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Abstract 
This thesis investigates how the UN Global Compact navigates in challenging contexts, 
with a case study on China. UN Global Compact Local Networks play a pivotal role in 
translating the UN Global Compact’s ten principles into local realities, and this thesis 
investigates the role of UNGC Network China, in acting as a facilitator for the UN 
Global Compact’s headquarter, in the country. The analysis consists of three parts: 
first, the specific Chinese institutional factors that drive or hinder the development of 
CSR in China are discussed in order to provide an overview of the CSR-related 
institutional context within which Network China has to operate. Secondly, it analyses 
the different ways in which UNGC Network China has adapted to this institutional 
context. Lastly, it investigates whether UNGC Network China has been successful in 
adapting to its local context by investigating the response from businesses to the 
UNGC before and after the establishment of the network.  
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3. Introduction  
True corporate sustainability will only be achieved if you support local action and 
empower companies on the ground. Investing at the country-level is the key to 
creating a transformative movement.”  
● Georg Kell (2012), Former Executive Director of the UN Global Compact 

 

Along with the economy becoming increasingly globally integrated in the last decades, 
there are vast arrays of issues that have emerged in the international sphere. One of the 
most prevalent concerns is the lack of common agreements on appropriate ethical 
norms that should guide businesses, particularly in developing countries (DCs) 
(Williams, 2014). In the 1990s, questions such as whether multinational companies 
(MNCs) were responsible for human rights violations of its subcontractor, or which 
ethical norms should guide a company’s environmental policy became more and more 
prevalent as MNCs outsourced significant parts of their production capacity to 
subcontractors in DCs. Media and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) further 
raised these questions and played a crucial role in informing the public about the 
inhumane working conditions in DCs. At the same time as business became increasingly 
multinational, the regulatory authority of nation states was eroded as national laws were 
not efficient in dealing with MNCs operations in different countries (Williams, 2014). 
Thus, as these issues were highlighted, there were increasing calls for a global ethic, 
which could inform the future of business operations. This is the context in which the 
United Nations Global Compact (UNGC) would emerge as a possible solution, initiated 
by Secretary-General Kofi Annan in Davos, January 1999. 
 

The UNGC was founded as a voluntary corporate responsibility initiative created to 
‘mainstream’ a set of principles related to human rights, labour, the environment and 
anti-corruption in corporate activities. The principles in brief are: 
 

Principle 1: Businesses should support and respect the protection of internationally 
proclaimed human rights; and 
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Principle 2: make sure that they are not complicit in human rights abuses. 
Principle 3: Businesses should uphold 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 respect of employment and occupation. 
Principle 7: Businesses should support a precautionary approach to environmental 
challenges; 
Principle 8: undertake initiatives to promote greater environmental responsibility; and 

Principle 9: encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally friendly 
technologies. 
Principle 10: Businesses should work against corruption in all its forms, including 
extortion and bribery. 
(United Nations Global Compact [UNGC], n.d.-a) 

 

The UNGC is open to all businesses that commit to respecting the ten principles. As of 
the 11th of August 2016, there are 8,902 companies signed up from 166 countries 
worldwide. There are also around 4,000 non-business participants, including public 
sector entities, academic institutions, cities and civil society groups involved (UNGC, 
n.d.-b). Since its establishment in 2000, the UNGC has developed a broad normative 
consensus on global ethical values and CSR standards through its ten principles, as well 
as made Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) visible globally (Voegtlin and Pless, 
2014). In its implementation, the UNGC relies heavily on the strength of its 
participating organizations as well as on the support structures that are developed to 
further its mission. In this endeavour it has established over 85 local networks which 
take account for regional differences all around the world, and provide a space for 
dialogue and exchange among international organizations, businesses, governments and 
civil society (Voegtlin and Pless, 2014).  
 



10 

This thesis will explore the UN Global Compact and how its Local Networks function to 
carry out the task of supporting both local companies, and subsidiaries of MNCs to 
implement the UN Global Compact Principles. Specifically, it will investigate the UNGC 
Local Network in China as a case study, which is comprised of around 200 active 
business and non-business signatories (UNGC, n.d.-c). The case of China is compelling, 
because over the last decades the country has been infamous for its environmental 
pollution problems, sweatshops, and for a variety of issues related to human rights 
abuses. These issues arose along with a booming economic development since the 
opening-up policies in 1978. Both heavy industries such as steel and coal, as well as 
manufacturing have impacted both the environmental situation and living standard of 
Chinese citizens, all over the country. There is also a growing group of middle class, and 
the level of consumption for the average Chinese is on the rise, which adds to the 
environmental degradation. Thus, the pressing need for improvement of environmental 
issues, pollution, and labour conditions has made CSR a bigger priority, both from the 
perspective of the government and firms—which often goes hand-in-hand in the 
Chinese context due to the political influence the government has on business. In 
general, Chinese CSR initiatives have both raised suspicion as well as praise for their 
potential, as China is seen as the ‘factory floor of the world’. To have an active local 
network in China is thus desirable and should be a priority for the UNGC headquarter. 
However, the mentioned circumstances coupled with a population of over 1.3 billion 
people and a one party government, create unique challenges that the UNGC has to 
overcome if it wishes to advance its goals.    
 

Accordingly, the following research question has been developed:   
 

➢ How does the UNGC operate in challenging contexts such as China? 
 

When referring to ‘challenging contexts’ this thesis specifically addresses contexts where 
one or more of the underlying themes of the ten principles are violated, namely human 
rights, labour rights, environmental concerns, and corruption. In order to investigate 
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the nuances of the research question, the ensuing sub-questions have been developed. 
They each seek to uncover different angles to give a substantive overview of the context 
in China.  
 

The first sub-question examines the CSR context in China with the aim of displaying the 
playing field in which the UNGC has to operate.  

1. What institutional factors are driving or hindering the development 
of CSR in China? 

 

Based on the findings from the first sub-question, the second section seeks to explore 
how UNGC Network China responds to its institutional environment, and operates on a 
day-to-day basis.   

2.  How does UNGC Network China navigate in its institutional context?  
 

Finally, keeping in mind that the aim of the UNGC is to engage society, and especially 
businesses, the third sub-question analyses Network China’s achievements so far, by 
looking at the level of participation in the UNGC.  

3.  How have Chinese companies responded before and after Network 
China was established? 

 

To answer the research question and encompassing sub-questions, the consecutive part 
of this thesis seeks to explore the background of the UNGC as a concept, followed by an 
examination of the local networks in general. The next part proceeds with the literature 
review, where the different streams of literature related to the UNGC are made an 
account for, including relevant theoretical concepts. This will form an analytical 
framework, which will be explained in the ensuing methodology. The subsequent 
analysis, in which the analytical framework will be utilized, will be divided in the three 
respective sub-questions, with the aim of answering the overall research question in the 
discussion.  
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4. UNGC Background 

4.1. UN Global Compact 

4.1.1. The Rationale Behind the UNGC 
The UNGC Office stresses that for businesses to succeed, they require access to good 
governance, energy, sustainable economic development as well as other fundamental 
factors. These same factors overlap with the public sector's priorities underpinning 
security, peace and poverty reduction. Thus, companies can do a great deal to address 
these common denominators and interests to create long-term value for society as a 
whole (UNGC, n.d.-b). The first step is then to adopt responsible business practices and 
committing to sustainability in their own operations, and the UNGC proposes that the 
implementation of the ten principles can act as a guide in this pursuit. The UNGC also 
has an important mission in urging companies to take strategic actions to advance 
broader societal goals, such as the pre-2015 Millennium Development Goals, and the 
newly released (September 2015) Sustainable Development Goals (UNGC, n.d.-d). The 
former Executive Director of the UNGC, Georg Kell  (2012), states that the UNGC’s 
long-term vision is to create an “inclusive and sustainable global economy”, which is 
deeply connected to the political and institutional foundation of the UN, and that it has 
close linkages to the societal and economic development agendas the UN has advocated 
for decades.  
 

The UNGC lays out five essential elements of corporate sustainability which they aim to 
help businesses put into practice. First and foremost companies must “(1) operate 
responsibly in alignment with the universal principles and (2) take strategic actions that 
support the society around them. Then, to push sustainability deep into the corporate 
identity, companies must (3) commit at the highest level, (4) report annually on their 
efforts, and (5) engage locally where they have a presence” (UNGC, n.d.-e). The UNGC 
further undertakes a range of activities at the international and local level such as 
raising awareness through advocacy, developing resources and best practices, convening 
events, facilitating partnerships, and developing action initiatives on issues like climate 
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change, supply chain sustainability, poverty eradication, water and sanitation, and 
women's empowerment among others (UNGC, n.d.-f).  
 

The UNGC seeks to achieve its objectives by four engagements: leadership, as in 
promoting initiatives supporting the UNGC at all levels; dialogues, through engaging in 
policy dialogues with all concerned stakeholders; learning, by enabling dissemination of 
best business practices through sharing of ‘examples’ and ‘case studies’; and 
outreach/network, providing global and regional action platforms, including promotion 
of Public-private Partnerships (PPPs) projects (UNGC, n.d.-f; Deva, 2007). The Local 
Networks are an example of how these objectives are intended to be achieved.   

4.1.2. Progress Reports 
The UNGC aims to bring accountability and transparency to voluntary business efforts, 
through annual reporting requirements and the delisting of companies that fail to 
report. By this practice, the UNGC claims that the principles are voluntary, yet 
accountable (UNGC, n.d.-e). In January 2003, UNGC introduced the new feature called 
the Communication on Progress (COP) policy, which means that every signatory must 
annually hand-in the COP report. Non-business stakeholders must similarly hand in a 
‘Communication of Engagement’ (COE) report every other year. Companies and non-
business participants are supposed to communicate publicly on their progress through 
major mediums of communications, first and foremost annual reports and websites 
(UNGC, n.d.-e). This then allows stakeholders to evaluate the signatories’ actual 
commitment to the UNGC. To aid this process, the UNGC’s website offers guidelines on 
how to comply with the annual requirement of submitting the COPs (UNGC, n.d.-e). 
Members who fail to send their COPs or COEs are listed as ‘non-communicating’, and 
after a second consecutive year of failing to submit them, they are ‘delisted’ from the 
UNGC (UNGC, n.d.-e).  From the total amount of signatories that have at some point 
joined the UNGC since the year 2000, 36 percent have been delisted (UNGC, n.d.-c). 
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4.1.3. Partnerships 
The UNGC claims that the principle-based framework, best practices, available 
resources and networking events have “revolutionized how companies do action, 
partnerships and collaboration” (UNGC, n.d.-g). The UNGC helps participants forge and 
create partnerships across sectors through networking, collaboration with the Local 
Networks, resource development as well as online partnership matchmaking. 
Business.un.org is an example, and is a part of the Global Compact Business Partnership 
Hub, and functions as an online platform connecting the UN and companies to advance 
partnership projects around the world. UN staff and business representatives can 
interact among a global online community to find partners, share partnership projects 
as well as scale impact. The platform thus helps facilitate UN-business collaboration 
across the wide array of topics addressed by the UN, and is also leveraged for 
humanitarian appeals, disaster preparedness and response (UNGC, n.d.-g). In addition 
to having developed a variety of resources and tools throughout the partnership life 
cycle, UNGC also convenes meetings throughout the year to connect UN staff with the 
stakeholders from governments, civil society and businesses to meet and discuss 
common challenges and how they can be addressed through partnerships (UNGC, n.d.-
g). 
 

Moreover, the UNGC Office works with enabling the UN system internally to better 
engage with the private sector. An example of this is how the UNGC chairs and 
coordinates the UN System Private Sector Focal Points (PSFP) network, a community 
that is practice-designed to encourage coherent, principle-based and impactful UN-
business partnerships. The PSPF network meets annually and connects private-sector 
engagement staff across the UN system. According to the UNGC Office ( n.d.-h), this 
makes the UN organizations more prepared and able to partner strategically with the 
private sector. To further advance the integrity and transparency in UN-business 
partnerships, the UNGC Office coordinates the development of guidelines and policies 
emphasizing the importance of accountability in partner selection and engagement 
(UNGC, n.d.-h). 
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4.2. UNGC Local Networks 
UNGC Local Networks aim to “help companies understand what responsible business 
means within different national, cultural and language contexts and facilitate outreach, 
learning, policy dialogue, collective action and partnerships” (UNGC, n.d.-i). The 
networks further intent to help companies identify opportunities related to 
sustainability, promote action in support for broader UN Goals, providing practical 
guidance for action, as well as meeting the annual report requirement (UNGC, n.d.-i). 
All companies are encouraged to participate in their Local Network, and further engage 
in the countries where they have operations. The activities carried out by the networks 
are based on local principles and needs. Examples of activities listed on the UNGC 
website are: corporate sustainability seminars, issue-specific workshops, reporting 
trainings, networking events, partnerships, country-based consultations and policy 
dialogue to collective action projects, as well as local newsletters and awards (UNGC, 
n.d.-j). Local Networks are considered imperative in aligning the global-local agenda by 
identifying relevant opportunities to “contribute to sustainable development in the local 
context” (UNGC, 2014).  

4.2.1. Bottom-up Approach 
Local Networks are based on a bottom-up approach. Each network has a large degree of 
freedom to act with regards to how the network should operate. They choose the most 
pressing local issue to tackle, and choose how to source funding. Thus, the staggered 
establishment of the Local Networks since the inception of the UNGC, and the level of 
autonomy of each network has resulted in the networks being at “very different stages of 
maturity” (DNV GL and UNGC, 2015). Some provide sophisticated support, are highly 
active and well established in their communities. Others are “much more informal and 
not as effective yet” (DNV GL and UNGC, 2015). Each Local Network does however 
check in with the UNGC Office annually, and renew their Memorandum of 
Understanding, regardless of their structure (DNV GL and UNGC, 2015). The MoU is 
intended to include accountability and transparency measures, such as financial 
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disclosure, and integrity measures such as logo usage and dialogue facilitation. It also 
requires disclosure of annual activities (UNGC, 2014). 
 

Different economic and political environments affect the progress that each Local 
Network can make. Furthermore, the relationships between business and society, and 
the responsibility of companies are regarded differently around the world. How the 
issues in the ten principles carry meaning also diverge from country to country. For 
instance: in some countries, human rights are largely centred around non-
discrimination, and in other countries they are more related to freedom of speech (DNV 

GL and UNGC, 2015). The institutional environment of each Local Network thus 
determines how they get established, how they operate and how they proceed according 
to the overall development of the Global Compact.  
 

India was the birthplace of the first UNGC Local Network in 2003 (DNV GL and UNGC, 
2015). Since then, the number has increased to over 85 networks around the world. The 
spread is however uneven. There are active Local Networks in most of the European 
countries, yet in other parts of the world, the establishment has been slower. The region 
with the smallest number of networks is Africa (DNV GL and UNGC, 2015). The following 
graph shows the increase of networks from 2000-2014. In 2014, the number of Local 
Networks was 101, but has decreased since then, as some of the networks have been 
dissolved (UNGC, 2014).  
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Graph 1: Number of Networks By Region (UNGC, 2014) 

 

In 2014, 58 percent of all Local Networks were categorized as ‘Formal’, while 
‘Established’ accounted for 14 percent, and 28 percent were ‘Emerging’. Non-Formal 
Networks still account for 42 percent of the total number, which thus indicates that 
there is room for ‘Established’ and ‘Emerging’ networks to grow and evolve. This is 
illustrated in the following graph (UNGC, 2014). It should be noted that as of 26th of 
June 2016, the latest available Annual Report on Local Networks was from 2014.  
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Graph 2: Local Networks and their Development (UNGC, 2014) 

 

 

 

4.2.2. Local Network Progression Model 
The Local Network Progression Model is a model that aims to provide a growth 
trajectory for networks, and outlines “different levels of general support and capacity 
building depending on the network’s size, business priorities, governance structure and 
available resources” (UNGC, 2014). It intends to reconcile and recognize the diverse 
nature of independently managed and governed Local Networks (UNGC, 2014). The 
model encourages greater strategic collaboration between the networks, is constantly 
developed through consultations with Local Networks throughout the year, and is 
updated every year at the Annual Local Network Forum (UNGC, 2014).  

4.2.3. The Issue Engagement Framework  
The Issue Engagement Framework is a framework developed with the intent to help 
Local Networks engage their corporate participants and stakeholders more effectively 
around the specific UNGC issue areas. Local Networks have a “unique opportunity” to 
adapt key corporate sustainability issues for country specific contexts, foster effective 
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global-local learning, and mobilize businesses around UN priorities and goals through 
“issue-focused activities on learning, policy dialogue and action” (UNGC, 2014). The 
Issue Engagement Framework provides examples of “concrete efforts to undertake for 
each issue in the learning, policy dialogue and action categories”, and includes materials 
to help networks have an improved understanding of the business case for each issue to 
their participants. It also demonstrates how issue activities advance the implementation 
of the UNGC ten principles (UNGC, 2014). The framework supports networks in the 
following ways:  

- “It strengthens the network capacity to broker and facilitate impactful 
partnership and collective action projects;  

- It positions the network as a convener of a multi-stakeholder policy dialogue on 
key corporate sustainability and public policy issues; and  

- It assists companies more effectively to deepen implementation of a particular 
corporate sustainability issue and enhance the quality of sustainability reporting” 
(UNGC, 2014).  

4.2.4. UNGC Local Network’s Role in National CSR Strategies 
Many countries in the world have begun to adopt CSR strategies, and are often a 
product of multi-stakeholder consultation processes, and implemented collectively by 
companies, intermediary organizations and civil society organizations (CSOs). The 
country's political structure and traditions influence the CSR policies, and depend thus 
on the national context. Their objectives are nonetheless similar, such as raising 
awareness, increasing knowledge and learning on CSR issues, enhancing transparency 
of CSR practices and promoting public-private collaboration and stakeholder dialogue 
(DNV GL and UNGC, 2015). Many of the new national strategies are echoing the UNGC’s 
ten principles, as well as the OECD and European Commission's outlined principles 
related to sustainability. These call on governments to create enabling conditions for 
more inclusive and sustainable economies (DNV GL and UNGC, 2015). The UNGC Local 
Networks have contributed and played a prevalent role in creating national CSR 
strategies in several countries, such as Serbia, Macedonia, Ukraine and Germany. They 
have set up multi-stakeholder processes and policy dialogues on national CSR policies, 
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implemented actions aimed at promoting CSR, and formulated recommendations for 
detailed CSR action plans (DNV GL and UNGC, 2015).  

4.2.5. Inter-network Cooperation 
One of the intentions of the UNGC Local Networks is to collaborate with one another. 
The Asian region, for example, has more than 15 Local Networks, who discuss 
“opportunities and solutions to common issues at both the regional and sub-regional 
levels in an effort to generate and scale up impact” (UNGC, n.d.-k). Assisting in inter-
cooperation is the internal Global Compact Local Network system called the Knowledge-
sharing System, where experiences, best practices and other resources are shared 
(UNGC, 2014). Another way to encourage inter-network cooperation is the Local 
Network Exchange Programme. This is a peer-mentoring programme connecting 
contacts from different Local Networks across regional boundaries to a Local Network 
‘host’ country. The intent of the programme is to provide Local Networks with an insight 
in the operation of other networks and thus to foster inter-regional and inter-network 
collaborations, and ‘cross-pollination’ of best practices. Examples of inter-network 
collaboration in Asia are a recent joint publication which highlights Local Networks best 
practices, as well as an annual sub-regional roundtable convened by the East Asian 
networks (UNGC, n.d.-k).  

5. Literature Review  
The literature around the UNGC is varied, and to make an account for the most relevant 
with regards to our topic, we first discuss arguments that are supportive of the UNGC, 
followed by criticisms of it. We continue with presenting theories that have been used to 
analyse the UNGC as a concept; specifically, we focus on the literature on Public Private 
Partnerships (PPP), Public Private Policy Partnerships (4P), and Global Public Policy 
Networks (GPPN). Due to the focus on Local Networks and institutional context of this 
thesis, we proceed by giving an account of institutional theory and its relationship to 
CSR. In reviewing CSR we concentrate on legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory, 
isomorphism, and lastly, global versus local CSR.  
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5.1. The UNGC - Positive Aspects 
Many authors underline how the UNGC was a timely result of the prevalent debates in 
the 1990s regarding the UN's role, and businesses responsibility towards society, as 
mentioned in the introduction. Voegtlin and Pless (2014) echo this, and state that from 
a socio-historical perspective one may say that the historical conditions suggests that the 
UNGC was the first approach by the UN to move the relationship from confrontation to 
cooperation, as well as to garner the legitimacy for global CSR principles. Kell (2012), 
states what he considers are the different factors that have contributed to creating 
enabling preconditions and ingredients for the growth of the UNGC. He asserts that the 
idea for the UNGC was born as an opportunistic construct that meshed contemporary 
policy debates with emerging business-society trends, and UN’s core values. 
Accordingly, the human rights, labour, and environmental principles were identified on 
pragmatic grounds to reflect three critical debates of the 1990s. These debates were 
about trade, the role of business in society, as well as UN’s core competencies in both 
normative and operative fields (Kell, 2012). Kell (2012) thus argues that the integration 
of these three distinct areas and their corresponding constituencies of governments, 
private sector actors, and the UN into one idea gave the UNGC traction from the 
beginning. He further contends that the same underlying idea is still as relevant in 
today's context, which is one of the strengths of the UNGC, and that since its inception, 
the UNGC has proven to be a dynamic initiative. 

5.1.1. Governmental Support  
With regards to governmental support, Kell (2012) argues that governments have both 
given the UNGC intergovernmental legitimacy, as well as provided critical financial 
support to operationalize the underlying concept. Governments have additionally played 
an instrumental role in creating awareness of the UNGC at a country level, as well as 
institutionalized the annual UNGC Local Network Forums. Developing countries’ 
governments have also supported the UNGC, despite varying degree of distrust at the 
early stages. Over time, the UNGC has been seen as an instrument to support 
“modernization” and economic integration in many DCs (Kell, 2012; Williams, 2014). In 
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OECD countries, the UNGC has been viewed as a favourable policy option to address the 
backlashes of trade liberalization and global integration. Thus, all sorts of governments 
from North to South alike, see the UNGC as a complementary approach that does not 
compete with regulatory intervention, but rather contribute with an additional way of 
mobilizing private sector activities in support of public policy goals (Bertlesmann, 
Stiftung and UNGC, 2010 in Kell, 2012). Kell (2012) states that the solid support of 
governments, the progressive intergovernmental oversight as managers, as well as the 
continued avoidance of being hijacked by narrow national interests will remain the most 
important factor for the UNGC in the future. 

5.1.2. Fostering Change Within the UN  
Adams and Mortens (2015) among other scholars state that the UN has increasingly 
become more subject to expectations of transparency and efficiency, along with the 
increasing expectations of businesses becoming more responsible towards the societal 
context they exist and operate in. The lack of basic procedures on how UN staff 
members work with private sector has thus been a concern and a topic of criticism. 
Accordingly, Kell (2012) argues that the UNGC Business Guidelines serve as an 
important tool to foster institutional capacity within the UN while ensuring brand 
protection, as well as a level of coherence across the organization. In general, Kell (2012) 
argues that the UNGC has played a major role in fostering institutional change within 
the UN system. Continuing to develop a policy narrative and supporting a build-up of 
institutional capacities to enable cooperation with the private sector remain a significant 
goal in its own right. This contributes to making UN more effective and capable of 
achieving its respective goals. Furthermore, the actual institutional capacity building for 
effective private sector engagement was critical for the development of the UNGC itself. 
Kell (2012) argues that, “although learning has occurred over the past decade and new 
forms of scalable cooperation are currently taking place, this agenda will undoubtedly 
remain an important one for the foreseeable future”. Several of its underlying features 
such as its network-based nature, which connects global markets with local realities, 
have significantly shaped the corporate citizenship and responsibility agenda (Berliner 
and Prakash, 2015). Additionally, through the UNGC, the UN system as a whole has 
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been helped to successfully integrate the UN system into the global corporate 
responsibility movement (Williams, 2014; Voegtlin and Pless, 2014). 

5.1.3. Networks 
It has frequently been debated by scholars as to whether and how the voluntary nature 
of the UNGC serves its purpose, and to which degree. Berliner and Prakash (2015) 
distinguish between norm-based approaches and incentives-based approaches when it 
comes to voluntary programs versus regulations, and their effectiveness. UNGC is 
described as a norm-based approach, which suggests that the program design shapes 
compliance by facilitating social processes of norm diffusion and learning. Actors may 
not comply because they lack the knowledge and the capacity to do so, or are not socially 
embedded in networks that emphasize compliance with the norms. Thus, program 
design should incorporate mechanisms for learning and include actors in appropriate 
social networks, in order to work. To ensure compliance with the program obligations—
the ten principles, handing in the COP—the UNGC encourages norm diffusion and 
information sharing by embedding member firms in communities and networks, as 
opposed to providing enforcement mechanisms and credible monitoring. Berliner and 
Prakash (2015) argue that the socialization process of the networks pushes the 
normative aspects and become embedded in companies over time. Mwangi et al. (2013, 
in Berliner and Prakash 2015) echoes this notion by stating that “the existence of active 
regional and local UNGC networks is a crucial ingredient for setting in motion specific 
mechanisms, such as peer learning and capacity-building, that can contribute effectively 
to improved performance of individual member companies”. Williams (2014) further 
emphasizes this point by stating that through the process of discussion, persuasion, and 
arguing about practices, such as subcontracting to so-called sweatshops, the norms and 
values that enable global governance are internalized, and major players are ‘socialized’, 
and thus the voluntary compliance of the UNGC principles shape the new CSR agenda. 
Garsten and Jacobssen (2011) furthermore argue that the UNGC has supported, created 
or inspired the creation of a number of local and worldwide networks of organizations, 
organized by geographic line such as country, region, or sector. The UNGC and its 
associated network of organizations has developed into a veritable ‘organizational field’ 
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(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) composed of organizations that are connected or in 
partnership because they build on or require each other in some way. The result is then 
a thick and complex web of organizational connections. These organizations make up 
together a web of accountability in the relations between each element: “Each 
organization and code of conduct, standard or the like, strengthen each other” (Garsten 
and Jacobssen, 2011). 
 

Related to the existing networks, Deva (2007) points out how the UNGC cooperates with 
academia, and views this engagement as laudable. This is because academia could play a 
vital role in spreading critical understanding of the corporate citizenship initiative 
through education, writing and research. Deva (2007) further argues that if the 
curricula in business, management and law schools in the long term are aligned with the 
agenda of corporate citizenship, they could possibly provide critical training to current 
and future corporate management and executive leaders. He states that, “By providing 
such training, educational institutions could fill an existing fundamental gap that does 
not allow a proper balancing between wealth maximization and promotion of human 
rights by corporations” (Deva, 2007). 

5.1.4. Soft Law to Hard Law 
Williams (2014) state that many critics of UN’s engagement with the private sector 
through the UNGC see the only answer to equitable economic development as a 
worldwide legal framework, in the sense of hard law, as opposed to a set of voluntary 
principles. Hard law is understood as binding and enforceable, while soft law is legally 
non-binding. The UNGC principles are an example of soft law along with guidelines, and 
resolutions. However, some scholars have noted that hard law seldom just appears on 
the scene, but rather has a history and usually follows when soft laws, norms, and 
customs that are thought to be of importance by society are seriously violated (William, 
2014). Williams (2014) argues, “There are a number of examples where it becomes clear 
that soft law cannot achieve the desired results and thus society influences the 
governing body to move to hard law with sanctions”. An example of this is the Enron 
case where accounting ‘hard laws’, were created in the aftermath of the scandal 
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(Williams, 2014). The discussion on soft versus hard laws is by way of noting that in 
many parts of the world there have not been customs, norms and soft law that guide 
businesses. A significant value of the UNGC is to highlight the normative dimension, the 
universal values of the UNGC, and carry them into the strategic level of business 
operations. When there is a firm consensus on the soft law required for the global 
business community, the possibility of evolving into hard law becomes a reality 
(Williams, 2014).  Garsten and Jacobssen (2011) agree with this sentiment and also 
argue that it is misleading to refer to the UNGC as entirely voluntary. Although it may be 
voluntary on a legal sense, there are occasions in which it “may take on the qualities of a 
mandatory form of regulation” (Garsten and Jacobssen, 2011). Moreover, the authors 
also contend that the increasing adoption of CSR standards can pave the way to 
international framework agreements, “which in turn can be seen as the start of 
international industrial relations with provisions that are negotiated and agreed” 
(Garsten and Jacobssen, 2011).  

5.1.5. Transparency through Reporting 
Garsten and Jacobsson (2011) address the question of what types of ethics are usually 
promoted through the voluntary nature of the UNGC. They look into both the 
organizational ‘thinking’ and ‘talk’, the normative ideals and narratives, and the 
technologies by which the organizational vision of CSR is to be implemented. By 
technologies, they refer to transparency and legibility. They state that transparency is an 
important regulatory concept which promotes good governance and social 
accountability, and as a device to enhance openness as well as the accountability of the 
organizations. Transparency in this context emerges as a key component of the ‘audit 
culture’ that has increasingly evolved the last decades. However, Garsten and Jacobsson 
(2011) argue that the processes of making internal information transparent and visible 
indeed involve complex negotiations within the organizations regarding what shall be 
hidden and what shall be disclosed. Thus, transparency inherently involves dilemmas in 
which the management of the organization has to engage with. On the one hand, 
companies may possibly feel that they lose some of their competitiveness, and hence 
want to keep certain parts secret, but on the other hand, there might be advantages in 
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terms of corporate culture, brand management, legitimacy and trust through being fully 
transparent. 
 

Hoessle (2014) points out that since the early 1990s, when the first corporations started 
to report on their environmental performance, there has been a remarkable increase in 
publicly presenting nonfinancial information, and a paradigm shift towards including a 
broad range of environmental, social and human rights issues. The UNGC with its COP 
requirement provided an internationally accepted and practical method and framework 
for corporations to disclose great amounts of information. In order to comply with the 
requirements of the UNGC, there is a distinction between OECD countries and non-
OECD countries. Businesses from OECD countries have to submit a COP one year after 
becoming a signatory, and non-OECD countries are only required to submit three years 
after becoming a signatory (Hoessle, 2014). Hoessle (2014) found after interviewing a 
range of MNCs and SMEs in USA, Germany, Mozambique and United Arab Emirates 
that many of the interviewees use different resources and publications by the UNGC to 
get current information and ideas for implementing the ten principles. Due to the fact 
that the UN provides these publications and resources, they view this as a guarantee of 
the credibility and relevance of the information they contain. 

5.2. The UNGC- Negative Aspects 
The UNGC is a unique initiative and the positive aspects discussed by different authors 
have been highlighted. However, as a “private-public, local-global, municipal-
extraterritorial” (Deva, 2007) initiative, its complexity lends to many challenges and 
critiques, which will be discussed in the following paragraphs.  

5.2.1. The UNGC is too Simplistic 
The UNGC is designed “as a means to serve as a [frame] of reference to stimulate best 
practices and to bring about convergence around universally shared values” (Williams, 
2014). However, a group of critics argues that partnerships are influenced by the 
particular environment in which they are conceived, but that their present popularity 
propagates the belief that there is a one stop model of partnership applicable to each 
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and every situation (Rein et al. in Utting and Zammit, 2009). Thus, “the enhancement of 
transparency and legibility by way of CSR standards”—in this case by way of becoming a 
UNGC member—squeezes the complexity of values, diverging ideas, and diversity of 
institutions into a single common format (Garsten and Jacobsson, 2011). Remarkably 
complicated and interlinked ethical issues are simplified and reduced into a manageable 
format under a universal agenda, leading UNGC partners to seek solutions that only 
attack problems at a surface level, and “failing to capture the complexity of social life 
and to foster ethical sensibilities in a wider sense” (Garsten and Jacobsson, 2011). 
Moreover, such simplification fails to recognize that firms vary in sizes and experiences 
and thus have different challenges and needs when implementing the ten principles 
(Kell, 2012). Hence, “As the Global Compact becomes more global...a critical 
assessment...is required in order not to disadvantage beginners against advanced 
leaders while continuing to motivate industry leaders on corporate sustainability” (Kell, 
2012). The UNGC ten principles are said to be purposely vague, in order to be simple 
and attractive to companies, but this causes them to be inadequate and abstract in 
guiding corporations about the conduct expected from them (Deva, 2007). Critics fear 
that many UN fundamentals will be made voluntary because they see the ten principles 
as a faint and limited reflection of the whole of UN norms, standards and treaty 
obligations (Adams and Martens, 2015). 

5.2.2. Criticism towards Norm-Based Approaches 
As previously discussed, one of the defining elements of the UNGC is that it is a norm-
based approach and is therefore voluntary. Berliner and Prakash (2015), point that there 
is considerable scepticism about this type of programs. From an economic perspective, 
the UNGC is a mechanism designed to compensate for global market failure and its 
success is evaluated in its ability to effectively secure compliance with its rules by 
signatories. For this reason, the UNGC is argued to be in need of providing instruments 
“to avoid principal agent problems and ensure the transparency of signatories’ CSR 
engagement” (Voegtlin and Pless, 2014). It is argued that regulation of firms should be 
left to the state because corporations are governed by a structural imperative of profit 
and hence will prioritize shareholders over other stakeholders (Berliner and Prakash, 
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2015). Thus, the UNGC is said to naively “disregard the fact that one party may have to 
confront internally diverging interests” (Garsten and Jacobsson, 2011). For norm-based 
approach critics, corporations have incentives to strategically “shirk” from their 
program commitments because they can enjoy the reputational and goodwill benefits 
without incurring costs (Berliner and Prakash, 2015). Put another way, this critique 
emphasizes that because voluntary programs lack rigorous monitoring and enforcement 
mechanisms, they do not incentivize participants to adhere to their obligations (Adams 
and Martens, 2015; Voegtlin and Pless, 2014). This, in turn, relates to the critique on the 
simplicity of the UNGC; it is argued that the vagueness of the ten principles is counter-
productive because “corporations can easily circumvent or comply with them without 
doing anything to promote human rights or labor standards” (Deva, 2007). Hence, soft 
law is seen as an insufficient mechanism in inducing MNCs to comply with the UNGC 
principles (Hoessle, 2014) and critics claim, “that the only way to realize the vision and 
overcome the plight of the poor is to have a radical change, a binding legal framework in 
the global economy” (Williams, 2014). 

5.2.3. Increasing Power of the Private Sector within the UN 
The norm-based approach critique hints at another related problem: “the increasingly 
cozy relationship between big business and international organizations constitutes a 
setting that is rife with conflicts of interests” (Utting and Zammit, 2009). Adams and 
Martens (2015), argue that the proliferation of partnerships within the UN system stems 
from a belief that governments have failed in solving global issues by themselves, and 
hence the size and financial power of corporations have led the UNGC to ardently 
recommend governments to allow “for maximum alignment with corporate strategies 
and multi-stakeholder partnerships.” However, in doing so, the UNGC implicitly 
overvalues the political status of private actors at the expense of governments, 
parliaments and intergovernmental bodies (Adams and Martens, 2015). This has raised 
concern that business will dominate the UN (Williams, 2014; Adams and Martens, 
2015), and it is argued that the new relationship between the multilateral organization 
and businesses “has become too close for comfort” (Utting and Zammit, 2009). It is 
argued that MNCs have been both defensive and proactive in response to civil society’s 
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pressures to reduce corporate power, “corporate malpractice, and the perverse effects of 
‘corporate globalization’ ” (Utting and Zammit, 2009). UNGC membership is seen as 
one more strategic tool of corporations for safeguarding and reinforcing neoliberalism 
and lessening anti-capitalism, anti-WTO and anti-globalization resistance (Utting and 
Zammit, 2009; Deva, 2007). Adams and Martens (2015), state that “while advertising 
itself as a CSR vehicle, the Compact may in fact be a Trojan Horse for corporate 
influence at the UN” inverting the original purpose of the initiative from one that 
intended to sensitize business actors towards key UN norms, to one that reversely brings 
corporate thinking into the policy-making of the UN. For this reason the UNGC is said 
to have adverse consequences for democratic governance and general public support, as 
it aligns away from the less powerful and towards power centres (Adams and Martens, 
2015). 

5.2.4. Bluewashing 
According to Hoessle (2014), the UNGC is the largest CSR initiative worldwide, and for 
businesses, becoming a member does not require significant financial and/or personal 
effort. Thus, partnerships with the UN are said to be a cheap bargain, as companies can 
benefit from the UN name at comparatively low costs (Adams and Martens, 2015). 
Critics argue that the UNGC risks endorsing ethical appearance rather than expanding 
moral sensibilities because “it is often the impression of ethical sensibility and 
accountability that is accentuated, rather than the actual accomplishment” (Garsten and 
Jacobsson, 2011). A study by Berliner and Prakash (2015) of nearly 3000 US firms 
found evidence that UNGC members strategically shirk their program obligations. 
Participants only outperformed non-participants when it came to superficial and low-
cost steps in the direction of human rights and the environment; yet—also in relation to 
human rights and the environment—when it came to more substantial and crucial steps, 
UNGC participants underperformed in comparison to their counterparts (Berliner and 
Prakash, 2015). For this reason, critics argue that UNGC members are said to be 
‘bluewashing’ their companies, draping “themselves in the blue UN flag in order to 
burnish their reputations and distract stakeholders from their poor environmental or 
human rights records” (Berliner and Prakash, 2015). Hoessle (2014) also points out that 
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there is concern about the areas of business in which some of the participants are 
involved in, such as nuclear energy, coal energy, oil, mining, arms production, 
manufacturing of pesticides and genetically modified organisms, and plastic bottle 
production. These areas are environmentally damaging and the fact that those 
businesses participate in the UNGC leads critics to accuse them of bluewashing 
(Hoessle, 2014). Adams and Martens (2015), further warn that “UN-business 
partnerships are not a one-way street, they affect both partners”. Corporations can gain 
from the UN image, but there is also the risk that image transfer works in the opposite 
way: that cooperation with controversial corporations will negatively affect the image of 
the UN as a neutral broker and undermine its reputation (Adams and Martens, 2015). 

5.2.5. Accountability and Transparency 
Whether the UNGC will purport the adverse effects described above or not, depends on 
the transparency and accountability of signatories (Adams and Martens, 2015). Hoessle 
(2014) points that the introduction of integrity measures was a paramount step in this 
direction, but that “the mechanisms for verification of systematic or egregious abuse are 
insufficiently developed.” Critics are concerned about the limited public disclosure 
requisites demanded from UN partnerships, and about the lack of standards in terms of 
accountability and conflicts of interest (Adams and Martens, 2015). Kell (2012) supports 
this argument, and contends that “the issue of accountability continues to remain a 
work in progress as the Global Compact continues to grow and face new challenges.” 
Some critics acknowledge the need to improve the transparency of CSR reporting by 
participants, meaning that there is a need to enhance the effectiveness of the COP 
reporting, since the current framework does not distinguish insincere corporate citizens 
from sincere ones (Deva, 2007; Voegtlin and Pless, 2014). It is argued that, “it is in both 
private and public interests that only really responsible corporate citizens are allowed to 
reap benefits of keeping with the UN” (Deva, 2007). This, in turn, can help assess 
learning and development of participants and increase the validity of the initiative 
(Voegtlin and Pless, 2014). 
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5.3. Conceptualization of UNGC 
There are two prominent literature discourses each conceptualizing the UNGC. One is 
called PPPs and as the name suggests, it is related to the PPP discourse. The other is 
part of network theory and is called Global Public Policy Network (GPPNs). Both 
approaches share the view that the UNGC can be seen as a tool for global governance. 
Thus, global governance will first be introduced, followed by a review of the literature 
relating PPPs to the UNGC, succeeded by a parallel review of GPPNs and the UNGC.  

5.3.1. Global Governance 
Briefly, governance specifically refers to the process by which organizations or society 
guide themselves “to create coherence, order, and continuity in the system” (Rosenau, 
1995 in Rasche and Gilbert, 2012) with the goal of creating “the conditions for social 
order” (Rasche and Gilbert, 2012). Usually, governance is associated with national 
governments (Detomasi, 2007), but Finkelstein (1995 in Rasche and Gilbert, 2012) 
states, “because governance on a global level cannot rest on the authority of government 
alone, global governance usually involves states and non-state parties in the process of 
rulemaking and rule enforcement.” This is because globalization has pushed NGOs and 
businesses to expand their operations to a transnational scale, which has increasingly 
given them a prominent role in international relations (Benner et al., 2003). As a result, 
“states, international organizations, companies, and NGOs now find themselves on the 
same playing field—and are gradually recognizing their interdependence in shaping the 
environment they operate” (Benner et al., 2003). Hence, addressing the vast array of 
problems that have arisen from an interconnected world requires that the public, 
private, and voluntary sectors join their efforts to find solutions (Brinkehoff and 
Brinkehoff, 2011). Correspondingly, global governance has developed three 
characteristics: “1) it is comprised of various actors from the business, governmental, 
and civil society sectors in its aim of solving problems; 2) it is multi-level, bringing 
together local, national, and international actors to find solutions at all levels; and 3) it 
is structured on a model that is dependent on inter-subjective agreement and mutual 
goals rather than legal authority” (Rasche and Gilbert, 2012). 
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5.3.2. Public-Private Partnerships  
PPPs are not new, and there is vast literature on the subject. However, there is no agreed 
upon definition on what they are. Weihe (2008) argues that because of the numerous 
meanings of the term, it is impossible to have an “overarching definition of PPP” 
without making it so broad that it becomes vague. In the past, PPPs had been mainly 
pursued for service delivery and infrastructure projects (Brinkehoff and Brinkehoff, 
2011). Accordingly, the ‘partnership’ term was for the most part regarded as signifying 
‘contracting out’ public projects to private entities (Hodge and Greve, 2013). More 
recently, with the proliferation of partnerships, different streams of PPP literature have 
emerged corresponding with the intended purpose of the partnership (Weihe, 2009; 
Hodge and Greve, 2007; Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff, 2011). Weihe (2009) identifies 
four main approaches: 1) the urban regeneration approach; 2) the policy approach; 3) 
the infrastructure approach; and 4) the development approach. The UNGC has been 
referred to by scholars within both the development approach and the policy approach 
(Weihe, 2009).  

5.3.2.1. Development Approach  
Under the development approach, PPPs are means to achieve such broad ends as to 
reduce poverty, social deprivation, and corruption, as well as to improve the 
environment (Weihe, 2009). Key actors are national and international (non) 
governmental aid organizations such as the UN. Their role lies primarily in creating and 
promoting environments conducive to PPPs in recipient countries. One may call the 
organizations the facilitators of partnerships. Weihe (2009) emphasizes that there is a 
distinct PPP development field where international organizations as well as 
governmental stakeholders continuously try to establish an environment in developing 
countries that are conducive to different types of PPPs. What unites the ‘development 
approach’ is that third party actors play a vital role in both overseeing and initiating 
different types of partnerships in order to enhance development as a goal. The 
establishment of UNGC in 2000 was a key moment in relation to utilizing partnerships 
for developmental objectives; thereafter, there has been a pronounced increase in the 
number of partnership activities in this area (Weihe, 2009).  
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Uttam and Zammit (2009) argue that from an ideological perspective, CSR and PPPs 
legitimize the shift from the state-led “development” patterns to ones delivered and 
driven by market forces. The principal agents have internalized values associated with 
social, sustainable and rights-based development “as part of a model of ‘enlightened 
global capitalism” (Utting and Zammit, 2009). PPPs are sought with the belief that 
partnering with the private sector can bring ‘business-like’ practices to the public sector, 
increasing efficiency and effectiveness (Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff, 2011).   Moreover, 
PPPs are in essence drawing on prominent features of two models of capitalism, called 
moral individualism, which characterize the so-called Anglo-Saxon model (the United 
States and the United Kingdom), also termed a liberal model, and the more 
collaborative features of the so-called stakeholder model of continental Europe (Uttam 
and Zammit, 2009). Uttam and Zammit (2009) argue that PPPs are a manifestation of a 
convergence of these two models, although, as Weihe (2009) also points out, PPPs 
constitute a heterogeneous category. Some initiatives resemble conventional forms of 
philanthropy while others, such as the UNGC, are seen as multi-stakeholder initiatives. 
However, despite the growing importance of the private sector, companies still gain 
most of their authority through norms developed by the multilateral system (Bull, 2010 
in Hodge et al., 2010). Rosenau (2000) argues that NGO are often seen as champions in 
achieving legitimacy and gaining trust by commencing moral codes, norms and 
standards. Accordingly, companies also have something to gain from joining the UNGC 
(Hodge et al., 2010).  

5.3.2.2. Public-Private Policy Partnership (4Ps) Approach  
Within the policy approach literature there is an emerging understanding of the 
‘partnership’ concept as evolving around new public policy issues, crossing both 
geographical and organizational borders, and found on both national and international 
political levels (Hodge and Greve, 2013). This concept is called 4Ps, and looks more into 
politically motivated partnerships. 4Ps can be understood as a governance or policy tool, 
a symbol or a statement of a certain cultural set of assumptions. Bull and McNeill 
(2007) include international organizations and particularly the UN in their writing on 
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4Ps. They relate their definition to the UN by regarding 4Ps as “both formal and 
informal dialogue and knowledge sharing between the UN and the private sector with 
the aim to have an impact on policy, be it the policy of international organizations, 
governments or corporations” (Bull and McNeill, 2007). They further argue that in some 
examples the partners can be seen as largely promoting the same agenda, and in others 
the partnerships are “attempts to reconcile ideological differences” (Bull and McNeill, 
2007). They emphasize how one of the main functions of the 4Ps is to develop standards 
and norms. Thus, by establishing how the UNGC in general provides a ‘neutral platform’ 
for government officials, civil society and business to engage with each other, Bull and 
McNeill point to how the UNGC as an institution carries a certain degree of expertize 
and authority when engaging in partnerships from other sectors (Bull, 2010 in Hodge et 
al., 2010; Bull and McNeill, 2007). This results in both partners potentially benefitting 
from policy changes, at international, national or corporate level, which might not have 
been achievable otherwise. 
 

Rosenau (2000) refers to the 4Ps as cooperative relationships between non-profit, 
profit-making firms, private organizations as well as governments to fulfil a policy 
function. The authors Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff (2011) further argue that 4Ps should 
be seen as more informal and loose structures, but claim that they also can be structured 
as more formal committees, special forces and task commissions. The common 
denominator is the blend of political considerations and state-society relations or 
interests, as well as a provider of political responses to specific groups in society. Thus, 
according to Brinkerhoff and Brinkerhoff (2011), 4Ps can be studied as tools for 
achieving good governance. Similarly, Utting and Zammit (2009) also argue that in 
relation to approaches to development interventions, there is a normative dimension 
related to good governance. Here, the 4Ps are associated with collaboration, 
responsibility, trust and participation. These are also features of the institutionalism 
associated with ‘embedded liberalism,’ which is concerned with strengthening and 
developing institutions that can “minimize or mitigate the perverse effects of markets 
and economic liberalization, and correcting the imbalance between corporate rights and 
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obligations that has occurred in the contemporary era of globalization” (Utting and 
Zammit, 2009). Thus, they argue that 4Ps, such as the UNGC are a response not only to 
market failure, but also to state-failure, such as the real or perceived inability of 
governments, particularly in DCs, to be effective facilitators of development and 
regulation, and as providers of essential goods and services. 
 

In this context, the UNGC can be seen as part of the development of new coordination 
regimes that “extend the scope of networks, partnerships and other forms of reflexive 
self-organization” or as “new forms of regulated self-discipline in an ‘enterprise society’ 
” (Utting and Zammit, 2009). Hence, the UNGC is regarded as a logical response to 
structural changes in state-market society relations that has occurred since the 1980s. 
Globalization, liberalization and the expansion of civil society in general have caused the 
rolling back of some state capacities and functions, and the increase in both the number 
and global reach of companies, as well as the emergence of new policy actors such as 
NGOs. There have been many changes in the nature of policy making, where knowledge 
networks, social learning and according to Uttam and Zammit (2009) “so-called 
experts,” are now more prevalent. Regulatory authority has become privatized and more 
‘multi-playered’ through the increasing participation of non-state actors. This has 
resulted in new forms of ‘collaborative governance’ with the increase of 4Ps, other PPPs 
and multi stakeholder collaborations, and the UNGC is one of the main examples of 
these. However, 4Ps are complex organizations with distinct levels of ethical 
responsibilities, conflicts and interests shared by non-profit organizations and for-profit 
companies who try to cooperate on shared ambitions and goals. Unlike more traditional 
forms of PPPs, the governance of the UNGC is complicated by the political, non-profit 
element through the exhaustion of individual motivations or the social capital 
requirement in these kinds of partnerships (Amirkhanyan and Pettijohn, 2013). Because 
of its international nature, these elements can be even more complicated. 

5.3.3. Global Public Policy Networks (GPPNs) 
Within network theory, GPPNs have come in vogue as a direct response to the 
interdependence in tackling issues that no single actor can address alone (Benner et al., 
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2003). GPPNs have the four following features: 1) their policy making ability does not 
come from states. Governments may support such networks, but they should not act as 
enforcing agents; 2) their memberships consists of both state and non-state actors; 3) 
they act as a framework for cooperative action and mutual learning—the actors involved 
develop common goals and consensus-based guidelines to which members adhere on a 
voluntary basis; and 4) they do not monitor compliance since change is supposed to 
come from diffusing best practices and learning (Rasche and Gilbert, 2012). In short, 
GPPNs are defined as “global governance arrangements in which state and non-state 
actors voluntarily participate for the purpose of discursively designing and 
implementing policies” (Rasche and Gilbert, 2012). Moreover, GPPNs have 
decentralized planning and control, are flexible in structure, involve multiple types of 
social relations, and are evolutionary in character (Benner et al., 2003; Baker, 1992 in 
Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). GPPNs continually evaluate their effectiveness as 
governance organizations to predict and respond to new challenges, and identify areas 
where their current performance is inadequate (Detomasi, 2007). It should be noted 
that GPPNs do not replace, but rather complement national governments (Detomasi, 
2007; Benner et al., 2003). Benner et al. (2003) argue that if states invest resources into 
these networks, GPPNs “can help states and their international organizations achieve 
their mission, maintain their missions, maintain their competence, and serve their 
citizenship.” 

  
GPPNs make use of the individual strengths of the numerous actors involved to generate 
an effective international governance system that overcomes the weaknesses troubling 
each member individually (Detomasi, 2007). GPPNs do this by merging the technical 
and administrative know-how from the private sector with the legitimacy possessed by 
states and civil society (Detomasi, 2007; Rasche and Gilbert, 2012).  They involve actors 
from local, national, and international levels because they recognize that “although 
many governance gaps are global problems in terms of scope, their solution depends not 
only on global coordination but also, and maybe most of all, on local implementation” 
(Brühl and Rittberger, 2001 in Rasche and Gilbert, 2012); thus GPPNs take a multi-
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level—or glocal—structure (Waddell, 2011). Benner et al. (2003) add that in doing so, 
they combine existing knowledge from different sources in new ways that create new 
knowledge. GPPNs codify the expectations of the different actors, or put another way, 
they create standards around issue areas (Detomasi, 2007). For these reasons GPPNs 
are seen as promising tools that can “build bridges across different sectors and levels” 
(Benner et al., 2003). To achieve this aim, GPPNs engage in extensive use of PPPs, and 
other forms of cooperative engagements between the public and private sectors 
(Detomasi, 2007). They also identify key leverage organizations that can ensure that 
projects are tackled in a manner that produces extensive disseminated learning 
(Waddell, 2011). 

In this light, the UNGC is described as GPPN, as it is bringing together UN agencies, 
governments, businesses, CSOs, NGOs and labour representatives from more than 135 
countries (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). It is a network, where the Headquarter Office in 
New York is acting as a hub, and is in charge of the overall coordination and 
management of the compact (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). The hub is surrounded by 
over 85 Local Networks, which in turn help to make the initiative sustainable by serving 
as a “local engagement platform” for firms and other stakeholders to advance the 
UNGC’s ten principles (Kell, 2005 and Williams, 2014 in Gilbert and Behnam 2012). 
Accordingly it is designed as a collaborative and voluntary learning forum where 
companies and other stakeholders such as CSOs share best practices, in order to 
advance practical solutions for the disclosure, implementation and development of 
social, environmental and governance practices and policies (Kell and Levin, 2003; 
Williams, 2004; Kell, 2012; Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). As the UNGC strives to be a 
voluntary and inclusive initiative to promote corporate responsibilities, the network 
character of the compact implies that the “authority to govern is decentralized and that 
no stakeholder group by itself can modify the way the UNGC works” (UNGC, 2008 in 
Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). Hence, the UNGC network comprises every participant who 
is willing and able to engage in dialogue, learning and concrete undertakings to advance 
and implement the UNGC ten principles (Kell and Levin, 2003). Through this, the 
UNGC aids in raising interest and awareness for the compact and provide “a basis for 
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the constitution of trust in the initiative”, which is imperative for the network to 
function optimally (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012).  

5.3.3.1. The Role of Trust in GPPNs  
The structure of GPPNs lies between market and hierarchy, and thus “the manifold 
actors in a network are characterized not only by economic transactions but also by 
social ties” (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). In this light, trust becomes a precondition for 
the establishment of GPPNs because “without a certain amount of trust, actors would 
not invest their resources and share their knowledge, and without trust, collaboration in 
a network would not be stable” (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). In the case of UNGC, the 
network is voluntary in nature, which means that neither prices nor power act as 
prevailing means of coordination. It is rather the trust stakeholders place in the 
Compact that aid in reducing uncertainty and which makes assumptions about other 
actors’—or members—behaviour and intentions (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). The 
voluntary nature of the UNGC sheds light on a firm's commitment to the Compact, and 
this voluntarism in and of itself is considered an auspicious step toward actually 
implementing CSR strategies related to the Compact’s ten principles. Hence, the UNGC 
aids companies in building a trustful image and brand equity to advance and foster their 
relationships with local communities (UNGC, 2010d in Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). 
Accordingly, two of the core aims and aspirations of the UNGC are to rebuild trust in the 
business sector overall as well as to promote higher standards of CSR (Bremer, 2008 in 
Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). 

In the discussion of GPPNs it is important to note the distinction between personal trust 
and system trust. Personal trust is given to other human beings, while system trust 
refers to the trust actors give to both technical and social systems (Bachmann 2001, 
Giddens 1990, Hosmer 1995, Zaheer et al. 1998, in Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). The 
distinction is important since GPPNs concentrate on organizations rather than on 
individuals because they recognize that “most individuals have less influence and 
resource access than organizations” and hence individuals are a weak leverage (Waddell, 
2011). Moreover, in a global network where not all members know each other 
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personally, system trust implies actors trust the GPPN even if not all of its members are 
considered trustworthy (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). In other words, “stakeholders 
collectively assume that a system is functioning and thus they place their trust in that 
function and not (only) in the people associated with it” (Luhmann, 1979, in Gilbert and 
Behnam, 2012). With regards to the UNGC, the notion of trust is first and foremost 
related to the mentioned ‘system trust’, through the manifold of stakeholders (Gilbert 
and Behnam, 2012). This means that the UNGC is deeply bound up with the 
mechanisms of trust in abstract systems, such as the reputation of the UN to act as a 
norm-creating and norm-generating global institution (Luhmann 1979, Gilbert and 
Behnam 2012).  Stakeholders in the UNGC thus trust the UNGC to combine the main 
properties of the UN—the convening power and moral authority—with the private 
sector’s solution-findings strengths, as well as the capacities and expertise of a variety of 
key constituencies (Gallup International 2003, in Gilbert and Behnam 2012). Hence, the 
stakeholders trust transcends “concrete exchange experience; it does not mainly depend 
on real persons but the ability of the UN and the Global Compact to act as 
‘administrators’ of human rights and corporate responsibility activities, respectively, at a 
global level” (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012).  

System trust can be leveraged by the use of the mentioned complementary capabilities 
of the different members (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). This is because the notion of 
inclusiveness increases the legitimacy of GPPNs (Rasche and Gilbert, 2012). In this 
regard, the UNGC is praised by Rasche and Gilbert (2012) for its strong inclusion of 
SMEs in the network. They argue that most other GPPNs tend to focus on larger MNCs, 
while half of the business participants of the UNGC are SMEs. This inclusiveness helps 
the UNGC’s ability to address governance issues throughout global supply chains and to 
have proximity to local markets (Rasche and Gilbert, 2012). Moreover, they also note 
that the UNGC has been rather successful in including participants from developing and 
emerging markets, “almost half of the top 20 countries, with respect to Global Compact 
participation” come from such countries (Rasche and Gilbert, 2012).  
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Creating effective governance systems is also one of the sources of system trust (Gilbert 
and Behnam, 2012). Hence, although membership in GPPNs is voluntary and invites 
‘free-riders’, this type of network fosters the accountability of participants and processes 
by devising ground rules (Benner et al., 2003). The UNGC has created enforcement 
mechanisms, such as expulsion from the network, to ensure that those who are involved 
“are periodically called to account for the consequences of what they do” (Detomasi, 
2007). Moreover, it has created standards, rules and procedures, and institutional 
arrangements to both increase accountability and system trust, and to reduce the need 
to monitor opportunistic behaviour (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). Further, “because 
transparency and inter-organizational learning are critical to build and sustain trust, 
superior knowledge transfer is a key success factor” to creating system trust in GPPNs 
(Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). Within this light, the UNGC has created ‘learning forums’ 
that comprise the thoroughness of policy analysts and the variety of experience from 
participants, in order to discuss best practices and lessons learned (Benner et al. 2003). 
In this way, they connect the work being done on cross-sectorial collaboration to build 
the capacity of each member (Benner et al., 2003). Capacity building in turn, ensures 
that the UNGC “possesses the resources, administrative capacity, and specialized 
technical knowledge necessary to exercise governance effectively” (Detomasi, 2007).  

However, person trust is still relevant in GPPNs because collaboration “presupposed 
that individual actors (boundary spanners) appear at so-called “access points” (Gilbert 
and Behnam, 2012). The process by which faceless commitments are maintained by real 
facework commitments is termed ‘reembedding’ (Giddens, 1999 in Gilbert and Behnam, 
2012). Individual actors at access points give a face to the system and thus assure 
potential members that the system is trustworthy. Hence personal trust is still 
important, but it does not suffice to produce system trust (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). 
The main examples of the ‘access points’ in the UNGC are the Local Networks, where the 
reembedding activities take place. Corporate representatives establish actual face-to-
face contacts to aid stakeholders absorb the risk that is associated with the “trust spent 
on the system” (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). However, the access points are according to 
Gilbert and Behnam (2012) not sufficient to produce the amount of trust needed to 
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further develop the UNGC as a whole, as the UNGC represents a network of thousands 
of stakeholder relationships at the global level which thus extends beyond the face-to-
face contact of a small number of personal relationships.  

5.3.3.2. Challenges of GPPNs  
The structure of GPPNs makes them susceptible to some challenges. Their inclusiveness 
is praised as their biggest asset, but it may also be a source of weakness because 
“inclusive governance models may remove the element of external criticism necessary to 
invigorate a governance process” (Detomasi, 2007). Moreover, even with mechanisms to 
ensure accountability, inclusiveness makes it easy for opportunistic members to join the 
networks, who can then gain from knowledge-sharing processes without sharing 
relevant information themselves (Kell and Levin, 2003). Critics also question if 
multilateral efforts ultimately work to support or defy the work of more limited 
initiatives working on individual issue-areas (Detomasi, 2007). Further, critics point 
that these networks have a propensity “to act as talk-shops that consume resources—
tangible and intangible—without delivering adequate results” (Benner et al., 2003).  
 

The biggest potential challenge is the degree to which GPPNs are equally accessible for 
all stakeholders (Kell and Levin, 2003). A tipping point—a shift in the view of what is 
considered legitimate—can only be achieved when there has been a realignment 
between the three core systems of society, namely economic, political, and social. 
Change by one group is not enough; deep long lasting change can only be achieved if all 
three parts of the system do their part. This is because by involving the entire societal 
system, GPPNs have more capacity to respond to the failure of a stakeholder to meet 
their obligations (Waddell, 2011). However, critics question “the relative balance of 
power between the various contesting actors in the GPPN” (Detomasi, 2007). Benner et 
al. (2003) add that critics view GPPN supporters as naïve for being “power blind” and 
failing to recognize “the power disparities in the global arena.” The UNGC’s 
inclusiveness is challenged in this regard, since business participants outnumber non-
business participants by a big margin (Detomasi, 2007; Rasche and Gilbert, 2012). This 
in turn, hampers the legitimacy of the UNGC because “if ‘non-business’ actors really 
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should provide a ‘checks-and balances’ system, and thus lend credibility to the initiative, 
there needs to be a stronger inclusion of global and local participants from civil society, 
labour, and the public sector” (Rasche and Gilbert, 2012).  
 

Regardless of whether the UNGC is classified as PPP or a GPPN, the response from 
participants to the initiative will be evaluated by their institutional environments. Thus, 
the next part of the literature review will give an account of institutional theory and how 
it relates to CSR. 

5.4. Institutional Theory  
North (1991) defines institutions as “the humanly devised constraints that structure 
political, economic and social interaction. They are formed by informal constraints—
such as sanctions, traditions, customs, taboos, and codes of conduct—and by formal 
rules, such as laws, property rights, and constitutions (North, 1991). Institutions matter 
because stakeholders will judge the legitimacy of an organization in accordance to their 
own values. These values, in turn, are shaped by the respective local/national 
institutions of where stakeholders are from (Yang and Rivers, 2009). More specifically, 
Suchman (1995) refers to legitimacy as “a generalized perception or assumption that the 
actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially 
constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions.” Firms that are regarded 
as legitimate are more likely to have access to resources because stakeholders perceive 
the organization as desirable, qualified, or appropriate. They are also perceived as more 
meaningful, predictable, and trustworthy (Suchman, 1995). Legitimacy is highly linked 
to stakeholder theory, which “views business as a set of interwoven relationships among 
groups that either affect or are affected by the activities of the business” (Yin et al, 2013). 
In this view, MNCs have developed into  ‘extended enterprises’ that have long and 
complex supply chains, market channels and broad networks of both stakeholders (Post 
and Carroll, 2003). Stakeholders are both voluntary and involuntary in nature (Post and 
Carroll, 2003). Voluntary stakeholders are employees, shareholders, suppliers and 
customers, and they gain some benefit from the association (Yin et al, 2013; Post and 
Carroll, 2003). Involuntary stakeholders—also termed socio-political stakeholders—are 
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the general public, key opinion leaders, government officials and NGOs, and bear a risk 
or benefit that stems from the activities of the firm (Yin et al, 2013; Post and Carroll, 
2003; Zhao, 2012). Companies are regarded as legitimate only if they can create 
balanced value for all stakeholders, beyond their voluntary ones (Yin et al, 2013).  

5.5. Institutional Theory and CSR 
As previously noted, the speed with which globalization has spread around the globe, 
coupled with society’s increased awareness of the global ecosystem on which the 
globalisation endeavour relies on (McIntosh, 2004), have led to an “increasing gap 
between societal demand for regulation on issues such as climate change, labour 
standards and human rights, and the ability of policymakers to supply an institutional 
basis for regulation” (Muller, 2006). Within this context, many observers see businesses 
as ‘corporate citizens’ who owe a set of core responsibilities to both their voluntary and 
involuntary stakeholders (Post and Carroll, 2003), and who have a duty to improve 
social conditions (Zhao, 2012). Even if there is lacking consensus about the degree of 
firms’ moral responsibility for corporate citizenship (Roberts, 2001 in Post and Carroll, 
2003), firms are increasingly pressured to self-regulate their activities by proactively 
undertaking CSR activities (Muller, 2006). This is particularly true for MNCs who 
operate in DCs where there are ineffective legal institutions, ambiguous property rights, 
and lenient monitoring forces (Tin, 2009 in Yin et al, 2013).  

5.5.1. CSR  
There is no consensus on what CSR specifically means: for some it represents the legal 
responsibilities of enterprises; for others it conveys the idea of ethical behaviour; while 
for others it means charitable contributions (Yang and Rivers, 2009). This paper will 
use Zhao’s (2012) definition, which views CSR as the perceived obligations of 
enterprises to take decisions and actions that reflect the objectives and values of the 
society in which they operate. Moreover, both formal and informal institutions have an 
influence in shaping stakeholders’ view of CSR: “once certain institutional structures are 
in place, they create incentives for firms to meet social expectations for CSR” (See, 
2014).  
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At the heart of the CSR discussion is the need of businesses to legitimize their existence 
and activities to secure competitive-, social- and political success (Post and Carroll, 
2003). Within this light, Othman et al. (2011), point out that in many cases firms 
undertake CSR practices that are considered legitimate, regardless of their actual 
usefulness, because stakeholders increasingly evaluate a company’s reputation based on 
their CSR reporting. It is argued that the long-term success of firms is reliant on the 
development of a sophisticated business strategy and a pertinent CSR-based political 
legitimacy strategy (Post and Carroll, 2003; Zhao, 2012). The business strategy earns 
the economic legitimacy and the support from investors, while the social and political 
successes lay the foundation for societal legitimacy and state/public credibility and 
access to various forms of resources (Post and Carroll 2003; Zhao 2012).  
 

In discussing CSR in terms of legitimacy- and stakeholder theory this thesis takes a 
strategic view of CSR (Zhao, 2012). From this perspective, CSR becomes a tool for a 
legitimation strategy, by which companies communicate and “convince their multiple 
stakeholders that they are receptive to societal concerns” (Othman et al., 2011). For 
example, CSR can aid a company to increase financial performance by reflecting efforts 
to create a trust-based and cooperative firm-stakeholder relationship (Zhao, 2012). It 
can also lead to the development of unique organizational capabilities and to exploring 
new markets that advance sustained competitive advantages (Zhao, 2012). CSR reduces 
the risks of breaching societal norms (See, 2014). Moreover, it can improve employee 
loyalty and retention if employees’ social, political, and environmental values seem in 
line with those conveyed through the company’s CSR activities (Zhao, 2012). Thus, firms 
assess opportunities to create ‘shared value’ and undertake activities that benefit 
themselves and society (See, 2014). As will be further elaborated, CSR practices differ 
across countries because of differing institutional contexts (Yang and Rivers, 2009).  
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5.5.1.1. CSR within a Country: Isomorphism  
Because organizations within a country face similar environmental constraints, they 
tend to respond by adopting similar processes or structures (DiMaggio and Powell, 
1986). This process by which organizations become more homogeneous due to similar 
institutional contexts is termed isomorphism (See, 2014). DiMaggio and Powell (1986) 
classify three mechanisms by which such a development occurs, namely, coercive 
isomorphism, mimetic isomorphism, and normative isomorphism.  
 

Coercive isomorphism has its roots from political influence and legitimacy (DiMaggio 
and Powell, 1986). It “results when an organization adopts certain practices due to 
formal and informal pressures exerted on organizations by other organizations upon 
which they depend on externally, such as government regulations, resource providers or 
head office control, and the cultural expectations of the society in which the 
organizations operate” (Othman et al., 2011). Thus, the pressures may be exerted by 
others in the form of force, persuasion, or an invitation to collude (DiMaggio and 
Powell, 1986). In relation to CSR, there exist findings that display a strong relationship 
between voluntary green initiatives and coercive forces; companies undertook proactive 
green activities only when there was a pressure from government (Clemens and 
Douglas, 2006 in Othman et al., 2011).  Yang and Rivers (2009) argue that governments 
can influence CSR practices in two ways: first, they give companies a tangible incentive 
to allocate some resources toward their involuntary stakeholders and to act in a socially 
responsible manner. Second, they sanction non-compliants.  
 

Mimetic isomorphism describes situations where firms imitate the actions of similar 
organizations whom they perceive as more legitimate or successful (DiMaggio and 
Powell, 1986). This type of isomorphism stems from uncertainty: when new concepts, 
regulations or technologies are hard to conceptualize, and/or when certain goals appear 
to be ambiguous, imitation of a similar organization facing similar constraints appears 
as a viable solution (DiMaggio and Powell, 1986). Husted et al. (2016) observe that 
mimetic isomorphism occurs in geographically proximate areas, and hence argue that 
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since “firms often imitate other geographically proximate firms in their local 
community... wide variations in a single country may exist.” They point out two reasons 
as to why geographical proximity acts as a force for mimetic isomorphism. First, 
adjacent companies are easily observable. Second, managers are more likely to view the 
actions of proximate firms, operating in the same environment, as more fitting than the 
ones from far-off unfamiliar companies (Husted et al., 2016). The existence of strong 
industry associations within a region is also a source of mimetic isomorphism; they can 
establish “voluntary industry-level codes that provide a benchmark for a company to 
conform to. These codes can influence CSR practices because they can produce a form or 
peer-pressure from other firms within the industry” (Lennox and Nash, 2003 in Yang 
and Rivers, 2009).  DiMaggio and Powell (1986) also suggest that a skilled labour force 
or a wide customer range act as mimetic isomorphism forces, since they increase the 
pressure felt by the firm to provide the same goods and/or services offered by the 
competition.  
 

Lastly, normative isomorphism is the result of professionalization, which is defined as 
“the collective struggle of members of an occupation to define the conditions and 
methods of their work, to control the ‘production of procedures’ and to establish a 
cognitive base and legitimation for their occupational autonomy” (DiMaggio and Powell, 
1986). Professionalization acts as an isomorphic pressure because of the role of formal 
education in creating a cognitive base for people with the same degrees (DiMaggio and 
Powell, 1986). It also acts as a pressure because the creation and expansion of 
professional networks that span organizations, aids in diffusing new activities and 
standards rapidly (DiMaggio and Powell, 1986). Employees have played a decisive role 
on CSR “through their actions supporting progressive labour relations policies, safety 
standards, job security, and creating an organizational climate for CSR (Yang and 
Rivers, 2009). In DCs and some emerging markets, employees who fear loss of 
employment are less likely to demand higher working standards, and thus the 
normative isomorphic pressure is reduced (Yang and Rivers, 2009) 
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5.5.1.2. Global versus Local CSR 
Across the globe, there is considerable country-level diversity in the roles of state and 
non-state actors in the demands and pressures they make on businesses (Bernhagen et 
al, 2013). Thus, as discussed in the previous section, CSR practices adopt distinctive 
features across countries because they are shaped by the national socio-political context 
of where the firm operates (Zhao, 2012; Yin et al, 2013). The national context affects the 
firm’s “perception of how to best pursue its interests in global markets and public 
spheres and its perception of what forms of political and social engagement are 
appropriate” (Bernhagen et al, 2013). Similarities and differences between the 
institutional contexts of distinct countries is termed institutional distance, and it 
“creates a liability of foreignness for firms doing business abroad” (Zaheer and 
Masakowski, 1997 in Yang and Rivers, 2009). Studies show that CSR differences across 
countries can be linked to economic development (Welford, 2005 in Yang and Rivers, 
2009). Developed countries are said to have more in-depth CSR policies, whereas in 
emerging markets CSR policies are in their early stages (Gao, 2008 in Yang and Rivers, 
2009).    
 

Firms operating in more than one country contest whether they “should develop 
centrally coordinated, integrated CSR strategies, or whether they should develop 
decentralized CSR strategies that develop locally in consultation with respective host-
country stakeholder groups” (Muller, 2006). In cases where there exists great 
institutional distance between the host country and the home country, a decentralized 
CSR strategy might seem appropriate as the autonomy given to the subsidiary could 
ensure local responsiveness (Muller, 2006). However, numerous local strategies can 
create the view that the company is inconsistent, can increase internal tensions, and can 
make it hard to coordinate the whole set of differing approaches (Muller, 2006). 
Moreover, a decentralized approach can be counter-beneficial when the company 
operates in DCs because it might implement CSR policies that target “the lower rather 
than the higher standards that may be expected from them in their home countries” 
(Muller, 2006). On the other hand, although a centralized approach might increase 
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efficiency, it can reduce local legitimacy, lead to a lack of ownership, and increase 
agency costs (Muller, 2006). In response, many companies are attempting to move from 
a mindset of “when in Rome, do as the Romans do” to a ‘glocal’ (global and local) 
mindset, where they adopt global approaches constructed from a profound local 
understanding (Post and Carroll, 2003).  

6. Methodology 
The following section addresses the methods used in this thesis. First, we give an 
account of our chosen philosophy of science, namely the critical realist perspective. This 
is followed by our research strategy, which in short is an inductive approach using a 
mixed-model research method. Subsequently, the research design section provides an 
analytical framework based on the literature and theories reviewed that are used 
throughout the analysis. This is ensued by the introduction of our case study of UNGC 
Network China. Further, the methods of data collection are presented, categorized by 
the three sub-questions respectively. Lastly, we discuss the limitations of the thesis.  

6.1. Philosophy of Science: Critical Realist Perspective 
Because of our focus on institutional context in the application of the UNGC at the local 
level, our research is in line with a critical realist perspective. Critical realism states that 
there are two steps in experiencing the world (Saunders et al., 2009). First, there is the 
‘thing’ to be researched and the sensations it conveys, and second, there is the “mental 
processing that goes on sometime after the sensation meets our senses” (Saunders et al., 
2009 p.115). Bhaskar (1989, in Saunders et al., 2009) argues that researchers will only 
be able to comprehend and understand the social world if they comprehend the social 
structures that have given rise to the phenomena of interest. In other words, what we 
see and observe is only a part of the bigger picture. Bhaskar (1989, in Saunders et al., 
2009) further argues that we can identify what is not seen “through the practical and 
theoretical processes of the social sciences.” Hence, the position of critical realists is that 
their knowledge and experience of reality is a result of social conditioning, and “cannot 
be understood independently of the social actors involved in the knowledge derivation 
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process” (Dobson 2002, in Saunders et al., 2009). This perspective relates well to the 
case of UNGC Network China, as the condition of the network is dependent on many 
factors. Examples of these factors are the institutional environment in China, as well as 
the aim of pursuing “intangible universal values” by the UN, which are perceived 
differently, depending on the mentioned ‘social conditioning’.  
 

The critical realist perspective is also suitable to the ‘multi-level’ analysis of this thesis, 
as the critical realists recognize the importance of this approach (Saunders et al., 2009). 
All the complementing levels in the analysis have “the capacity to change the 
researcher's understanding of that which is being studied” (Saunders et al., 2009). This 
is due to the existence of a “greater variety of structures, procedures and processes and 
the capacity that these structures, procedures and processes have to interact with 
another” (Saunders et al., 2009). Thus, the structure with the three research sub-
questions are in alignment with the critical realist perspective, as the thesis aims to 
investigate three levels or aspects of the reality of Network China, to answer the overall 
research question.  

6.2. Research Strategy  
This thesis can be regarded as an explorative study that attempts to understand rather 
than test the validity of the UNGC’s Local Networks. In line with our critical realist 
perspective, we use the method of induction as the main approach in answering the 
research question and sub-questions. Saunders et al. (2009) note that using an 
inductive approach is likely to be particularly concerned with context, which is in line 
with our concern with institutional context and how it affects the application of the ten 
principles and the structure of Local Networks. Moreover, unlike deduction, an 
inductive approach allows for an unrigid methodology that can offer alternative 
explanations to the research question and sub-questions.  
 

Our thesis uses a mixed-model research, as it combines both qualitative and 
quantitative data collection techniques and analysis procedures (Saunders et al., 2009). 
The first sub-question is answered only by using qualitative data, while the second and 



50 

third sub-questions are answered with both qualitative and quantitative data. The 
method of combining different data collection techniques is termed triangulation, and it 
provides opportunities to better answer the research questions in a more thorough 
manner (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003 in Saunders et al., 2009).  

6.3. Research Design 
Section 4.3.1 of the literature review distinguishes between two main streams of 
literature that have been used in relation to the UNGC, PPPs and GPPNs. 

6.3.1. Analytical Framework 
Within the PPP literature, the developmental approach emphasizes that third party 
actors, such as the UNGC, play a crucial role in overseeing and initiating different 
varieties of partnerships with local governments, businesses, and other players. The aim 
is to reduce poverty, social deprivation, corruption, and to improve environmental 
conditions (Weihe, 2009). As stated in the literature review, what unites the 
‘development approach’ is that third party actors, such as the UNGC, play a vital role in 
facilitating and overseeing the initiated partnerships in order to enhance development 
as a goal (Weihe, 2009). However, in our view, this is not sufficient when looking at 
UNGC Local Networks, as they play a more substantive role than solely being a 
facilitator of partnerships. Their task at hand is more all-encompassing, and includes 
supporting companies with tailor-made services, and arranging trainings and events, 
among others.  

 

Following the theory of PPPs, there is, as discussed in the literature review, an emerging 
branch termed 4Ps. The 4Ps theory relates to more politically motivated partnerships, 
and can be seen as a tool for governance or policy implementation. Bull and McNeill 
(2007) relate their definition to the UN with “formal and informal dialogue and 
knowledge sharing between the UN and private sector with the aim of having an impact 
on policy be it the policy of international organizations, governments or corporations.” 
Thus, the UNGC can be, and has been related to 4Ps by several authors (Bull and 
McNeill, 2007; Weihe 2009). Since this stream of literature includes impacting policies 
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of governments, companies or international organizations, we also see the 4Ps to be 
insufficient when discussing the UNGC Local Networks. The role of the networks is 
more related to being actors ‘on the ground’, bridging international, national and local 
issues, and thus ‘translating’ possible solutions on the local level.  
 

Within network theory, GPPNs are global governance arrangements combining the 
strengths of state and non-state actors to effectively overcome the weaknesses troubling 
each member individually (Detomasi, 2007). In this regard, they are similar to 4Ps. 
However, GPPNs go a step further by taking a glocal structure that recognizes that 
global problems depend to a large extent on local implementation of solutions (Rasche 
and Gilbert, 2012). Thus, they include members from the local, national, and 
international levels (Waddell, 2011). For this reason, we hold the view that GPPNs are 
more applicable at describing the UNGC, as they better embed all the different actors 
that play a role in the initiative. Seen as a GPPN, the UNGC is a network uniting 
business, civil society, and governments with the aim of promoting higher standards for 
CSR (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012). This is done at the global level, in the sense that 
participants from 165 countries are engaged. However, it is also done at the local level as 
members apply the ten principles according to their institutional environments 
(Williams, 2004; Kell, 2012). The role of Local Networks becomes of paramount 
importance when looking at the UNGC through the GPPN discourse, since they ‘build 
the bridges’ between the local, national, and international levels. They translate the 
universal values of the UNGC into the local context (Kell, 2012). Moreover, the staff of 
the Local Networks act as ‘boundary spanners’ that assure local members that the 
system is trustworthy by establishing face-to-face contact with them (Gilbert and 
Behhnam, 2012).  
 

In relating the UNGC to GPPN theory, it has been mentioned that the application of the 
ten principles, and CSR in general, is dependent on the institutional context of 
signatories. As stated in the literature review, institutions are “the humanly devised 
constraints that structure political, economic and social interaction” (North, 1991). See 
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(2014) notes that institutional structures create incentives for firms to meet social 
expectations for CSR. As discussed, this is because businesses need to legitimize their 
existence and activities to secure success (Post and Carroll, 2003). Within a country, 
CSR practices resemble each other because of coercive, mimetic, and normative 
isomorphic forces (DiMaggio and Powell, 1986; Othman et al., 2010; Husted et al. 2016; 
Yang and Rivers, 2009). Across countries, similarities and differences between their 
institutional contexts is referred to as institutional distance (Yang and Rivers, 2009) 
and it leads to differing CSR practices across the world (Bernhagen et al., 2013). The 
UNGC as a GPPN takes these factors into consideration, and through the establishment 
of Local Networks, tries to bridge the institutional distance in regards to CSR, while still 
making the ten principles relevant in the local context.  
 

6.4. Case: The UNGC in China 
As mentioned, this thesis aims to explore the way in which Local Networks of the UNGC 
navigate in challenging contexts. From a critical realist perspective “within a case study, 
the boundaries between the phenomenon being explored and the context within which it 
is being studied are not clearly evident” which allows to investigate various aspects of 
Local Networks (Saunders et al., 2009). A single case study of Network China was 
selected due to the uniqueness of the Chinese context, which is ripe with many 
challenges with regards to its size, one-party yet decentralised governance, and fast 
developing economy, which create an environment prone to human rights-, labour 
rights-, environmental concerns-, and corruption- issues and violations. UNGC Network 
China was officially launched in November 2011, and as of the 25th of June 2016—when 
the data was collected—it was comprised of 189 active signatories. The network is hosted 
by China Enterprise Confederation (CEC), and is operated on a daily basis by four full-
time staff, in the CEC offices located in Beijing. Mr. Fu Chengyu serves as its president.  
 

The challenges presented by the Chinese context stem both from the informal and the 
formal institutions of the country. For this reason, our analysis of UNGC Network China 
starts with an examination of the institutional context in China. Specifically, we analyse 
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the institutional factors of the country that either hinder or drive the implementation of 
CSR. As stated in the Literature Review, Local Networks differ across the globe because 
they adapt to their institutional contexts. Hence, based on the findings of our first sub-
question, we then focus on Network China and explore how it has responded to its 
institutional environment. In the third sub-question, we analyse Network China’s 
achievements—or lack thereof—through investigating the participation rate from 
Chinese companies. This gives the analysis more substance, as solely looking at Network 
China’s operations, without examining the outreach would in our opinion be 
insufficient. The point of having a Local Network is after all, to engage participants, as 
well as expanding its outreach, geographically and among different industrials sectors. 
The accumulation of a high rate of active participants, as well as creating relevant 
activities for them, can according to Waddell (2011) result in a ‘tipping point’ where CSR 
is embedded in business practices - despite the arguably challenging contexts, where 
CSR is in its infancy.  

6.5. Methods of Data Collection 
This thesis includes both primary and secondary data. For each sub-question, different 
data was collected and analysed, and some secondary data such as academic articles was 
used in all three of the sub-questions.  
 

Sub-question 1:  
- Primary data, such as analysis of academic articles, was used to analyse the 

different formal and informal institutions in China. 
 

Sub-question 2:  
In this section, both primary data and secondary data was collected and used to analyse 
how UNGC Network China ‘navigate’ in their institutional context.  

- The primary data is a combination of an interview conducted over a video call, 
using the online platform and communication tool ‘WeChat’, as well as e-mail 
correspondence. The interview was conducted Tuesday, 29th of June  2016, 9.00 
and lasted for 47 minutes. The interviewee is Ms. Helena Wang, who is one of the 
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four full-time staff at the UNGC Network China Office in Beijing. Then, follow-up 
questions were sent per e-mail and responded two times: 4th of July, and 74h of 
August 2016.  

- Primary data such as internal documents sent from UNGC Network China, were 
translated from Chinese into English by one of the authors of the thesis.  

- Furthermore, the qualitative data from the interviews was complemented with 
primary data from academic articles gathered from CBS’s databases, and reports 
from the UNGC collected on UNGC’s website. Some of the data was processed 
and interpreted in Excel.  

- Secondary data includes one report on Network China sent by the UNGC’s HQ 
office in New York and an academic article gathered from Google Scholar.  

 

Sub-question 3:  
- Both primary and secondary data were collected for this part of the analysis. The 

quantitative data collection was gathered from the UNGC database of their 
signatories, and from individual websites of all the different Chinese signatories. 
This data was subsequently processed and interpreted in Excel. Different 
statistical tools were utilized in order to interpret the data collected.  

- Secondary data, such as academic articles were also used to complement the 
primary data.  

 

6.6. Limitations 
Induction allows for alternative explanations to the research question, but this can also 
be regarded as a limitation (Saunders et al., 2009). Furthermore, human error might 
have caused mistakes in the translation of the Chinese texts, as well as in the data 
collection and interpretation in Excel. When collecting data from the different 
signatories, many websites were unavailable, which might be due to the “Firewall of 
China” -- the online censorship by the Chinese government, and its Internet surveillance 
apparatus. Access to these websites could have resulted in more precise data and a more 
substantive analysis.  
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With regards to primary data collection, we tried numerous times to reach out to UNGC 
HQ Office in New York for an interview, with little success. After postponing the date of 
a scheduled interview several times, the office sent one internal report and cancelled the 
interview. An interview with UNGC HQ could have made our research more thorough, 
and could have given another dimension to our research, by providing input from the 
main ‘hub’ in the network.  

7. Analysis 

7.1. Case Study  

7.1.1. The Institutional Context in China 
The last three decades, China has experienced a drastic transition from being state-
controlled to having a ‘socialist market economy’, which has generated an economic 
development of unprecedented speed and force since the opening-up policy in 1978.  
Before 1978, most of the companies in China were state-owned, and it is only after 
companies became privatized in the 1980s and 1990s, that private industry started to 
make a significant contribution to the country’s GDP. China started the process of 
engaging with WTO in 1995 and became a member in 2001 (Yin and Zhang 2012). 
Private ownership was thereafter extended to foreign direct investment. Each of these 
new developments brought various concerns with regards to CSR for companies (Sarkis 
et.al 2011). Furthermore, with China’s integration into the global economic system, 
there have been significant changes in the institutional environment for Chinese 
companies. An increasing amount of legislations, rules, regulations and guidelines have 
been implemented, especially with regards to CSR, which will be discussed in the first 
sub-question analysis.  
 

According to Lin (2010), ‘Made-in-China’ products are often associated with low prices, 
low quality, as well as irresponsible production processes. However, this widespread 
image of irresponsibility is ironically one of the main driving forces for the CSR agenda 
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(Lin, 2010). The concept of CSR was according to Yin and Zhang (2012) introduced in 
the late 1990s by a growing number of international clients and MNCs, whose demand 
for “labour rights, protection, better quality, and greener products threw many Chinese 
suppliers into the tension between business practices based on profit maximization and 
campaigns promoting social standards, best practices, western values and morality” (Zu 
and Song 2009, in Yin and Zhang 2012). Since then, CSR initiatives in China have 
grown steadily in both quantity and scope (Sarkis et al., 2011). According to Lin (2010), 
CSR in China has increasingly gained recognition by the government, media, academia, 
industrial organizations, and companies over the course of the last decade. However, 
many of the Chinese CSR initiatives are explicitly intended to develop CSR with ‘Chinese 
characteristics’. One of the main characteristics is that the Chinese government plays an 
important role in directing the discourse, through guidelines and legislations. Another is 
that human rights issues are excluded from the scope of Chinese CSR, (Lin, 2010) as the 
discourse about human rights abuse is seen as politically sensitive (CSR Asia et al. 
2014).  

7.1.2. General CSR Trends in China 
As CSR is becoming more prominent among Chinese businesses, it is demonstrated in 
some areas more than others. A study conducted by CSR Asia et al. (2014) on Chinese 
CSR trends shows that economic performance is in general perceived to be the main 
CSR issue addressed, as many companies believe this is their primary responsibility to 
society (CSR Asia et al. 2014; Zhe and Yu 2015). Workplace issues is another area high 
on the agenda, reflected in higher levels of compliance with labour standards and 
policies (CSR Asia et al. 2014). With regards to human rights, corporate concern is 
generally viewed in the context of workplace practice, and is limited to issues such as 
child labour, anti-discrimination, and forced labour. Furthermore, human rights issues 
in a broader perspective are rarely discussed by businesses in China, due to first and 
foremost being perceived as politically sensitive, as mentioned in the previous section. 
With regards to environmental issues, companies are believed to generally lag behind, 
even though there is an increasing pressure for businesses to improve their 
performances in this area (CSR Asia et al. 2014). According to several authors (Zhe and 
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Yu, 2014; CSR Asia et al. 2014), fair competition and anti-corruption are viewed as the 
least addressed CSR issues. Voluntary disclosure in these areas potentially reflect 
corporate concerns that being outspoken and highlighting these issues might result in 
“undesirable consequences for their businesses,” and thus remain at a low level (CSR 
Asia et al, 2014). However, as China is a vast country with over 47 million private 
businesses (Zhao, 2012), and many large SOEs, CSR initiatives and engagement varies 
among the different industries, and regions. It is thus difficult to draw general 
conclusions about the status quo. Chinese businesses were, as mentioned in the 
beginning, influenced by their international clients, but there has been an increased 
interest and changing discourse from both the Chinese government and civil society. 
UNGC is a part of this development to some extent, as there are more and more SOEs, 
and big market players who are engaging themselves and becoming members.  

7.2. Sub-question 1 
The following sections will look at the different institutions in China, formal and 
informal, and investigate in what ways they act as driving forces or hindrances for CSR 
development. This is nuanced, as some factors can act as both. Wang and Juslin (2009) 
state that the drivers of CSR in China can be divided into two categories: international 
drivers and domestic drivers. International drivers have contributed to establishing 
modern, ‘Western-style’ CSR in China, and can be viewed as passive drivers for Chinese 
firms. On the other hand, domestic drivers are initiative drivers that come from the 
needs of Chinese companies, the Chinese government and society itself, as well as 
derived from Chinese culture (Wang and Juslin, 2009). The following analysis will give 
an even more nuanced account. Thus, this part of the analysis will try to answer the first 
sub-question: 
 

1. What institutional factors are driving or hindering the 
development of CSR in China? 
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The natural starting point of the analysis is the Chinese government, as it is a firm hand 
guiding how businesses relate to CSR, both explicitly and implicitly. Explicitly in terms 
of rules, laws and regulations, and implicitly in terms of which incentives these convey. 
Then, it will look at the environmental situation in China, as well as environmental 
impact reporting. Subsequently, market drivers such as labour rights, business 
associations, and the presence of MNCs will be discussed. This will be followed by an 
account of NGOs and media as parts of the Chinese civil society. The last sections will 
examine cultural aspects and China’s relationship to human rights. 
 

7.2.1. The Chinese Government's Regulations and Legislations 
According to several authors (Hou and Li 2014; See 2014; Zheng and Yu 2015, CSR Asia 
et al 2014), the Chinese government is considered to be a key driver for promotion of 
CSR. In the study conducted by CSR Asia et al. (2014) on the status of CSR in China, the 
compliance with legislation, national policy and regulations are ranked as the top 
incentives in terms of CSR implementations for Chinese companies. A number of 
Central Government ministries have developed policies and guidelines to promote CSR 
among various sectors. In particular, local governments in higher developed cities have 
their own CSR standards and guidelines for businesses (CSR Asia et al 2014). CSR-
related guidelines and legislation in general cover a wide variety of CSR issues such as 
environmental protection, labour conditions, consumer rights and anti-corruption (CSR 
Asia et al 2014), which are closely related to the UNGC’s ten principles. In some areas, 
legislation matches and even surpasses international standards, however, it is argued 
that insufficient enforcement and relatively low business costs for violating such 
regulations may be “undermining their effectiveness in terms of driving the CSR 
development agenda forward”(CSR Asia et al. 2014).  
 

The traditional Chinese socialist ideology was first and foremost centred around 
workers and peasants (Lin, 2010). Under this traditional model, the workers were a 
powerful political group with a robust representation in both the local and national 
people's congresses, which thus influenced policy direction and income distribution. 
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The workers were participating in decision making with factories, with regards to 
benefits, wages and bonuses (Lin, 2010). This historical background has influenced the 
path of Chinese corporate governance. The first legislation related to CSR was drafted in 
1994, where the role of employees was institutionalized into the corporate governance 
structure, focusing on the rights of employees in a company (Lin, 2010). The law 
required companies to protect the advisory roles of employees in the corporate decision-
making process. Thus, companies were required to consult with employees and trade 
unions when making decisions concerning employee wages, safe production processes, 
welfare, and other issues related to employees’ interests. The law furthermore specified 
measures concerning labour rights (Lin, 2010). Article 14 was the overarching provision 
broad enough to include the idea of CSR, "Companies must comply with the law, 
conform to business ethics, strengthen the construction of the socialist civilization, and 
subject themselves to the government and public supervision in the course of business" 
(Lin, 2010). Thus, the companies could not just comply with laws, but had to also 
consider and observe business ethics (Lin, 2010). However, the focus on CSR was 
downplayed against a background where the government forcefully aided SOEs to shirk 
debt, and detached them from the function of social services, which traditionally was the 
role that SOEs were meant to have for its employees (Lin, 2010). Overall, the 1994 
Company Law was criticized for its weakness in grappling with the rapidly changing 
economy in China. In 2004, a comprehensive revision process was started, and the new 
Company Law was passed and took effect in 2006. The new Company Law does 
explicitly recognize and refer to the concept of CSR, and it has since then become a part 
of the political direction related to CSR—and subsequently a part of the 2006 
‘Harmonious Society and Scientific Development’ declaration, to be discussed in the 
next section. 

7.2.1.1. The Focus on ‘Harmonious Society’ and its Influence on 
CSR  

Since the establishment of the People’s Republic of China (PRC), the government 
priorities have been articulated in five-year plans, which provide a statement of national 
economic development goals, as well as put forward objectives for the following five 
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years (Marquis and Qian, 2014). The main example of a five-year plan that has 
contributed to the traction of the concept of CSR is from 2006, where the national vision 
was based on a ‘Harmonious Society and Scientific Development’ (Lin 2010; See 2014; 
Sarkin et al, 2014; Hou and Li, 2015). 
 

In 2006, at the 6th Plenum of the 16th Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
China, the government released the ‘Harmonious Society’ declaration in the 11th Five-
Year Plan. The President at the time, Hu Jintao1, described the outcome of the 
declaration broadly as achieving “democracy, rule of law, justice, sincerity, amity and 
vitality” (See, 2014). The declaration was understood in conceptual and practical terms 
as a renewed focus on addressing environmental and social challenges with a reduced 
priority for economic growth in the areas where it conflicted with these aims (See, 
2014). Thus, it is important to note that the governmental issuances did not include 
specific mandates or laws per se, but was significant in the sense that the government 
was signalling what it considered to be an important area of corporate focus (Marquis 
and Qian, 2014). It was however the backbone and inspiration of a variety of policies to 
be made in the aftermath of the 11th five-year plan. In the sixth Plenum, the following 
‘disharmonious features’ to tackle were listed:  

❖ Inequality in regional development 
❖ Population pressure 
❖ Environmental pollution 
❖ Unemployment 
❖ Income inequality 
❖ Low accessibility and quality of healthcare and social security 
❖ The issue of corruption (See 2014, Lin, 2010).  

 

Overall, the Chinese government’s official focus went from economic growth to one of 
“harmony and societal balance” (Hou and Li 2015). Pressure for an intensified focus on 
CSR was thus an outcome of this initiative (Sarkin et al, 2014; Hou and Li 2015). An 

                                                
1 Hu	  Jintao	  was	  a	  hydro	  engineer	  by	  profession,	  prior	  to	  his	  political	  career	  (Watts,	  2010). 
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example of a legislation which was subsequently inspired by the ‘Harmonious Society’ 
policy is ‘Article 5’ of the mentioned 2006 Chinese Company Law, which entails a 
requirement for companies to “undertake social responsibility” when conducting 
business (Lin 2010, in Sarkin et al 2014). Furthermore, top-level official documents and 
speeches by senior government officials have included CSR as a topic since the 
‘Harmonious Society’ declaration. See (2014) states that the purposes of CSR strike 
some observers as being similar in the “harmonious elements sought by the Chinese 
leadership,” and argues that a national policy of this priority can be used as an 
underlying framework to promote corporate citizenship. 
 

Another example of governmental CSR related initiatives in line with the ‘Harmonious 
Society’ declaration was launched two years later. In January 2008, State-Owned Assets 
Supervision and Administration Commission of the State Council (SASAC) released the 
‘Guide Opinion on the State-Owned Enterprises Controlled by the Central Government’ 
(hereafter called the ‘Guide Opinion’). It is a legal document, comprised of four parts, 
that explains the Chinese government’s attitude towards CSR (Lin, 2010; Marquis and 
Qian, 2014). First, it states how CSR is a concrete measure serving to promote a 
‘harmonious society’. The second part explains how the SOEs are the core of China’s 
economy, affecting “every aspect of Chinese people’s living”, hence CSR implementation 
is crucial to meet the public’s expectation. Third, CSR is an inevitable option for long-
term sustainable development, which aids in corporate image, corporate cohesion, the 
quality of employees’ lives, and organizational creativity. The fourth part emphases how 
CSR is essential for SOEs to participate in the international market (Lin, 2010). The 
background for SASAC to create the ‘Guide Opinion’ was that CSR had become “a new 
trend at the global level” (Lin, 2010), referring to other CSR initiatives such as the 
UNGC. It served as the first official and grand statement towards businesses, in 
particular SOEs, to become responsible corporate actors. It is an example of a legal 
document in favour of CSR, and was paramount to make it a more mandatory part of 
business operations—if not in practice, then at least symbolically. Subsequently, in 2013, 
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CSR was announced by the government as one of eight focus areas for further reform for 
Chinese SOEs (CSR Asia et.al 2014) 

 

Overall, the Chinese government’s declaration of moving towards a more ‘Harmonious 
Society’ and the subsequent rules and regulations, have been paramount for CSR to gain 
traction in China (Wang and Juslin, 2009; CSR Asia et.al, 2014; See, 2014). Thus, one 
can argue that coercive isomorphism (DiMaggio and Powell, 1986) has been at play the 
last decade in the Chinese context. However, with the decentralized political nature, 
there are still provinces where economic performance is encouraged to be the main 
aspiration for businesses, and thereby lack rigorous law enforcement. The Chinese 
government indeed awards points for a variety of targets that affects the bonus 
prospects and promotion of local officials, which then maintains economic prosperity as 
a higher prioritized than CSR implementation (Rauch and Chi, 2010). It is, as 
mentioned, first and foremost in more prosperous and developed cities where CSR 
policies are most prevalent and monitored (CSR Asia et.al, 2014). Nonetheless, with its 
all-encompassing one-party state one may argue that the Chinese government—along 
with the existing shift towards more CSR measures and policies—have a preeminent 
potential with regards to further developing CSR and its outreach in China.  

7.2.1.2. Corporate Reporting 
The Chinese government has since 2006 been actively signalling that CSR reporting for 
companies is legitimate and important, along with the previously discussed concept of  
‘Harmonious Society’, and the adoption of the 2006 Company Law. The same year, in 
close succession, other governmental actors such as the Shenzhen and Shanghai stock 
exchanges, and SASAC through the mentioned ‘Guide Opinion’, issued 
recommendations and guidelines for reporting on corporate environmental and social 
activities as best practices for firms under their control (Lin 2010, in Marquis and Qian, 
2014). In 2008, the first Chinese reference book that provided practical guidance on 
preparation of CSR reports was published, under the auspices of the Chinese Ministry of 
Commerce (Yin et.al, 2008 in Marquis and Qian, 2014). Furthermore, the government 
also developed its own reporting standard for Chinese companies. Marquis and Qian 
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(2014) among others have observed that the government is sending signals through 
numerous channels that CSR is a desired and appropriate activity, and that Chinese 
firms have as a reaction stepped up the pace of CSR reporting since 2006 (See 2009; 
Marquis and Qian 2014; Sarkis et al., 2014). Large Chinese SOEs such as COSCO Group, 
State Grid and China Mobile did not begin publishing their annual sustainability reports 
until after these signals from the government began in 2006 (Marquis and Qian, 2014). 
Nevertheless, the actual quality of these reports varies, according to Marquis and Qian 
(2014), and they further point out that Chinese CSR reporting has been criticized for its 
low quality. Hence, although Chinese companies are increasingly reporting on their CSR 
activities, it is argued that they might not do so “in a substantive way” (Marquis and 
Qian, 2014). Ling and Zhu (2008, in Moon and Shen, 2010) state that even when 
companies do report, there are misunderstandings over the meaning of CSR, and 
“attendant deficiencies of integrity, authenticity, reliability and standardization.”  
 

It is quite common for a Chinese company’s leadership to have political connections 
(Marquis and Qian, 2014). The executives may be a member of the Chinese Communist 
Party as well as hold up top positions in the political system (Ma and Parish 2006, in 
Marquis and Qian, 2014). In general, there are two types of political connections. The 
first is that corporate executives can be members of the political councils, for instance 
the National People’s Congress (NPC)—the sole legislative body in China—or the 
Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference (CPPCC), which is an advisory board 
for the Chinese government. Corporate executives can also themselves be government 
officials, such as bureaucrats in a variety of governmental agencies (Marquis and Qian, 
2014). According to Marquis and Qian (2014), the former has greater symbolic value, 
and the latter has greater material benefit. Thus, the distinct functions of these two 
categories of political connections have significant implications for a “firm’s political 
dependence and its risk of monitoring by the government” (Marquis and Qian, 2014). 
This means that corporate executives serving on these councils are more likely to result 
in businesses responding to government pressure for CSR reporting to sustain their 
reputations. Furthermore, by taking actions in accordance with government regulations, 
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policies, and positions, through issuing CSR reports, businesses and their executives 
maintain their legitimacy in the “eyes of the government” (Marquis and Qian, 2014). For 
executives in privately held companies, it can be harder to become members than for 
executives of SOEs, hence, the membership has higher value. One can then argue that 
the impact of these connections on issuing CSR reports might be especially important 
for privately held firms, as responding to policy signals is one of the few means they can 
demonstrate their commitment to government initiatives (Marquis and Qian, 2014).   
 

Overall, corporate CSR reporting is often seen as part and parcel of improved CSR 
implementation. The mentioned 2006 Company Law and 2008 ‘Guide Opinion’ are 
both examples of coercive isomorphism where governmental policies affect CSR 
practices, and thus implementation of CSR measures directly. However, as discussed, 
whether the reporting is accurate and substantive is not guaranteed without monitoring 
and independent auditing. The quantity and quality of monitoring depend on several 
factors; whether the local government prioritizes it, what kind of ownership model the 
company has (private, SOE etc.) and related to that, what kind of relationship the 
corporate executives have to the local government. The last decade has nevertheless 
changed the consensus around CSR reporting, and can thus be seen as one of the drivers 
for CSR in China.  

7.2.2. The Environmental Situation in China 
Along with the rapid economic development, increasing population, and accelerating 
urbanization in the last 30 years, there has been serious damage and degradation of the 
environment in China (Fugui et al., 2008; Wang and Juslin, 2009; Watts 2010; See 
2014). The World Bank estimated in 2007 (in Wang and Juslin, 2009) that the damage 
caused by air and water pollution amounted to USD 54 billion per year, or between 3.5 
and 8 percent of China’s GDP; which means that environmental degradation has indeed 
offset economic growth in China. Furthermore, with a population of 1.3 billion people, 
and a growing middle class with a subsequent growing consumption, China is facing 
deliberate and serious shortages of water, energy and other natural resources (Watts, 
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2010). As an example, in 2010, over 600 cities of 6622 were facing water shortages 
(Watts, 2010). China is also the world’s second largest energy user, and the shortage is 
mainly caused by inefficient energy utilization, and the “overheated and improperly 
structured economy” (Wang and Juslin, 2009). The need for efficient utilization of 
natural resources is according to Wang and Juslin (2009) an important driver for CSR, 
and they state that the “current extreme environmental concerns impel CSR adoption 
and practice in China.” Along with this development, the government has put in place 
laws with regards to social and environmental impact reporting, which will be examined 
in the next section, as well as how this relates to CSR.  

7.2.2.1. Social and Environmental Impact Reporting  
The Chinese government has a long history of environmental impact assessment (EIA). 
In the 1970s, the Chinese government introduced the first national policy on 
environmental protection, and in  1989, a law called The Environmental Protection Law 
was passed, to specifically control environmental pollution. In 2003, a new law was 
passed, which required State Council departments, local city governments, and other 
relevant departments to conduct an environmental impact assessment for programs and 
plans regarding agriculture, energy, forestry, stockbreeding, water management, 
transport, tourism, development of natural resources, and civil construction (See, 2014). 
However, according to See (2014), these laws have been limited in generating corporate 
compliance. The State Environmental Protection Administration (SEPA) in China is 
according to Wang (2003, in See 2014) a “second-rank ministry, and all levels are 
known to suffer from shortages of staff and financial resources.” Moreover, government 
officials are operating the system, and are often facing extensive pressure to generate 
economic growth, which have caused a misalignment of incentives. The lack of NGOs 
(which will be discussed in section 5.2.41), or other local input further generates poor 
decision-making and biased assessment (Wang 2003, in See 2014). Allowing public 
input into the assessment, as well as ensuring a more transparent process would 
according to See (2014) influence the CSR levels in a positive manner. Another measure 

                                                
2	  As	  of	  June,	  2016	  (http://chinadataonline.org/member/city/city_md.asp) 
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would be to mandate public disclosure of EIA filed for private sector projects. The EIA 
process which is required by law is already standardized, and as argued by See (2014) 
should be disclosed in a correspondingly “standardized fashion”. This is, however, 
currently not the case. 
 

Fugui et al., (2008) argue that there are many deficiencies with regards to public access 
to environmental information. They state that currently, there is a lack of specific 
Chinese laws on disclosure of environmental information, which means that 
administrative officials oftentimes refuse to give information to the public “in the 
pretext that no law requires such disclosure” (Fugui et al, 2008). There is a also a lack of 
clear responsibility by governmental agencies. The asymmetry of information between 
the government and civil society is the main factor that has impacted public 
participation in environmental issues, in the sense that the government possesses 
information that the public is lacking; and in the absence of a clear responsibility to 
transfer this information to the public, they might not do so (Fugui et al., 2008). 
Furthermore, there is a lack of comprehensive environmental disclosure. The major 
governmental institutions that provide this information are the environmental 
administrations at multiple levels of the government. Thus, this discourages the 
universal disclosure of sufficient environmental information, which results in an 
”unsatisfactory transfer and sharing of the kind of information necessary to engage the 
public” (Fugui et al., 2008). The information disclosure is also generally unilateral in the 
sense that governments are the primary recipients of environmental information 
published by companies, such as EIA reports. Lastly, due to the mentioned factors, there 
is insufficient participation of civil society in environmental affairs. After all, the 
objective of information disclosure is to aid the public in understanding environmental 
conditions so that civil society can impose pressure on polluters to improve their 
environmental performance (Fugui et al., 2009). There is, however, no manner in which 
Chinese citizens can supervise government behaviour, nor plans for how the Chinese 
government should interact with the public (Fugui et al., 2009). These factors then act 
as a hindrance to CSR, in the sense that the Chinese government can withdraw the EIA 
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information that exists from the public and be secretive with EIA reporting from 
companies. Thus, one may argue that standardized information disclosure of EIA could 
be a driver for CSR (See, 2014), as NGOs and other CSOs could use the information to 
put pressure on the Chinese government, as well as Chinese businesses with regards to 
social and environmental matters. However, the lack and current incoherence of social 
and environmental impact assessment, and information disclosure thus act more as a 
hindrance for CSR to develop in China.  

7.2.3. Markets Drivers 

7.2.3.1. Labour Rights in China 
Labour rights, or rather the violation of them, is considered to be a driver of CSR in 
China. In the 1990s, along with the ‘anti-sweatshop’ movement, these issues made 
MNCs push suppliers to comply with regulations, standards and codes of conduct 
related to labour rights (Williams, 2014). The main problem areas in China specifically, 
were related to unfair employment contracts, unpaid minimum wage, labour disputes, 
unhealthy working conditions, lack of welfare and social security for workers, health and 
safety issues, insufficient workers training and education, poor protection of women’s 
rights, and inequitable employment relationships (Li and Li, 2005; Nordmann, 2005; 
Ying et al., 2006 in Wang and Juslin, 2009). Correspondingly, there has been an 
increasing pressure to improve the welfare of workers and protect labour rights, which 
has created a demand for CSR in companies (Wang and Juslin, 2009), and thus works 
as a driver for CSR in China.  
 

7.2.3.2. Domestic Business Associations  
Having a presence of domestic business associations that self-regulate does according to 
Fox and Prescott (2014, in See, 2014) promote CSR practices. The associations are 
anchoring and setting the expectations of how the industry should act and behave by 
setting guidelines on environmental and social practices. Furthermore, the associations 
aid in raising the CSR standards by encouraging mimetic isomorphism of CSR (Yang 
and Rivers 2009; See 2014). One study done by Moon (2004, in See 2014) identified 
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how the growth of CSR business associations in the UK helped to spread CSR practices 
in different industries. However, in China, business associations have never been 
actively involved in promotion of CSR or self-regulation. Pearson (1994, in See 2014) 
states that “rather than representing autonomous self-interest groups, Chinese business 
associations’ post-market reforms in the 1970s served as bridges between government 
and society”. They were established by the government as an aid in economic reforms, 
as well as in support of governmental measures. Nevertheless, according to See (2014) 
there are promising signs that the domestic business associations are increasingly 
disseminating best practices in CSR and self-regulation. Launching codes of conduct 
that could be the base of environmental self-regulation above the governmental 
requirements could thus be a concrete step for industry-wide business associations in 
order to increase the level of CSR (See, 2014). One example that China National Textile 
and Apparel Council (CNTAC) and other representatives from Chinese corporations 
have created is the CSC9000T (China Social Compliance 9000 for Textile and Apparel 
Industry), a social management system, designed in social parlance to imitate 
ISO140000, the internationally-recognized environmental management tool (Lin, 
2010). It concerns employment contracts, child labour, forced labour, working hours, 
welfare and wages, collective bargaining, trade unions discriminations, harassment and 
abuse, as well as occupational health and safety. Hence, similar to other Chinese CSR 
guidelines, it self-proclaims itself a set of standards with “Chinese characteristics” (Lin, 
2010). The evaluation process is controlled by the ‘Responsible Supply Chain 
Association,’ whose members are the same companies subject to the evaluation process. 
Although CSC9000T uses what the CNTAC call “third party evaluation organizations” to 
conduct evaluations, it does not stress the independent dimension that is typically 
associated with a third-party auditor (Lin, 2010).  
 

Overall, the mentioned ‘Chinese characteristics’ of domestic business associations -- 
traditionally set up to help the government in economic reforms -- implies that they 
have not acted as independent associations, which can be a driver for CSR within an 
industry (Moon 2004, in See 2014). However, the mentioned prevailing industry 
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guidelines and standards can be argued to act as a driver for CSR, especially with 
regards to labour rights, and has the potential to be so in the future. 

7.2.3.3. Exports and Presence of MNCs 
Sales to foreign markets and exports are one of the key drivers for improving CSR 
performance in China (Zhe et al., 2005, in Wang and Juslin, 2009). Many developed 
countries have CSR requirements for market entry, and many MNCs in their role as 
purchasers have established strict standards and rules for CSR in their global supply 
chain (Wang and Juslin 2009; See 2014; Sarkis et al. 2014). Some NGOs and MNCs 
have drafted ‘Codes of Conduct’ specifically for Chinese businesses, such as ‘China 
Business Principles’ by the International Labour Rights Fund and Global Exchange 
(Wang and Juslin, 2009). Further, MNCs such as General Electrics, Nike and Carrefour 
have imposed CSR assessment on their Chinese suppliers. In the coastal areas, 8000 
Chinese companies have experienced such factory assessments  (Ying et al, 2006, in 
Wang and Juslin, 2009). These requirements and pressures have acted as coercive 
isomorphic forces since they have forced companies to respond promptly to market 
needs, particularly in export-oriented and labour intensive industries, such as textiles, 
shoes, toys, electronics, and handicraft manufacturing. Accordingly, one predominant 
goal of achieving CSR in Chinese firms is to “improve responsible competitiveness in the 
global market” (Wang and Juslin, 2009).  Thus, MNCs are and have been since the early 
1990’s a strong driver for CSR in China (Sarkis et al., 2011). MNCs are also striving to 
adapt their business models to the vast Chinese market, and have brought their 
technology, capital and management know-how to the country. Accordingly, when the 
MNCs bring their CSR strategies and principles into the Chinese market, this “strongly 
influences CSR in China as well” (Wang and Juslin, 2009). In this way, MNCs also act as 
mimetic isomorphic forces, as they provide examples for Chinese firms of how to 
develop successful CSR strategies.  
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7.2.4. Civil Society 

7.2.4.1. NGOs 
Traditionally, one of the functions of NGOs is to monitor corporate behaviour and 
advocate for change through direct action by e.g. exposing corporate failings to the 
media, organizing boycotts, lobbying to the government etc. An active NGO sector 
increases the incentives for companies to engage and implement CSR to “allay the 
concerns of NGO critics” (Frankental, 2001 in See, 2014). However, in the Chinese 
context, there is a different playing field for NGOs. In the 1980s, regulations were 
imposed to govern the creation and formation of NGOs in China (See, 2014). These 
regulations are still limiting NGO operations through imposing control over their 
activities. In order to found an NGO in China, it is required to be registered with a 
‘sponsor’, which is a government line agency (See, 2014). Supervision of day-to-day 
activities in the NGO is then done by the sponsor, as well as reviewing the work of 
affiliated NGOs. Some NGOs have in the recent years been formed domestically by 
evading these constraints through registering as commercial enterprises, or even by 
“claiming to be an offshoot of a government agency or commercial enterprise” (Ye 2003, 
in See, 2014). Registering in Hong Kong has also become a way to overcome these 
constraints (See, 2014).  
 

Despite the governmental regulations, NGOs have taken root in China over time. The 
regulations do nevertheless leave them in an insecure and perilous situation, which 
restricts the activities they may engage in. Due to their ambiguous legal status, as well as 
lack of media access, NGOs can according to See (2014) not play an advocacy role. If 
they attract too much attention, they are risking to be shut down, which further prevents 
them from actually shining a light on issues they wish to address. Moreover, as these 
NGOs are not recognized, they “cannot be consulted by the government on policy-
making, and NGOs cannot act as effective checks and balances under such a situation” 
(See, 2014). However, as the interest of both the local government and industry are 
often in alignment, NGOs are essential for monitoring the environmental effects of 
companies as an independent monitoring body (See, 2014).  
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Additionally, in April 2016, the Chinese government adopted a new law reform called 
the “Management of Foreign Non-Government Organizations Activities in China”, 
which will come into effect from the 1st of January 2017. All foreign foundations, 
advocacy organizations, charities and academic exchange programs must hereafter 
register with the Public Security Bureaus (PSBs) for authorization to conduct their 
activities, as well as register with approved Chinese sponsors (Lubman, 2016). The 
international non-governmental organizations (INGOs) must report to PSB annually 
and submit to inspections of both bank accounts and office locations. Furthermore, they 
are not allowed to engage in fundraising in China, and their registration can be 
cancelled under “a vague provision that declares it punishable to create rumours, engage 
in defamation or publishing other harmful information that endangers state security or 
damages the national interest” (Lubman, 2016). The new law will thus restrict foreign 
NGOs and domestic NGOs’ activities in China, and furthermore impede the possible 
cooperation between the two (Phillips, 2016).  
 

Hence, whilst NGOs play significant roles for the development of CSR in many 
countries, they are according to Moon and Shen (2010) “at nascent stage in China, and 
thus, business-civil society relations are still weak.” Moon and Shen (2010) however 
state that although “historically weak,” NGOs are getting more “voice” in China, in 
particular through increased Internet and media access. One may then argue that NGOs 
in China do not per se act as a driver for CSR with the current restrictions imposed by 
the government. On the other hand, one can argue that they do not act as a hindrance 
either. Rather, the regulations imposed by the Chinese government act as a hindrance 
for NGOs to be a driver for CSR.  

7.2.4.2. Media  
According to CSR Asia et al. (2014), media is ranked as the third most important driver 
of CSR development in China. There is, however, a significant difference between 
traditional Chinese media, and social media. Although traditional media reports might 
exert pressure on corporations, their actual coverage of CSR has contributed to a 
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commonly held view that CSR solely involves philanthropic activity and legal 
compliance (CSR Asia et.al. 2014). An example of this is that when media reports on a 
natural disaster, they tend to focus on the financial donations made by firms as an 
indicator of social responsibility. Yet, there are examples where traditional media has 
covered environmental issues, such as in 1999 where coverage on pollution control 
made the government initiate a campaign to shut down polluting factories around the 
Huai River area (DNV and UNGC, 2015). Furthermore, mainstream media covered the 
case of SOEs being encouraged to state their CSR reports in 2006, which created more 
incentives for the SOEs to be transparent, knowing that the public was aware of their 
mandatory reporting. Other topics related to CSR and sustainability, such as recycling 
and the circulate economy, have also had increasing coverage in traditional media 
(Grayson and Nelson, 2013).  
 

On the other hand, social media such as WeChat3 and microblogs are greatly considered 
as a strong force in advancing CSR (CSR Asia et.al. 2014), as people can criticize and 
compare companies, and create public scrutiny. In general, the scope and speed of 
information through social media make it easier for the wider public to put pressure on 
companies. One of the reasons microblogs are considered as a strong force in advancing 
CSR is because it is less impacted and controlled by online censorship, popularly called 
“The Great Firewall of China”. However, big international websites such as Facebook, 
Google, Yahoo, Wikipedia, Twitter and YouTube are banned (Titcom, 2016).  The 
‘Firewall’ is infamous among INGOs related to freedom of speech, and has added to the 
controversies with regards to transparency of business. One example is how the Chinese 
government requires search engine companies to conduct censorship based on the 
instruction by Chinese government officials, which thus hampers the transparency of 
business practices (Lin, 2010). However, with over 721 million users, 52.2 percent of 
China’s population (1.38 billion in total) are Internet users; this accounts for 21.1 
percent of the total share of world Internet users (Internet Live Stats, 2016). Hence, 

                                                
3 WeChat is the biggest microblog platform in China, owned by the big telecommunication company ‘Tencent’ (Heath, 
2015) 
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even though the ‘Firewall of China’ is a massive apparatus, the rapid growth of social 
media and Internet usage is in general generating pressure for greater accountability 
and transparency in China, despite the online censorship restrictions (Grayson and 
Nelson, 2013). Thus, particularly social media can be argued to be a driver for CSR in 
the Chinese context.  

7.2.5. Cultural Aspects 

7.2.5.1. Chinese Culture and its Relation to CSR 
As China is a country with a population of 1.38 billion people, with 56 minorities (Centre 
Intelligence Agency, 2016), it can be challenging to discuss Chinese culture as a 
homogenous culture. However, according to many scholars, Confucian philosophy has 
historically influenced the moral code of the Chinese ethical tradition and forms much 
of the backbone of Chinese culture (Cho and Lee, 2001; Fan, 2000; Laurence et al., 
1995; O’keefe and O’keefe, 1997; Pang et al., 1998; Wang et al., 2007, in Wang and 
Juslin, 2009). It concerns ethical systems, moral codes and harmonious social relations 
(Fan, 2000; Murphy and Wang 2006, in Wang and Juslin 2009). According to Wang 
and Juslin (2009) the overall goal of an individual in Confucianism is to obtain ‘ren’, 
which is the quality of a human being, and becoming a ‘superior person’ by contributing 
to a harmonious society. Similar and related wisdom has been applied to Chinese 
business ethics, where there is a tradition of depending on moral considerations to 
conduct a profitable business. An example of this is ‘righteousness’, along with 
cultivating other virtues such as ‘humaneness’, ‘wisdom’, ‘ritual’, ‘responsibility’, and 
‘sincerity’. These virtues are all seen as imperative to become a ‘superior enterprise’, and 
thus contribute to a harmonious society (Wang and Juslin, 2009). Hence, profit should 
stem and result from harmonious business (Wang and Juslin, 2009). According to 
Wang and Juslin (2009), this is the Chinese cultural heritage that relates to CSR. On the 
other hand, Fang (2010) stresses that other aspects such as mianzi (or face) should be 
taken in considerations when looking at Chinese culture and how it is related to CSR. 
Gao and Ting-Toomey (1998, in Fang, 2010) define mianzi as “an individual’s claimed 
sense of positive image in relational and network contexts”. The mianzi theory explains 
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why Chinese often are inclined to make lists for top 10 students/companies etc.—who 
wish to receive positive public recognition—or bottom 10 students/companies etc., who 
may then lose face. This emphasis on social rank and lists applies to domestic firms, as 
well as MNCs, and affects the importance of corporate image and branding in China 
(Fang, 2010), and is thus related to CSR performance. Collectivism is another feature 
often described as an important part of Chinese culture. Triandis et al. (1998, in Fang, 
2010) describe that individuals from collective cultures tend to place more value on 
collective goals and the needs of their group than on individual promotion and 
achievements.  
 

Wang and Juslin (2009) argue that CSR has been regarded as ‘exotic’ by many Chinese 
businesses, and that CSR has been formulated and developed based on the ‘Western’ 
values, laws and free market conditions in developed countries. Accordingly, there are 
some elements which are not in alignment with the Chinese reality, such as CSR being a 
voluntary concept. The current situation in China is that corporate operations are still at 
the “basic legal level” (Wang and Juslin, 2009). Thus, although different authors have 
attributed the mentioned features of Chinese culture to CSR, it is challenging to argue to 
which degree they actually act as a driver for CSR in China. For example, Wang and 
Juslin (2009) state the Confucian tradition and business ethics based on Confucian 
notions “degenerated seriously during the transitional stage of market reform in China”. 
Hence, one may argue that Chinese culture is diverse and has inevitably changed along 
with the economic ‘boom’ in the last 30 years, and that it does not necessarily align with 
CSR in the sense that “Western standards [of CSR] are problematic and difficult to 
manage for Chinese corporations, [as] many of them are not according the Chinese 
reality” (Chen, 2006 in Wang and Juslin, 2009). 

7.2.6. China and its Relation to Human Rights 
In formal terms, China has engaged itself in the international human rights framework 
by ratifying a range of human rights treaties, and in general participating in the 
international human rights system for over three decades. In recent years, they have 
also officially recognized the universality of human rights. Yet, China is said to still view 
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human rights in “strongly aspirational rather than legal terms” (Sceats and Breslin, 
2012). This means that priority should be placed on the right to development as well as 
socio-economic rights, and emphasizes that human rights should be implemented 
according to a country´s national conditions. Sceats and Breslin (2012) argue that China 
has had and still has a “sharp focus on avoiding criticisms of China by the UN and other 
governments,” and has moreover sought to weaken the ability of the UN to report on 
states that abuse human rights. The Chinese leadership view international human rights 
as an issue to be ‘managed’ in the pursuit of the country’s so-called ‘core-interests’, 
which include preservation of its political system and social stability, favourable 
international conditions for its economic growth, and defence of its territorial integrity 
(Sceats and Breslin, 2012). Demonstrated by international controversies, as when China 
has performed crackdowns on dissidents, is a testament to how human rights are 
complicating factors for the Chinese leadership. When Beijing is criticized on these 
fronts, they push back, but are aware that these issues are damaging the country’s global 
image (Sceats and Breslin, 2012).  
 

When it comes to Chinese state-initiated business operations, there has also been 
extensive criticism towards the Chinese government. One example is that the Chinese 
government received negative attention for employing SOEs to acquire its economic and 
political interest in several conflict zones on the African continent (Lin, 2010). 
According to Lin (2010), international human rights organizations have condemned the 
SOE Sinopec, for its indirect involvement in the Darfur genocide (Diamond 2003, 
Keenan 2009, in Lin 2010). The allegations are however condemned by Sinopec and the 
Chinese government. These cases are contrary to the concept of CSR, and have by many 
authors raised doubt about the Chinese government’s motive for promoting CSR (Lin, 
2010). Thus, the Chinese government's relationship to human rights is not 
‘straightforward’. Although several international human right treaties are signed, there 
is a resistance towards the concept of universal values. As human rights are the basis of 
some of the principles with regards to CSR, one may argue that this resistance is a 
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hindrance for CSR in China, and for its government as well as businesses to embrace 
what they see as “Western” values, rather than universal values.  
 

7.2.7. Concluding Remarks 
This analysis has investigated which factors act as drivers or hindrances for CSR, in the 
institutional context of China. The first part of the analysis examines the Chinese 
government role in the development of CSR. The 2006 Company Law along with the 
‘Harmonious Society’ declaration are examples of the Chinese government’s first official 
recognition of CSR, even though MNCs had since the 1990s increasingly imposed CSR-
related standards and requirements. Furthermore, corporate CSR reporting becoming 
mandatory for SOEs, along with the mentioned ‘Guide Opinion’ were also contributing 
factors, acting as drivers for CSR. However, the lack of law enforcement and monitoring 
can be viewed as a hindrance to CSR, as it influences the level of authenticity in CSR 
reporting.  
 

The second part of the analysis looked at the environmental deterioration in China, 
which can be argued to be one of the most pressing internal drivers for CSR in China. 
Water and energy shortages and air pollution are real and happening, and the 
government has no choice but to face the already existing and future challenges this 
imposes. One part of this solution is CSR, and increased as well as improved disclosure 
of EIA. Overall, the Chinese government’s bureaucracy, awards points for a variety of 
targets, which then affects the bonus and promotion prospects for government officials. 
According to Rauch and Chi (2010), “In an attempt to meet targets solely focused on 
economic growth, resources have been squandered and the environment neglected”.  
 

When it comes to market drivers, the violation of labour rights, the presence of domestic 
business associations, along with MNCs imposed CSR requirements, all act as drivers 
for CSR in China. NGOs and media are intended to function as society’s watchdog, but 
are hindered in the Chinese context to play this role due to governmental restrictions 
and censorship. Since CSR is perceived to be based on ‘Western’ values, there has been 
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resistance towards embracing CSR among Chinese businesses. Chinese culture has 
specific features resembling values that could be related to CSR, but the concept is still 
seen as “exotic” and voluntary, and is argued to be in its early stages of implementation. 
When looking at China’s relationship towards human rights, the same resistance is 
observed, as the government still views human rights as ‘Western’ values imposed on 
them, rather than universal values that all countries should respect. 
 

7.3. Sub-question 2 
After assessing the different drivers and hindrances for CSR in China in the former sub-
question, the next section will tie the Chinese context to the UNGC Network China. As 
mentioned, the main function of the UNGC Local Networks is to advance the initiatives 
and the ten principles at the local country level, and overall “make global goals into local 
business” (Lise Kingo, 2016). Thus, the local networks play a crucial role in translating 
what responsible business means within the specific “national, cultural and language 
context” (UNGC, n.d.-j). The following part of the analysis aims to answer this research 
question: 
 

2.  How does UNGC Network China navigate in its institutional 
context?  

 

The first part of this analysis will provide an overview of the inception, structure, and 
funding of UNGC Network China. This will be preceded by the governance of the 
network, discussing the role of CEC, and the implications of being hosted by it. Then the 
work of the network, such as its daily operations, focus on SDGs, activities, and 
communication channels will be examined. Consequently, the network’s relationship to 
non-business members will be explored. Lastly, an account of how Network China works 
with human rights will be discussed.  
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7.3.1. The Inception and Structure of UNGC Network China 

7.3.1.1. The Inception of UNGC Network China 
The UNGC was formally introduced to China through a high-level meeting in Beijing, in 
December 2001. The meeting was hosted by the CEC in cooperation with the United 
Nations system in China, the Global Compact Office and UNDP. The meeting was 
chaired by Mr. Chen Jinhua, the former President of CEC, as well as Mr. Deng Pufang, 
the former President of the China Disabled Persons Federation4 (Hongsheng, 2013). The 
Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs appointed the CEC to host and found the UN Global 
Compact in China. In January 2005, the Global Compact Promotion Office was 
established, and was to function as a subordinate agency to the CEC. Later that year, 
between the 30th of November and 1st of December, the Global Compact Summit China 
‘Building Alliances for a Sustainable Global Economy’—also called the Shanghai 
Summit—was organized in Shanghai. Five hundred business leaders and representatives 
of government, labour and civil society from around the world gathered for the summit, 
and the event represented the largest ever held on the topic of corporate citizenship, as 
well as the first of its kind in China (UNGC, 2005). 
 

However, in 2009, the then UNGC Office Executive Director Georg Kell signed an 
agreement with the private institute Beijing Rongzhi CSR Institute, whose job was to 
authorize the UNGC Network China, to be the sole institute responsible for coordinating 
the network activities, and thus serve as a host. This appointment did not last for long, 
and on the 28th of November 2011, the UNGC Office re-appointed the CEC as the host 
of Network China (Hongsheng, 2013). The UNGC HQ recognizes this date as the official 
launch of the UNGC Network China (UNGC, n.d.-l).   

7.3.1.2. The Organizational Structure 
The UNGC Network China has four full-time staff, and their office is located in Beijing 
in the CEC offices (Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a). Sinopec staff aids the four 

                                                
4	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  Mr.	  Deng	  Pufang	  is	  one	  of	  the	  sons	  of	  Deng	  Xiaoping,	  the	  Chinese	  leader	  after	  Mao	  
Zedongs	  death	  (Hongsheng,	  2013).	   
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staff on an ad-hoc basis, for example, in the organization of larger events (Wang, 
Personal Communication, 2016b; Wang, Personal Communication, 2016c). Moreover, 
the mentioned Governing Board 5  is composed of 13 institutions and companies. 
According to Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a) ten of them are companies, where 
one third consists of SOEs, another third of MNC subsidiaries, and the last third 
consists of private companies. They furthermore have two institutional members in 
addition to CEC (Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a). There is also a day-to-day 
operational body of the network, which is under the management of the Governing 
Board (UNGC, n.d.-l). The purpose of the Governing Board is to bring the input of 
private sector actors, as they contribute with practical experiences and knowledge 
(Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a). Currently, Network China is renewing the 
Governing Board with the purpose of recruiting prominent and influential members, 
“particularly those companies in the sector of IT and e-commerce, which is really 
developing very fast in recent years” and could increase the outreach of the network 
(Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a). According to the theory of GPPN, it may be 
argued that the inclusion of different types of actors into the Governing Board, reflects 
an organizational structure designed to invite collaboration and voluntary learning with 
the end-goal of advancing practical solutions adapted to the Chinese reality. Moreover, 
the current restructuring of the board, reflects the evolutionary nature that Network 
China as part of a GPPN, is intended to pursue.  

7.3.1.3. Funding 
UNGC Network China is first and foremost funded by CEC. Furthermore, Sinopec and 
other members additionally provide financial support for big events. However, they do 
not receive any support in terms of funding from UNGC HQ (Wang, Personal 
Communication, 2016b). Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016b) states that this 
hampers the ability of the network to carry out projects and promote implementation of 
UNGC in China. Therefore, the lack of funding is considered as the biggest challenge 
Network China faces, according to Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016b).  

                                                
5 Reffered to as the ‘Presidium’ by Ms.Wang in the interview. 
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7.3.2. The Governance of UNGC Network China  
After the official launch of the UNGC Network China, the secretariat’s offices were 
located at the CEC’s offices in Beijing (Hongsheng, 2013). The network was further 
reconstituted to establish a Governing Board to serve the Chinese signatories with a 
structured and improved management system. At the launch meeting, the Chairman of 
Sinopec and board member of the Global Compact, Mr. Fu Chengyu, was elected as the 
first chairman of the Governing Board. Grayson and Nelson (2013) state that there was 
significant advance in official recognition of the UNGC Local Network China once Mr. 
Fu Chengyu became a part of the board, as he is the chairman of Sinopec—a large and 
powerful SOE with strong ties to the Chinese government. Mr. Fu Chengyu had also 
become a member of the UNGC HQ’s Global Compact Board in April, several months 
prior to the establishment of the network in November 2011.  

7.3.2.1. The Role of CEC 
Overall, being hosted by the CEC is one of the main “Chinese characteristics” of how 
UNGC Network China is navigating in the Chinese context. CEC is a government 
affiliated industrial association, under SASAC, which is a special commission of the 
Chinese government, directly under the State Council (China Enterprise 
Confederation/China Enterprise Directors Association [CEC/CEDA, n.d.). CEC was 
founded in 1979, and has along with the opening-up policies and reforms changed and 
developed since then to become a “national, social and economic organization 
functioning as a bridge and link between the government and enterprises” (CEC/CEDA, 
n.d). Its members consist of businesses, entrepreneurs and business associations. It has 
over 545 000 member companies, which include “the top 500 enterprises in China 
covering various industrial sectors in almost all of the provinces, cities and autonomous 
regions throughout the country” (CEC/CEDA, n.d). CEC states that it aims to serve the 
interest of companies and entrepreneurs, and make their voices heard in the 
“development of economic, business and labor-related laws to support the creation of 
regulations and policies that will enable a favorable business environment. CEC/CEDA 
guides enterprises and entrepreneurs to enhance their awareness of self-discipline, to 
observe laws and regulations, to standardize their business conducts and to maintain 
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market economic order. CEC/CEDA advocates that enterprises value business integrity, 
energy saving and environmental protection, and corporate social responsibility” 
(CEC/CEDA, n.d). Thus, the mandate of CSR is under CEC, which arguably makes it 
suitable to host the UNGC Network China. The organization also acts as the national 
employer's’ representative and hence “devotes itself to the development of harmonious 
industrial relations and leads enterprises to protect the legal rights and interests of 
employees” (CEC/CEDA, n.d.). It has fifteen operating departments, and hereunder 11 
sub-committees, which furthermore work together with each other and cooperate with a 
variety of other industry associations and local enterprise confederations around China 
(CEC/CEDA, n.d). CEC is the largest Chinese labour organization, the most important 
official business association, and was the first national labour organization in the world 
to support the UNGC (Hongsheng, 2013). 
 

Being facilitated, hosted by, and thus having a close relationship with the Chinese 
government may be seen as a strategic decision from the UNGC. As was mentioned, 
previous to CEC, Network China was intended to be hosted by the Beijing Rongzhi CSR 
Institute. Ms. Sun, the former Network China representative, argues that the change 
reflected the government’s desire to “get its power back” (Hongsheng, 2013). However, 
Mr. Han—the current director of the network—stated that while the UNGC wanted to 
develop a strong relationship with the Chinese government, it also had doubts that the 
Rongzhi CSR Institute was “in general not up to the task” since it could not reach SOEs 
in the same manner that CEC could (Hongsheng, 2013).  
 

Similar to the Chinese political system, there is a hierarchy among Chinese businesses. 
At the top of the hierarchy, there are the Central Government-owned Enterprises 
usually called CSOEs with “monopoly in in the market, in their field, who control loans 
and debt by the SOE banks” (Hongsheng, 2013). Then there are SOEs entities, which are 
directly controlled by the CSOEs. They accounted according to Hongsheng (2013) for 
more than 40 percent of China’s non-agricultural GDP in 2013. Compared to the 
numerous SMEs in China, 122 CSOEs have in general around 50 percent or more of the 
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market share in a variety of industries (Hongsheng, 2013). The level of CSR engagement 
for SOEs is according to CSR Asia et al. (2014) driven largely by the Chinese 
government, represented by SASAC. This started with the SASAC publishing the 
mentioned “Guide Opinion”, in 2008. SASAC has since then been promoting CSR 
actively among SOEs. According to SASAC, all SOEs have since 2012 published their 
CSR reports every year (CSR Asia et al., 2014). Furthermore, CSR strategies and policies 
of SOEs have been influenced by the Chinese government's overall development 
policies. CSR Asia et al. (2014) report that the common view among their respondents is 
that there is a fast-growing improvement in CSR engagement among the SOEs, 
especially the recent years. The increasing governmental focus on sustainable 
development along with regulations and reporting requirements might be the reason to 
this perception. Hence, it may be argued that getting SOEs to become members through 
CEC was seen as a reasoning for the UNGC to reappoint the CEC, as it presented the 
opportunity to have the greatest possible outreach, and have the most significant and 
influential members on board.  
 

Several authors (Hou and Li, 2013; Marquis and Qian, 2014; See, 2014; CSR et.al 2014) 
all emphasise how the Chinese government has been pivotal for CSR and subsequently 
the UNGC to gain traction and attention in China. One can then argue, that having a 
close relationship with the Chinese government and being governed by the labour 
organization CEC is thus suitable for the UNGC in the Chinese institutional 
environment, in order to carry out the work in the most substantive way. In accordance 
to GPPN literature, UNGC identified a key leverage point that provided a way to produce 
extensive disseminated learning (Waddell, 2011). As mentioned in section 5.2.3.1 labour 
rights are one of the drivers of CSR in China, thus it may be argued CEC offers not only 
the potential for a connection with government, but also the opportunity to influence 
labour conditions and policies. However, as previously discussed, due to the hierarchy 
and de-centralized nature of the political sphere in China, there are also obstacles with 
regards to monitoring and law-enforcement, and thus level of engagement (See, 2014). 
Overall, one can argue, that along with the increasing focus on CSR from the Chinese 
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government, directly through regulations and legislations, or indirectly with the concept 
of the ‘Harmonious Society’, it has generated and influenced a more receptive 
environment for the UNGC Network China to reach out to SOEs, and private companies. 
The concept of ‘Harmonious Society’ is also used in Network China’s translated material 
and is a focus of the events organized by the network, as it is a concept familiar to 
corporate executives.  

7.3.3. The Work of UNGC Network China 

7.3.3.1. Daily Operations  
The day-to-day operations of the Network China office are according to Ms. Wang 
(Personal Communication, 2016a), to provide basic services to their members, such as 
receiving calls from companies who are already members, as well as companies who are 
interested in the UNGC. They also work throughout the year with preparing and 
arranging a variety of events—which will be discussed below. Furthermore, they 
undertake surveys with companies about Network China’s events, and try to engage and 
motivate companies to participate at events by the UNGC HQ in New York, such as the 
Leaders Summit—a triennial event most recent in June 2016 (Wang, Personal 
Communication, 2016b).  
 

As investigated in the ‘Corporate Reporting’ in section 5.2.1.2 the Chinese government 
has since 2006 with the Company Law been strongly signalling that corporate CSR 
reporting for Chinese businesses is important. This is in favour of Network China, as the 
CSR reporting culture, or the lack thereof, is arguably closely linked to whether the 
member companies are able to sustain listed and active in the network. Ms. Wang 
(Personal Communication, 2016a; Personal Communication, 2016b) states that 
Network China provides tailor-made services to companies at their requests, such as 
giving company advice on writing their sustainability reports. This form of reembedding 
activity (Gilbert and Behnam, 2012) reinforces the system trust of signatories in the 
UNGC, and aids them in maintaining their ‘active’ status.  
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7.3.3.2. Focus on SDGs  
The UNGC aims to make use of the newly introduced SDGs as a framework in advancing 
sustainable practices (Sufian et al., 2016). The ten principles are intended to 
complement the SDGs in providing companies strategic guidance on how they can align 
their business practices with sustainable development (Sufian et al., 2016). However, in 
their field study, Sufian et al. (2016) found that the level of awareness about the SDGs 
varied, and many UNGC signatories failed to see the relationship between the ten 
principles and the SDGs, regarding both as separate agendas. MNCs were found to have 
the best knowledge, and most had already identified how to align their business 
practices with the SDGs. SOEs and NGOs were found to have medium exposure to the 
SDGs, while SMEs had the least exposure and often lacked incentives to integrate them 
into their business strategies (Sufian et al., 2016). Overall, Sufian et al. (2016) found 
that businesses needed practical guidance on how to implement the SDGs. However, 
this might also be attributed to the fact that the SDGs were introduced in 2015, and that 
it may take time for companies to familiarize themselves with the new goals.  
 

Accordingly, the current main focus of the office is to prepare the first China Summit on 
the new Sustainable Development Goals 21-23th of August, 2016. The office advocates 
to, and invites people from the government, companies, embassies, other UN agencies, 
youth participants, young college students, academia, and journalists to participate 
(Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a). For the summit, they are also currently 
preparing the next Regional Network China-Japan-Korea Global Compact Business 
Roundtable; where they, in addition to having the regional business forum, will have 
side events for both youth and researchers. Ms. Wang states “We have really confidence 
in these SDGs because we have been receiving a lot of recognition and support from the 
government, and also from companies” (Personal Communication, 2016a). She 
estimates that around 500-600 people will attend the event. They have organized “big 
media outlets” to attend, and Ms. Wang states that their membership base will likely be 
expanded due to the event, “because we will get more attention, from the companies, 
from the general public and from WeChat users” (Personal Communication, 2016a). She 
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further notes that expanding their membership base is “something UNGC care much 
about. Because... China is so big and have so many companies, so there are some great 
potential” (Personal Communication, 2016a). They have furthermore partnered with a 
“very prominent IT company” (Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a), called Tencent, 
which is the company who invented and is managing Wechat. Tencent is according to 
Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a) also “very interested” in the SDGs. In 
accordance to GPPN literature (Waddell, 2011), through the new partnership Network 
China can arguably leverage on the popularity of the company and reach out to more 
people, as well as extend CSR knowledge.  
 

In relation to the connection between the Network China and the Chinese government, 
Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a) noted that a government official praised 
the upcoming event “because in China there are many government ministries and 
bureaus, but they are only in charge of one area, maybe one goal or two goals about the 
SDGs, but there is no such institution to...be the hub...to let different stakeholders to 
come together to talk about the SDGs, to talk about how to build partnerships, and how 
to mobilize resources, and how to collaborate.” Sufian et al. (2006) add that the Chinese 
government has taken a proactive role in contributing to the negotiation of the SDGs, 
and has in fact directly influenced and provided guidance on how the network should 
strategize its SDGs campaign. One may argue that this potentially can be an opportunity 
for the UNGC to strengthen their cooperation with different government agencies, and 
thus advance their goals, as well as their flexibility in promoting the network. However, 
one can also argue that this ‘provided guidance’ from the government imposes a 
potential hindrance for the network to work independently with the SDG promotion.  
 

Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a; Personal Communication, 2016c) states 
that the office is also participating in the compiling and writing of a report for HNA 
Group6, which is the first company in China to “frame their report based on the SDGs”, 

                                                
6 A large Chinese private company, active in aviation, real estate, financial services, tourism, logistics, and other 
industries (http://www.hnagroup.com/en/corporation/group-profile/about-us/index.html) 
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and adds, “we are very interested in being the first ones in trying to write a report 
against the indicators or the goals of SDGs” (Personal Communication, 2016a).  

7.3.3.3. UNGC Network China Activities 
Throughout the year, Network China carries out a variety of activities. Every year they 
have one to two big events, and one to two other smaller events such as seminars. They 
also host both trainings and webinars. Further, Ms. Wang states that every year, they 
have “undertaken a lot of tasks from the UNGC Office”, for example arranging events, 
where they act as facilitators to carry them out in the Chinese context (Personal 
Communication, 2016a). They also aid the UNGC Office in New York to undertake 
surveys, and “help to motivate Chinese companies to participate in activities in New 
York,” like the triennial Leaders Summit (Personal Communication, 2016a). Ms. Wang 
further states that they carry out research, on topics such as “how [the] GC Ten Principle 
can be implemented in Chinese context”, on request from UNGC Office in New York 
(Personal Communication, 2016a). However, they also organize their own autonomous 
events, such as the mentioned SDG Summit. Network China moreover hosts their own 
trainings, albeit in partnerships with other institutions, as Ms. Wang states, “we do not 
have the time and we have very little human resources” (Personal Communication, 
2016a). She adds that it is first and foremost partners who reach out to them, and that 
they do not accept every initiative as it “must match their priorities”, and be in line with 
the values of the UN Global Compact (Personal Communication, 2016a). Moreover, in 
order to have regular contact and update their members on previous activities, they 
issue an electronic newsletter every month (Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a). It 
should be noted that Network China does not measure the participation rate of the 
activities they host (Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a).  
 

After having organized many events on the general UNGC ten principles, Ms. Wang 
states that they have observed that companies rather want focused events, as companies 
“seek to solve specific problems” (Personal Communication, 2016a). An example of this 
is the annual China Summit on ‘Caring for Climate’ for local governments, companies, 
and other stakeholders to address issues such as carbon pricing, water, green 
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technology, green finance, and low-carbon development (DNV and UNGC, 2015). The 
event is also a response to the increasing focus on environmental issues by the Chinese 
government (Sufian et al., 2016). In the Local Network Report (UNGC, 2015) the UNGC 
recognized the 2014 Caring for Climate Summit as a best best practice case from which 
other Local Networks could learn from. The report highlighted how the summit 
provided “a forum for communication exchange and knowledge sharing between 
government officials, business, experts and academics to discover collaborative ways to 
address climate change” (UNGC, 2014; United Nations Global Compact Network China, 
2015).  
 

Ms. Wang states that at every summit, there are CEOs from SOEs, and other private 
companies attending. CSR managers and representatives are usually also present. She 
furthermore states that the Chairman of CEC, who is also the chairman of ‘Chinese 
People's Political Consultative Conference’, the CPPCC, is most of the times present at 
the events (Personal Communication, 2016a). Thus, one can argue that people in 
influential positions attend their activities, which give more traction and promotion for 
the UNGC and Network China’s work.  
 

In 2012, Network China initiated the annual “UNGC China Local Network best 
Practices” event, where signatories are given a platform to share their experiences on 
implementing the ten principles, and to learn from each other (Sufian et al., 2016). In 
this event, 25 companies are honored for their ‘Best Practices’ under four categories: 
environmental protection, social responsibility management, labour rights protections, 
and partnership (Sufian et al., 2016). In line with the shift to the SDGs, from 2016 on, 
this event will be transformed into a ‘Local SDG Pioneer Program’ where business 
leaders and change-makers will be honoured for their contribution in implementing the 
SDGs (Sufian et al. 2016). The incorporation of award ceremonies ‘honouring’ 
participants for their best practices may be interpreted as a Chinese characteristic of 
Network China, as it relates to the cultural notion of mianzi. As discussed in section 
5.2.5.1 mianzi relates to an individual’s positive image in network contexts. It may be 
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argued that Network China honours the firms engaging in ‘best practices’ as a way to 
respond to the cultural wish of receiving positive public recognition, with the aim of it 
being a motivational factor to advance the ten principles.  
 

Network China also collaborates with other Local Networks by, for example, attending 
or inviting them to events, where there is expertise sharing and dissemination of 
knowledge, as well as promotion of regional collective action (UNGC, 2015). They 
especially have close collaboration with the Japanese and Korean Local Networks. Every 
year, the three Local Networks alternate in hosting the China-Japan-Korea Roundtable, 
where business and academic institutions convene to compare best practices (UNGC, 
2014). Another prominent example of inter-network collaboration was the publication 
of the Regional Leadership through UNGC Principles, which showcases best practices 
from the Asia Pacific region and highlights common priority areas that Local Networks 
could collectively address (UNGC, 2015). In light of the SDG Summit that is to take 
place in August, Mrs. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a) states the Network China 
intends to “invite the Korean and Japanese Networks, but also other countries in the 
Asia Pacific region.”  

7.3.4. UNGC Network China and Communication  
Network China first and foremost communicates with their members through their 
newsletters, their website and WeChat. For direct contact with companies, they send a 
message and receive phone calls from the companies. With the most engaged and active 
members, there is mutual messaging, and Ms. Wang states that when they have CSR 
practices or have made their CSR reports, they “will inform us and send us copies asking 
for our opinions” (Personal Communication, 2016a). When it comes to the companies in 
danger of being delisted due to not handing in the COP, they inform signatories before 
they are delisted. Through doing this, Ms. Wang state that many companies will ask 
what is the reason for this, and how they can improve (Personal Communication, 
2016b).  
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The online platform WeChat is especially popular in China, and Network China has 
according to Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a) developed their WeChat 
account “because we find that WeChat it is more efficient and effective than the 
website”. They have further plans of developing their WeChat account, as the office has 
noticed that fewer and fewer of their companies use their official UNGC Local Network 
China website. “With WeChat, people from the top to the bottom are using it, the 
business leaders use WeChat, the CSR practitioners use WeChat, they all use WeChat. 
We think it is very effective, so we are going to do more work on the account to 
communicate with our members” (Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a). They have 
also used “some mainstream Chinese media outlets” to make “the Global Compact 
mainstream in the business sector” (Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a). Indeed, 
the office has according to Ms. Wang, made an effort to raise the Global Compact's 
profile in China, and it has received increased attention the past three years (Personal 
Communication, 2016a). Mainstream traditional media, has among other topics covered 
how SA8000 standards and the UN Global Compact's Ten Principles are linked. One of 
the outcomes has been an expanding list of participants, which is particularly welcome, 
as Ms.Wang states; “China is so big, and there are many companies, and sustainability 
institutions, so I think somehow we face a lot of competition in this area” (Wang, 
Personal Communication, 2016a). Making the UNGC Network China better known is 
thus important for the network to expand and thrive, and media is one of the ways to 
achieve and leverage the ‘brand’ of UNGC. Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a) 
states that, although many members are delisted annually because they fail to submit 
their COP or other reasons, the quality, as in “engaged members”, and the quantity, as in 
“the size of the companies, and their status in their sectors”, is generally improving. This 
is however, according to Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a)  an outcome of 
their events, as they “really haven't carried out any specific campaign activities just for 
membership expansion, just for recruiting members”. She states that they do not think 
this is a good idea, and adds that “only when your activities, or the the services you 
deliver, can meet their requirements and really meet their needs” they can attract 
members (Personal Communication, 2016a).  She adds, “You have to be really excellent 
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to get them closer to you instead of everyday… trying to reach out to companies. That 
makes no sense” (Personal Communication, 2016a). Thus, this is according to Ms.Wang 
a clear strategy they have followed since the beginning (Personal Communication, 
2016a).  

7.3.5. UNGC Network China and Non-Business Members 
Ms. Wang states that Network China works with a variety of non-business stakeholders. 
(Wang, Personal Communication, 2016a). For instance, they work with academic 
institutions, through their youth engagement, such as 18 youth organizations (Appendix 
A). Youth engagement is also highlighted in many of the activities Network China hosts, 
for example, the mentioned SDG Summit and the annual China-Japan-Korea 
Roundtable (UNGC, 2014; Wang, Personal Communication, 2016b). In the latter, the 
three networks have a youth CSR program, and Mrs. Wang (Personal Communication, 
2016b) states that her “impression is college students’ awareness and conscientiousness 
on sustainability has been improving very fast.”  
 

Type Location  Number 
Academic  Hong Kong 1 

Business Association Global  Beijing 1 

Business Association Local  
Beijing 2 

Baoding 1 
N/A 2 

City HeLong 1 
Foundation Beijing 1 
NGO Global  Hong Kong 6 

NGO Local  Beijing 3 
Hong Kong 16 

 

Table 1: Non-Business Active Members of Network China (UNGC, n.d.-c)  

 

The table above shows, there are 25 NGOs listed as active in the Network China. From 
this, 22 are based in Hong Kong, which could be considered as consistent with the NGO 
restrictions in Mainland China previously discussed in section 5.2.4.1 Furthermore, 15 of 
this 16 active local NGOs are the mentioned youth organizations based in Hong Kong 
(Appendix B). This implies that there are few actual Mainland Chinese NGOs as 
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members. Hence, the level of NGO engagement can be argued to be low, but it can also 
be argued that this is attributed to the restrictions for NGOs in China.  
 

With reference to domestic business associations, Network China has  “connections, but 
with no concrete cooperation” (Wang, Personal Communication, 2016c), and as 
illustrated in the table, there are only five signatories of this kind. From the rest of non-
business participant categories, there is marginal representation, with only one or two 
members per category. In this regard, Network China mirrors the challenge that the 
UNGC as a GPPN faces in attracting members from civil society, which reduces the 
legitimacy of the initiative by lessening the ‘checks-and-balances’ this group provides 
(Detomasi, 2007; Rasche and Gilbert, 2012).   

7.3.6. UNGC Network China and Human Rights 
As human rights are also a part of the UNGC’s ten principles, it is a topic for Network 
China to promote on a daily basis. As CSR Asia et al. (2014) have stated, human rights in 
China are perceived to be politically sensitive, and thus limited to issues in the context of 
workplace practice; child labour, forced labour and anti-discrimination. Ms. Wang 
(Personal Communication, 2016a) does however state that after environmental 
concerns and labour conditions, human rights is the third most important topic which 
Network China has worked with in the recent years, and that it is becoming a term that 
companies are more comfortable to discuss. Ms. Wang further states they have 
organized several events on human rights for promoting UN Guiding Principles on 
Human Rights (Personal Communication, 2016c). However, one can argue that the 
mentioned Sinopec controversy in Darfur in section 5.2.6, and the following 
condemnation of it, illustrates how the Chinese government’s influence over Network 
China limits the credibility of the network. When international human rights 
organizations pointed to these violations, Sinopec remained on the Governing Board, as 
the President of the network is also the chairman of Sinopec. Since one of the 
cornerstones of the UNGC’s ten princes is human rights, one might argue that having a 
controversial firm in the UNGC board is a ‘Chinese characteristic’ of Network China 
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with its strong governmental influence, and which may not have happened in other 
countries.  

7.3.7. Concluding Remarks 
In this part of the analysis, the way Network China navigates in its institutional context 
has been explored. The network is relatively in its infancy as it was officially established 
in November 2011. CEC was approved as the host of Network China, as it arguably gives 
government connections, and facilitate outreach to Chinese private companies and 
SOEs, through CEC’s member base of over 500 000 companies. Moreover Mr. Fu 
Chengyu, the chairman of Sinopec, was appointed as the president of the network, 
ensuing his membership on the UN HQ Global Compact Board. Network China is first 
and foremost funded by CEC, and acknowledges lack of funding as its biggest challenge 
in advancing the network.  
 

In adapting to the Chinese context, Network China hosts a variety of events, and in 
response to the environmental concern by the government as well as companies, they 
host an annual summit called ‘Caring for Climate’. In alignment with the cultural notion 
of mianzi discussed in section 5.2.5.1, Network China works with honouring best 
practices of companies who perform well in the implementation of the ten principles. 
The network is currently focusing on the SDGs, which can be seen as a response to the 
government engagement with the SDGs. Furthermore, as WeChat is China’s most 
popular online platform, Network China is increasingly engaging with members through 
this forum. It should also be noted that engagement with civil society remains low and 
can be seen as a weakness of the network, as well as a reflection of the overall restricted 
environment for NGOs and CSOs. 

7.4. Sub-question 3 
Following the analysis of how Network China navigates and operates in the Chinese 
context, the next section will look at how its target—Chinese companies—respond. The 
third sub-question will thus analyse the data in the UNGC database in order to examine 
the response and level of activity from private sector members in the network. Since 
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Network China was established in 2011, but the overall UN Global Compact was started 
in 2000, the analysis will use the year 2011 as a divider. With this divider, we aim to 
analyse if the presence of Network China has resulted in more active participation, 
expanded membership, more outreach throughout the country, ownership categories, 
statues, and/or a change in the industries from which participants come from. With this 
aim, the following research question has been formulated: 
 

3.  How have Chinese companies responded before and after Network 
China was established? 

 

The first part of this section examines the overall participation rate by Chinese 
companies, from the year 2000 to present. This is followed by an analysis of the location 
of UNGC signatories, where ‘tier cities’ are used as classification. Subsequently, the role 
of Network China is examined in light of ownership structures, namely privately held 
companies, SOEs, publicly listed companies, MNC subsidiaries and ‘non-applicable’ 
companies. Then, UNGC membership by industries will be investigated. Lastly, 
contributions to the Global Fund by Chinese signatories will be analysed.  

7.4.1. Overall Participation Rate  
From the table below one can observe that 2004 was the first year with a significant 
increase in the amount of UNGC signatories. During the first four years, there was a 
total amount of 22 companies who had signed up, and during the course of 2004, 30 
new companies joined. As stated, the COP policy was started in 2003; previously 
companies had to submit a yearly case study of implementation of the principles (Kell, 
2012). The change in UNGC reporting might have influenced the increase in signatories 
from China because the previous case study requirement could have been seen as 
burdensome, as it was more time consuming and required additional human resources. 
The fact that there was in general few government imposed CSR requirements, might 
also be a reason. Moreover, the table also shows that 2010 was the year with the most 
delistings, with a total of 74. However, the subsequent year was the year with most 
observable listings: 107 signatories joined in 2011. It can then be argued that the 
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announcement of the creation of the UNGC Network China might have sparked this 
increase in listings. 
 

Year # of 
Listings 

# of 
Delistings 

2000 3 0 
2001 6 0 
2002 9 0 
2003 4 0 
2004 30 0 
2005 6 3 
2006 20 2 
2007 72 1 
2008 58 21 
2009 40 2 
2010 33 74 
2011 107 40 
2012 33 28 
2013 21 37 
2014 24 56 
2015 37 41 
2016 16 13 

 

Table 2: Number of Listings and Delistings per year (UNGC, n.d.-c) 

 

Looking further into UNGC participation rate by members located in China, the chart 
below points to the fact that retention is low. Of all the members that at some point have 
enlisted as UNGC signatories, more than half have been delisted, while only 30 percent 
remain active.  
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Chart 1: Participation Rate of Business Signatories (UNGC, n.d.-c) 

 

Advancing the analysis of the delisting data in relation to the Network China, the year 
2011 is, as mentioned, used as a divider, as it was the year the network was created. As 
the table below demonstrates, the signatories that were listed and delisted before 2011 
amount to 143. The number of signatories that were listed before the creation of the 
network but delisted after its creation is 134. Finally, the signatories that were listed 
after 2011 and were later delisted are 41. Thus, there is an observable decrease in 
delistings after the creation of the Network China. This can be attributed to the official 
establishment of UNGC Network China with CEC as a host, and that both support in 
COP policy implementation and network activities have made it easier for companies to 
keep prioritizing their membership.  
 

Listed before 2011 and delisted before 2011 143 

Listed before 2011 and delisted after 2011 134 

Listed after 2011 and delisted after 2011 41 

 

Table 3: Listings and Delistings prior and post Network China Establishment (UNGC, n.d.-c) 

Active 
30% 

 Non-
Communicating 

8% 

 Delisted 
62% 

Participation Rate of Business Signatories 
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7.4.2. Location of UNGC signatories  

7.4.2.1. Regional Differences7  
As previously mentioned, China’s size and history make its socioeconomic 
characteristics extremely heterogeneous; according to Webber et al. (2002), “the 
contrasts are so sharp that at least three worlds can be identified within China.” The 
major spatial differences lie between urban and rural areas, but there are also great 
inter-provincial variances, as well as disparities between the coast and the inland areas 
(Wang and Hu, 1999, and Khan et al., 1993 in Webber et al., 2002). Because of these 
disparities, ‘tier cities’ have been adopted as a point of differentiation. This system of 
classification was first used by the Chinese government in its development plans, but 
has been adapted by economists, consultants and businesses to effectively “slice China 
into specific local categories for the sake of understanding consumer behaviour, income 
level, and local trends” (Gardner, 2013).   
 

Gardner (2013) describes cities in the ‘Tier 1’ as urban metropolises with a high-density 
population and extensive economic, cultural and political influence in China. These 
cities draw great attention from abroad and represent China’s most developed markets 
with regards to consumer behaviour (Gardner, 2013). SinoStep (n.d.) describes tier two 
cities as some of the fastest growing areas of China. Provincial capitals, sub-provincial 
cities, special economic zones, and other cities with economic and cultural influence 
compose ‘Tier 2’ (Gardner, 2013). This group has increasingly attracted investment 
because of “lower labour costs, less competition, lower operating costs for retailers, and 
rapidly increasing consumer spending habits” (Gardner, 2013). Cities in ‘Tier 3’ are 
generally open coastal, and/or high-income cities with less economic growth and 
development than ‘Tier 1’ or ‘Tier 2’ cities (SinoStep, n.d.; Gardner, 2013). Despite this 
lower level of development, 30 percent of China’s upper-middle-class is projected to 
come from ‘Tier 3’ cities by 2022, compared to 15 percent in 2002 (McKinsey and 

                                                
7 To gather the information on location of signatories, we went through the individual webpages of each 
signatory, as this information is not disclosed by UNGC. We could not find information on seven percent 
of signatories (Appendix C).  
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Company, 2013). Moreover, many of these cities have significant economic and 
historical importance and they are considered to be convenient and inexpensive 
locations for many large industries and companies (SinoStep, n.d.; Gardner, 2013). 
Cities that are not part of Tiers 1, 2, or 3 are often grouped together and make up ‘Tier 4’ 
cities (SinoStep, n.d). They are smaller cities in the North and West of China and they 
represent the majority of the country’s urban population and combined income 
(McKinsey and Company, 2013; SinoStep, n.d.). Despite their smaller size and 
importance, some cities in this tier are also projected to be part of the geographic 
transition and will have a larger proportion of middle-income residents by 2022 
(McKinsey and Company, 2013). 
 

Percentage of Status by Tier  
Tier  Active  Non-communicating  Delisted 
Tier 1 35% 11% 54% 
Tier 2 27% 5% 68% 
Tier 3 24% 8% 68% 
Tier 4 29% 0% 71% 

 

Table 4: Percentage of Status by Tier (Refer to footnote seven) 

 

In line with the previous analysis, the table above displays that in all tier cities there are 
higher percentages of delisted participants than active. Moreover, in Tiers 2, 3, and 4 
over 60 percent of participants have already been delisted. This high percentage of 
delistings has made some cities within these Tiers disappear from the ‘UNGC map.’ In 
other words, in these cities, all participants who had joined the UNGC have by now been 
delisted. Since no cities from ‘Tier 1’ have ‘disappeared’, the ‘Tier 1’ sub-section will only 
look into active participation. However, analysis from Tier 2 and 3 will also include 
‘delistings’ data. ‘Tier 4’ is excluded as it only represents one percent of total UNGC 
business signatories (Appendix C).  
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Chart 2: Active Business Participants by Tiers (Refer to footnote seven) 

 

Active 
Tier  Joined Before 2011 Joined After 2011 
Tier 1 57% 43% 
Tier 2 69% 31% 
Tier 3 41% 59% 
Tier 4 0% 100% 

 

Table 5: Percentage of Active Participants who joined the UNGC Before or After 2011. (Refer to 

footnote seven) 

 

7.4.2.2. Tier 1 Cities  
As displayed above, 63 percent of active UNGC signatories in China, come from ‘Tier 1’. 
This may be attributed to the perception that CSR is better developed in those locations 
which developed first along with the opening-up policies throughout the 1980’s (CSR 
Asia et al, 2014). Moreover, the awareness of sustainability issues is also more prevalent 
in the general public and among local government officials (CSR Asia et al., 2014). The 
UNGC may have a higher profile in ‘Tier 1’ cities—with or without a Local Network—
because there is already an existing awareness of CSR. Furthermore, all cities in ‘Tier 1’ 
are located in the East and South of China, and CSR Asia et al. (2014) note that the level 

63% 
20% 

14% 

1% 2% 

Active Business Particpants by Tiers 
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Tier 2 

Tier 3 

Tier 4 

No information 
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of economic development is more advanced in these regions. This is because there is a 
considerable number of manufacturers in the region that supply international markets 
overseas. Thus, the CSR requirements from international clients help improve the CSR 
practices, and raise the CSR awareness in Eastern and Southern China (CSR Asia et.al. 
2014). In this light, UNGC membership may be accounted to requests from 
international clients to sign up for the initiative, and not necessarily to the presence of 
the Network China. For example, from the active ‘Tier 1’ participants, 57 percent joined 
before the establishment of the network, while 43 percent joined after its establishment. 
Since an overwhelming majority of signatories is located in ‘Tier 1’, a more nuanced 
analysis ensues.  
 

 
Chart 3: Tier 1 Active Participants by City (Refer to footnote seven) 

 
Tier 1 

City  Before 2011 After 2011 
Beijing 66% 34% 

Guangzhou 100% 0% 
Hangzhou 0% 100% 
Hong Kong 41% 59% 
Shanghai 59% 41% 
Shenzhen 57% 43% 

 

42% 

2% 4% 

17% 

28% 

7% 

Tier 1 Active Participants by City 

Beijing 

Guangzhou 

Hangzhou 

Hong Kong 

Shanghai 

Shenzhen 
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Table 6: Percentage of Active ‘Tier 1’ Participants who joined the UNGC Before or After 2011. 

(Refer to footnote seven)  

 

As can be seen, within ‘Tier 1’, more signatories come from Beijing than from any of the 
other five cities. As has been discussed, SOEs are a major driving force of CSR in China, 
and 75 percent of the SOEs who are part of the China Network are headquartered in 
Beijing (Appendix D). Hence, it may be argued that the high presence of signatories 
located in Beijing is in part attributed to the influence of SOEs. It could also be argued 
that since the Network China is headquartered in Beijing, it is easier to reach out to 
nearby firms and organizations than to other actors who are farther away. However, 66 
percent of the signatories located in this city joined the UNGC before the establishment 
of the network, while 34 percent joined after. This might be attributed to the fact that 
they could have been the ‘first-movers’ when UNGC first was launched in the early 
2000s. 
 

The chart also shows that Hong Kong and Shanghai have large representation within 
‘Tier 1’. These two cities, along with Beijing, tend to be where many companies are 
headquartered. CSR Asia et al. (2014) contend that since foreign and national HQs are 
still a primary force in the development and execution of CSR in China, CSR 
professional networks are more active and significantly better developed in these three 
cities. This, in turn, has led to higher levels of awareness about CSR in the business 
communities there. Since the UNGC is regarded as the “largest CSR initiative 
worldwide” (Hoessle, 2014), the higher awareness of CSR may offer an explanation as to 
why organizations from these three cities join the UNGC.  

7.4.2.3. Tier 2 Cities  
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Graph 3: Tier 2 Active Participants by City (Refer to footnote seven) 

 

As displayed in chart two, 20 percent of active UNGC signatories are located in ‘Tier 2’ 
cities. The city with most participation is Suzhou with nine signatories, followed by 
Tianjin with six signatories, and Ningbo and Wuxi with three signatories. Suzhou has 
close proximity to Shanghai, and Tianjin has close proximity to Beijing. This might have 
contributed to the fact the signatories in these cities have the highest number of active 
participants. The other seven cities with active participants have only one or two 
signatories.  
 

Table five shows that 69 percent of active ‘Tier 2’ signatories joined the UNGC before 
the establishment of the Network China, while 31 percent joined after. This could be 
attributed to the fact that these cities have a higher percentage of ‘heavy’ industries, and 
were potentially pressured by international clients to adhere to CSR measures, and thus 
could also signed up the UNGC to enhance their competitiveness.  
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Graph 4:Tier 2 Delisted Participants by City (Refer to footnote seven) 

 

Looking at the delisted ‘Tier 2’, it is observable that several cities have disappeared 
altogether from the active list, which could be attributed to the fact that these cities had 
international clients requiring UNGC participation, with whom they no longer have ties, 
and that they subsequently dropped their engagement with COP reporting. Moreover, 
members from the cities that have disappeared from the active list, all joined before 
2011, so it may be argued that the Network China is engaging with members from cities 
in less developed tiers.  
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7.4.2.4. Tier 3 Cities  

 
Graph 5: Tier 3 Active Participants by City (Refer to footnote seven) 

 

In reference to chart two, 14 percent of active UNGC signatories are located in ‘Tier 3’ 
cities. 59 percent of active signatories from ‘Tier 3’ joined the UNGC after 2011, 
reinforcing the claim that the Network China has been better at improving their 
outreach in less developed cities.  
 

 
Graph 6: Tier 3 Delisted Participants by City (Refer to footnote seven) 
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Active participants located in ‘Tier 3’ come from 19 different cities. However, the 
number of cities in ‘Tier 3’ escalates to 46 when including non-communicating and 
delisted participants (Appendix E). In reference to the table above, two of the cities with 
most participants from ‘Tier 3—Huizhou and Dongguan—no longer have organizations 
that are part of the China Network, and all the members coming from these cities have 
been delisted. These two cities had eight and seven participants, but in reference to the 
table displaying active participants, no city has more than three signatories. The high 
level of delistings in these two cities may be explained by mimetic isomorphism; once a 
company realized its neighbour companies who were not complying with the COP 
requirement received no backlash from their delistings, they may have had fewer 
incentives to maintain membership. It should also be noted, that similarly, in ‘Tier 2’ 
cities, a majority of participants that have been delisted joined the UNGC before 
establishment of Network China.  

7.4.3. Ownership Structure of UNGC Signatories  
 

 
Graph 7: Ownership Structure & Status of firms who joined before 2011. (UNGC, n.d.-c) 
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Graph 8: Ownership Structure & Status of firms who joined after 2011. (UNGC, n.d.-c) 

 

7.4.3.1. Privately Held Companies  
The two graphs above demonstrate that of the companies in China that at some point 
have been members of the UNGC, the majority are privately held companies. In relation 
to the overall Chinese context, in February 2014, the All-China Federation of Industry 
and Commerce released data stating that Chinese privately held businesses contributed 
to more than 60 percent of Chinese GDP in 2013 (Zhe and Yu 2015). By the end of 2011, 
there were 47.24 million private enterprises in China, with employees counting for over 
183 million people, with a yearly growth rate of 11.59 percent ( Zhe and Yu 2015). The 
higher proportion of privately held companies in the UNGC could be attributed to their 
larger presence in the overall Chinese economy. However, it should be noted that larger 
presence does not equate with larger influence; there are approximately 123 large 
CSOEs (Hongsheng, 2013) in China and as noted in sub-question two, they have a more 
substantive influence because of their close ties to the Chinese government.  
Furthermore, Husted et al. (2016) argue that domestic firms from emerging economies 
tend to suffer from a disadvantage of localness if stakeholders believe the business to be 
inferior to MNCs in the areas of product quality, manufacturing practices, CSR, or 
environmental protection. Since, “domestic firms tend to be less familiar with global 
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norms and standards, they...will be more likely than MNE subsidiaries to imitate nearby 
firms when obtaining global standard certifications” (Husted et al, 2016). Hence, it is 
possible that mimetic isomorphism has been at play in influencing private companies to 
join the UNGC; they try to overcome “the challenge of enhancing their legitimacy in the 
local environment by demonstrating to local stakeholders that their practices meet 
global” standards (Husted et al., 2016).  
 

As the first graph demonstrates, before the establishment of Network China, although 
privately held firms represented the group with most signatories, they also were the 
group with most delistings. Of the total 271 private businesses that joined the UNGC, 
214 were delisted and 12 are non-communicating. Some scholars attribute the overall 
poor CSR performance of Chinese private firms to their lower level of cognition and 
narrow understanding of CSR, which hinders their capacity to actually transfer CSR into 
their competitiveness as an enterprise (Liu 2009a; Wang and He 2010; Shu 2010, in 
Zheng and Yu 2015). Another aspect is that there is a lack of internal CSR management 
or corporate governance systems (Tang 2008; Liu 2009a, b; Shu 2010, in Zheng and Yu 
2015). Hence, firms may have failed to maintain their active status because they lacked 
both the CSR knowledge to adhere to the ten principles and local support from the 
UNGC. An additional reason may be that in general, Chinese private firms have 
economic prosperity as their primary goal of operation and do not see the potential 
added competitiveness from CSR in the long-term, and thus do not prioritize CSR 
measures such as the UNGC (Zhang and Lu, 2008, in Zheng and Yu 2015). CSR Asia et 
al. (2014) also found that the implementation of CSR strategies depends on the owner’s 
level of awareness, as well as their long-term vision for the development of the company. 
For example, during a field study investigating Network China, the manager of a small 
private firm stated, “I don’t care about the environment and global warming, you see, 
the USA as a great power also refused its responsibility and did not sign the Kyoto 
Protocol, and the action of [the] Canadian Government in [the] Durban Conference was 
to avoid the issue. Why does the UN require my small company to have this 
responsibility?” (Hongsheng, 2013). Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a) adds 
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that for signatories who share this attitude, once a one-time order by a consumer who 
requested that the firm be a UNGC signatory is completed, they may no longer see the 
need to be a member and thus fail to submit the COP.  
 

After the establishment of the Network China, there have been less publicly listed 
companies who sign the UNGC, but retention has been proportionally higher. Of the 104 
firms in this category, 52 remain active, 26 are non-communicating, and 26 are delisted. 
It could thus be argued that the support Network China provides for companies has had 
an impact in their level of activity. In his field study, Hongsheng (2013) found that since 
few SMEs publish CSR reports and lack the resources to complete it successfully, the 
simple format of the COP appears as a viable option. He also found that SMEs have an 
incentive to be part of Network China because they find that having the UNGC logo 
gives them an advantage to be chosen to be a MNC supplier, which may point to the 
notion of bluewashing discussed in the Literature Review. Additionally, his study 
revealed that privately held SMEs had joined Network China because they were under 
supervision from their local government and had been forced to join as a way of 
showcasing the government’s achievements (Hongsheng, 2013). Further, Ms. Wang 
(Personal Communication, 2016a) attributes the increase in active participation from 
private firms to their global expansion, “when they go global, they find they have to...do 
better to speak the same CSR language, and also to share the values, share the same 
business values that their business partners so they become quite concerned about CSR 
values and they find [that the] UNGC is...the very high level CSR platform for them.” 
She also believes that many of the private businesses are becoming more engaged 
because of the networking opportunities that Network China provides through its 
activities.  

7.4.3.2. Publicly Listed Companies  
Although SOEs are publicly listed, the UNGC distinguishes between publicly listed 
businesses and SOEs. Hence, this section excludes SOEs, which will be separately 
analysed. Of the 32 publicly listed companies that joined before 2011, 13 remain active, 
two are non-communicating, and 17 have been delisted. As mentioned in section 5.2.1.2, 
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by request of government, between 2006 and 2008, the Shenzhen stock exchange and 
the Shanghai stock exchange issued specifications requiring its listed companies to 
disclose CSR reports in accord with guidelines; “these requirements mark the milestone 
of mandatory CSR disclosure in China among the major listed corporations” (Li et al., 
2013).  Since then, there has been a fast growth in CSR reporting among this group, with 
a 12 percent increase in reporting between 2009 and 2010. Moreover, many publicly 
listed companies began to establish CSR departments (Li et al., 2013). A possible 
explanation to the high level of delistings before 2011 is that publicly listed firms may 
have found their CSR reports to be sufficient in showcasing their social responsibility, 
and thus they did not longer see the need to be UNGC members.  
 

After the establishment of Network China, ten publicly listed companies have joined the 
UNGC. Although this number may seem low, none of these businesses have been 
delisted, six remain active, while four are non communicating. As was the case with 
privately held companies, it may be argued that the establishment of Network China has 
contributed to continued high level of engagement, through COP support and events. It 
can, however, also be potentially attributed to the overall recent increase in CSR focus 
for public companies, as they are required to deliver their CSR report.  

7.4.3.3. SOEs 
Of the 26 SOEs that joined that UNGC before 2011, 17 remain active, one is non-
communicating, and 8 have been delisted. Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a) 
states that SOEs have been the most engaged members of Network China because they 
have been the Chinese pioneers within CSR. As previously discussed in section 5.2.1 the 
overall level of CSR engagement for SOEs is according to CSR Asia et. al (2014) driven 
largely by the Chinese government, represented by SASAC. Hongsheng (2013) argues, 
“The government believes that the better image of Chinese enterprises is beneficial to 
develop good relationships in the international business environment, and promote the 
image of the whole country.” Furthermore, CSR strategies and policies of SOEs have 
been influenced by the Chinese government's overall development policies. An example 
of this is that SOEs might refer to the national Five-Year Plans issued by the government 
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for the country’s development to help shape and construct the framework for, or adjust 
their CSR strategies.  
 

Hongsheng (2013) adds that SOEs have more incentives to care about their image 
because they want to convey to the public that they are responsible businesses, while at 
the same time influencing other firms to follow their example. In this light, they publish 
annual CSR reports and have accepted the GRI and ISO 26000 standards, which are 
more detailed than the COP the UNGC requires. Hence, he argues that joining Network 
China is an easy task for SOEs because they are already following stricter standards, and 
by joining the initiative they gain the added benefit of showcasing the UNGC logo. 
Moreover, he also states that the CEOs of SOEs “insist that the [CSR] standards should 
not be supplied by the Western countries and that the Chinese enterprises should 
acquire more rights and work platforms.” SOEs find that the UNGC provides them with 
opportunities to interact with international organizations, NGOs, MNCs, and officials 
from other countries, and thus they may see Network China as an alternative platform 
to articulate discourses of power (Hongsheng, 2013).  
 

However, after the creation of Network China, there has been a reduction in the number 
of SOEs joining the UNGC, and in their proportional level of engagement. Of the 13 
companies in this category that have joined, seven remain active, while six have been 
delisted. This might be attributed to the SOEs prioritizing other CSR measures imposed 
by the government, as they are bring more legitimacy in the local context. This may 
depend on whether they have international clients or not.  

7.4.3.4. MNC Subsidiaries 
Ms. Wang (Personal Communication, 2016a) argues that many MNC’s subsidiaries join 
Network China because they receive specific requests from their headquarters to do so. 
She further states that although MNCs were ‘early birds’ in CSR implementation, the 
increased attention Chinese firms have given to the subject, has made the MNCs seek 
innovative ways of conducting CSR. She believes that subsidiaries have shown interest 
in the China Network because they see it as an opportunity to innovate (Personal 
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Communication, 2016a). However, MNC subsidiaries have been, overall, the group with 
smallest representation in Network China; 21 companies joined the UNGC before 
establishment of the network, while only five companies joined after. It should be noted 
that overall CSR practices and strategies from MNCs located in China might differ from 
their operations in other countries (CSR Asia et al., 2014). There are many MNCs who 
have CSR initiatives limited to short-term projects and philanthropy. Hence, there is a 
significant challenge for various MNCs to localize their CSR policies and practices to 
actually suit the Chinese context, while at the same time maintaining a level of 
standards and commitment demonstrated and carried out in other countries of 
operation (CSR Asia et.al. 2014). Moreover, Huste et al. (2016) argue that subsidiaries 
are less likely to adopt global CSR certificates, such as the UNGC, because they are more 
concerned with adopting local CSR practices that “demonstrate that they are good local 
citizens and that enhance their legitimacy in the local environment.”  

7.4.3.5. N/A 
It is unclear from the UNGC website why firms are categorized as N/A. The reluctance 
to specify their ownership category may point to an initial lack of seriousness of 
commitment to the UNGC. This would explain why of the 39 N/A members who joined 
before 2011, 37 have been delisted while only two remain active. It should be noted that 
no firm has been categorized as N/A after 2011; this may be attributed to follow-up 
questions by the Network China Office, when engaging with new members.  

7.4.4. UNGC Membership by Industries  
 

As can be seen from the graph in Appendix F8, the active UNGC members from China is 
comprised of businesses that are mainly drawn from the N/A, ‘General Industrial’, 
‘Electronic and Electrical Equipment’, ‘Support Services’, ‘Industrial Metals and 
Mining’, and ‘Automobile and Parts’ sectors. From these sectors, the majority of 
members in the ‘General Industrials’, ‘Electronic and Electrical Equipment’, ‘Industrial 
Metals and Mining’, and ‘Automobile and Parts’ sectors, signed up to the UNCG before 

                                                
8 The graph was placed in the Appendix due to its size.  
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the establishment of Network China. According to CSR Asia et al. (2014), businesses in 
industries that are more dependent on fossil fuels, that are considered environmentally 
damaging, or that are export oriented have the most advanced CSR measures. This can 
be argued to be due to the policies and requirements on energy saving and reduction of 
emissions imposed by the Chinese government. Another driving force is the public’s 
concern over the different health risks caused by environmental pollution (CSR Asia et 
al., 2014). Thus, it may be argued that companies in these sectors are bluewashing, in 
order to gain legitimacy in the eyes of consumers. For export-oriented industries, the 
more advanced CSR measures are attributed to requirements from international clients 
(CSR Asia et al., 2014). Thus, it may be argued that firms in these industries use their 
UNGC membership to legitimize their operations or comply with standards from clients. 
In this case, one may argue that the establishment of the Network has not had a 
substantive effect for these members, as the motivation to join is potentially better 
explained by bluewashing or coercive isomorphism. However, it should be noted that a 
priority of Network China has been climate and environment (Wang, Personal 
Communication, 2016a); therefore, companies in industries with a strong 
environmental impact may also be engaged because of their desire to learn how to 
reduce their environmental impact. They may have joined the UNGC for legitimacy 
purposes, but remain active members because of the learning opportunities, such as the 
Caring for Climate conferences, that the network provides.  

7.4.5. Contributions  
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Graph 9: Contributions to the Global Fund (UNGC, n.d.-c) 

 
The graph above displays how many companies have contributed to the Global Fund 
according to ownership structure. The red bars show how many companies within a 
certain ownership category who have contributed to the Global Fund, while the blue 
bars show how many companies within a certain ownership category who have not 
contributed to the fund. The green line in turn, shows the percentage of companies that 
have contributed within a certain ownership category. Privately held companies have 
contributed the most, but they are also the ownership category with most signatories. In 
proportion with how many companies there are within its ownership category, SOEs 
have been the group who have contributed the most. This might be related to the fact 
that they have a larger amount of economic resources, and/or are encouraged by the 
government to contribute.  

7.4.6. Concluding Remarks 
This part of the analysis investigated the response from Chinese companies to the 
UNGC, before and after UNGC Local Network China was established in 2011. Overall, 
there are more delisted participants than active ones, since the UN Global Compact first 
was established in 2000. However, the majority of the delisted companies joined before 
2011.  
 

In order to decipher the data collected, Chinese cities were classified into different tiers. 
In general, UNGC Network China has more outreach to companies in ‘Tier 1’. However, 
it has also increased the level of participation and engagement of companies outside of 
‘Tier 1’.  
 

With regards to ownership structure, privately held companies have most signatories, 
but are also most delisted. When it comes to publicly held companies, no firms that 
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joined after 2011 have been delisted. SOEs on the other hand, have in proportion to how 
many they are, the smallest percentage of delisted companies. Furthermore, of 13 active 
subsidiaries, 10 joined before the establishment of the UNGC Network China, which can 
be attributed to high CSR standards from their parent companies. Thus, the 
establishment of the network can be argued to be less relevant to them, as they first and 
foremost follow their HQ demands.  
 

When it comes to sectors, it has been observed that the sectors with the most polluting 
and heavy industry joined UNGC before the network was established. Hence, this can be 
attributed to stricter rules by the government on carbon etc., or an inclination to 
bluewash themselves in the eyes of their consumers. For export-oriented industries it 
can possibly be attributed to the relationship to international clients and their imposed 
CSR standards, and/or the willingness to also wear the blue UNGC logo to increase their 
competitiveness in the international market.  
 

Overall, regardless of tiers, ownership structure, or industry categories, one may argue 
that Network China is keeping the signatories active, whether they became signatories 
before or after the establishment of the network in 2011. This might be attributed to the 
activities or networking opportunities they provide. Thus, it may be argued that 
Network China serves, to a certain degree, its intended purpose. 

8. Discussion 
The overall research question of this thesis aims to investigate an example of 
‘challenging’ contexts in which the UNGC operates. As it is a ‘universal’ initiative, built 
upon ‘universal values’, there are inherent compromises that the UNGC must confront, 
as each national context differs due to varying informal and formal institutions. As 
reviewed, one of the ways the UNGC has navigated in these differing contexts is through 
the Local Networks. Because each country differs to a large extent, no Local Network 
generalizations can be made. However, exploring the case of Network China is 
compelling because—as mentioned in the introduction—in the last decades, a vast array 
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of challenges related to human rights, labour conditions, corruption and environmental 
degradation have emerged since the opening-up policies of the 1980s, along with the 
fast development of the Chinese economy. The case thus provides insight into the types 
of compromises the UNGC is willing to make in order to advance its goals in this 
context. The ensuing discussion includes findings from all three sub-questions to 
illustrate the complexity of navigating a ‘universal’ project in a country which does not 
necessarily accept the universality of the ten principles, and instead sees, to some 
extent, CSR as a ‘Western’ concept imposed upon them.  
 

A very clear example of a compromise which has arised in the establishment and 
operation of the UNGC in China is having Mr. Fu Chengyu—Chairman of the oil and gas 
company Sinopec-- as the President of UNGC Network China and as a Chairman of the 
UNGC HQ Global Compact Board. This can be considered a compromise because of the 
alleged indirect involvement in the Darfur genocide by Sinopec, according to several 
international human rights organizations. On the one hand, UNGC is arguably 
compromising its integrity and reputation by having such a controversial figure on its 
board. On the other hand, one can argue that this is a strategic decision by the UNGC to 
gain influence on Sinopec, and expecting improved practices, transparency and 
leadership in the implementation of the ten principles. Moreover, as Sinopec is a large 
and influential Chinese company, the UNGC can potentially leverage on this influence to 
attract the attention of other private and state-owned companies in China. From 
Sinopec’s side, this discussion is tied to the mentioned criticism of bluewashing by 
companies—draping themselves in the blue UN flag in order to gain legitimacy in the 
eyes of their stakeholders. Moreover, critics may argue that Sinopec is indeed using its 
membership in the UNGC as a ‘Trojan Horse’ to gain access into the UN, as Mr. Fu 
Chengyu convenes with Executive Director of the UN, Mr. Ban Ki-Moon, on the UN 
Global Compact Board. Sinopec is moreover an SOE, with strong and direct ties to the 
Chinese government. One may then argue that this further convolutes the issue of Mr. 
Fu Chengyu’s membership in the UNGC’s Global Compact Board, as it could imply that 
he brings Chinese political influence into the agenda of the UNGC.  
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However, in accordance to the GPPN literature, rebuilding trust in the business sector 
through promotion of higher CSR standards is one of the aims of the UNGC. Rather 
than pointing fingers at controversial companies, the aim is to help them improve their 
business practices in accordance to the ten principles, and a first step is placing some 
degree of trust in them. Relatedly, membership to the UNGC by Chinese participants is 
partly made up by businesses in industries that are more dependent on fossil fuels, that 
are considered environmentally damaging, or that are export oriented. Thus this can be 
damaging for the reputation of the UNGC, as accusations of bluewashing can arise. 
Nonetheless, placing trust in Sinopec and other companies in controversial industries 
goes back to the notion that the relationship between the UN and the private sector has 
to change from one of confrontation to one of cooperation, as that is perceived to be the 
only way to bring about transformational change. The companies may be accused of 
joining for bluewashing purposes, but they may also be part of Network China because 
of the learning opportunities provided.  
 

Related to this notion of creating transformational change, it was mentioned in the 
literature review that GPPNs could only reach a ‘tipping point’ if governments, the 
private sector, and civil society are all part of the process. However, in the context of 
China, the censorship and government-imposed restrictions on media and NGOs, make 
civil society ‘a hampered leg of the tripod’. These restrictions are outside the control of 
Network China, yet the close relationship to the Chinese government that the CEC 
provides could be argued to be the most appropriate way to increase the outreach of the 
network within the restrictive parameters of the government. Moreover, and perhaps 
idealistically, it could also be argued that Network China could demonstrate to their 
contacts in the Chinese government the role of NGOs and CSOs in creating 
partnerships, innovation, and independent monitoring, in the aim of advancing CSR. 
This could potentially lead to a less restricted environment for civil society in the future.  
 

As has been noted throughout the analysis and discussion, the indirect involvement and 
influence of the Chinese government in the establishment and operation of Network 
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China is one of the most salient ‘Chinese characteristics’ of the network. The Chinese 
government has in general been increasingly proactive in advancing CSR measures in 
the country. This has been witnessed in the mandatory CSR disclosures imposed upon 
all publicly listed companies in the Shanghai and Shenzhen Stock Exchange 
respectively, the 2006 Company Law, as well as the ‘Harmonious Society’ declaration. 
The Chinese government can thus be argued to be exerting a coercive isomorphic force 
in advancing CSR. In this light, their relationship to Network China can be seen as one 
more tool in advancing the goal of improving the CSR activities of companies 
throughout country. This in turn, may play a role in improving the damaged reputation 
China has as the ‘factory floor of the world.’ However, other factors such as a lack of law 
enforcement, independent monitoring, and still having economic incentives for local 
government representatives to mainly focus on economic growth in their respective 
areas, all account for a different perspective, which can point to green- and bluewashing. 
As mentioned, as China is known to be the ‘factory floor of the world’, it will have to 
adjust to the increasing global CSR standards in order to retain its competitive 
advantage. One can then argue that to seemingly have a ‘green factory floor’ will be 
increasingly crucial. The Chinese government is arguably well aware of this aspect in its 
ambition of becoming the leading economy of the world, which is reflected in its 
engagement with the SDG’s, the recent ratification of the Paris Declaration (Harvey, 
2016), the development of its CSR measures, as well as its official engagement with the 
UNGC.  
 

Participation by Chinese signatories to the UNGC is still exceptionally low compared to 
the overall number of Chinese businesses in the country. SOEs have been the most 
active members, which could be related to pressures from the government, while 
privately held firms have had the most dwindling participation. Yet, the involvement of 
the Chinese government in the negotiations of the SDGs, and the new focus on the SDGs 
by Network China will perhaps increase the membership base by all ownership 
categories. Further, it may be argued that participants have become more engaged after 
the creation of Network China, which can be observed with the lower rates of delistings 
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after the establishment of the network. Moreover, the increased engagement of 
members located outside of ‘Tier 1,’ may point to the spread of CSR outside the most 
developed cities. This is laudable, as one can argue that less developed cities are where 
these standards are needed the most.  
 

The Chinese government’s promotion of some aspects of CSR, while at the same time 
showing hesitance towards aspects of ratified Human Rights treaties, points to how 
different countries place higher value on some ‘universal principles’ more than others. 
This relates to the criticism of the UNGC, discussed in the literature review, claiming 
that the ten principles are squeezing the complexity of values, diverging ideas, and 
diversity of institutions into a single format. Moreover, simplifying UN values to ten 
principles makes it easy for companies to give an impression of ethical sensibility 
without actually accomplishing any change on a substantive level. However, if each 
Local Network adopted its own principles and discarded others, perhaps no 
transformational change would occur and the status quo would remain. Nonetheless, 
this is where Local Networks play a crucial role in translating the ten principles into the 
specific contexts. This ‘translating’ process is however complicated, albeit the Local 
Network offices set up around the world are in direct contact with, and under the 
mandate of the UNGC HQ. Local realities, principles and needs might collide with the 
ten principles, but this is where the voluntary aspect of the UNGC comes in. UNGC is 
designed as a voluntary initiative in order to be inclusive of contexts where there is no 
political, judicial or social infrastructure to implement or enforce human rights or 
proper labour conditions. Thus, the voluntary nature can be argued to be crucial to 
reach places and local realities where the ten principles and their ripple effects are the 
most needed. The voluntary concept might also be attributed to a lack of resources by 
the UN as a system, as well as an international body with the capacity to create and 
enforce an international ‘hard law’ system for worldwide CSR measures. Thus, we join 
other voices in questioning: despite its apparent weaknesses, what other alternatives at 
a global scale are there?  
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The previous analysis and discussion lead us to conclude that the UNGC operates in 
challenging contexts through being hosted by organizations that provide the most 
comprehensive outreach possible. This might include -- as in the case of China -- 
organizations with governmental connections and with influence on large private actors. 
Inherent in this approach, there are potential trade-offs the UNGC must take into 
account, such as a harm of reputation, compromising certain UN values, a risk of free-
riders, and providing an easy way for companies to bluewash themselves. One may then 
argue that the rationale behind this approach is that the long-term ‘bigger picture’ is 
prioritized rather than being too strict and narrow with regards to who can be a member 
of the UNGC. 

9. Conclusion 
This thesis set out to explore how UNGC operates in challenging contexts, with a case 
study of China. As has been continually mentioned throughout the paper, Local 
Networks play a pivotal role in adapting the ten principles to local realities. To explore 
this topic, the following overall research question was developed:  
     

➢  How does the UNGC operate in challenging contexts such as China?  
    

Moreover, the following sub-questions were investigated in order to uncover the 
different nuances and layers of the overall research question: 

 

1. What institutional factors are driving or hindering the development of 
CSR in China? 

 

The most prevalent findings with regards to CSR drivers are the Chinese government’s 
CSR related policies and regulations, motivated among other factors by the pressing 
environmental degradation. This has forced the government to tackle the environmental 
challenges through imposing CSR measures. Other drivers include factors such as 
increasing CSR demands from international clients, the presence of MNCs in the 
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country, the violation of labour rights, and the increasing variety of international CSR 
standards and codes of conduct adopted by specific industries through their domestic 
industry associations. Social media may also be argued to act as a driver through 
encouraging and forcing transparency of business operations. Institutional factors 
hindering the development of CSR include the restricted environment for NGOs, CSOs 
and the ‘Firewall of China’s’ attempted censorship on media. The cultural hesitance of 
accepting the allegedly ‘Western’ values of CSR, can also be argued to be a hindrance, 
which can furthermore be observed in the ambivalent relationship to human rights, and 
the acceptance of the ‘universal’ dimension of them. Lastly, the Chinese government’s 
overall priority of economic prosperity, for example through awarding points to local 
government officials for reaching economic growth targets, is argued to act as one of 
biggest hindrances of CSR development. These findings set the institutional framework 
in which UNGC Network China navigates, and were used in the analysis in the next sub-
question.   

      

2. How does UNGC Network China navigate in its institutional context? 

 

UNGC Network China is hosted by the CEC, a special commission of the Chinese 
government, directly under the State Council. The approval of CEC as a host of Network 
China has provided a connection to the Chinese government, as well as access to a large 
network of companies and business associations in China. Throughout the year, the 
network hosts a variety of events, among them the annual ‘Caring for Climate’ summit, 
focusing on practical solutions for companies with regards to environmental concerns. 
Related to the culturally embedded notion of mianzi (face), Network China also honors 
best practices and ranks companies after their performance with regards to a variety of 
topics related to CSR. There is however low participation rate of non-business members, 
arguably due to the restricted environment for NGOs and CSOs. Overall, the most 
notable ‘Chinese characteristic’ of Network China, is the indirect influence of 
government on the network through its connection to CEC and Sinopec. It is with these 
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findings in mind, that the next sub-question discussed how the network’s target—
namely Chinese companies—have responded to the establishment of the network.  

 

3. How have Chinese companies responded before and after Network China 
was established?  

 

According to the data collected and analysed, it is evident that overall, there are more 
delisted participants than active ones, since the establishment of the UNGC in 2000. 
However, there have been fewer delistings of members after Network China was 
officially established in 2011, both among the signatories who joined before 2011 and 
after. The location of members has been classified in so-called ‘tiers’ for the purposes of 
deciphering and analysing the data, and findings suggests that Network China has more 
outreach to cities in ‘Tier 1’, but that the network has also been successful in keeping 
members from ‘Tier 2’, and ‘Tier 3’, engaged. With regards to ownership models, the 
findings suggest that the establishment of the network is less relevant. Furthermore, the 
data collected on the different industries among the members point to the fact that 
‘controversial’ industries signed up before the network was established. This might be 
attributed to a wish of bluewashing themselves, or a potential desire to learn and find 
strategic solutions to their CSR issues.  

 

UNGC Network China has a difficult role in advancing CSR consensus in a country that 
is to a certain degree resistant to some of the ten principles. This becomes even more 
complicated when considering a staff of four has the mandate to advance these 
principles in a country with dozens of millions of businesses. However, UNGC has 
navigated through the Chinese context, by being hosted by the CEC. This has provided 
them with connections to the government, and with relevant industry access points. The 
lack of human and funding resources is also alleviated by having access to the resources 
of CEC, as well as its outreach to companies.  

 

Nonetheless, along with this governance structure comes a variety of possible friction 
points related to what the UNGC stands for. As human rights are at the base of all the 
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ten principles and the UN’s core values, it is easy to point out some contradictions 
inherent in the current governance structure of Network China. As mentioned in the 
discussion, there are participants - both people and companies- who arguably are not 
‘fit’ to have leader positions in the UNGC. However, one may argue that in order for the 
UNGC to ‘get a foot in the door’ of the vast country that is China, this might be the 
‘Chinese characteristic’ necessary in order to advance the UNGC goals in the future. 
Similarly, the UNGC will have to evaluate what other kinds of trade-offs it is willing to 
make in other challenging contexts in order to advance its goals on a global scale.  
 
 

10. Epilogue 

During the last weeks of writing this thesis, China ratified the Paris Declaration (Harvey, 
2016), and UNGC Network China had their, according to Ms. Wang (Personal 
Communication, 2016a), much anticipated SDG conference in Beijing.  It would have 
been interesting and perhaps more substantive to write the thesis after these events took 
place. It will however be interesting to follow UNGC Network China in the future, and 
see if they are able to expand their membership base with its vast potential. As for 
China’s overall development with regards to the SDG’s, future policies and actions 
related to human rights and climate change, there is no doubt that the world will be 
watching. At least, we will.  
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Appendix A: Youth Organizations in China Network  
 

Type  Name  Location 
NGO Local Junior Chamber International Queensway  Hong Kong 
NGO Local Junior Chamber International City  Hong Kong 
NGO Local Junior Chamber International City Lady (HK)  Hong Kong  

NGO Local 
Junior Chamber International North District (Hong 

Kong) Limited  Hong Kong  
NGO 

Global 
Junior Chamber International Ocean  

Hong Kong 
NGO Local Junior Chamber International Apex  Hong Kong 

NGO 
Global 

Junior Chamber International Bauhinia (Hong 
Kong) Limited  Hong Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Dragon (HK) Ltd.  Hong Kong 

NGO Local 
Junior Chamber International East Kowloon (Hong 

Kong)  Hong Kong  

NGO Local 
Junior Chamber International Harbour (Hong 

Kong)  Hong Kong 
NGO Local Junior Chamber International Hong Kong  Hong Kong 

NGO Local 
Junior Chamber International Hong Kong 

Jayceettes Hong Kong 
NGO Local Junior Chamber International Island  Hong Kong 
NGO Local Junior Chamber International Kowloon  Hong Kong 
NGO Local Junior Chamber International Lion Rock  Hong Kong 
NGO Local Junior Chamber International Sha Tin  Hong Kong 

NGO 
Global 

Junior Chamber International Tai Ping Shan 
Hong Kong 

NGO Local 
Junior Chamber International Victoria (Hong 

Kong) Limited  Hong Kong  
NGO 

Global 
Junior Chamber International Yuen Long  

Hong Kong 
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Appendix B: NGO Local Active Members   
 

Type  Name  Location 

NGO Local Beijing New Century Academy on 
Transnational Corporations  Beijing  

NGO Local Beijing Rongzhi Institute of Corporate 
Social Responsibility  Beijing  

NGO Local Center for International Business Ethics  Beijing  

NGO Local Hands On Hong Kong  Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Queensway  Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International City  Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International City Lady 
(HK)  

Hong 
Kong  

NGO Local Junior Chamber International North 
District (Hong Kong) Limited  

Hong 
Kong  

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Apex  Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Dragon 
(HK) Ltd.  

Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International East 
Kowloon (Hong Kong)  

Hong 
Kong  

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Harbour 
(Hong Kong)  

Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Hong Kong  Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Hong Kong 
Jayceettes 

Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Island  Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Kowloon  Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Lion Rock  Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Sha Tin  Hong 
Kong 

NGO Local Junior Chamber International Victoria 
(Hong Kong) Limited  

Hong 
Kong  
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Appendix C: Business Signatories by Tiers  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

53% 

22% 

17% 

1% 
7% 

Business Signatories by Tiers 

Tier 1 

Tier 2 

Tier 3 

Tier 4 

N/A 



135 

Appendix D: Location of Active SOEs  

 

	  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

75% 
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4% 

4% 
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Location of Active SOEs 

Beijing  

Shanghai 

Guangzhou 

Taiyuan 

Jiangyin 

Guangxi 

Hong Kong 
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Appendix E: ‘Tier 3’ Cities and status of participants  
 

Tier 3 
City  Active  Non-Communicating Delisted 

Baoding 1 0 0 
Binzhou 0 0 2 

Cangzhou 0 1 0 
Changzhi 0 0 1 

Changzhou 1 0 0 
Datong 0 0 2 

Dongguan 0 0 7 
Dongying 0 0 1 

Foshan 1 3 4 
Fuzhou 0 0 3 
Guilin 1 0 1 

Huizhou 0 0 8 
Huzhou 0 1 0 

Ji'an 1 0 0 
Jiaxing 0 0 2 

Jilin City 0 0 2 
Jinhua 1 0 0 

Jixi 0 0 1 
Kunming 0 1 1 
Langfang 0 0 1 
Luoyang 0 0 4 

Nanchang 1 0 0 
Nantong 0 1 0 
Putian 1 0 0 

Qinhuangdao 0 1 0 
Shantou 0 0 1 
Shaoxing 0 0 2 

Shijiazhuang 1 0 0 
Taiyuan 1 0 0 
Taizhou 1 0 3 

Tangshan 0 0 1 
Wenzhou 2 0 4 
Xiangtan 0 1 0 
Xianning 0 0 1 

Yantai 2 0 1 
Yiwu 1 0 0 

Yiyang 0 1 0 
Yulin 1 0 0 

Yuncheng 0 0 1 
Zhanjiang 0 0 1 
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Zhaoqing 1 0 0 
Zhengzhou 3 0 1 
Zhenjiang 1 0 3 

Zhongshan 0 0 2 
Zhuzhou 1 1 0 

Zibo 0 0 1 
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Appendix F: Active Participants by Industrial Sector  
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Appendix G: Interview Transcription with UNGC 
Network China Representative Ms. Helena Wang  
 

The interview took place Thursday June 29 at 9AM over WeChat. Interview guide with 

questions were sent per e-mail in advance. Thus, the symbol “⇨” and the color blue implies that 

the question was read aloud by Ms. Wang.  
 

Key:  
 

• W= Ms. Helena Wang  

• H= Hedda 

• E= Estefania  
 

Interview:  
 

Short introduction of each other. Approval of recording of the interview.  
 

⇨ Can you tell us some of the history of the Network China? How did the Network China come 

about? Was the Network launched by the UNGC Office or was it established through the 

initiative of Chinese signatories?  
 

W: After the UNGC was launched, I think that was in 2000, and in China there is the biggest 

business association is China Enterprise Confederation and in abbreviation it’s CEC. And after 

the Compact was launched, CEC together with UNDP introduced UNGC to China. And in 2006 

or 2007 I remember that the China Network was established, and CEC is hosting this Local 

Network in China, and in 2011 this Local Network Secretariat was renewed so now we have 4 

people in our office and we are all full time staff for the China Network. Is that ok? Is that 

enough? 

 

H&E: Yes!  
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W: Well I think the China Network is a joint effort of the UNGC and eh, CEC, the new secretariat 

was also greatly supported by the biggest Chinese company the SINOPEC, whose former 

chairman is now still the chairman of China Network, Mr. Fu Chengwu, and also the bureau to 

the board they have a team and they are very supportive to the China Network.  
 

⇨ How many people work in the Network China Office in Beijing? What is the organizational 

structure? And what are your day to day business operations? 

 

W: As I mentioned we have 4 people as full time staff and also some part time staff from 

SINOPEC.  
 

H&E: Okay.  
 

W: Well, the Chairman is Mr. Fu Chengyu and also under the China Network we have a 

Presidium, which is composed of 13 institutions and companies, I think its around 10 companies 

under this, are members of Presidium. Of these companies ⅓ is SOEs, ⅓ is subsidiaries of 

multinationals in China, and the other ⅓ is private companies. And also we have 3 institutional 

members of this Presidium, eh one is Chinese Association for Public Companies, and also we 

have CEC, and an other relevant institution. Now currently we are renewing our Presidium, so 

now we are reaching out to some very prominent Chinese companies, em particularly those 

companies in the sector of IT and e-commerce, which is really developing very fast in recent 

years, so we hope we can recruit some new members to this Presidium. And this Presidium, 

many provide strategic advices to the development of the Local Network in China because they 

are very sensitive to the, they are market players, so they know much better what companies are 

in need of, so they gave us a lot of guidance.  
 

About our day-to-day operations, well that’s very complicated because we, everyday we do a lot 

of things, I think basically that we provide some services, very basic services to our members, 

and, so we receive a lot of calls from our members, and also from some companies who are 

interested in Global Compact. Secondly, that every year we have undertaken a lot of tasks from 

the UNGC, for example, some events, we help them host some events in China. Also we help to 

do some surveys, also we help to motivate Chinese companies to participate in activities in New 

York. For example, the Leaders Summit. And yeah, thirdly we have our own events and 



141 

activities, for example, this year are going to host the First China Summit on SDGs because SDG 

has become the main area of work, not only for UNGC, but also for Local Networks. So currently 

we are very busy with advocating, with advocacy jobs, and inviting people from government, 

from the embassies, from UN agencies, also together with this China Summits on SDGs we also 

are going to host the China-Japan-Korea Global Compact Business Roundtable, so now we are 

planning. Also as a side to this business forum, we are going to have a youth and researcher 

forum. So basically these are four activities at the same time. But it is going to be a very big 

event, and it is scheduled to happen on August the 21st to the 23rd. And besides these big events 

every year we also do some research work and also provide some tailor-made services to 

companies at their requests. For example, some companies have requested for us to help them 

to give some advices on their sustainability reports. And also this year we have participated in 

the compiling and the writing of a report for a company, of a very big Chinese company because 

they have, they are the first company in China to frame their report based on the framework of 

the SDGs so we are very interested in you know being the first ones in trying to write a report 

against the indicators or the goals of SDGs. It is coming out very soon. Also every year we do 

trainings, but most of the time all these trainings are in partnership with some other 

institutions. We do not do trainings independently because we do not have the time and we have 

a very limited Human Resources.  
 

E: But, these events or trainings, are they planned by the partners with whom you’re working, 

or does the initiative come from you and then you search for partners, or does the partners 

search for you? What is the process? 

 

W: Well, most the time the partners search for us. But, we do not take, or accept every initiative 

because it must match our priorities. Also we have the plan to work on some work streams for 

members, but maybe after the big event finishes. Maybe after we’ll do some smaller activities.  
 

⇨ How do you communicate with companies? How often is there communication? Who initiates 

the communication?  
 

W: We currently are communicating with companies, our communication is through, first our 

official website, secondly, this year we have developed our WeChat account because we find 

WeChat is more efficient and effective than website, sometimes. Though we now using the 



142 

WeChat account for communicating with companies, we also send every month electronic 

newsletters to them. How often is communication? So, if it’s by the newsletters, it’s every month, 

we send a message to them and the way they communicate with us is mainly through phone 

calls. We have the plan to do more work to improve our WeChat account because, you know, in 

China now, WeChat is extremely popular, everybody is using it, we kinda think, it seemed that 

fewer and fewer people now like to go to the website. They are tired of websites [laughs]. With 

WeChat, it is, from the top to the bottom, the businesses leaders use WeChat, the CSR 

practitioners, they also use WeChat. So we think it is very effective, so we are going to do more 

work on this site to communicate with our members. Who initiates communication? I think 

both ways. We send them messages, and they also messages us, the really engaged and active 

members, when they have some CSR practices or they’re CSR report for this year is ready, they 

will inform us and send us copies asking for our opinions.  

From the background questions, I think I answered all of them, but is there anything else you 

would like me to answer? 

 

H: Thanks, we think this has been very very thorough! Thanks for the introduction.  
 

W: Okay, then we can move on.  
 

⇨ From the different categories of signatories (i.e. companies, SMEs, SOEs, NGOs, etc.), who 

are most engaged in the Network China? Who are the least engaged? 

 

W: Good Question! Most engaged members, I should say there have been some changes over the 

years. In the very beginning, I joined the Local Network in 2011. At the time I think it was the 

SOEs who were most engaged. You know, from my personal observation, it think from 2000 to 

2010, it was the first years of CSR development in China, so at that time it’s the time when 

Chinese companies, particularly Chinese SOEs they are gradually going global so they kinda find 

that this is an important issue for them so the first 10 years I have seen several big SOEs, they 

have carried out a lot of work, usually starting by simply writing CSR reports. Also, some of 

them have even gone further by developing their own CSR strategy or incorporating CSR at their 

leadership and in their governance structure. So they have done a lot of things. Over the years, 

the SOEs, they are still very engaged, but I have seen some private Chinese companies become 

more and more engaged in the Local Networks. Maybe the reason they might be...It might be 
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different reasons for each of them they may begin to go global and yeah when they go global they 

find they have to find the common language, they have to do better to speak the same CSR 

language, and also to share the values, share the same business values that their business 

partners so they become quite concerned about CSR values and they find UNGC it’s like the very 

high level CSR platform for them and also some of them maybe just out of them being willing to 

be networking with companies in other countries, or networking for business opportunities. 

That is one of the reasons for private companies to join and engage in Local Network. And also, 

there are more and more multinationals, they are Chinese subsidiaries, they become more and 

more engaged, because I think the main reason, from my personal view, is because MNCs, they 

are early birds, they have been doing this, their headquarters have been doing this for a very 

long time, so the subsidiaries in China received the request or requirement from headquarters 

to, some of them received this very specific request to be engaged in Local Network of GC, so 

they just follow this requirement. Some of them may have different reasons, because some of 

them have been doing a lot of CSR projects in China for very long time, but they have been 

started doing this even before Chinese companies even had started doing this. So in the early 

years, you kinda feel that they are leading the CSR development in China. But after, so many 

Chinese people in China have started to be engaged in CSR, they just find that they need 

innovation. Their CSR projects are not so outstanding as before, and also, they feel that...I have 

personally heard from them that they were thinking about how to make innovation in CSR in 

China. I think this might be another reason why they might be more and more engaged in the 

China network. The least engaged? [laughs] well, I think most of the time the least engaged are 

the small business. Because they join the GC maybe because their buyers asked them to do so, if 

the order is gone then they have no motivation to maintain the status as members.  
 

⇨ From the business signatories, which industries are most involved? Why? 

 

W: Well, we do not have a very, you know, industry specific sense of our members because our 

members come from different industries. But, I should say that for the China Network, for the 

past three years we have been, because our priority, or at least one of the priorities has been 

Climate and Environment, so many energy companies or really all of those industries which 

have a very environmental impact are more engaged in the past few years. So, but now because 

our priorities are on SDGs, the SDGs cover so many areas and all industries, I think all the 

industries will be involved.  
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⇨ What is the motivation for signatories to join the Network China versus just being a UNGC 

Chinese signatory? 

 

W: Another good question. Hmmm….Well, I think for the China Network the first reason is that 

we are based in China, and also we have this connection to the UNGC. I think we are the 

organization that can bring those principles to ground. Because UNGC has developed many 

initiatives, and principles, methodologies... but you need the Local Network to translate these 

into Chinese reality and I think these signatories, they have seen the importance of, because 

these are business people, they need to solve very specific problems instead of just not talking or 

staying at surface, so I think that is one of the biggest motivations for them to join the China 

Network. Another thing is that the China Network, some of the services we provide are very 

valuable for them. For example, every year we have these big events where they can showcase to 

the international community what they are doing and how they contribute to development, to a 

sustainable development. Some companies really need for them for either public, or PR, or some 

of them are really just...even some of them are even very small Chinese private companies have 

come across some...they are doing a lot of things with very high ethical standards, I think they 

are really eager to influence other companies to do the same thing for the environment and for 

the society locally, particularly in China. I think that’s why they appreciate the platform 

provided by the China Network.  
 

⇨ What are the requirements for joining the Network?  
 

W: Well, the requirement, once you become a member of UNGC if you are a Chinese company 

you can immediately become a member of Local Network, so there is no requirement for that. 

But for multinationals, if your headquarters are already UNGC members, then your subsidiaries 

need to fill out application form to become a member of Local Network, or join Local Network 

independently. Both are okay.   
 

⇨ How do you treat differently Chinese Network members from regular members? 

W: Repeats the question confused.  
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E: For example, if a subsidiary doesn’t sign up to be in the Local Network, but their 

headquarters are, is it different being Network participant than just a UNGC member?  
 

W: No, there is no difference. Yeah, we pretty much support any company who supports UNGC, 

Local Network member or non-member. Of course, if you are member, you might receive 

preferential policies, for example, maybe some activities we charge fees, and members can enjoy 

a discount, but in general, we support anyone who supports the UNGC.  
 

⇨ The UNGC works with the ten principles, but studies have shown that Local Networks tend to 

concentrate on some principles more than others, depending on the institutional context of the 

country where they operate. What are some of the key focus areas of the Network China? 

 

W: Okay, for China Network for the past few years I think the main principles we have been 

focusing on: one is environment. Second is labor and human rights. Yeah.  
 

⇨ Related to the previous question, studies also show that companies are interested in more 

focused initiatives. From your experience, do Chinese signatories demand more focused 

initiatives, such as Caring for Climate, or are they more interested in the overall 10 Principles? 

 

W: Yes, yes, the answer to this is definitely focused initiatives. This is also what we have 

observed and what we are going to do next. Because we have been doing a lot of events on 

general principles. As I mentioned, companies seek to solve specific problems so they’re more 

interested in some more focused initiatives.  
 

⇨ How often do you host activities such as meetings, workshops, working groups, seminars, 

conferences, and so on? What have been the outcomes of such activities?  
 

W: For activities, as I mentioned, every year we have one to two big events, and maybe around 

two other events, maybe smaller seminars. And webinars or trainings, and we also do some 

research, and based on this research we might do some other seminars. So, em, outcomes? Well 

for example, for the last past years we have been doing a China Summit on Caring for Climate, 

for each summit they’re have been some outcomes. I think in general this outcome of this really 

big event is mainly awareness raising and also sharing some good ideas and good practices, 
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because we have been really making a lot of effort to raise the profile of GC in China, because 

China is so big and there are so many companies, and also there are so many sustainability 

initiative institutions, I think somehow we also face a lot of competition in this area, so we have 

been working with some mainstream Chinese media outlets to make GC mainstream in the 

business sector. So, in the past 3 years we have received a lot of attention and one of the 

outcomes is that we have seen the membership expanding. Although every year many members 

are delisted because they fail to submit their COP or for example some other reason. But in 

general, the quality, and by quality I mean the engagement - engaged members, and by quantity 

I mean the size of companies and also the company's status in their sector, in general it is 

improving. The membership base is becoming stronger and I think our, I think this is one of the 

outcomes of our events because we really haven’t carried out any specific campaign activities 

just for membership expansion, just for recruiting members. We never do that. Because we 

think it’s not a good idea, only when your activities, or the services you deliver,  can meet their 

requirements and really meet their needs is like that you have to be really excellent to attract 

them to get closer to you instead of every day just trying to reach out to companies. That makes 

no sense. So that’s pretty much the strategy we have been following for these years.  
 

⇨ Which activity/activities has/have had the most successful outcomes? What were these 

outcomes? Why do you think so?  
 

W: Well, I should say that I think that this year’s SDGs Summit is going to have the most 

successful outcomes [laughs] although it hasn’t really taken place yet. But we have really 

confidence in these SDGs because we have been receiving a lot of recognition and support from 

the governments, and also from the companies. And also we are partners with Tencent which is 

another very prominent IT company in China, and they are also very interested in this topic so 

we are building new partnership to share SDGs with more people. Tencent is the company who 

invented and who has been managing WeChat.  
 

E: How many people do you estimate will go to this event? 

 

W: Around 500-600, also we are going to organize, to use big media outlets...many media 

outlets will be here. So, and also, we have very high hopes for this event. [laughs]. The outcomes 

of this this year’s SDG China Submit, I think firstly, I think our members, our membership base 
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will be expanded again. Because we will get more attention, from the companies from the 

general public, from WeChat users. So that’s something UNGC care very much about, to expand 

our membership base. Because China, you know, is so big and have so many companies, so there 

are some great potential. And another outcome of this SDG em, the other day I have been 

talking with this official from the Chinese government, and he mentioned that it is a very good 

thing for the Local Network in China of UNGC to host such event on SDGs. Why? Because in 

China there are many government ministries and bureaus but they are only in charge of one 

area, maybe one goal or two goals about the SDGs, but there is no such institution to you know, 

kind of be the hub for every ministries, or for every goals to let different stakeholders to come 

together to talk about SDGs, to talk about how to build partnerships, and how to mobilize 

resources, and how to collaborate and so in his opinion, that is a really good thing for China 

Local Network to host this SDG summit. That gave me a lot of confidence [laughs]. So maybe 

after the summit I can share with you more outcomes about this summit.  
 

H: That would be great! Thanks  
 

W: So are there any questions?  
 

H: We have some more questions, did you not receive them in the e-mail? Or? 

 

W: More questions? Let me have a look. I think that’s pretty much what I got.  
 

E: Okay, then we can just ask them if that’s okay? 

 

⇨ Who attends the Network China activities? Is it the CEOs of companies, CSR representatives, 

or some other representatives? 

 

W: All of them. Every summit there are a few CEOs and also the chairman of CEC who is the 

best chairman of CPPCC of Chinese government, he is also very supportive of UNGC. He will 

also come. Usually, there will be a lot of CEOs from SOEs and also there are some CEOs from 

other enterprises. Of course, the CSR managers and representatives will also come. We will also 

have some youth participants, young college student participants, academia, and  also 

journalists in China. This year we also have the plan to invite the Korean and Japanese 
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Networks, but also other countries in the Asia Pacific region. So there will be many Local 

Network representatives in the meeting.  
 

H: And in general if you have smaller activities, is it then, still the CEOs, and CSR 

representatives or, if you have a smaller activity...because I understand that if you have the 

SDG event, will be a very big one, but in smaller ones… 

 

W: Yeah, smaller ones are normally for the CSR managers, most of the time. Yeah.  

⇨ What is the participation rate from signatories for the different activities?  
 

W: The participation rate? We really haven’t counted the participation rate yet. But it’s normally 

really engaged members, they will all come, but those members who, as I said, some small 

businesses they are not engaged, so they will not come. Yeah.  
 

W: I’m sorry, I’m almost out of battery, my phone is going to die very soon, I’m sorry about that.  
 

E: That’s okay, if you want we can send the rest of the questions that you didn’t get through e-

mail and you can answer them? 

 

W: Yes! 
 

H: Thank you so much for your time and your answers! Have a nice day! 
 

W: Of course, you too.  
 

[End]  
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Appendix H: E-mail Correspondence with the 
Representative from UNGC China Network, Ms. Helena 
Wang. Received 04.07.2016, 08:07 
 

“Hi Hedda and Estefania, 
 

It was nice talking to you last week.  Just for clarification, what I said is just personal views, can 

not represent China Network.  
 

Activities  
 

The Leaders Summit 2016 was held last week in New York. Do you know how many Chinese 

signatories attended? On a scale from one to five how would you rate the interest of Chinese 

signatory leaders in attending the event?  
 

We do not know how many chinese signatories attended. It is difficult to rate their interest in 

attending on a scale from one to five because companies have very different motivation to 

attend. 
 

The Leaders Summit is held annually. Has there been variation in the interest of signatories to 

participate from year to year? If so, what do you attribute this to? 

 

To clarify, the Leaders Summit is held once every three years. In years when there is no Leaders 

Summit, UNGC organizes some other big event. The interest of signitories to participant in these 

events has not changed much from my observation. For some companies, they see these events a 

great opportunity of catching up what is happening globally so they attend almost every year.  
 

Other Stakeholders 

 

In general, we get an impression that you work with youth representatives and students.  What 

is your strategy working with the Academic Institutions? What has incentivized the Network 

China to work with youth? 
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Youth representatives are very active and engaged. the China, Japan and Korea Network shares 

a CJK youth CSR program. It is done every year. My impression is college students' awareness 

and conscientiousness on sustainability has been improving very fast. On the other hand, due to 

different culture and context, students from the three countries focus on different issues when 

talking about CSR. we do not have a strategy working with academic institutions. 
 

How do you work with Business Associations? How do you work with NGOs? How do you work 

with the Chinese government? 

Same as above, we do not have very specific strategy working with Business association and 

NGOs. Our connection with chinese government is mainly through CEC's connection because 

CEC is the biggest business association in China and has connection with government in some 

ways and on some issues such as labor relations, labor standards, management upgrading etc.  
 

After the Chinese government launched adopted the Harmonious Society Policy, have you seen 

an increase in CSR engagement from Chinese companies? What role do you think this policy has 

played for CSR? 

 

We do see CSR engagement is increasing. But there have been many things going on these years. 

It is hard to tell how this policy has impacted. 
 

How do you initiate specific partnerships among non-business participants and business 

participants (Public-Private-Partnerships)? 

 

For facilitating partnerships, we mainly provide a platform for all players to meet and 

communicate. We also provide advices. 
 

Funding 

 

How is the Network China funded? Is it funded by Chinese signatories who are part of the 

network or is it funded by the UNGC Foundation? 
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Currently we are funded by CEC. Sinopec and other signitories also provide some financial 

support for big event like China Summit. We do not get financial support from UNGC.  

      

Do you perceive there is a lack of funding for the Network China? 

 

Yes, definitely. With more funding, there are way more things we can do to promote and 

implement GC in China. 
 

Challenges and Successes 

 

How do you engage with those who lack capacities to establish/implement CSR measures due to 

of knowledge, lack of human resources, financial capabilities etc.? 

 

We try to showcase CSR is not only an ethical issue but also a business opportunity in the long-

run 

 

One of the aims of the UNGC is to enable foreign subsidiaries to establish appropriate CSR 

policies adapted to a local context. We found that there is a low rate of foreign subsidiaries 

engaged in the UNGC in China, and thus we see this as a discrepancy between aims and 

accomplishments. How are you tackling this challenge? 

 

We think the best way to engage business, domestic or foreign, is to be helpful and leading the 

way forward. That is what we try to do everyday. 
 

What are biggest challenges for Network China? 

 

Funding 

 

What are the biggest successes of the Network China? 

 

Companies in China have gradually seen the value of GC through our efforts and also UN 

Agenda like C4C or the SDGs has become more recognized and supported by Chinese business 

 

Delistings 
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Do you inform companies that they have been delisted? If so, how do you do so? And in general, 

how do delisted signatories react? 

 

Yes, we help check the database regularly and inform signitories before they are delisted. Most 

companies will ask what is the reason and how they can come back. 
 

Hope these are helpful 
 

Best 

 

王 佐” 
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Appendix I: E-mail Correspondence with Representative 
from UNGC Network China, Ms. Helena Wang, 
04.08.2016, 10:00 
 

“Hi there, 
 

To your questions: 
 

Why is the UNGC Local Network China hosted by CEC, and connected to SINOPEC? 

 

In 2011, UNGC board appointed two chinese members, one is from CEC, the other is the then 

chairman of Sinopec 

 

What is UNGC Local Network China’s relationship to the Chinese government, and Chinese 

government officials? 

 

Our relationship with government is mainly through CEC. CEC is one of the 14 associations 

under the direct supervision of SASAC 

 

What is the role of the part-time staff from SINOPEC? i.e. Do you work with them on an ad hoc 

basis, or an allocated number of times per week? What tasks are they involved in? Etc. 
 

On ad hoc basis, for example the Summit 

 

How does the Presidium work? How are the new Presidium members appointed/elected? On 

what basis are members chosen? 

 

Presidium members must be leading companies in their industrial sector. the individual 

representing the company in the Presidium must be VP letter or higher 

 

What is your connection to UN agencies located in China? 
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We attend activities of UN agencies in China 

 

You mention that you provide tailor-made services at requests. What does that entail, and do 

you have any examples? 

       

For example, we helped make the first SDGs report for HNA Group 

 

How much do you charge for the tailor-made services? How many do you do per year on 

average? 

 

We charge very little. 
 

Do you work with Domestic Business Associations? If yes, which one(s) and how? 

 

We have connections with some but no concrete cooperation 

 

How do you work with facilitating/forging/creating partnerships? Is that a priority of its own? 

 

Do not understand what does it mean? 

 

You mentioned you have competition from other CSR initiatives. Who do you perceive to be 

your biggest competitor(s)? 

 

The competition exist mainly in the area of tailored made services, For example writing CSR 

reports. There are many competitors in this area 

 

How does Network China work with human rights? 

 

We have organized several events on human rights for promoting UN Guiding Principle on 

Human Rights. 
 

You mentioned that you conduct research. Can you please specify what type of research you do? 

 

For example how GC Ten Principle can be implemented in chinese context 
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Could you please send us the most updated MoU? 

 

Need to consult the Headquartor about it. 
 

王 佐” 
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Appendix J: Example from internal material from UNGC 
Network China  
 

全球契约中国网络年会在京举行 

      
    2015 年 2 月 10 日，全球契约中国网络年会在北京举行。联合国全
球契约理事、全球契约中国网络轮值主席、中国石化董事长傅成玉做了
主旨报告，联合国全球契约理事、中国企业联合会常务副会长兼理事长
李德成致开幕词。外交部有关领导、全球契约中国网络主席团领导、中
国网络成员企业、致力于企业社会责任和可持续发展的有关企业和组织
、联合国机构和媒体代表等 100 余人参加了会议。 
    傅成玉主席在报告中指出：今年是联合国千年发展目标截止之年，也
是“后 2015 年”计划和可持续发展战略公布之年，是联合国关注气候框
架协议巴黎路线图和有法律约束效力文件达成之年。今年又是“十二五”
规划的收官之年，是国企深化改革显真章见实效、中国企业国际化经营
迈大步的一年。当前，中国经济步入“新常态”，将给致力于绿色低碳、
节能环保、可持续发展的企业赋予新的发展机遇，将更利于那些具备可
持续发展能力的企业崛起，可持续发展战略对商业价值的影响客观上正
在变得越来越为关键。2015 年，全球契约中国网络将继续发挥领先企
业和主席团单位的引领作用，设立关注气候、水和小微企业为主题的三
个工作组，举办以“行动的力量”为主题的第三届关注气候中国峰会，进
一步整合资源为企业提供可持续发展相关的咨询、培训和指导性服务，
使得全球契约和可持续发展理念得到深入人心的传播和推广。 
    李德成会长在致辞中指出：在全球契约中国网络和社会各界的大力推
动下，中国广大企业不断加强社会责任管理，积极关注气候变化，切实
保护员工权益，大力建设环境友好型企业与劳动关系和谐企业，努力实
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现负责任、可持续的海外运营，与各利益相关方携手合作，共同推动国
内与国际、经济与社会的可持续发展，出现了很多好经验、好典型。 
     全球契约中国网络在 2012 年、2013 年连续成功举办全球契约中国
最佳实践评选的基础上，于 2014 年继续开展全球契约中国最佳实践的
征集与评选活动。通过企业自荐，经专家严格审核，最终，中国石化“
碧水蓝天”等 25 个企业的精彩案例入选全球契约中国最佳实践。 

中国上市公司协会、中国建材、华为、巴斯夫、爱国者等全球契约
中国网络主席团单位及中国网络其他骨干会员企业的主要领导参加了会
议。全球契约中国网络成员企业华为、中国铝业公司、奇正藏药、天创
数码、海航集团等企业的代表在会上介绍了在履行企业社会责任和实施
可持续发展方面的经验和做法。 

全球契约中国网络是经联合国全球契约组织正式授权的地区网络，
于 2011 年 11 月 28 日正式成立。中国网络致力于促进中国企业在经济
全球化背景下的可持续发展，动员更多中国企业加入联合国全球契约，
推动企业遵守并实施在人权、劳工标准、环境及反腐败方面的十项基本
原则，加强中国企业和国际商界的交流与合作，不断提升中国企业国际
地位和形象。 
 
 


