ Hvor længe har I arbejdet med menneskerettigheder/arbejdstagerrettigheder? (CSR?)  

‐ Hvad er jeres kendskab til menneskerettigheder og dets relevans i forhold til virksomheder? 

‐ Hvordan er menneskerettigheder/arbejdstagerrettigheder (CSR) forankret i jeres 

organisation, hvilken afdeling? 

‐ Har I særskilte politikker for menneskerettigheder eller er det integreret i en bredere 

CSR/bæredygtigheds politik? 

‐ Er arbejdet med menneskerettigheder vigtigt for jer som virksomhed at gå aktivt ind i / er 

det relevant for jer i en dansk kontekst?  

‐ Hvordan definerer/arbejder I med menneskerettigheder?  

o På hvilken baggrund har I defineret jeres arbejde med menneskerettigheder? 

o Har i prioriterede områder? (prioriterede emner, geografiske områder, risiko lande 

etc.?) 

o Hvordan håndterer i de udfordringer/kompleksiteter der kan opstå – især når national 

og international lovgivning varier, f.eks. i forhold til sikkerhedskrav/overtid etc. 

‐ Hvordan implementerer i politikkerne?  - hvordan er de integreret i virksomheden? 

‐ Hvordan monitorer/måler i?  Har I udviklet firma-specifikke KPIs 

‐ Har I en klagemekanisme / whistleblower ordning? – hvis ja bruger I så informationen 

aktivt? 

‐ Har I specifikke ressourcer allokeret til menneskerettighedsområdet? 

‐ Deler I viden via netværk/brancheorganisationer etc.?  

 

Eksterne faktorer 
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‐ Hvordan oplever I det ekstern pres i forhold til at arbejde med menneskerettigheder (og fra 

hvilke instanser?) 

‐ Kender I til Ruggie’s framework? (Har det ændret noget ved jeres tilgang til 

menneskerettigheder?) – hvornår hørte i første gang om det? 

‐ Mærker I et øget pres efter frameworket er trådt i kraft? (fra NGOer, brancheorganisationer 

etc.?) 

‐ Rapporterede i om menneskerettigheder/arbejdstagerrettigheder inden §99a (tillæg til 

årsregnskabsloven ang. CSR rapportering) trådte i kraft?  

‐ Har §99a haft en effekt på systematiseringen af jeres arbejde med menneskerettigheder? 

‐ Bruger I eksterne certifikater, standarder, frameworks, værkstøjer etc. i forhold til 

menneskerettigheder?  – og hvorfor? 

‐ Har I brugt/bruger I ekstern sparring? NGOer, rådgivere, konsulenter etc.? 

‐ Involverer i aktivt stakeholdere i dialog?  

o Hvordan og hvad bruger i denne information til? 

‐ Hvad ser I som den største risiko faktor ved ikke at arbejde aktivt og kontinuerligt med 

menneskerettigheder? 

‐ Hvad er jeres forventninger til FNs nye retningslinjer? – hvornår/hvordan forventer I at 

implementere dem? 

‐ Generelt hvad er så din opfattelse af danske virksomheders arbejde med 

menneskerettigheder? 
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Appendix 3 

 

UN Global Compact 

Human Rights  

Businesses should: 

Principle 1: Support and respect the protection of internationally proclaimed human rights; 
and 

Principle 2: make sure that they are not complicit in human rights abuses. 

Labour Standards 

Businesses should uphold: 

Principle 3: the freedom of association and the effective recognition of the right to collective 
bargaining; 

Principle 4: the elimination of all forms of forced and compulsory labour; 

Principle 5: the effective abolition of child labour; and 

Principle 6: the elimination of discrimination in employment and occupation. 

Environment 

Businesses should: 

Principle 7: support a precautionary approach to environmental challenges; 

Principle 8: undertake initiatives to promote environmental responsibility; and 

Principle 9: encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally friendly 
technologies. 

Anti-Corruption 

Principle 10: Businesses should work against corruption in all its forms, including extortion 
and bribery 
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Appendix 4 

Audio Files - Interviews 
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Appendix 5 

Division of companies in the risk and non-risk group 

Risk group Non-risk group 

Arla Alk 

BHJ Ball 

Carlsberg Barslund 

Cheminova Brdr. Hartmann 

Danfoss Dong 

Desmi Egmont 

DSV Energi Danmark 

Hempel Klimainvest 

Hydro Mols-Linien 

ISS Global Nordjysk Elhandel 

J Lauritzen Pressalit 

Kamstrup  Trifork 

NNE Pharmaplan Vandcenter syd 

Scandinavian Tobacco Group  

Toms   

Vestas  

VKR  
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Appendix 6 

Data from annual reports  
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Appendix 7 

Illustrative examples from annul reports 

 

Appendix 7.1  

Human rights statements 

 
Figure 4 - JL human rights statement from annual report 

 

 
Figur 5 - Carlsberg, human rights statement from Labour & Human Rights Policy 
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Figure 6 - Arla human rights statement in CSR report 

 

 
Figure 7 - Vestas human rights statement in annual report 

 

 
Figur 8 - Mols-Linien human rights statement in annual report, including reference to the context of their 
operations 

 
Figure 9  Elements of Carlsberg's Labour and Human Rights Policy 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Appendix 7.2 

Stakeholder dialogue 

 
Figure 10 - Arla's emphasis on continuous supplier dialogue in developing countries 

 

 

 

 
Figure 11 - Vestas' inclusion and continuous work with stakeholders 
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Appendix 7.3 

Prioritization 

 
Figure 12 - Brdr. Hartmann priorities in terms of the UN Global Compact 

 

 

 
Figure 13 - Danfoss, materiality assessment of key focus areas 
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Figure 14 - Danfoss' commitment to eliminate all forms of forced and compulsory labour 

 

 
Figure 15 - Dong Energy focusing primarily on safety 
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Figure 16 - Brdr. Hartmann has developed ten 'Hartmann Principles' based on the UNGC, these three principles 
constitute their interpretation of human rights, i.e. primarily focusing on working environment and conditions 

 

 
Figure 17 - Nordjysk Elhandel includes a focus on discrimination 
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Appendix 7.4 

Capacity Building 

 

 
Figure 18 - Cheminova, training in safety issues 

 

 
Figure 19 - Brdr. Hartmann, capacity building on their business principles and company values through a 
custom-made game 
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Appendix 7.5 

Governance 

 
Figure20 - NNE Pharmaplan, the ten principles of the UNGC in a 'NNE context' 
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Figure 21 - NNE Pharmaplan, the ten UNGC principles in a 'NNE context' – cont. 

 

 
Figure 22 - EAC describes how CSR is anchored and managed in their organisation 
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Figure 23 - ISS on CSR Governance 

 

 
Figure 24 - ALK, CSR governance - integrated part of human resources 
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Appendix 7.6 

Appraisal/Incentive systems 

 

 
Figure 25 - ISS on appraisal and reward of employees 

 

 
Figure 26 - Carlsberg on introduction of appraisal procedures 
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Appendix 7.7 

Systems for translating policies into actions 

 
Figure 27 - Extract from Danfoss' COP report, description of the relevant tools for ensuring implementation of 
principle 1 in the UNGC 

 

 
Figure 28 - EAC matrix over policies, systems and actions 
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Figure 29 - NNE Pharmaplan, description of the systems in place to ensure human rights compliance 

 

 
Figure 30 - Energi Danmark, description of their CoC /CSR policy- the system in place for ensuring compliance 
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Figure 31 - Egmont presents the purpose of its CoC - the system in place for translating policies to actions 
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Figure 32 - Hydro Aluminium, systems and policies regarding labour and human rights issues, framed as a 
Q&A, which allows for the inclusion of dilemmas 
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Figure 33 – BHJ's (part of risk group) reference to the system they have in place: their Code of Conduct 

 

 
Figure 34 - Nordjysk Elhandel description of Code of Conduct, their system for translating policies into actions 
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Appendix 7.8 

Reporting – use of GRI 

 
Figure 35 - NNE Pharmaplan reports according to the GRI indicators 
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Figure 36 - ISS Global reporting according to the GRI indicators 

 

 
Figure 37 - Vandcenter Syd reporting according to the GRI indicators 
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Figure 38 - Cheminova's reporting according to GRI 

 

 

 
Figure 39 - Cheminova reports according to GRI, and explains the level of application 
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Appendix 7.9 

Reporting – extent and nature of disclosure 

 

 
Figure 40 - Danfoss elaborates on the dilemmas and issues they encounter in terms of labour and human rights 

 

 
Figure 41 - ALK reports on number of accidents 
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Figure 42 - ISS reporting and elaborating on fatalities 

 

 
Figure 43 - Carlsberg on room for improvement and inadequate results 
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Figure 44 - Cheminova on the dilemmas and challenges of their industry 
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Figure 45 - DSV on Occupational accidents and absence 

 

 
Figure 46 - EAC on occupational health & safety, and an explanation to the increase 
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Figure 47 - Vandcenter on occupational increase in occupational accidents, including description of focus on 
near-accidents to prevent future accidents 

 

 
Figur 48 - Barslund reports on 0 incidents of discrimination 
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Figure 49 - Arla reports on diversity in terms of gender and age 

 

 
Figure 50 - EAC reports on % covered by collective bargaining 

 

 
Figure 51 - Carlsberg reporting on % covered by collective bargaining agreements 
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Figure 52 - Hydro reports on No known instances of corruption or human rights violations 
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Appendix 8 

Presentation of interviewed companies 

 

Company A consist of two businesses: one working in only in Venezuela and the other one in 

Europe, Australia and Asia. The interview primarily centred on the one in Venezuela. Due to the 

highly socialist society of Venezuela they are forced to take on a highly socialistic approach to 

working conditions, working hours, collective bargaining etc. The risk of not doing this is that 

employees will simply refuse to work, and ultimately the Government will take over the business. 

Thus, despite the fact that Company A did not articulate a human rights or labour policy before 

2008 when they joined the UNGC, it is something they have been working with for a long time, due 

to the political and cultural context of their business. The two businesses of Company A are highly 

labour intensive, and has approximately 5000 blue-collar labours (out of 6500) working in 

agriculture, production facilities, loading and unloading of trucks, transportation etc. – all jobs that 

are physically wearing. Thus, ensuring decent working conditions and standards are the primary 

focus areas in terms of human rights.  

 

Company B works in the insecticide and pesticide industry and is thus, by virtue of their industry 

risks often under pressure and observation from external stakeholders. The company has worked 

systematically with CSR and reporting since 2006 but argues that the principles have always been a 

part of their mindset when doing business. The company does not work specifically with human 

rights but rather define these as working conditions and safety. Point of departure is taken in the 

dilemmas of their industry, on which the CSR policy is based. It is however stated in their CSR 

report that ‘procedures for ensuring human rights’ are in place, which through the interview was 

clarified as human rights being integrated into their quality control and CSR manual. Company B 

primarily serves the agricultural sector with its pesticides and insecticide, and emphasises its 

contribution to the world’s food supply, which they perceive as their primary contribution to human 

rights. Thus, their core business area is fulfilling human rights and enabling people to get a decent 

living, yet this goes beyond merely respecting as prescribed by Ruggie’s framework and will 

therefore not be included as part of their human rights work in this context.  

 

Company C is a global supplier of transportation and logistics services, and is composed by three 

business segments. Their CSR work has expanded in line with the company growing bigger, and in 
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2010 the CSR policy was revised and put into system. This also included the development of a 

specific human rights and labour policy, which is today implemented by 80% of their company. The 

development of Company C’s CSR activities has been much in line with the demands of their 

customers, which has resulted in a shift from primarily focusing on environmental figures to take on 

a broader scope for CSR. The company joined the UNGC in 2009.  

 

Finally, Company D works in the shipping industry and is composed by four sub-units. The 

company has earlier in 2011 signed the UNGC and established CSR function, and is currently 

working on determining the scale and scope of their activities. Health, safety and security issues on 

board the ships are inherent and integrated issues to consider in the shipping industry. The company 

has therefore, prior to the CSR systematization they are currently working on, always worked 

explicitly with this in order to live up to industry standards.  
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Appendix 9 

KPMG International Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2011 
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Appendix 10 

International Integrated Reporting Committee, 2011 

 

 

 



 


