
1

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, WINCHESTER

an accredited college of the

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHAMPTON

Theology and Religious Studies

SCHOOL OF CULTURAL STUDIES

Theological perspectives on the evolution of
corporate performance and practice

by

The Revd Crispin M. White M.A. (Theol.) Southampton

Thesis for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

May 2004

This thesis has been completed as a requirement for a higher
degree of the University of Southampton



2

Theological perspectives on the evolution of
corporate performance and practice

by The Revd Crispin M. White M.A. (Theol.) Southampton

This study seeks to address the fact that dramatic change in the way companies perform their
accountability to all their stakeholders cannot be expected to happen suddenly, dramatically or, in any
sense, mutationally. Change in corporate affairs does not have that nature. However, stakeholders,
including faith communities, make justifiable demands of those who manage corporate affairs that
they perform their business in a manner which can be seen to be accountable to those who are affected
by it – their neighbours, the global community (especially in the case of transnational corporations),
the succeeding generations, their employees and customers, and the environment which we all share.

The project’s methodology is to use the scientific discoveries of palaeontology to parallel
corporate accountability by the evidence of human evolution and to use that model to expose the
underlying theological principles which can be said to apply to corporate business and the journey
towards appropriate corporate social responsibility. The methodology is described in the first chapter
and the existing literature of corporate social responsibility and of the address to evolutionary
principles together with the critiques of them and the ideas of scientific and theological analysis are
explored in the second chapter.

There follow four chapters in which case studies are used to draw out specific issues of
corporate social responsibility arising from the concerns of faith communities in various locations.
The first (Chapter Three) raises the deep-felt concerns of indigenous communities confronting the
extractive industries – mining and forestry – based on researches conducted in face-to-face
discussions with Aboriginal people in Australia. Secondly (Chapter Four) there is an exploration of
the implications for corporate business of the pandemic of HIV/AIDS especially in Southern Africa
based around experience and personal contacts in South Africa and on other researches gathered from
journalistic sources in Malawi. The third study (Chapter Five) looks at the corporate outrage which
was Enron and its deliberate application of human greed to corporate affairs. The study does not
hesitate to define this as being a ramification of ‘corporate sin’. The final case study seeks to explore
the way in which faith communities can collaborate together on a global basis to work for ‘a better
way of doing things’. This study uses the activities of one mining company, BHP Billiton, to explore
these processes. The final chapter (Chapter Seven) seeks to bring these researches together in a
theological analysis of the issues and principles of concern and to discover a way in which faith
communities can use these researches in their own analysis of corporate social responsibility as a
means by which they can seek appropriate corporate accountability from the corporations in which
they are stakeholders.

This study is unique in that it brings together the analysis of corporate social responsibility
with a tool for its measurement in the form of the study of principles of human evolution. The models
of the way that the human species have evolved – achieving bipedalism, making tools, caring devotion
for fellows, the development of brain power amongst them – are seen in the study as the guides to
understanding the theological principles which must undergird a faith community’s search for
appropriate corporate performance and this is the contribution this study seeks to make to academic
knowledge.

ABSTRACT
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THE SEARCH FOR AWARENESS – THE METHODOLOGY

This thesis seeks to explore the requirement for a step-change in corporate accountability that
is capable of meeting the aspirations of faith communities. They are seeking for ‘a better way of
doing’ corporate social responsibility than that which has already been achieved. There is also a need
for the development of a theological perception which can be used to assess the accountability of
corporate business. In order to make an exploration of this situation the study uses imagery from the
evolutionary history of Homo sapiens, as an illustrative allegory. The use of this methodology is not
meant to suggest that the evolution of change in corporate accountability will wait for natural
selection in a laissez-faire approach to change. Rather the suggestion of this thesis is that faith
communities will want to seek to create variants of corporate performance which will become so well
embedded in corporate life that natural selection may thus be caused to bring about new, improved
patterns of corporate social responsibility. It is the fundamental assumption of this thesis that an
evolutionary model, albeit one which is ‘manipulated’ by faith communities in order to make manifest
their aspirations, is likely in the long-term, to create an environment that is wholesomely sustainable.

Bringing about change and reacting to it is one of the most difficult strategies which human
beings adopt. There are four ways in which humans react to change. Some sense it immediately but do
not immediately respond to it. Others, sensing it quickly react to it immediately, perhaps even too
enthusiastically before its implications have been determined. A third group, overtaken by the
occurrence of change, feels reluctant to seek for a way to react but eventually does so. The fourth
group deeply desire that change will not happen and seek to avoid the implications of events in the
hope that there will be no life-changing impact.1 Every process of change that occurs will produce
these kinds of responses and this, in particular, makes it very difficult to assess what is ‘good change’
and what is ‘bad’ or ‘unnecessary’ change. The processes of change are understood most clearly in
hindsight. In hindsight achievement can be assessed by its outcome:

Unfortunately, hindsight in science, as in life, is nearly always 20:20, and can be self-righteously
omniscient and rational. Foresight in the face of uncertainty, on the other hand, is often myopic,
subjective, and fraught with bias. If scientific knowledge could leap predictably and confidently from
one paradigm to another, the situation would be less complicated. But in the real world, science often
progresses rather more hesitantly and tentatively. The translation of newly emerging scientific findings -
- with their accompanying uncertainty -- into recommendations that have profound effects on
individuals, on public health, and on large industries is no simple matter.2

This makes hindsight a highly valued gift. It is not available to those who may speculate about
the way that corporate accountability should or could adapt. Instead, there are underlying principles
that can be drawn out, assessed, measured and monitored in such a way that change may be instigated.
Beyond this the application of the changed environment will depend on the acceptance of the
processes of change within the corporate environment. This study seeks to map the ways in which a
changed approach to accountability may be evolved in corporations as a result of the implantation of
such principles learnt out of careful study, reflection, theological exposition and dialogue with the
companies themselves.

In developing the central theme of this project the study will use four case studies based on
significant evolutionary patterns in the development of Homo sapiens. The first in chapter three will
use the imagery of bipedalism to demonstrate how change can be influenced by environmental
patterns. Human beings began walking on two feet when they were forced by climate change to leave
the forests behind and to live in the savannah. Out of that dramatic development humanity also learnt
to care, to conserve, and to use carefully the resources that were available. The change was dramatic
and it meant the sustainability of the human race was completely diverted. Such a dramatic change in
corporate behaviour is necessary in the way that companies perform on indigenous peoples’ lands and
become accountable to First Nations. The study explores the nature of the demands that will be made
in this big alteration of corporate behaviour.

CHAPTER ONE
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The second case study in chapter four explores the deep concerns about a potential pandemic
created from HIV/AIDS and the possible implications for corporate business and suggests ways of
viewing that concern out of the development of toolmaking by Homo sapiens. When human beings
learnt to walk it freed their hands to do new things, to achieve technological goals, to seek provision
for those less well endowed. The ability to make tools gave to humanity the opportunity to work
together for wholeness. Out of that innovation there came a new technology for the sustainability of
the species. By suggesting that corporations might learn a new perception of the nature of wholeness
through the gentle inculcation of concepts of caring responsibility, faith communities may indeed be
able to present significant variants to corporate performance.

The third of the four case studies in chapter five seeks to explore the nature of corporate sin
as evidenced in the way in which the Enron Corporation conducted its business using the analogy of
the development of brainpower. The chain of human evolution, extended though it is, acts with
complementarity. In learning first to walk on two feet, human hands became free to make things.
Through making tools human beings became enabled to eat meat and the consequence was that the
human brain became more agile, more highly developed and capable both of greater good and much
greater evil. In order to aid the search for the greater good in corporate business it will be necessary
for faith communities to plant in the corporate mind, new variant strategies of accountability.
Corporate sin, this study suggests, does definitely exist and it is derived from the human tendency to
selfish greed and aggrandisement. Corporate enterprise can be aimed at both society’s good and its
destruction. There is a desperate need for this kind of change in the patterns that still obtain in some
circles of business.

The theme of the final case study in chapter six is communication. It is derived from the
palaeontological evidence of how human speech developed and highlights that this occurred in order
to meet the collective need for communication. All corporate businesses need to communicate ‘their
story’ just as any individual human beings have the same need. For early Homo sapiens the need was
probably emphasized by the activities of hunter/gatherer tribes people. The need to communicate in
the twenty-first century is no less but actually greater, and the need for faith communities to do it is of
paramount importance. In order to be able to establish, in collaboration with other groupings in
society, the variants that will lead to an appropriate evolutionary development of corporate social
responsibility it is essential that new skills of communication are acquired.

Throughout this study particular use will be made of the concept of ‘stakeholding’ but with a
different definition of that term from that which is used in studies of business practice, business ethics
and business studies. The technical use of the term ‘stakeholders’ implies a limited definition of those
directly affected by corporate activity. In most circles stakeholding is regarded as being applied only
to those who own the company as shareholders and to those who may benefit financially from the
activities of the company. This may include its employees (but often only those in the higher levels of
the executive structure of the business).3 Within the work which has been undertaken by faith
communities over the last thirty-five years the terms ‘stakeholders’ and ‘stakeholding’ have acquired,
in the common parlance of the work, a much deeper, wider, more holistic meaning. Faith communities
in their work on corporate social responsibility have embraced this term as gathering together all
those people and things which may benefit from a company’s activity and all those who may be
affected by it with evil outcome. Therefore in the use of this term the faith communities mean, the
environment (the ecosystem), all peoples in community, locally to a business, nationally,
internationally and, especially, the specific case of indigenous peoples. The term is also used to
incorporate all those who work for the company and their families and dependants, all those who may
be dependent upon the company for future employment, training, health care and also those who work
for subsidiaries of the company, partner businesses, franchises as well as the shareholders, the
customers, the end users of the company’s products and so on. In other words the belief of faith
communities in regard to stakeholders is that the term embraces everyone who could be described as
being in need of being ‘loved as a neighbour of tomorrow’.4

This study by its very nature is original because of the specific model used – paralleling
corporate social responsibility with the discoveries of palaeontology to seek a means by which
commercial accountability may be worked for and achieved. In other senses the study is, to say the
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choices. Ethical standards, however, have an extremely long history. The greatest exponent of ethical
behaviour and the philosopher, whose ideas had the greatest influence on both the foundations of
ethical practice and also on the development of Christian ethical thinking, though not himself a
believer, was Aristotle. He said that:

Virtue lies in our power and similarly so does vice, because where it is in our power not to act ... So it is
in our power to do a thing when it is right it will also be in our power not to do it when it is wrong.7

For Aristotle, probity was the source of virtue that in turn leads to happiness. He understood
probity to imply integrity, uprightness, honesty, faith and good faith, fairness, honour, fair play,
justice, principle, constancy, fidelity and incorruptibility. All of these are the formulation of the
pattern by which corporate business should be guided. All of these are the components of virtue and
constitute the route to happiness. Not the happiness of an individual alone but that of society, of every
facet of community. Making a conscious choice for virtue is something that is new in corporate life.
Thirty or more years ago it would have appeared alien to many corporate businesses and there are still
many executives even today who believe that the choice for virtue lies well hidden behind the bottom
line of profit and the return for investors.

The environment of corporate life has changed – not entirely but dramatically. To refer again
to the writing of Ginette Johnstone and Judith Waymire, the Preface of the book that they wrote
together is a clear guide to this change of attitude. It is listed as focusing on these issues:

Why Be Concerned with Ethics?
A Question of Morality
The Complexity of the Matter
Reasons for Examining our Ethics
Barriers to Examining Ethics
Consequences if We Do Not Examine Ethics 8

That book was specifically written for a business audience and environment and as such it is a
measure of the change of attitude. Unethical behaviour in corporate business is no longer tenable. It
could be said that choice no longer exists for corporate executives in the matter of good business
practice – that they no longer have options about it because the public reputation, both financial and
moral requires the fulfilment of certain standards of behaviour. There is, however, a distinction that
needs to be made.

Following Aristotle’s line the medieval theologians, Aquinas in particular, confused ‘free
choice’ and ‘free will’ and this meant that it was difficult to discuss the operation of the human mind
without discussing the relationship to grace and providence. The resolution of this problem lies in
understanding that reason and desire are both involved in problem solving. Where corporate
executives wish to make ethical choices over against being forced to make decisions, there is now the
opportunity and the space for them to do this.

Professor D. A Westberg draws out this issue of choice – in business or elsewhere – in this
manner:

The choice or decision which results in action should be seen as expressing a judgement of the mind
which understands the nature and purpose of the action, as well as an affirmation of the will that this is
what is wanted...

... if ... choice is considered a part of normal human agency, then it is possible to affirm the freedom of
the agent to make decisions, for the goals and purposes he has, and at the same time say that without
grace that person has no will for the true good, and that all his decisions reflect the disorder of a mind
out of touch with God.9

Choice is elevated in our society today, almost to the point where it assumes god-like properties –
choice in education, in health provision, in political representation – it is, however, the case that too
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Why would they now do this? The motivation will certainly be mixed but both the negative
and the positive motivations have a global basis. The negative motivation for ethical behaviour in
business is driven by the nature of the information trails of our global village – it is no longer possible
to hide from ethical norms in a mist of distance and obscurity. The positive motivation is the obverse
of that. Enormous benefits both financial and in terms of reputation may be available to those who
seek to perform ethically. Issues around environmental performance show this clearly. For example,
when ICI Plc solved its own problems of water pollution on Teesside in the early 1990s, it did it by
planting filtration reed beds around their industrial sites and they discovered three actual gains. The
company was no longer spending money defending prosecutions for pollution; they did not have as
large a problem with their public reputation in the local community; and, they were able to sell the
technology of their actions to other corporations confronting the same problem. All three factors
contributed beneficially directly to the company’s financial balance sheet.

However this does not always happen as easily as that on every occasion. John Bakan has
commented that ‘If a corporation were a person it would be a psychopath – cheating, lying, even
killing to serve the interests of its shareholders.’ In support of that argument he puts forward an
account of how General Motors resorted to cost/benefit analysis to resolve an issue about motorcar
design – could the company avoid the additional cost of changing the design location of the fuel tank
in its vehicles.

[They] multiplied the 500 fuel-fed fatalities that occurred each year in GM vehicles by $200,000, …
[the] estimate of the cost to GM in legal damages for each potential fatality, and then divided that figure
by 41m, the number of GM vehicles operating on US highways at the time… each fuel-fed fatality cost
GM $2.40 per automobile. The calculation appeared like this in the memorandum:

500 fatalities x $200,000/fatality
= $2.40/automobile

41,000,000 automobiles

The cost to General Motors of ensuring that fuel tanks did not explode in crashes, estimated by the
company to be $8.59 per automobile, meant the company could save $6.19 ($8.59 minus $2.40) per
automobile if it allowed people to die in fuel-fed fires rather than alter the design of vehicles to avoid
such fires.11

Bakan’s comment on this situation is that ‘As a psychopathic creature, the corporation can neither
recognise nor act upon moral reasons to refrain from harming others.’12 Human beings acting alone or
corporately find it excruciatingly difficult to do the good when the choice is at the expense of their
own benefit.

FROM PROBLEM TO SOLUTION SITUATIONS
These patterns of corporate behaviour are, by their nature, ethics in situation. The case arises

in a business context and the response to that case raises an ethical choice. The motivation may be
inspired by a wide variety of perceived standards, aspirations or desires. Joseph Fletcher, in a book
entitled Situation Ethics said that:

The situational factors are so primary that we may even say ‘circumstances alter rules and principles’...
This is the temper of situation ethics. It is empirical, fact-minded, data conscious, inquiring. It is
antimoralistic as well as antilegalistic, for it is sensitive to variety and complexity. It is neither simplistic
nor perfectionist. It is casuistry (case-based) in a constructive and nonperjorative sense of the word.13

Fletcher calls this ‘neocasuistry’. For him it is similar to classical casuistry because it is case-
focused and concrete. Here he sees where the specifically Christian contribution to process and the
debate can be made through the introduction of Christian imperatives into practical operation.
However, he also sees that ‘neocasuistry repudiates any attempt to anticipate or prescribe real-life
decisions in their existential particularity’.14 In support of this concept he quotes two sayings of St
Paul: ‘The written code kills, but the Spirit gives life’15 and ‘You shall love your neighbour as
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yourself’.16 The foundation of Christian situational ethics says Fletcher is in one principle that is
binding on all believers and without exception and it is always good and right regardless of the
circumstances. That basis is ‘love’. As the writer says, the agape of the summary commandment to
love God and the neighbour is the foundation for ethical judgement.

Everything else without exception, all laws and rules and principles and ideals and norms, are only
contingent only valid if they happen to serve love in any situation. Christian situation ethics is not a
system or program of living according to a code, but an effort to relate love to a world of relativities
through a casuistry obedient to love. It is a strategy of love.17

Fletcher goes on to make the point that there can be a meeting of minds across the divide of
faith in these things. For the non-Christian working in the field of situation ethics he says that ‘the
highest good or summum bonum takes love’s place as the one and only standard’ and this is in the
direct philosophical inheritance of Aristotle. On the other hand the ‘Christian is neighbour-centred
first and last.’18

For these reasons it has been found possible by Christians who are committed to the work of
changing human structures and validating them within an ethical framework, to work in partnership. It
is possible to share the role of challenge to the corporations across the divides of faith and non-faith
and it is possible to work in tandem despite differences. For Christians, the application of situation
ethics in this form will be seen as a prophetic endeavour that has its outcome in change; for non-
believers it will be seen as a challenge to the human aspiration and goal. What both will see and wish
to challenge is corporate failure to enhance performance.

FINDING APPROPRIATE PATTERNS OF PERFORMANCE
The problem that confronts those who wish for change is how to go about it. Any attempt to

create another way of achieving corporate accountability is going to have to appeal to corporations
and therefore it has to be economically viable and potentially attractive to all the stakeholders and
especially to the Stockmarket. Shareholder value will need to be guaranteed in order to overcome the
automatic prejudice that will otherwise be expressed most strongly and the natural instincts of
generations of doing business in another way – the way of making ‘shareholder value’ absolute.

Trying to make absolute changes in the shortest possible time has always proved impossible
especially where the goal is to transform inequality, discrimination, deprivation and injustice. The
first real attempt in England to overthrow economic injustice was made in what came to be known as
The Peasants Revolt in 1381. The priest who was at the heart of that movement, John Ball, preached a
sermon which began with the couplet:

‘When Adam delved and Eve span, who was then the gentleman?’

It is no coincidence that such oratory had the outcome it did – the capture and execution of the orator.
The violent rejection that Ball was treated with was the reaction of its time.

Prophetic proclamation in our time may not produce the same depth of outraged rejection but
it is certain that the proposal for a different way of doing things will experience the same degree of
determination. That is, unless another way of doing things, a more gentle process of change than
mutation, can be found. There has to be a search for a way in which change to a more appropriate
corporate accountability can be evolved.

Homo sapiens evolved over millions of years and our species was successful in achieving the
present formulation – not necessarily our ultimate achievement. We may still evolve into other
capabilities in our genetic future – this is because our present achievement happened in response to
problems, in spite of disadvantage, because there was benefit to be achieved, and it could be seen to
be for the greatest good of the whole species. Human evolution was made in response to the problems
around in the environment in which the species lived and many of those problems were connected to
the environment in which the developing hominids lived. It is the methodology of this study to apply
the lessons of human evolution as an allegorical model for the way in which corporations might
develop and change in response to their environment. The model is not perfect – corporate business
cannot afford to wait as long as the patterns of evolution of Homo sapiens took to be achieved. The
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need for another way of making corporations accountable is far too urgent for a literal application of
evolution but there are facets of the evolution of humanity, which will help the thinking about this
endeavour to develop a pattern of change in business practice through deliberately structuring new
variant behaviour norms. This study will look at four such applications as models for the theme of the
thesis. The first relates to the human foot, the second to the hand, the third to the brain and the fourth
to the ability to give voice to our aspirations.

STANDING UP FOR OURSELVES
Long ago in the history of our species the primitive apes from whom human beings are

descended (they were dramatically different from modern apes who are also descendants of these first
hominids) we learnt to walk upright on two feet. The other hominids did not learn these skills – it is
one of the distinguishing marks of the species that eventually became Homo sapiens. For purposes of
clarity, Robin McKie in his book Apeman uses that title to delineate the species at its earliest
generation.

These imprints, made by ancient apeman on a stretch of wet ash in northern Tanzania, provide us with
one of the most potent images that we have of our evolutionary roots. They show that, more than 3.5
million years ago, our distant kin were already travelling around as we do today: upright and striding.
These 54 steps – engraved on a field of damp pumice aeons ago – demonstrate that we are, first and
foremost, a two-legged mammal. We may take the business of walking on two feet – bipedalism – for
granted. Yet it defines us in a remarkable way. Only when we had become an upstanding species could
we evolve into the kind of creatures that we are today, and the fossilized evidence of this upright gait,
enshrined at Laetoli, provides solid testimony to that fact.19

We tend to think that the human search for knowledge is, of itself, what marks us out most
clearly from all other species – when viewed from where we are today. No other species, as far as we
know, is capable of this kind of perception. However, it is not the ultimate distinctive characteristic.
The fundamental one is our ability to walk on two legs – bipedalism. The evidence that exists shows
that the characteristic that completely defines us as hominid is our ability in this first and before all
other abilities. It was this that separated us from our ancient ape ancestors who were arboreal
quadripeds.

The footprints at Laetoli are an extraordinary reference for scientific speculation. Usually the
evidence of palaeoanthropology has to be inferred indirectly from fossil bones and teeth and inference
is most often the cause of disputation. Ian Tattersall commenting on the Laetoli discovery20 says,
‘through these footprints, behaviour itself is fossilized.’

Tattersall cites as evidence for this the fact that the footprints are extremely close together. He
suggests that either one ape-person was following the other, slightly to one side, or perhaps they were
in physical contact. He says that it is possible that the larger was a male and he could have been
placing a protective arm round the smaller female. There is even speculation that there was a third
ape-person involved in making the tracks because, whilst the foot prints of the smaller individual
stand out clearly, those of the larger one are blurred ‘as if he shuffled or dragged his feet’. It has been
suggested that this shows that a third ape-person followed the first couple and stepped in the same
places to make their passage easier in the wet slick of the ash covered ground. There is even another,
more radical interpretation, namely that this is evidence of a child skipping behind a parent, placing
its feet exactly where its elders walked. This, of course, is rank speculation but it nevertheless
presents an attractive concept about our early hominid ancestors. It seems possible that these ancient
hominids had similar aspirations to those that drive us. It seems likely that the hominids that made the
footprints of Laetoli already possessed the characteristics of care, concern and mutual protection in
their behaviour towards one another.

Be that as it may, Laetoli provides us with evidence that points to the basic fundamentals of
bipedalism. The footprints show:

a) the shape of the arch of the foot;
b) the absence of a splay position of the big toe;
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c) the outline of the ball of the foot;
d) the heel strike of the descending foot; and,
e) the push-off from the toes for the next stride.

Allegorically they also show us something of the nature of the species that eventually became Homo
sapiens. They were a gregarious, caring and protective species – concerned for the future of
themselves and their kind. It is possible to hold the opinion, as some biologists would put it, that those
trends are by nature part of the activity of ‘The Selfish Gene’21, seeking preservation and the survival
of the fittest. Certainly the habit of walking upright on two feet came about, scientists think, in
response to the climatic and environmental circumstances that obtained at the time. It was the pressure
to survive that made it essential that hominids walked on two feet but the survival instinct was greater
than that. It seems that it is the case that survival also demanded inter-dependency between members
of the species. Walking on two feet made possible a whole new spectrum of evolution that included
being a caring society. The allegorical point is that what has been called ‘Loving our neighbour of
tomorrow’22 might be an instinct that contributes to survival. Sustainability in business requires this
same instinct and it has to be applied to all the stakeholders. Amongst those stakeholders must be
communities of people the world over – national groups, local groups, indigenous nations and peoples
– in generations to come. Bipedalism is an epithet that expresses the nature of humanity and the
human ability to adapt and to care. It came about as a direct consequence of climate change and it is,
therefore, analogously possible to draw the image that climate change in the modern world of
business relationships might just be the driving force for change in the way that corporations treat
these stakeholder communities.

TOOLING UP TECHNOLOGY
Walking on two feet enabled hominids to do other things, chief amongst them to become

toolmakers and users. Climate change and the thinning of the forest habitats where the pre-hominid
ancestors lived led to a process by which the next stage of development happened. Two million years
of quiet development by a group of hominids passed uneventfully. They were upright apemen with
hands free for creative work. However, only at this point, about two and a half million years before
our time, did a hominid at last begin to make tools. Before that they were merely using tools in the
manner, say, of chimpanzees today (using a stick to ‘fish’ for termites or a stone to crack a nut).

At this point the same forces which had shaped the ancestry of Australopithicenes started to
affect their hominid descendants, Homo habilis. The world’s weather systems entered another period
of intense fluctuation. Bouts of warming and cooling occurred every few thousand years and the ice
sheets regularly advanced and retreated from the poles. Ocean currents shifted and realigned,
sometimes in less than a decade. Writing in 1998, about The Emergence of Intelligence, W H Calvin23

pointed out that the abrupt coolings that again manifested themselves in climate change in these times
resulted in the destruction of the ecosystem on which populations relied. This must have happened
many times and so human beings are the improbable descendants of the progenitors of modern
humans who survived. Again the allegory prompts the thought that for business to survive in a
sustainable fashion into the future of corporate development it will need to work at ways of moving
from scavenger to technological genius – the technology of behaviour appropriate to strategic
development.

The strategy that the human lineage adopted to bring success and survival was one of
improvisation and improved versatility in behaviour. Our ancestors ate meat (most of it, no doubt,
scavenged rather than hunted) as well as vegetables. We became more and more omnivorous. Our
primate ancestry taught us how to be a herbivore. Learning skills as a carnivore was a much more
difficult process. The way we solved it was through becoming even more adaptable by making tools.

By making tools, dietary choices became even greater. Not only could people skin the large dead and
doubtless smelly carcasses they occasionally found, they could crack open their bones for marrow. In
addition tools would also have helped pound and break down vegetables and nuts that could otherwise
have been only eaten by animals with specialised dentures, and also dig up tubers which are rich in
protein and calories.24
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The first, fairly crude, stone tools appeared about 2.5 million years ago and it is clear that
quickly humans came to rely on them more and more. The implements were being carried about for
use away from the location where they were manufactured. The species was becoming increasingly
diverse. Our menu was much more adventurous and, as a species, mankind was on the move. We had
made the first explorations of technology and there was no stopping the species now. The application
of those strategies to theories of modern business should imply that new and appropriate technology
must always be a goal for those seeking sustainable corporate accountability. The world today
presents countless inequities – of poverty, of health, of opportunity and much more. Corporations
often fail to respond to these things as a matter of policy. Some large corporations have tackled
certain aspects of these issues, for example, by addressing health problems in their workforce and
among their employees’ family members, but not many such undertakings have been made to tackle
problems in the wider community – a state of affairs which will be judged in assessment of their
performance. Having the knowledge and the resources to achieve change – say in response to
HIV/AIDS – and not using that knowledge and those resources will result in judgement. The
judgement of Jesus as expressed in the parable of the talents is that the stewards of that which is
wholesome will out of their abundance be required to give everything. It is not inconsistent with that
thought that, where St Matthew records in his gospel those images (Chapter 25.14-30) as applied to
individual behaviour, in the next section of the gospel the application of those principles is made to
the nations:

All the nations will be gathered before him, and he will separate people one from another as a shepherd
separates the sheep from the goats, and he will put the sheep at his right hand and the goats at the left.
Then the king will say to those at his right hand, ‘Come, you that are blessed by my Father, inherit the
kingdom prepared for you, from the foundation of the world; for I was hungry and you gave me food, I
was thirsty, and you gave me something to drink, I was a stranger and you welcomed me. I was naked
and you gave me clothing, I was sick and in prison and you visited me.25

Much is indeed required of those who would practise corporate accountability in the present time –
the application of those requirements is not by any means just an individual requirement but one
which is collectively vital in global human society.

IT TAKES BRAINS TO SUCCEED
The brain is a very expensive organ to maintain. In adult humans it represents just two percent

of the total body weight but it consumes some eighteen-percent of the energy which the body
produces. Taking this into account, it seems extraordinary to recall that the human brain is three times
larger than the ape’s but this is what marks us out as being capable of operating in our highly
sophisticated modern world. Society has reached a high level of complexity and its internal pressures
continue to increase that complexity. In this kind of society individual ‘adversaries’ may be members
of the breeding community itself. In these circumstances consciousness becomes the ultimate tool of
the social animal. It becomes possible to determine others’ reactions by looking into the mind’s eye
and calculating our own responses. However, this raises a substantial concern for humanity. We have
‘brains to succeed’ and yet we seem incapable, except in the most extreme conditions, and benefit
only as a result of the most powerful adverse conditioning. As Ian Tattersall says, ‘Only by dismal
personal experience do we grasp the wisest ways to generalize our hard-won experience to new
situations…26 He goes on to say:

Our rational minds, moreover, are not perfect devices, ever on the alert; even at our most detached, we
often make mathematical errors or wrong decisions about how to deal with new aspects of this complex
world that we have made for ourselves. Human error is an unavoidable reality of human existence; yet
contradiction again – we howled for the Exxon Corporation’s blood at the time of the Exxon Valdez
disaster, a supremely statistical accident – while knowing all along, had we cared to admit it to
ourselves, that the true culprits were every one of us, each time we switched on the pool filter or started
up the gas guzzler. What’s more, even when we know, in principle how to act in the best interests of
ourselves and others, few if any of us are able to put this knowledge consistently and perfectly into
practice.27
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In principle, we know how to behave in a socially appropriate manner but most of us fail,
many times, to achieve such standards of behaviour. Our brains tell us how to do things – we have to
learn and constantly relearn how to apply the lessons of rationality. Our shortcomings are not only the
by-product of deliberate intent, they can be resultant upon the tendency to wrong doing which lies in
us all and which is pointed to in the General Confession at Morning and Evening Prayer in the 1662
Book of Common Prayer.

Almighty and most merciful Father; We have erred, and strayed from thy ways like lost sheep. We have
followed too much the devices and desires of our own hearts. We have offended against thy holy laws.
We have left undone those things which we ought to have done; And we have done those things which
we ought not to have done; And there is no health in us. But thou, O Lord, have mercy upon us,
miserable offenders. Spare thou them, O God, which confess their faults. Restore thou them that are
penitent; According to thy promises declared unto makind in Christ Jesus our Lord. And grant, O most
merciful Father, for his sake; That we may hereafter live a godly, righteous and sober life, To the glory
of thy holy name.

We can only wonder whether we can overcome the weaknesses of our rationality by
submerging them in a spirituality of forgiveness when we know that we will, inevitably, make the
same mistakes again – it is part of our inherited nature which we acquire from our hominid lineage. If
individual humans have a problem about these things it is essential that a corporation that has
responsibilities for health, wholeness and well-being of those who are in its employ understands that
it will need to find ways of overcoming this in-built weakness that otherwise entraps it in gross
misconduct. A key thrust of business accountability has to be ‘How does it treat its workforce?’ To
succeed it has to learn to treasure the skills of its people, to count them as a fundamental asset. It was
the evolutionary history of the development of intellect that brought modern humans to where they are
now and it will be a key measure of corporate success to be assessed as a ‘winner’ in these matters.
The development of large brain capacity is clearly a metaphor for the way in which corporations need
to develop the rationale of their employment programmes. This is even more important in the current
environment where in recent decades in Western society, the pattern by which the market economy
has developed has resulted in a shift of reference points. The decline in manufacturing industry has
resulted in economic status being measured in different ways. The value of physical property has been
taken over by intellectual property ownership and patenting which itself has had serious consequences
for people in developing countries in particular.

There is a mood in current Western society that considers that dishonesty, corruption and
harsh practice are the expected norms of business practice. There is a distinct lack of concern, even a
brash defiance, in ignoring financial and ethical integrity in business. It goes even far enough for
some to be convinced that these things are ‘what you have to do to succeed’. This seems to be the
underlying principle of much that lies at the heart of modern business – or at least of those aspects of
it which become exposed in courts of justice across the world. There seems to be a ‘devil-may-care’,
‘hang the consequences’, ‘they won’t catch me’, ‘it’s worth the risk’, ‘it doesn’t really matter’ attitude
in the minds of some corporate business executives. They achieve success – often limited and usually
time-limited but ultimately, in the present climate of corporate affairs, they pay some kind of price.
The price of the kind of success that expresses those factors is completely unacceptable. Cheating and
lying and greed and aggression in all its forms are the invention of the human brain at its lowest level
of behaviour. When the highest achievements have been made in corporate behaviour; when the
striving for the supreme good has been achieved, then there still awaits the judgement that ‘We are
worthless slaves; we have done only what we ought to have done.’28

THE URGE TO COMMUNICATE
Corporations devote enormous energy to give voice to their thinking, to describe their

activities, to present their products and services and to ‘polish their corporate image’. Giving voice to
the thoughts in advertisement, press release and corporate statement is a requirement of modern
business practice and can be both a way of informing the stakeholder and the shareholder as well as of
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providing misleading information and of diverting attention through misinformation. Often these
kinds of communication are a requirement of the structure of business with the determination that
corporate fiduciary duties impinge on corporate statements but this does not necessarily excuse
corporate, or indeed, political deviousness. The ability to communicate, both good things and bad
things, to reveal things as well as to disguise things comes from innate human skill in the use of
language.

Philip Lieberman makes the point that our language ‘involves innate and genetically
transmitted anatomical and neural mechanisms’.29 He says that some of these are found only in
humans. He also says that large gaps remain in our understanding of human language and speech but
that it appears that these particular attributes evolved to enhance our ability to use language. In
contrast, the ability to acquire and use words in a simple way is present in non-human animals and
birds (in say, a parrot).

The human ability to speak is dependent on three essential physiological components
possessed by modern adult humans. These things are, firstly, the subglottal system consisting of the
lungs and their associate muscles to provide the power for speech production. Secondly, the larynx
located at the head of the windpipe (the trachea) which is lower down in humans than in any other
species; and, thirdly, the supralaryngeal vocal tract with its associated elements of the nasal and oral
cavities and the pharynx. The production of human speech involves the modulation of acoustic energy
by the airway above the larynx. This acoustic energy is generated by the larynx itself or by turbulent
airflow at a constriction of the airway. This means that speech itself is an important component of the
human ability to use language. Speech allows us to transmit phonetic ‘segments’ (which are
approximated by the letters of the alphabet) at the remarkable rate of up to 25 per second. By contrast,
scientists tell us, it is impossible to identify non-speech information at rates greater than seven to nine
items per second. A short sentence of say 50 segments can be uttered in two seconds. The same
amount of information transmitted at the rate by which non-speech is delivered would take so long to
deliver that by the end the receiver would probably have forgotten the content of the start point. So
says, Lieberman:

The high transmission rate of human speech is thus an integral part of our linguistic ability, as it allows
complex ideas to be transmitted within the constraints of short-term memory. Although sign language
can also achieve a high rate of data transmission, the signer’s hands cannot simultaneously be used for
other tasks. Vocal language represents a continuation of the hominid evolutionary trend towards freeing
the hands that followed from upright bipedal locomotion.30

Therefore, the question arises as to what brought about the evolution of language to which the
most likely answer seems to be the need for proficient communication. The co-operative, complex
ventures of hunting and gathering demanded it and perhaps it developed out of gesturing – a tactic
which humans still resort to when lost for words. However, scientists tell us that this is not the only
driving force for language, that there is another, which is to tell stories as well as to direct actions.
The principal demand for language is communication.31 Communication enables structure, action,
culture, organization and spirituality. All of those things can be seen and referenced in what we know
of early modern humans and we find that the expression of these desires constitutes a large step in
human evolutionary history. By recognizing our situation humanity can transform itself:

Spiritual life started when people first realized that everyone dies. Animals have no concept of death,
unlike Homo sapiens. When our ancestors realized that death was inevitable, something changed inside
them. That was the terrible consequence of increased brainpower.32

The awareness that our species has to confront death is stunning, as is the awareness that we
alone possess this knowledge. However, we have learnt how to deal with it. Modern
palaeoanthropological researches have shown that regression is just as much an evolutionary principle
as is movement forward and that it is never right to describe an ‘upward’ movement of evolution as
being achievable.33 It is not ‘upwardness’ that is important or to be desired. Rather it is the case that
what is sought is progression that can absorb regression when it happens. Change can be both good
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and bad and the bad can, actually, even in apparent deterioration, work forwards as well as
backwards. This should mean that corporations devote special care to the protection of human rights
in everything they do and in every representation of their own activity because these rights are
connected to the fundamentals of life and death. The rights of individual human beings exceed any
rights a corporation may acquire and damage to them is at all cost to be avoided. Corporations are
particularly skilled at the specialist communication of their activities and there is, therefore, an
overriding obligation on them that in communicating the messages of achievement, they should be
guided by a deep concern for the recognition of human rights.

Evolutionary research into the means of human communication shows things in a particular
and clear light. It shows that humanity and human structures, be they political, social or religious,
exist in a situation of tension. The report of the Inter-Anglican Theological and Doctrinal
Commission34 says that members of faith communities ‘belong and they do not belong; they are at
once natives of their place and foreigners in it, at once lovers and affirmers of its life and critics of its
way.’ The report goes on to say that this tension exists, no doubt, at least in a subdued form. So it is
probably the case that Christians (and other people in society, perhaps the majority of people who
hold executive positions in giant corporations) prefer to think that things are fundamentally all right.
We prefer to stick with what is familiar and not to challenge, not to rock the corporate boat. However,
the passage goes on to point a vital lesson.

Sticking with what is familiar, however, can sometimes result in moral and theological blindness. It can
induce believers to miss points of conflict and discontinuity, [this is] where the churches have a critical
– and necessarily self-critical – witness to bear on behalf of truth, righteousness, or justice. For this
reason, the tension, which is built into the Christian existence must be admitted, explored and
understood. We have to ask why and how it is that Christians, as we have put it, belong and do not
belong, and what this tension means or ought to mean – in day-to-day practice of the faith.35

In the context of the current study it means being prepared to ‘belong’ to a corporation as a
‘member’ (shareholder) whilst also having the preparedness to stand alongside those who are the
other stakeholders in the corporation, for the sake of ‘justice, peace and the integrity of creation’. This
is both belonging and not belonging. It is about being both strangers and pilgrims in, not an alien, but
a foreign or, at the least, a strange land.

TREADING IN AN ALIEN LAND
The cynic might well lay a charge in response that the believer is performing according to

form, that in giving voice to those concepts the believer is taking the foot with both hands and placing
it in the mouth without engaging the brain. However foot, hand, brain and voice are the significant
factors in the evolution of Homo sapiens. The walking, creating, thinking, talking, living beings that
are modern humans, made, Christians believe, in the image of God, are capable of sharing in the
experience of personality which is displayed in the Godhead. It is significant that when human beings
talk about God they characterise the personality of Godhead in terms which relate to those
characteristics – the finger of God, the hand of God, God walking in the Garden of Eden, the mind of
God, the voice of God. As we have evolved so our perception of the nature of Godhead has evolved
and our understanding of the nature of God is that of a being concerned for the beings [all the beings]
that are the outcome of creative activity. If foot and hand, brain and voice are markers of evolution
and that marking can be taken as analogous to the evolution of corporate behaviour then the processes
of evolving appropriate corporate accountability will require achievements to match this evolutionary
pattern. The study in this chapter has suggested that the development of bipedalism can be seen as a
design of caring for community – the local community as well as the national community, and the
international and indigenous communities. It has shown that the development of the use of the hand in
toolmaking as a response to environmental pressures is a model of the need for corporate,
precautionary care of the ecosystem as well as of employees, customers and all the other stakeholders.
Brainpower has been seen to be the force under which control may be exerted in both financial and
ethical integrity by corporations. Voice – and public relations – raise issues of authenticity in
advertisement, product stewardship, corporate pronouncements, and it is summarised in the corporate
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reflexivity. Although in the risk field the social dimension of trust has been proposed as crucial for ten
years or more.

Reflexivity is excluded from the social and political interactions between experts and social groups over
modern risks, because of the systematic assumption of realism in science. Contemporary examples
abound. When farm workers claimed that herbicides were causing unacceptable health effects, the
British government asked its Pesticide Advisory Committee to investigate. The PAC, composed largely
of toxicologists, turned automatically to the scientific literature on the laboratory toxicology of the
chemicals in question. They concluded unequivocally that there was no risk. When the farm workers
returned with an even thicker dossier of cases of medical harm, the PAC dismissed this as merely
anecdotal, uncontrolled non-knowledge.

When they were forced by further public objections to return to the question, the PAC again asserted
that there was no danger, but his time added the apparently minor, but actually crucial qualification.
This was that there was no risk according to the science literature, so long as the herbicide was produced
under the correct conditions (dioxins could be produced as contaminants by small variations in
production process parameters) and used under the correct conditions. On this latter question the farm
workers were the experts. They knew from experience that ‘the correct conditions of use’ were a
scientists’ fantasy – ‘Cloud-cuckoo-land from behind the laboratory bench’ as one farmers’
representative put it. The instructions for use were frequently obliterated or lost, the proper spraying
equipment was often unavailable, protective clothing was often inadequate, and weather conditions were
frequently ignored in the pressure to get the spraying done.37

Beck goes on to postulate a host of other ‘risk’ situations which provide echoes of my own
experience of workplace visiting. During the Falklands War I was visiting in the factory of a company
engaged in the defence industry. The product of that company was the very weapon which, sold to the
Argentinians, was being fired at the Royal Navy whose personnel were the husbands of the next door
neighbours of the work force. Risk in our society takes many varied forms and is altogether more
complex and life embracing than it ever has been before. These things have impinged deeply on my
work as an Industrial Chaplain and especially on my researches into the patterns of corporate
responsibility.

The outcome, in my thinking, of all these experiences in industry and commerce as well as in
other aspects of public life is that I have seen evolutionary movement, forward and backward. I have
witnessed the pressures and disconcerting influences of corporate life, first-hand, and have seen the
impact on people’s lives in community. I have seen quick-fix solutions that were predestined to failure
and I have seen the failure of companies to explore even the simplest lessons of consultation. The
favourite story of my Industrial Mission experience is the ‘myth’ of the water-cooled spot welding
machine. It moved regularly, twice a year, to a new location within the factory but management never
consulted with the only man who ever operated it. I watched them time and again – they never
remembered that it was used to weld twelve-foot sections – a thing that it is impossible to do in six
feet of space. In the sense that a myth can be seen as ‘explaining a natural or social phenomenon’38

this illuminates the state of play in the workplace and highlights the need for evolving a new way of
doing things.

In a little book, written to celebrate the achievements of the Assembly of the World Council
of Churches in Vancouver in 1983, Preman Niles points to the fact that the world is now much more
dangerous than it has ever been before and highlights some responses.39 He points out that change is
both inevitable and essential in the way humanity does things, in economics, politics and technology.
People are realising, he says, that a new, radical approach is essential to avoid catastrophe and this
new direction will have to be resistance to the accepted order. In the intervening period such patterns
of resistance have become clearer and they are in all spheres of human activity.

In the churches this new resistance that Niles was writing about, was expressed in the
Vancouver Assembly which launched the radical concept of ‘a conciliar process of mutual
commitment (covenant) to justice, peace and the integrity of creation.’40 The continuation of the
statement is unambiguous:
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The foundation of this emphasis should be confessing Christ as the life of the world and Christian
resistance to the powers of death in racism, sexism, caste oppression, economic exploitation, militarism,
violations of human rights, and the misuse of science and technology.

Niles points out that confessing Christ as the light of the world and Christian resistance to the powers
of death are one and the same activity. The act of confession makes a clear rejection of the powers of
death and it requires a response of concrete resistance.

One of the places where the powers of death in human society have been most rampant is in
the untamed activities of giant and transnational corporations. They have manifested all of the
characteristics of these evils and still do. Constant, global efforts by faith communities, by non-
governmental organisations and by concerned individuals have sought to bring change and often these
things have been done at the risk of substantial personal danger. The corporations have found many
and varied ways to defeat this seeking for change and to retain their power and influence. Even yet,
racism, sexism, caste oppression, economic exploitation, militarism, violations of human rights, and
the misuse of science and technology remain as major concerns in corporate accountability. It is very
hard to persuade corporations to be accountable in these concerns or to change the way that they do
things. It is therefore hard to see how there might be ‘justice, peace and integrity’ without some
radical alternative way of moving towards it and of achieving it.

Perhaps there is another way of ‘evolving’ a genuine accountability. This might be
such as that suggested by MMA Stewardship Solutions in a booklet called Where Faith and
Wall Street Intersect.41 The booklet is the result of a survey of religious investors and it seems
to show that religion and personal values overlap in the realm of money and investments
much more than was previously understood. There has been a growing understanding in the
minds of investors who are also believers that they can themselves apply the pressure for
changed performance which might result in a different way of doing things. The evolution of
humanity has been brought about ‘under pressure’ for change. ‘Natural selection’ applied to
hominid populations has brought about change and adaptation to new circumstances. There
has been regression as well as progression (and that is true of all species); there has been
creative achievement but there has not been and cannot be a constant upward development. In
the same way there is no likelihood of there being such a constant upward movement in the
practice of corporate accountability – there are bound to be failures and backward trends as
well as forward ones. It may be that, in the search for a new paradigm, an examination of the
allegorical model of human evolution could prove fruitful in the search for a gradual project
of doing things differently. If the criteria of variation can be introduced and natural selection
can be brought to bear upon them this strategy might have a possibility of success where
others strategies have so far not managed to achieve significant or sustainable change in
corporate behaviour.
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THE SEARCH FOR UNDERSTANDING IN CORPORATE ACCOUNTABILITY –
THE LITERATURE REVIEW

In the introduction to this study there has been an opening of the debate about evolutionary
development as an allegorical model for this study. The discussion is about the nature of change and
the desirability of it in corporate affairs. Through situation ethics the patterns of change have been
examined. The question of the need for change, especially in corporate accountability, has been
opened up and the suggestion that evolving a pattern of change may be an appropriate way of
responding to corporate failure has been initially explored. It has been noticed that there has always
been progression in evolution but it has been counterbalanced by regression. It has been suggested
that this pattern is mimicked in human behaviour – the propensity to evil that exists within human
beings is regressive in evolutionary terms. It has also been suggested that these patterns are common
in all human behaviour and, most especially, in the way that corporations perform. It has also been
suggested that corporate behaviour cannot be expected to suddenly, in a mutational moment, change
its pattern but that instead a steady recipe of corporate change must be conceived and worked through
to bring about effective, real, corporate social responsibility.

An allegorical parallel for this process of evolutionary development has been set in the ways
in which hominids have evolved into Homo sapiens. Walking, making things, thinking and speaking
have been seen as abilities, which express the epitome of this allegorical image. Human evolution is
the model for illuminating this study.

In this chapter that model will be criticised from the literature of science and faith and the
problems of an evolutionary approach will be presented. First, however, there is an analysis, again
from literary sources, of the problem of corporate performance. The question being examined is, ‘Are
corporations capable of reform and if they are how might that be achieved’?

WHAT IS WRONG WITH THE CORPORATIONS?
The cynic might well say “Everything!” He would be wrong! There is much that is being

undertaken by giant companies, the world over, that is wholesome and beneficial. On the other hand
there is, of course, in these human institutions, much room for change, not to say improvement.

A recent book by Joel Bakan42 sets the scene for the problem of the Corporations.
On page 1 he opens the debate with a clear statement of his own perceptions:

A key premise is that the corporation is an institution – a unique structure and set of imperatives that
direct the actions of people within it. It is also a legal institution, one whose existence and capacity to
operate depend upon the law. The corporation’s legally defined mandate is to pursue, relentlessly and
without exception, its own self-interest, regardless of the often harmful consequences it might cause to
others. As a result, I argue, the corporation is a pathological institution, a dangerous possessor of the
great power it wields over people and societies.

From that formidable statement of concern the author moves to define the territory in which
he is operating. He quotes the Chief Executive Officer of the drug company Pfizer, Hank McKinnell,
as saying that he has “great difficulty thinking of corporations as an institution.” He points out that we
have different systems of categorisation as, for example, ‘transantional versus local, high-tech versus
smokestack, progressive versus traditional, cool versus stodgy, blue-chip versus risky, brand name
versus no-name, good versus bad’. He says that despite these categorisations, nevertheless, all
publicly traded companies have a common institutional structure. From that he goes on to point out
that:

Today, corporations govern our lives. They determine what we eat, what we watch, what we wear,
where we work, and what we do. We are inescapably surrounded by their culture, iconography, and

CHAPTER TWO
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ideology. And, like the church and the monarchy in other times, they posture as infallible and
omnipotent, glorifying themselves in imposing buildings and elaborate displays. Increasingly,
corporations dictate the decisions of their supposed overseers in government and control domains of
society once firmly embedded within the public sphere.43

Bakan goes on to relate how the corporations have accrued power to themselves over three
hundred years. He says that from the time in the eighteenth century when the South Sea Bubble burst
and the British government ‘at the stroke of a legislative pen’, banned corporations in response to the
outrages of that particular corporate entity there has been constant struggle for control. Since then
there has been a steady acquisition of power in which the corporations have gradually moved to a
position of dominance. However, he points out that with that dominance in place, corporations have
from time to time felt presentational pressures on their corporate image:

By the end of World War I, some of America’s leading corporations, among them General Electric,
Eastman Kodak, National Cash Register, Standard Oil, U.S. Rubber, and the Goodyear Tire & Rubber
Company, were busily crafting images for themselves as benevolent and socially responsible. “New
Capitalism” the term used to describe the trend, softened corporations’ images with promises of good
citizenship and practices of better wages and working conditions.44

This pattern has been repeated from time to time since then. In the 1930s corporations
suffered greatly from adverse public opinion. The Great Depression was blamed on corporate greed
and mismanagement in many quarters. In America, in a judgement of the Supreme Court handed
down in 1933, Justice Louis Brandeis called corporations “Frankenstein monsters” that were capable
of doing evil. The corporate response to this was to take up ideas of corporate social responsibility in
the belief that this would restore people’s faith in corporations and reverse the trend to governmental
control. However, it was only a passing phase because the pattern of economic globalization, as
Bakan puts it, ‘reversed the trend toward greater regulatory control of corporations and vaulted the
corporation to unprecedented power and influence’.45

Bakan goes on to point out that current events show that the corporations are again in a phase
of image polishing in terms of their corporate responsibility approach to branding. He quotes Clay
Timon of Landor Associates who are consultants on corporate ‘branding,’ describing the
presentational image of British Petroleum Plc as ‘progressive, performance, green innovative’. This is
taken as evidence for the way in which ‘corporate environmental and social responsibility are
emerging today as key brand themes’. The judgement is that, in the current climate ‘out of necessity,
companies, whether they want it or not, have had to take on a social responsibility’.46 Developing this
theme further he quotes the former Harvard business scholar Ira Jackson who believes that recent
events ‘herald the start of an entirely new stage of capitalism’, what he calls ‘capitalism with a
conscience’.

Just a few years ago, says Jackson, “you’d have been laughed out of the office, if not escorted out by an
armed guard” for suggesting to a CEO that his corporation should abide by the UN Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. Yet recently in New York, a hundred CEOs from the world’s largest
corporations met with their counterparts from NGOs such as Greenpeace and Amnesty International,
along with national ambassadors, to sign a promise to adhere to the general principles of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights.47

Despite this Bakan is still sceptical. Corporate social responsibility may be the trend of the present
and the brand of the moment but there is no guarantee that it will last long and past trends show that it
has been a culture of necessity rather than of desire. He follows closely the pattern of corporate
development and determines that this particular leopard does not really change its spots:

Dodge v Ford still stands for the legal principles that managers and directors have a legal duty to put
shareholders’ interests above all others and no legal authority to serve any other interests - what has
come to be known as “the best interests of the corporation” principle. That principle provided a legal
fix to a flaw in the corporate form that had famously worried Adam Smith 140 years before Dodge v
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Ford was decided. Smith, in his 1776 classic, The Wealth of Nations, said he was troubled by the fact
that corporations’ owners, their shareholders, did not run their own businesses but delegated that task to
professional managers. The latter could not be trusted to apply the same “anxious vigilance” to manage
“other people’s money” as they would their own, he wrote, and “negligence and profusion therefore
must prevail, more or less, in the management of such a company.”

The “best interests of the corporation” principle, now a fixture in the corporate laws of most countries,
addresses Smith’s concern by compelling corporate decision makers always to act in the best interests of
the corporation, and hence its owners. The law forbids any other motivation for their actions, whether to
assist workers, improve the environment, or help consumers save money. They can do these things with
their own money, as private citizens. As corporate officials, however, stewards of other people’s money,
they have no legal authority to pursue such goals as ends in themselves – only as means to serve the
corporation’s own interests, which generally means to maximise the wealth of the shareholders.48

What is more to the point is that Bakan is a cynic and rightly so in the light of recent experience of
corporate behaviour:

Take the large and well-known energy company that once was a paragon of social responsibility and
corporate philanthropy. Each year the company produced a Corporate Responsibility Annual report; the
most recent one, unfortunately its last, vowed to cut greenhouse gas emissions and support multilateral
agreements to stop climate change. The company pledged further to put human rights, the environment,
health and safety issues, biodiversity, indigenous rights, and transparency at the core of its business
operations, and it created a well-staffed corporate social responsibility task force to monitor and
implement its social responsibility programs. The company boasted of its development of alternative
energy sources and the fact that it helped start the Business Council for Sustainable Energy. It
apologized for a 29,000-barrel oil spill in South America, promised it would never happen again and
reported that it had formed partnerships with environmental NGOs to help monitor its operations. It
described the generous support it provided communities in the cities where it operated, funding arts
organizations, museums, educational institutions, environmental groups, and various causes throughout
the world. The company, which was consistently ranked as one of the best places to work in America,
strongly promoted diversity in the workplace. “We believe,” said the report, “that corporate leadership
should set the example for community service.

Unfortunately, this paragon of corporate social responsibility, Enron, was unable to continue its good
works after it collapsed under the weight of its executives’ greed, hubris and criminality. Enron’s story
shows just how wide a gap can exist between a company’s cleverly crafted do-gooder image and its
actual operations and suggests, at a minimum, that skepticism about corporate responsibility is well
warranted.49

Cynicism in the light of these facts is not misplaced. In a later chapter in this study more will
be said of the ramifications of Enron’s outrageous record. The kind of corporate rule which the
executives of that company practised must be challenged in order to protect the values and practices
of democracy, social justice, equality and compassion. The way in which too many corporations
practise their governance and the underlying ideology of those practices presents an extremely narrow
image of the value of human beings. It is based in a pattern, which is totally distorted. It is true that
self-interest and consumer desires are part of who and what we are but human beings also have deep
ties and commitments to one another and we do recognise that we share our hopes for a better world
with other human beings. As Bakan puts it:

We know that our values, capacities, aesthetics, and senses of meaning and justice are, in part, created
and nurtured by our communal attachments. We believe that some things are too vulnerable, precious, or
important to exploit for profit. “ We don’t have to see ourselves primarily as rapacious producers and
consumers of goods who function in ways that are competitive and self-interested,” as philosopher Mark
Kingswell says, “Humans have organized themselves by and large for vast stretches of what we call
civilization in other ways”.50
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The human spirit is bigger than the imperfect principles of corporate life and it is certainly
bigger than the abominations of Enron, Worldcom, Anderson et al. The outrages that these
corporations committed for reasons of personal greed and for the aggrandisement of the companies
they ran as well as the nominal benefit of their shareholders (a benefit that was ultimately lost in the
destruction of the companies) can only be described as corporate sin. An attempt at a justification of
that condemnation will be undertaken in chapter five. The operations that these companies indulged
themselves in were wrong in legal terms, in human terms and in the destruction of corporate ethics.
The actions of these companies bring the whole of corporate life into disrepute. The behaviour is
inhuman and it denies the humanity which we all share and which is both evolved and God-given. To
behave in these ways is to destroy the image of humanity in ourselves.

ACQUIRING THE SKILLS OF CORPORATE BEHAVIOUR
If the outcome is that our humanity is damaged, destroyed, we need to ask “From whence did

our knowledge of appropriate human principle come? Was its acquisition gradual or catastrophic?
Was it acquired in line as a result of a ‘punctuated equilibrium’ in our evolution?” Writing in his book
A Short History of Nearly Everything, Bill Bryson describes the impact of new ideas:

If Woese’s new arrangement teaches us anything it is that life really is various and that most of that
variety is small unicellular and unfamiliar. It is a natural human impulse to think of evolution as a long
chain of improvements, of a never-ending advance towards largeness and complexity – in a word,
towards us. We flatter ourselves. Most of the real diversity of evolution has been small-scale. We large
things are just flukes – an interesting side branch.51

And, later in the same book Bryson quotes Ian Tattersall:

‘One of the hardest ideas for humans to accept is that we are not the culmination of anything. There is
nothing inevitable about our being here. It is part of our vanity as humans that we tend to think of
evolution as a process that, in effect, was programmed to produce us. Even anthropologists tended to
think this way right up until the 1970s.’52

It is arguable that some theologians still do think in this way and if they do then they have not
taken account of the enormous gains in understanding and knowledge that have been made in the last
fifty years. Too often their opposition has been based on narrow prejudice and inadequate biblical
scholarship. The history of palaeontology – in those aspects that involve the study of the origins of
humanity – reveals that change is miniscule in comparison with time but it is still significant.

...Nilsson and Pelger made their assumption about the slowest rate of evolution – a 0.0005 per cent
modification from one generation to the next... they found that the eye of a fish could evolve from its
rudimentary beginnings in less than 400,000 generations. Assuming each generation is completed within
a year, this result suggests that an efficient, image-forming eye can evolve in less than half a million
years. Now that really is a blink of an eye on the geological timescale.53

The evolution of species other than ourselves teaches us that life exists in a kind of ‘dog-eat-
dog’ environment. The balance of nature is such that predatory behaviour is the norm. In as much as
human beings have a diminished predatory instinct it is a measure of the degree by which we have
become more sophisticated and the acquisition of brain power and the exposure of academic ability to
perceptions of justice, equity and peacefulness must be the transforming forces. Nevertheless as
animals we are still subject to the instincts of animals and hence to ‘The Laws of Life’ for the survival
of animals everywhere:

Basic Rules
1. Every man for himself
1a. Avoid being eaten
1b. Eat
2. For the good of one’s kind
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2a. Breed
2b. Find a niche and protect it.
2c. Adapt to changes in the environment.54

Humans are also exposed to the likelihood of the ‘dog-eat-dog’ app/roach and are only saved from it
by the extent to which those instincts are trained out of us. However, the instinct is inevitably there.
One of the places it certainly appears is in the struggle of corporate life – it appears as a justified
behaviour pattern – justified by competition and the search for profit that is often exalted into the
status of an alternative godhead. A new way of doing business which destroys the destructiveness of
‘dog-eat-dog’ needs to be evolved. The underlying question that needs to be examined by this study is
that of the nature and status of Darwin’s theory – whether it can be used to sustain the allegorical
model it is proposed to use.

Evolution still has the status of a theory. As such it is an idea which is capable of challenge.
Ever since Darwin the concept has been challenged and often on very shaky grounds by certain
theologians. If the idea of evolving a change in the way that business is to be conducted by companies
is to be mirrored in an allegory of evolution, then this study must justify itself in the face of these
criticisms of Darwin’s theory. All the work of science, of discovery, of interpretation and of definition
is of no consequence unless the basic theory can stand up – it is the judgement of this study that it
does. However, a rapprochement between science and theology is probably still a long way off.

SEEKING CORPORATE RESPONSIBILITY
An Internet search made one day at the beginning of March 2003 through the Google search

engine based on the three words ‘Corporate Social Responsibility’ revealed the present ‘state of the
art’. After the usual search time interval the response was made that at least 1,130,000 references had
been found. There were the expected references to such documents as the European Union Resolution
on Employment and Social Policy Council, to the European Green Paper on Corporate Social
Responsibility and to various other definitions and to non-governmental agencies engaged with the
issue. The vast majority of the rest of the documents listed were of the type that could easily be
dismissed:

‘McDonald’s Corporate Social Responsibility’
‘Welcome to the Eldis Corporate Social Responsibility Resource Guide’
‘Unilever Corporate Social Responsibility’
‘The Dow Global Public Report: Corporate Social Responsibility’.

There were hundreds of them – almost all steeped feet deep in corporate self-justification, patronising
paternalism and ‘corporate speak’ which is unhelpful and unbelievable. It does have to be said that
there is some sign of improvement in the attitude of certain corporations, inspired, principally, by
pressure from the media commentators of the now global network of press and television. Such
expressions of concern as that over the activities of Shell in oil production in Nigeria, of BP relying
on links with an oppressive military regime in Colombia and companies like Nike and Gap over the
use of sweated labour in clothing and footwear production in Asia and Latin America have resulted in
attempts to reform practice. However, there continue to be, very significant concerns about the actions
of certain notorious companies, especially in the extractive industries in respect of their patterns of
performance and the record of their actions.

The actual literature of corporate social responsibility is quite small – the genuine literature
that is – the documents which will help in understanding the issues which raise the concern. In 1990
the Ecumenical Council for Corporate Responsibility (ECCR) produced a booklist of written
materials.55 In it are recorded a collection of books, journals and papers on various aspects of
corporate responsibility in application to transnational corporations. It is a very thin volume indeed. It
would be considerably fatter if produced now but it would essentially have the same character –
namely that corporate social responsibility is reviewed and studied in the context of the world of
business studies. There are books that look at aspects of global business strategies with titles such as
Transnational Corporations: Development Debacle, 56 From Land to Mouth: Understanding the
Food System 57 and European Companies in the Philippines 58 which tackle aspects of the problem, by
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industry type or company structural analysis. There are publications that might be described as
charters or codes or sets of standards of measurement, which form another category. Amongst these
there is the descriptor faith communities themselves have produced on an international basis for their
own use to define what is meant by corporate social responsibility in their view – Principles for
Global Corporate Responsibility: Bench Marks for Measuring Business Performance. 59 But this
grouping also includes the aspirational writings of such people as Hans Küng and Karl-Josef Kuschel,
A Global Ethic: The Declaration of the Parliament of the World’s Religions,60 which highlights some
issues of corporate activity. There are also more generalist publications like The Just Enterprise61

which talks about the theory of how businesses might behave. Another aspect of writing which gets
some attention is exemplified by Elusive Saviours: Transnational Corporations and Sustainable
Development 62 which picks up on the presently popular concepts of sustainable development and
majors on business’s adoption of the ideas.

In addition to all this material there is much more about ethical investment. Books with titles
like Socially Responsible Investment,63 Competitive and Ethical? – How Business Can Strike a
Balance,64 Visions of Ethical Business,65 and The Ethical Investor66 which seek to raise issues and
concerns around the principles of business ethics as a tool for managing investment. The problem,
however, with ethical investment is that it is a ‘negative’. Faith communities, since they started
applying management criteria to their equities other than just concerns of financial return, have done
so simply under the terms of ethical investment. It has been a largely negative approach to investment
– faith communities do not invest in the so-called ‘sin stocks’ of companies that make bombs, sell
tobacco, print newspapers, brew alcohol, encourage gambling or peddle pornography. However,
equity investments can be tools of mission. If faith communities take their courage in their hands they
can use their investment as a direct tool of mission to work for the protection of the environment.
They can contribute to the improvement of conditions of employment and also work for the evolution
of more appropriate performance as it may affect the peoples of the South in the pattern of offering ‘a
bias to the poor’.

For this reason there is one book which stands out as being directed to all those who may seek
to take positive action to work for change in corporate accountability. It is by Craig Mackenzie and it
was written in the time when he worked with a non-governmental agency in Newcastle-upon-Tyne
called New Consumer. The agency has itself long since disappeared from the scene of corporate
social responsible activity but it sowed many seeds. The book is called The Shareholder Action
Handbook: Using Shares to Make Companies More Accountable.67 It is divided into two components
– ‘Part One: the Nature of Companies’ describes how companies first came into being and elucidates
company law and structures and then describes the meaning of corporate governance and ‘Part Two:
Shareholder Action’ explains the nature of such activity, its preparation, strategies, targets and
conduct. At the end it then describes shareholder action in both the formal (at corporate Annual
Meetings for example) and informal (protest type) sense. It is, of course, an activist’s handbook.
However, its clarity of description and lucid definition of the issues makes it an invaluable guide to
principles as well as processes.

The trouble is, nevertheless, that in the literature of corporate social responsibility so far
available there has not been, until now, a high quality, theoretical analysis of the issue. Companies
pay lip service to the issues and use them for their own ends. Activists need to grapple with the actual
concerns that they hold that arise from their particular starting point, be it of faith or from single-issue
agendas.

There is now a new book published which makes a significant contribution to the study.
Unfortunately, it is written, not from the perception of how to work for change, to take action for
change, but from the stance of appropriate investment. The book is called Socially Responsible
Investment: A Global Revolution.68 Despite that criticism, it has to be said that it is a thorough survey
of the history of the development of socially responsible patterns of investment. It also highlights a
significant listing of the issues, which may concern institutional investors – environmental risks,
sustainable development, human rights, corporate social responsibility and investment returns. The
author then describes how socially responsible investment has come alive and blossomed into a global
movement in the ten years beginning in the early 1990s.
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This, however, is still not written as a theological justification of appropriate patterns of
corporate social responsibility. Indeed the theological literature of corporate responsibility is very
slight, consisting as it does, almost exclusively of pamphlets and reports, written from the stance of
people of faith studying the impact of corporations on particular groups and issues with which the
authors are concerned in the conduct of ministry. There are reports about the impact of corporations
on the environment with a theological justification, or about the impact of the peace dividend. There
are booklets written to illuminate the participation of corporations in apartheid in South Africa or
about inappropriate employment practices in transnational corporations. There is a significant lack of
academically researched writing about the theology of corporate social responsibility.

This project is an endeavour to make a contribution towards redressing the balance in the
literature and in thinking through ways in which corporate social responsibility and corporate
accountability may be progressed by a ‘pilgrimage of discovery’. It is possible to envisage that the
concept of an evolutionary journey, not a mutational change, could help in the understanding of how
corporate accountability may be transformed. There is no doubt that transformation is needed from
the simplistic motivation of the acquisition of wealth by corporations, such as Weber69 saw in the
human psyche, to a more balanced definition which meets the criteria mapped by Charles Handy’s70

paradoxes. Theories of Darwinian evolution have to be carefully controlled in the study of corporate
performance in order not to violate the sensitivities of social application and also to understand that
evolution is not merely an upward progression. It has to be recognised and held in recollection that the
image of evolving practice is only partially viable but that it does assist understanding when the
journeying nature of the venture and the discovery is recalled. In this case it is not a constant
progression – an everlasting condemnation to journeying onward in the style of Coleridge’s Ancient
Mariner.71 It is a constant repositioning to understand the place we are now in, recognising that the
achievement made will have been gained through pressures inevitably external to the organisation
itself. Evolution is an achievement made under pressure and as a response to the pressures without.
The evolution of appropriate corporate accountability will require constant adaptability, flexibility,
manipulation and change of style and course. Perhaps William Herbert Carruth (1859-1924) was
correct when he wrote:

Some call it evolution
And others call it God.72

CAN EVOLUTION BE A TRUE THEORY?
In the Middle Ages theology was regarded as the ‘Queen of Sciences’ – now it is merely

treated as one means among many of understanding truth and not as valuable as genuine scientific
research. However, the history of the human species is littered with the experience of where we have
been and what we have come through on the way here. That history is part of the process and it still
has guidance to offer in understanding origins. Christian civilisation gave birth to its scientific child
and ever since there has been dichotomy between them until now. The umbilical cord to this child was
severed by the theological search for a personal subjective experience (a ‘meaning for me’). This has
led it into what is now realised to be a blind alley in which twenty-first century human beings are
rejecting what they find there unless it resonates with and is moulded by scientific perception. At the
same time the idol of science, and its highly respected, even worshipped offspring, technology, has in
the last years of the twentieth century, come to be subject to some considerable hesitancy in respect of
its long-term social value. This has been brought about by disasters attributable to bad science or
inopportune applications of scientific discovery (the atomic and hydrogen bombs, for example, or
lately, the failure to control animal disease). Because of these things it is arguable that a
rapprochement is inevitable between the search for meaning and that for understanding (or
‘intelligibility’). In his book ‘Theology for a Scientific Age’ 73 Arthur Peacocke addresses this change:

So after two centuries or more of bickering, or of sullen silence with demarcation of spheres of interest,
these two fundamental activities, the search for intelligibility and the search for meaning, that
characterise respectively, but not exclusively, science and religion, find themselves inextricably
interlocked with each other in the common human enterprise of seeking both intelligibility and meaning.
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Each now provides the other with challenges to and resources for an interaction gradually becoming
more fruitful and wholesome. This judgement on the contemporary scene could be illustrated from many
spheres: the understanding of the human person as a psychosomatic unity in both science and religion;
the integration of biological evolutionary ideas with the sense of God as an immanent, ever-working
Creator; or reflections on the origins of the cosmos induced both by astrophysics and cosmology, on the
one hand, and clarification of the Judaeo-Christian doctrine of creation on the other. 74

Peacocke goes on to define the task ahead. He says that both science and theology are
‘engaging with realities that may be referred to and pointed at, but which are beyond the range of any
completely literal description’. To do this they both ‘employ metaphorical language and describe
reality in terms of models, which may eventually be combined into higher conceptual schemes
(theories or doctrines).’ Therefore, he says, both disciplines need to be careful of the ways in which
they make definition and that the need now is for theologians to abandon the appeal for automatic
authority and to seek to reach consensus in finding the best explanation for problem resolution.75

The problem for theology is that it has to be clear about its mode of operation. There are two
ways to express theology as the study of the relationship which is humanity-nature-God, two ways
which express God’s relationship to all that is – that of transcendence or of immanence. Peacocke
again addresses this point by saying:

If one emphasizes the transcendence of God, the activity and language of the theological enterprise can
be regarded as reflecting on that specifically and uniquely human activity, the ‘religious’ which involves
nature, humanity and God in its total integrating purview. This activity then stands at the summit of
conceivable integrative complexity and wholeness (and, note, nearest to the level of the human and
personal). From this perspective, theology, albeit no longer the medieval ‘queen of sciences’, might still
be accorded the position of a constitutional monarch. This may indeed be the proper placement for
theology when we consider ultimate ontological relationships, the relation of the Being of God to all
other derived being. 76

This present study falls directly into that category of investigation of which Peacocke is
speaking. It is an attempt to reach an understanding of ‘the human person as a psychosomatic unity in
both science and religion’ in order to make an ‘integration of biological evolutionary ideas with the
sense of God as an immanent, ever-working Creator’. This is being undertaken in order to find
another understanding of the nature of corporate business and its evolution.

This pattern of research has become possible for theologians as they have learnt new skills
from scientific research itself. There is now an acceptance that ‘justification by faith alone’ will have
to be qualified by reasonable and rational assessment as well as verification against other realities and
concepts. The scientific method has been applied to ‘high theology’. The development of
methodological awareness has meant that theologians have been forced to adopt the same disciplines,
as, for instance, anthropologists. These changes of style have been assisted in achievement by the
strategies adopted in some ‘newer’ sciences like anthropology. The science of the origin and nature of
humanity is bound to meet theology head on and to force it to co-habit in its territory. If Peacocke is
justified when he says that theology is the science of the humanity–nature–God relationship then the
territory between science and religion becomes easier to occupy. The necessary adaptations have been
assisted by the way that anthropology has performed. In her book The Anthropology of Religion 77

Fiona Bowie refers to the ‘methodological neutrality or agnosticism’78 of anthropologists. She says
that this allows students of anthropology to use cosmological statements or ritual practice, as a means
of revealing a coherent body of thought that constitutes a culture and a social structure. This strategy
has meant that the anthropological study has been able to make an approach to the study of belief that
is lacking in ‘subjectivity, reflexivity and textuality’. In other words the scholar can avoid merely
being a ‘fly on the wall’. Such a pose is clearly inappropriate in questions of belief, in the study of
humanity, nature and God. This is because the searcher’s personal status is embroiled and their status
as believer or atheist is bound up in the investigation. This was highlighted by Bengt Sundkler79 in his
South African researches amongst the Bantu prophets of the South African Independent churches. He
said that it was inevitable that the writer’s own values and ideals cannot be separated from the
investigation and they act as a balancing factor in the process.80 Sundkler concludes that there is an



31

‘inevitable bias in all anthropological investigations, whether the field worker is a Christian believer
or an atheist.

What was possibly the largest and most injurious disputation between scientists and
theologians was germinated in the area of the origins of humanity arising from the publication of the
theories of Charles Darwin on human evolution in The Descent of Man. The outrage of theologians
and churchmen was centred on the perceived loss of order ‘in creation if a random interaction
between the natural environment and biological organisms’ was allowed for and if this was perceived
to have ‘led to the variety of living creatures now in existence.’81 In part this confrontation led to an
attempt at realignment in the work of Herbert Spencer who attempted to bring the two lines of thought
back together. He developed a theory first known as social evolution, which came later on to be
known by the name of social Darwinism and which is now regarded as an inappropriate theoretical
strategy. Spencer developed the notion of the ‘survival of the fittest’ and applied it to Victorian
society in a way that the popular mind of the time found very flattering. For Spencer it was the
ultimate explanation of what he saw around him. Human society was at the grand climax of its
evolution, and Great Britain, as the leader of the industrial revolution was the most developed society
of the earth and so it was at the peak of the evolutionary pyramid.

These concepts stimulated debate as to how various cultures in human populations developed.
Opposing views were put forward promoting, on one hand, the concept of diffusion and on the other
that of independent and localised evolution. These two opposing concepts have been the source of
fundamental debate between evolutionists themselves and with those who, from various faith and non-
faith positions, have opposed the theories of cultural development. These debates have involved
people from many different disciplines and backgrounds. Sir Edward Burnett Tylor, who, being from
a London-based Quaker family, was prevented from making a university career by the religious tests,
found his way into anthropology. He formulated the concept that: ‘Because all human beings have a
similar psychological make-up it [is likely] that they [will] tend to come up with the same solutions to
cultural problems independently.’ 82

It is probable that many of the tensions of view, which arise in our time, about theological
justification and corporate social responsibility, arise from the style of our postmodern age.
Individualism has been rampant – individual responsibility and the denial of corporate existence.
“There is no such thing as society,” said Margaret Thatcher. She was a priestess of individuality and
the message, which she announced, appealed greatly in a postmodernist arena. Our present age seems
to be populated by patterns of uncertainty – there is an emerging culture but no one is yet certain what
it may be. Stanley Grenz83 said:

The postmodern ethos resists unified, all-encompassing, and universally valid explanations. It replaces
these with a respect for difference and a celebration of the local and particular at the expense of the
universal. Postmodernism likewise entails a rejection of the emphasis on rational discovery through the
scientific method, which provided the intellectual foundation for the modern attempt to construct a
better world. At its foundation, then, the postmodern outlook is anti-modern.

In our time, choice is everything – the right to choice. Parents must choose the school for their
children. Patients are encouraged to choose the hospital that will best care for them. There is an
absolute right to choice...

The Post-Modern Age is a time of incessant choosing. It’s an era when no orthodoxy can be adopted
without self-consciousness and irony, because all traditions seem to have some validity. This is partly a
consequence of what is called the information explosion, the advent of organized knowledge, world
communication and cybernetics. It is not only the rich who become collectors, eclectic travellers in time
with a superabundance of choice, but almost every urban dweller. Pluralism, the “ism” of our time, is
both the great problem and the great opportunity.84

‘Pluralism rules’ even where individualism still holds sway and it has taken away the sure ground –
most especially the sure ground of belief. ‘Whereas modernism tried to elevate man into God’s place,
postmodern theory seeks to destroy or deconstruct the very place and attributes of God.’ 85 In this
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environment, everything is challenged; everything is up for grabs. Jean-Francois Lyotard summarises
that position very clearly:

I define postmodern as incredulity toward metanarratives. The postmodern would be that which, in the
modern, puts forward the unpresentable in presentation itself. A postmodern artist or writer is in the
position of a philospher; the text he writes, the work he produces are not in principle governed by
preestablished rules, and they cannot be judged according to a determined judgment.86

This may be a reason why the questionning of theological and ethical judgements is so strong. In this
environment of confusion and distress it is not surprising that...

Some hold that postmodernism represents a new historical period that people are entering, while others
view it as an extension of some of the basic concepts undergirding modernism itself. Still others see
postmodernism as a kind of in-between period in which old ways are being questionned but the new era
has yet to arrive.87

Certainly it means that ‘there is no neutral place to stand outside of a culturally encoded narrative’ 88

but...

Interpretation, we have come to realize, is intrinsically tradition-dependent. We therefore require a more
honest – and more postmodern – understanding of what it means to live out the Christian faith with
authenticity in our contemporary culture.89

Perhaps this may make it easier for a theological justification of corporate social responsibility to be
rationalised and described in a manner which may be acceptable after the dethroning of the
Enlightenment and in an age of iconoclasm and agnosticism. If this should be the case then the need
to find a route-way by which change might be achieved becomes vital. It is in this context that the
ideas of evolutionary change may be more acceptable than mutational demands.

EVOLUTIONARY JOURNEYING
There is a tension between the diffusion of ideas and the concept of independent development

that besets both the acceptability of evolutionary theory and the scientific analysis itself. If the ideas
of an evolutionary journey are to be used as an allegorical model for the achievement of change in
corporate enterprise, then it is necessary that the allegorical model itself is examined. There is a
question of whether these ideas can stand up as a parallel illustration. Perhaps a response to that is to
be found in the disputation about the dispersal or developmental evolutionary processes by which
humans got to where they are on the face of the globe:

An important theoretical difference of opinion divides the palaeoanthropological world into two camps.
One says that all modern humans descend from a group of ancestors who migrated from Africa about
100,000 years ago and spread over the world, replacing Homo Erectus and other pre-Sapiens groups
which had spread into the Middle and Far East by earlier migrations from Africa. This is called the “Out
of Africa” view. The other camp thinks that Homo Erectus, having appeared about 1.8 million years
ago, started to spread into Europe and the Far East 1m years later, and that thereafter all the different
groups of Erectus evolved separately. This is called the “Multiregional” view.90

The book under review here, written by three authors, is called Java Man: How Two
Geologists Changed the History of Human Evolution 91 It explores the main theses between the
protagonists of the two opposing tracks of evolution and illustrates the ‘power struggle’ of ideas
between diffusion and independent development. In this way we can see three parallel, diverse and
separate struggles in process – that between concepts of the origins of humanity, that of the
anthropological significance of these things and that of the theological implications. One of those who
tried to bring together these ambitions and who sought to find a route through the diversity was Alan
Hayward. In his book Creation and Evolution: The Facts and the Fallacies 92 he addressed some of
the problems. He is not afraid to state clearly his own belief and understanding about the issues which
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it deals with – creation and evolution - he makes ‘A Personal Confession’.93 When asked to write the
book, he confesses that he was scared of the task and took ‘ten months of prayerful uncertainty’
before he agreed to do it. He says he agreed because ‘Providence seemed to be urging me in that
direction. The job needed doing, and I thought of the biblical character, Esther, when she was faced
with a far worse task. She was told that God would no doubt use somebody else if she ‘held her
peace’ – but she herself would suffer for her cowardice’. 94

His reasons are that he counts himself as one who cannot accept ‘the notion that the earth is
young’ and his hope is that those who think of themselves as ‘recent-creationists’ should stop ‘using
the strategy and weapons of a bygone age in our common fight against unbelief.’ Hayward is an
‘ancient creationist’. He says that he believes that this is a ‘central position’.

While not agreeing with either the dogmatic evolutionists or the extreme creationists, I can at least
appreciate both their points of view. While both say many things that are questionable, both have a lot
of useful things to tell us, too.95

The problem is, however, that he falls into the pit of searching for a God of the gaps in order to
sustain his ideas and he resorts to those who will support this argument, some of whom make dubious
statements...

There is still time for a return to common sense, and for creationism to be kept from sliding into the
eccentric fringe of Christianity. If only it can be divorced from the fallacy of a young earth, the case for
creation is stronger than ever today.

If we can but present it with moderation and good sense, the world may yet come to see the truth of
physicist Sir William Bragg’s famous dictum:

Religion and science are opposed ... but only in the sense as that in which my thumb and forefinger are
opposed – and between the two, one can grasp everything. 96 [Emphasis added]

Sir William Bragg apparently uttered those words during a lecture on Sound, at the Royal Institution.
The work of Bragg, who was the Fullerian Professor of Chemistry in the Royal Institution, was on x-
rays. With his son Lawrence he founded a new branch of science on the analysis of crystals by means
of x-rays. Their work was recognized with the award, jointly, in 1915, of the Nobel Prize. However,
Sir William was plainly a fundamentalist in religious matters and sought to find a way in which his
scientific knowledge and research might co-exist with his simplistic theology.

The problem about Hayward’s book is that the author, also a scientist, clearly believes that
the position adopted by Sir William Bragg is plausible and acceptable. Clearly there are attractions in
it but there are considerable snags – the position implies a termination point for creation – a time
when it stopped. Further, it accepts, literally, the creation statements of the Bible as implicit and
without question; it does not challenge the Genesis story in terms, which would take account of an
origination in pre-historic, oral testimony.

This is unfortunate because Creation and Evolution, despite this difficulty, is a clear,
straightforward and useful guide to understanding what its own subtitle describes as The Facts and
the Fallacies. As such it is a valuable tool towards the highlighting of the key issues of the debate and
the richness of the material is a quarry for ideas and understanding from someone who holds scientific
belief as a faithful Christian. Unfortunately his outcome ideas are ones which limit his horizons of
belief and imply a completeness of creation at a point within human time and experience. This is too
constrictive a standpoint in the light of modern scientific discovery and theological research.

A similar debate is conducted in Michael Ruse’s Can A Darwinian be a Christian?97 His final
answer to the question that forms the book’s title is:

Absolutely! Is it always easy for a Darwinian to be a Christian? No, but whoever said that the
worthwhile things in life are easy? Is the Darwinian obligated to be a Christian? No, but try to be
understanding of those who are. Is the Christian obligated to be a Darwinian? No, but realize how much
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you are going to foreswear if you do not make the effort, and ask yourself seriously (if you reject all
forms of evolutionism) whether you are using God-given talents to the full.98

Between the question, contained in a Preface to the book and that answer, which is highlighted in an
Epilogue (though it has to be said that the answer is already available to the reader much earlier in the
book) there lies a wealth of ideas, researches and examination.

The author opens by examining the tenets of both Darwinism and Christianity in their present
contexts and looks at the origins of the ideas of evolution. He looks at the implications of human
evolution and the place of natural theology where he asks questions like, ‘How should we interpret
God’s death, [in evolutionary terms] for instance, as a sacrifice, as a substitute, as a ransom or what?’
99 He judges that Darwinism is irrelevant to much of the story of how, ‘God, seeing us in a state of sin,
became incarnate in the human form of Jesus Christ, lived and preached and then was crucified for
our benefit, rising again on the third day.’ But he points out that there are problems that have to be
taken into account when a Christian believer is handling the issues of Darwinian evolution. There are
the problems of miracles like the virgin birth, the turning of water into wine and feeding the five
thousand as well as of raising the dead and coming back from the dead in the resurrection. These
things break the naturalistic theory of law that Darwinism is directly committed to.

Beyond that he studies a number of great theological issues in a Darwinian search for truth.
He looks at the argument from design for God’s existence and at the problem of pain. Somewhat
weirdly, he examines the question of ‘Extraterrestrials’ but this is probably justifiable in that he uses
the construct of the idea to look at issues that confront earth-bound mortals with a degree of
objectivity.

The last four chapters, however, justify the whole exposition dealing as they do with...

Christian Ethics;
Social Darwinism;
Sociobiology, and
Freedom and Determinism.

The analysis given in these parts of the book is especially helpful, most particularly in marking out the
weaknesses of the concepts of Social Darwinism and in working out a Christian understanding of
Sociobiology. In this latter chapter (chapter eleven) it is quite clear how the author reconciles his
judgment that the theology of a Christian can viably co-habit with the ideas of Darwinism. But, in fact
his argument has been developed by this stage over many parts of the book. The chapter on human
development explores the issue of the ‘Soul as a Darwinian Concept’:

Let us start to bring things together... I would say that the kinds of things we have been discussing in the
evolution of the brain sound good to a modern-day Aristotelian. The key notion is information or order
or form or some such thing. This is shared by Darwinian and Aristotelian. “My understanding of the
soul is that it is the almost infinitely complex, dynamic, information-bearing pattern, carried at any
instant by the matter of my animated body and continuously developing throughout all the constituent
changes of my bodily make-up during the course of my earthly life”. (Quotation from Science and
Christian Belief: Theological Reflections of a Bottom-Up Thinker SPCK, London. 1994)100

Ruse also talks about the nature of humanity in terms that a Christian can accept as defining
our particular characteristics. He poses the question thus:

Although the Christian can agree that we humans are animals, we are not just any old kind of animal.
We are animals of a very special kind. We are the focus of God’s love and care and attention. We are
beings for whom He suffered on the Cross. All of this means that for the Christian we humans are not
contingent beings. It is not by chance that the universe exists, and it is not by chance that we exist within
the universe. We are the focus and purpose of creation. God cares about us and it would be unthinkable
within the Christian scheme were humans not to exist...
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But is not evolutionary theory, Darwinian evolutionary theory in particular, in some sense – in some
very deep and radical sense – contingent? Surely Darwinian evolution is non-directed or non-
progressive in such a way that there is simply no guarantee that humans or anything else would have
evolved. Indeed, is not the contingency so radical that it is highly improbable that humanlike creatures
would have evolved?...

On the Darwinian picture, there is simply no guarantee that humans or humanlike creatures – creatures
with intelligence and a moral sense and so forth – would evolve.101

Further, he goes into the purposes of evolution – the theory that underlies the theory – why
did evolution happen at all. He says that many evolutionists have argued in the past that evolution is
directed upwards towards humans and to do this they have invoked special directing forces of a divine
or quasi-divine nature. He says that this is no longer scientifically acceptable. He says,

For all the inspiration that some very distinguished members of the evolutionary community have drawn
from his approach, the French Jesuit palaeontologist Pierre Teilhard de Chardin (1955) was criticized
without mercy when he tried to show that evolution moves up from the biosphere, through the noösphere
(human culture), to something he termed the “Omega point”, which he identified with Jesus Christ. 102

Ruse makes plain that there is not an option open to get round these kinds of problems – we
have to be realists. This kind of slippage is not honest and in any case it will not work. There is no
chance that we can argue that at any given moment God will slip in a directed quantum event as it
suits His purpose. He says of this that it is...

...very much a “God of the gaps” kind of argument: if you cannot think of an explanation of how things
work, then let us see if you can fit God into the spaces where your understanding fails. Just as so often
with simple solutions, there are complex difficulties. Apart from anything else, if God can slip in to
produce the right quantum event when a mutation pointing to humankind is needed, why can He not
likewise slip in to prevent the wrong quantum event when a mutation causing great pain and
unhappiness is about to occur? God gets credit for producing intelligence. Why should God not also get
blamed for producing sickle-cell anaemia? 103

As a response to the ‘God of the gaps’ argument, Ruse offers the idea that we have failed if
we have to rely on...

The old “God of the gaps” argument for the Deity’s existence. A Supreme Being must be invoked to
explain those phenomena for which I cannot offer a natural explanation. But such an argument proves
only one’s own ignorance and inadequacy. It tells us nothing of beings beyond science. In the words of
the Christian theologian and martyr Dietrich Bonhoeffer: “We are to find God in what we know, not in
what we don’t know” 104

One of the solid pieces of thinking to which Ruse points in his writing is some words from J
B S Haldane which do have an illuminating effect on the whole debate between scientist and
theologian:

Our only hope of understanding the universe is to look at it from as many different points of view as
possible. This is one of the reasons why the data of the mystical consciousness can usefully supplement
those of the mind in its normal state. Now, my own suspicion is that the universe is not only queerer
than we suppose but queerer than we can suppose. I have read and heard many attempts at a systematic
account of it, from materialism and theosophy to the Christian system or that of Kant and I have always
felt that they were much too simple. I suspect that there are more things in heaven and earth than we
dreamed of or can be dreamed of, in any philosophy. That is the reason why I have no philosophy
myself, and that must be my excuse for dreaming. 105

Ruse uses this statement of Haldane’s as the bedrock of an argument that is perhaps best
summarized in his statement in response to the argument put forward about the ‘God of the gaps’. He
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says that ‘when one is dealing with a system like Christianity, which is grappling with some of the
really deep issues which face humankind – physical pain and moral evil, particularly – precisely
because one is a Darwinian, one ought to be sympathetic when the system runs into doubt and
mystery. Being a Darwinian does not compel one to be a Christian but, because one is a Darwinian
one is opening the way for someone to be a Christian.’106

One of the significant aspects of anthropological research has been the quest to understand
the origins of religion and ethical behaviour. Emile Durkheim, in his book The Elementary Forms of
the Religious Life107 which was published in 1915, developed ideas about the place of religion in
social structure. He made a keynote distinction between the sacred and the profane. He said that: ‘The
collective life of society gives rise to both the profane world of everyday activities and the sacred
world of ethical and moral values – the ideals by which societies seek to live.’ 108 In this context some
of the writings of Edward Burnett Tylor109 have been widely accepted as offering an appropriate
definition of religion which is near to being a universal. For Tylor a minimum definition was ‘the
belief in Spiritual Beings’. This, of course, begs the question ‘What are Spiritual Beings?’ but it does
embrace the idea that religion represents the attempt by human beings to make sense of their
experiences of the world in which they live.

In an attempt to understand how evolution has worked from Pre-Cambrian times, Stephen Jay
Gould (who is described by James Gleick on the back cover of one his books110 as ‘an exceptional
combination of scientist and science writer, one of America’s foremost palaeontologists’) has
re-examined the evidence of Western Canada’s Burgess Shale. Gould is further described by Oliver
Sacks of the Mail on Sunday as having in Wonderful Life, woven together ‘three extraordinary themes
– one palaeontological, one human, one theoretical and historical – as he discusses the discovery of
the Burgess Shale, with its amazing, wonderfully preserved fossils - a time capsule of the early
Cambrian seas.’ Gould is an agnostic who knows and understands the agenda of belief and who has
serious questions to ask about the relationship between evolutionary and theological perceptions of
the origins of humanity. His work on the Burgess Shale deposit in the Rocky Mountains of Western
Canada shows that the understanding of evolution as constant progress and development is false – the
Burgess Shale proves the inaccuracy of this analysis. The deposit shows that evolution has regressed
as well as advanced and that it cannot be taken for granted. The image of ‘cave man’ as used in recent
television advertisements for breakfast cereal and other products, gradually losing ape-like
characteristics and replacing back-to-front Y-fronts with the business suit as the effects of the product
impact on his being, is horrendously wrong. The voice-over is even more distressing with its
statement of “Neolithic to modern man in the time it takes to eat a bowl of Cornflakes!” Here is a
classic of corporate irresponsibility from a breakfast cereal manufacturer.

All species, including the hominids, have been subject to the ultimate testing regime of
selection that is evolution. Success in the survival stakes has been, by no means, guaranteed; indeed it
has almost been the case that survival has been an ‘accident’. This is a humiliating factor for humanity
to comprehend and to absorb. It reminds us of the nature of our dependency. Yet it is possible to trace
and chart the evolution of species as a kind of ‘journey’.

Gould, himself, does this in Wonderful Life. He writes an epilogue about one species from the
Burgess Shale – a species named for the territory in which it was found as Pikaia after Mount Pika
which is near to the site where the Burgess Shale was discovered. When it was first examined Pikaia
had been named as a polychaete worm. On further analysis and study it was found to be the case that,
‘Pikaia is not an annelid worm. It is a chordate, a member of our own phylum – in fact the first
recorded member of our immediate ancestry…’ He points to this creature because it is an example of
a superb Middle Cambrian organism of the phylum to which all vertebrates, including man, belong.111

Gould then goes on to point out the connections to the history of Homo sapiens and the
importance of these discoveries to wider understanding of what evolution means. He says that he does
not claim Pikaia to be an ancestor of vertebrates but he does say that he suspects that because there
are so few examples of it in the Burgess deposit that our phylum did not rank among the success
stories of the Cambrian age. Even so, he says, ‘Pikaia is the missing and final link in our story of
contingency – the direct connection between Burgess decimation and eventual human evolution.’112
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Evolution has traditionally been viewed as if it were in an inverted cone of increasing
diversity. It has a narrow neck at the bottom and it widens into a funnel made up of branches and sub-
divisions. The Burgess Shale analysis shows this to be false. Those who have done the analysis of the
Burgess deposit have turned the traditional interpretation on its head. They have shown that
anatomical variety reached its peak immediately after the initial diversification of multi-cellular
animals and then went into a process of elimination. Today there are more species than ever before
but they are variations of a few surviving models.113

Gould calls this process ‘decimation’ because he says in that he can combine ‘the literal and
vernacular senses of this word to suggest the two cardinal aspects stressed throughout this book: the
largely random sources of survival or death, and the high overall probability of extinction.’ The
chance of survival as against death measured alongside the expectation of extinction means that it is
impossible to think of ‘evolutionary development’ as a viable process because there is also the chance
and the actuality of regression. Evolutionary progress or development is an untenable hypothesis in
the light of the Burgess Shale discoveries – they show that there have been more failures than
successes in the story. We need another hypothesis – especially it is needed in order to understand and
explore the nature of the hominid story. The species Homo sapiens is not the result of constant
development – we are the outcome of an extraordinary ‘journey of exploration’ a ‘pilgrimage towards
perfection’ which we have not, as yet, of course, achieved. It is a journey with constant failures,
backward steps and displays of appalling weakness. These observations are fundamental to any theory
for the evolution of an appropriate pattern of corporate accountability – it certainly will not be a plain,
upward and forward movement but instead one that is affected by backward steps as well as upward
movement. As regression has affected the development of species, as individuals fall short of their
achievement (sin?) so companies can be expected to fail and do so and this is supported by the
evolutionary evidence. Now it is necessary to explore the nature of this pilgrimage journey towards
perfection in order to see whether there can be hope for the achievement of corporate wholeness.

THE PILGRIMAGE OF HUMANITY
In the Middle Ages there was a French poet named DeGuileville who wrote a lengthy

thematic description of the nature of pilgrimage entitled Pelerinaige de l’Homme in the year 1355 or
56. This was, as the Early English Text Society edition describes it, ‘Englisht’ by John Lydgate, the
Prior of the Benedictine monastery of Hatfield Regis in Essex in 1426, under the title The Pilgrimage
of the Life of Man. 114

In DeGuilville’s writing there is to be found a description of pilgrimage as it traditionally is
perceived – an allegorical exploration in which is obtained a vision of the celestial Jerusalem
challenging the believer to see and to make pilgrimage there. Such a description fits very precisely
with the traditional understanding of pilgrimage. The DeGuileville/Lydgate story is clearly a
precursor of Bunyan and the latter owes a debt to Chaucer as, indeed The Canterbury Tales does to
The Pilgrimage of the Life of Man. Traditional it may be, and the child of its age, but within those
limitations it is an attempt to exposit the concept of movement, of journeying and exploration. If it is
right that evolution is just that kind of experience – a constant moving forward, despite the far-
reaching setbacks, distractions and side-tracks, in the attempt to achieve a salvation, be it of the soul
or of the species, the genre or the phylum – then it may help our search for meaning, for a viable
descriptor of evolutionary change.

In the introduction to and early chapters of Sacred Journeys: The Anthropology of
Pilgrimage115 it is possible to discover more about the nature of pilgrimage journey. Alan Morinis in
the Introduction says that ‘Pilgrimage is born of desire and belief. The desire – for a solution to
problems of all kinds that arise within the human situation. The belief – that somewhere beyond the
known world there exists a power that can make right the difficulties that appear so insoluble and
intractable here and now. All one must do is journey.’116 The journey of human history is all of that
and offers the chance of security, of survival and sustainability. Those are the underlying components
of evolutionary exploration whether they are in a species or in a society or other corporate structure.
Humanity, by nature has a desire for the survival of the human situation and a belief that there is such
a possible status available – ultimately.



38

Morinis goes on to define that there are ‘essentially two invariable components to be found in
every pilgrimage: the journey and the goal’.117 ‘The essence of the journey,’ he says, ‘is movement.
The analysis of pilgrimage movement is, to an extent, typological, but it is more as well because
movement encompasses significant aspects of meaning, and experiences that are central to sacred
journeys.’ The ‘sacred journey’ of humanity is certainly a movement in this way. The goal is ‘a sacred
place … elevated above ordinary religious establishments, usually because it lays claim to an
exaggerated relationship to the divine’. Humanity, in its journey of evolutionary discovery
undoubtedly perceives its goal as a sacred place to be achieved and sustained – and those things and
aspirations also obtain in all human endeavours from first steps through academic achievement and
right up to corporate excellence. Almost any conceivable purpose can motivate a pilgrimage.
Explicitly religious pilgrimages tend to be initiated out of strongly felt personal needs that are
culturally channelled into pilgrimages. Throughout history, though, ‘sacred’ journeys have also been
undertaken for reasons relating more to social, political, and economic circumstances than to
ostensible religious intentions. The pilgrim’s goal can be the acquisition of greater wealth, political
power or prestige. It seems not too great a stretch, to perceive of ‘the pilgrimage of humanity’ as
being an appropriate description of the journey of evolution that Homo sapiens has made. The Latin
root of the word ‘pilgrimage’, which, Morinis points out is per ager meaning ‘through the fields’ also
lends support to this idea. It was St Augustine who said that the City of God is a pilgrim on earth and
again, Morinis quotes Samuel Purchas who, he says, gives expression to the common image of life as
a pilgrimage:

And thus is Man’s whole life a Pilgrimage,
Either from God as Cain’s or from himself as Abel’s118

The Genesis definition of human typology in Cain and Abel is helpful here because it points
to the nature of human experience. There is the hunter/gatherer typology as well as the pastoral
existence. There is also the resort to violence and the description of greed and cheating and malicious
desire. The commentary which the story of the two brothers illuminates is the history of humanity
perceived in spiritual exemplars. It is by these marks that we can know the meaning of how humanity
has journeyed and still journeys and see, through evolutionary principles, how far we have come.

Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, referred to earlier, described himself, a palaeonotologist of
considerable experience, as ‘a pilgrim of the future on the way back from a journey made entirely in
the past.’ 119 In the 1960s he was seen as a pillar of flashing light through the theological and
scientific discoveries in which he participated. He had a considerable influence on many a young
student of palaeontology and of theology through the synthesis that he had started to work out in
writings such as The Phenomenon of Man, Le Milieu Divin and Hymn of the Universe. De Chardin’s
perceptions were a massive step for humankind in a sea of obscurantism but the trouble now is that
his ideas of noosphere are inevitably flawed by the fact that he bases his palaeontological concepts on
the knowledge of his time. The Phenomenon of Man was published in 1955 and it relies on a ‘tree of
life’ concept of evolutionary development in which humankind is seen as the progression at work in
human and mammalian development. He feels that this will come to be accepted by science at some
point in the future. However, in the light of the last forty years of analysis and discovery it is difficult
to see how de Chardin’s projections have been fulfilled. It is clear now, in the light of modern
discovery, that there is much more ‘chance’ involved in the definition of humanity with patterns of
regression as well as of forward movement. Humanity is not necessarily, in those terms, the crown of
creation. It may not have yet reached its state of final achievement. It is capable of both amazing
success as well as of shocking misdemeanour and slippage but it may yet reach perfection. Those
things can be true, both of individuals and human enterprises and are justifiable in terms of Biblical
expression.

UNDERSTANDING HUMANITY
One of the dangers that have arisen in the way those evolutionary principles are used is the

intense application that has been made of them to various disciplines – for example, they have been
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used to explain human characteristics such as homicide, religion and sexual differences. There is here,
a warning for this project – evolutionary principles can only be used in its conduct to provide a
methodology for the study of corporate accountability and to highlight ways in which such
accountability may be further developed. They cannot be taken as absolutes whereby corporate
performance is changed. There is no ‘natural selection’ to ‘better business practice’.

Kevin Laland and Gillian Brown highlight this warning in Sense and Nonsense120 by
providing an introduction to socio-biology, human behavioural ecology, evolutionary psychology,
memetics (cultural inheritance) and gene-culture. The authors remind the reader that Darwin
suggested that those individuals whose anatomical psychological and behavioural characteristics best
fitted the environment would have the greatest chance of surviving and reproducing. However, these
ideas cannot be applied in all situations. They say that the ideas of ‘natural selection’ have been an
irresistible attraction to social scientists, politicians, and business leaders. Much of the outcome of
their researches has been, say the authors, ‘distinctly disturbing’ and they quote Maynard Smith
saying that, ‘Attempts to import biological theories into socio-biology, from the social Darwinism of
the 19th century to the race theories of the 20th, have a justifiably bad reputation.’121

The authors use Lamarckian theory to explore the chain of being which led to humanity. They
highlight the characteristics of both knowledge and culture being acquired by parents and handed on
in their life-time to their offspring. They say that this is not evolutionary change. They also warn
against the ideas of such as Herbert Spencer in Principles of Psychology122 who adopted the idea that
‘large brained European mentality is far in advance of primitives’. Religious and business leaders
endorsed these ideas in the USA where ideas of the ‘survival of the fittest’ were adopted in business
and where fitness was expected to be measured in wealth. Rockefeller and Carnegie also used these
ideas to argue that ‘the concentration of business in the hands of the few … was essential to the future
progress of the race’. Laland and Brown point out that this is a gross distortion of Darwinism and that
it was, in any case, rejected by Darwin himself. Darwin wrote in his notebooks ‘never say higher or
lower’.

In the chapter, referred to earlier, on The Spirit of Capitalism123 in his book The Protestant
Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, Max Weber describes the problem of corporate acquisitiveness.
His critique is that, ‘Man is dominated by the making of money, by acquisition as the ultimate
purpose of his life.’ He illustrates this pessimistic description by reference to the motivations
described by no less a philanthropist than Benjamin Franklin.124 Weber’s thesis is that capitalism has
been and continues to be more ‘rampant’ in Protestant countries than in Catholic ones and that thesis
is certainly worked out in both Britain and the United States. A classic modern example of that is to
be found in the film Wall Street where the character Gordon Gekko, the maverick businessman played
by Michael Douglas, sums it up in just a few classic words: “It’s a zero sum game – somebody wins
and somebody loses.” Then later on in the film, addressing his younger protégé, he says, “The illusion
has become real and the more real it becomes, the more desperately they want it. Capitalism at its
finest.” When all has crashed around the young entrepreneur, Bud Fox, and he is confronting the
inevitability of retribution, then his father gives him the priceless advice of wiser council: “Stop going
for the easy buck and produce something with your life. Create instead of living off the buying and
selling of others.”125 Fox, Senior had learnt the hard way, no doubt, the nature of the pain which
uncontrolled and unfettered capitalism can inflict on both its purveyors and its victims especially if
those victims are elsewhere and far away. It starts from the assumed rightness of corporate gain
instead of from the superiority of human community. When corporate accountability is made to invert
itself by making that philosophical change of style it is an enormously radical mutation but one which
human rights, labour rights, the environment and the future of humanity requires.

Budd Fox is, in himself, an allegory of the age from which the film comes. In the nineteen-
seventies and -eighties it appeared that the thinking of the multinational corporations was that ‘greed
is good’ and that greed is to be applauded. That attitude was also applauded by the new right of
Thatcherism and the deregulation that Conservative Governments here in Britain and right-wing
Reganism in America pursued, greatly assisted this project. Now all this has changed. In place of a
Faustian, selling the soul of corporate business to the devil of acquisition, corporations have been
forced to adopt different stances. In the early seventies Tiny Rowland was condemned by Edward
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THE SEARCH FOR RECONCILIATION

In the first chapter, The Search for Awareness, it was proposed that the search for an
evolutionary approach to developing appropriate patterns of corporate accountability could be
mirrored allegorically from the evidence of palaeoanthropologists on the evolution of humanity. In a
section of that chapter entitled Standing Up for Ourselves it was pointed out that the defining
characteristic of Homo sapiens, our ability to walk on two legs, was a skill which hominids acquired
in response to climatic and environmental pressures on survival. It was noted that ‘walking on two
feet made possible a whole new spectrum of evolution that included being a caring society’ and
further, that, ‘loving our neighbour of tomorrow’ might be an instinct that contributes to survival.’
The following case study takes up this allegorical imagery.

The aim of the case study is to illustrate the idea that companies may consider it appropriate
corporate action to adopt policies which support that trend when there are added values to be reaped
from doing so. If caring conservation is profitable it will be adopted, if scarce resources are
safeguarded because of their value then the habit of sustainability may become an evolutionary trend
in the practice of corporate business. The chapter focuses on the impact of the mining industry and of
the oil and gas industries on the Aboriginal people of Australia. Their mastery of the environment
bears witness to the sustainability of some kinds of human activity and their experience of the
roughshod treatment extended to their people over two hundred years highlights the inhumanity of
many differing corporate structures and of other colonising forces. Indigenous peoples everywhere,
First Nations, will undoubtedly be one of the main beneficiaries of a trend to a more sustainable form
of activity by extractive industries precisely because their lands, their culture and their society are
most exposed to the activities of these industries.

This part of the research was conducted in personal meetings with Aboriginal leaders in
North Western Australia. The long history of the Aborigines’ residence in Australia is written in very
large letters through the story of the collective understanding that they developed of their
environment. Their perception of an evolutionary process of caring concern for the environment – a
caring concern which is beneficial both to themselves and to the environment – displays a deep
awareness of the true meaning of sustainability. Understanding their way of doing things and their
perceptions of caring conservation can help to expose the weakness of much corporate aggression. In
the meetings, which are largely recorded in the first person, there was reference to the deepest insults,
humiliations and oppressions of indigenous peoples. These things have most often been about the
acquisition of their lands, the removal of their dignity, the abuse of their rights, their culture and their
intellectual property. All these things are highlighted in this chapter as well as the unrighteous
justification and outrageous claims which European oppressors use to support their actions. I was told
by members of the church community in Australia, that the opportunities that were extended to me of
meeting and talking with Aboriginal people and the hospitality that was offered during the visits were
a privilege that many Australians have never received.

Exploration by European nations – Dutch, French, Portuguese, Spanish or English – was
always conducted on the back of trade.131 Commerce was the driving force that sent men across the
globe looking for a fortune. To give some chance of security in their ventures they looked for
guarantees. From the beginning of the seventeenth century onwards, corporate structures were created
to facilitate the ventures they undertook, to define ownership of the proceeds of the ventures and to
authorise the achievements and acquisitions that were made. In the name of these ventures,
horrendous acts of cruelty, vandalism, dispossession and theft were undertaken. Somehow, these
patterns of behaviour became the norm. They were the accepted mode of conduct of corporate
business and the adopted practices became ingrained in the companies132 that were created and
transferred to the nations who had authorised them. In this chapter the pattern will be described of
how this has resulted in the need for reconciliation between those who have inherited the legacy in the
evolution of commerce.

CHAPTER THREE



42

TRADING COLONIALISM
The starting point for English commercial exploitation on the global scale was the Charter of

the East India Company:

There was one final business to attend to before the ships could sail: the Queen’s signature was still
needed on the Charter of what had now become known as the Governor and Merchants trading to the
East Indies. In this document drawn up by the merchants themselves, they were to be granted a total
monopoly over traffic and merchandise to the East Indies, the countries and ports of Asia and Africa,
and to and from all the islands, ports, towns, and places of Asia, Africa and America or any of them
beyond the Cape of Bona Esperanza [Good Hope] and the Straits of Magellan.133

Queen Elizabeth’s signature was obtained on 31 December 1600 and the document, which
initially held validity for fifteen years, conferred enormous powers on a small group of men. In this
way a sovereign government gave away powers which had been obtained for it by default and set
precedents which would long outlast the existence of the company so created. It is arguable that this
abrogation of power is the foundation of much that is wrong in modern business.134 It gave these
adventurers the right to do many things – they could extract bullion at will, they could found trading
ports and conduct government in whatever way they saw fit without let or hindrance and wherever
they went they claimed the possession for their nation. They did so after the pattern of the Dutchman
Hugo Grotius. In his writing entitled Mare Librum which had the sub-title A Discourse concerning the
right, which the Hollanders claim of trade to India, Grotius said that, ‘as soon as a nation (that is, its
merchants) erected a building on a piece of land, the land automatically became the property of that
nation’.135

The lands ‘beyond the Cape of Bona Esperanza’ included (though they had not by that time
been discovered by the English) the landmass of Australia. The original discoverers of Australia had
arrived there at least 50,000 years ago (maybe as much as 70,000 years ago). ‘Australian Aboriginal
society has the longest continuous cultural history in the world’.136 The people’s name ‘Aborigine’
means ‘from the beginning’ or ‘origin’ and the other title ‘Indigenous’ means ‘native to a place’.
Their claim to ownership, their right to land dates from the Pleistocene period. Their settlement after
journeys involving land bridges and sea crossings was part of the migration process of the human
species that has resulted in global settlement and the extraordinary diversity that came originally ‘out
of Africa’.137 It has been suggested that this first settlement of what is now Australia may have
involved as few as just five couples.138 These people developed a way of living in a land that
increasingly became a harsh environment. The society was knowledge-based and it was able to
withstand enormous changes in climate and environment. They established their own trade routes that
crossed the length and breadth of the continent and along these routes there travelled a highly
developed culture and commodities such as red ochre. It was a ‘stable but delicately balanced way of
life that was radically disrupted with European settlement’.139 That disruption, and the consequent
development of new trading patterns and of a totally different culture, came about with the
‘discovery’ of Australia in 1770 by the English explorer, Captain James Cook. Finding no built
settlements of any kind he ‘sent reports back to England claiming that this country was terra nullius, a
land belonging to no-one.’140 This was a direct inversion of the Grotius principle and it was adopted
by the fledgling nation as the basis of its authority. A society that lives by principles such as these
does not find it difficult to justify other enormous evils. Slavery, general exploitation, colonialism,
economic imperialism and cultural terrorism are not strange bedfellows for the outrage of terra
nullius and, indeed, the Aboriginal peoples of Australia have experienced all of them to the full.

In modern Australian history much energy has been devoted to the reversal of the impact of
this horrendous injustice. The doctrine of terra nullius was finally removed from the law of Australia
in 1992 in a High Court judgement that was set down by ‘Justices Deane and Gaudron [who] used
language that was uncharacteristically emotive in a legal judgement.’

They referred to historical racial strife in terms of a conflict that was to spread across the continent ‘to
dispossess, degrade and devastate the Aboriginal peoples and leave a national legacy of unutterable
shame’. They added:
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The acts and events by which that dispossession in legal theory was carried into practical effect
constitute the darkest aspect of the history of this nation. The nation as a whole must remain diminished
unless and until there is an acknowledgement of, and retreat from, those past injustices … The lands of
this continent were not terra nullius or 'practically unoccupied’ in 1788.

They also said that the official endorsement of the terra nullius notion ‘provided the environment in
which the Aboriginal people of the continent came to be treated as a different and lower form of life’
than the settlers, and a people ‘whose very existence could be ignored’.141

The legal judgement, difficult as it was to achieve, is, however, merely the precursor of
change. There are many issues that flow from that statement that require redress. One of the key
factors is the title of land and this is where indigenous peoples and transnational corporations
invariably confront one another with their diverse aspirations.

I first became attuned to the confrontation between indigenous peoples and transnational
corporations in the early 1990s. An American nun from Wisconsin elicited United Kingdom church
investment community support for a concern of her Order with the activities of a British-based mining
corporation in Honduras where her Order was active in the local community. In its defence the British
company invited Sister Toni and myself to visit one of their copper/gold mines in Wisconsin to see
for ourselves how they operate.

The mine was located on ceded territory, land over which the tribal First Nation had retained
rights to hunt, to fish and to gather wild rice. In the course of the visit we met with activists from non-
governmental organisations, local community groups and with the Chairman of the tribal nation. In a
once-in-a-life-time experience of sharing with this man in which he won my commitment through
what can only be described as a sacramental act of giving, I became aware of the powerful issues that
were at stake. He made a token donation of his wild rice with a challenge to be a witness to his
people’s story. In accepting that gift an agenda of work was written for me for the following years. I
was to discover that this challenge was not just about the needs of one First Nation but about the
much wider question of the impact of extractive companies on indigenous lands – in North and South
America, in Indonesia, Papua New Guinea and in Australia. North America was the face-to-face
introduction to the way in which indigenous peoples live in treaty situations. To begin with, other
connections were by their nature ‘correspondent’ – e-mail was becoming a significant way of
communicating for small non-governmental agencies like ours. Eventually, I came to realise that I had
to find a way to make direct contact with the ‘non-treaty’ situation of Australia under the impact of. I
realised that I had to visit Australia and meet some of its indigenous people in order to try to
understand something of the situation they face.

Terra nullius was an utter falsehood. It was a betrayal of humanity but it came about because
of different understandings of settlement, lifestyle and society. Aboriginal society was a knowledge-
based way of life – the knowledge was the how and the why and the wherefore of existence. How to
eat and drink in an arid land. Why people lived where they did and how they lived there. Where it was
possible to find the things needed for sustainability and existence. It was a very different kind of
existence from that of those who followed in the footsteps of James Cook. Aboriginals did not need
houses and fields to till and such like – their needs were very different and their way of organising
society was very different. As evidence of all of this I turn to the concept of ‘Bandaiyan – Corpus
Australis’.142 In his book Yorro Yorro, David Mowaljarlai explains (through his amanuensis, Jutta
Malnic) one piece of highly sophisticated Aboriginal knowledge. He explains that Aboriginal people
know that in geological time the Napier Range of mountains in the Kimberley region was a
submerged coral reef. They call it ballul, which means reef. They say that you cannot walk about on it
because it is like walking on needles and it makes your feet bleed. Then he says, ‘You can see mud
there and shell-goods all along the desert. We know that the land and the ocean changed in the
Flood,143 but the pattern stayed on the ground, wet or dry.’ At this point Jutta Malnic records that:

…Mowaljarlai resorted to a drawing pad. He sketched an outline of Australia and filled it with a criss-
cross pattern that reminded me of the weave in Fijian lobster traps.
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Then he pretended to lift the lattice work, the image of Australia, with the scoop of his hands. He was
showing me a three-dimensional continent. His eyes, over the top of scratched spectacles, sought my
fullest attention.

I want to show you something. I want to show you how all Aboriginal people in Australia are connected
in the Wunnan system.

The squares are the areas where the communities are represented, and their symbols and the languages
of the different tribes in this country from long-long time ago. The lines are the way the history stories
travelled along these trade routes. They are all inter-connected. It’s the pattern of the Sharing system.

In history, the Flood started up north and went all through the country. We call this land wurri
malai – stooped, because it’s sloping down, bent. We think of Bandaiyan in those terms, as a
human body. From Central Australia the country starts to dip, it’s slanting to the south. The
high country is more level because the topside lifted up…

[We see Australia as a full and rounded body.]

…The sides are unggnu djullu, rib section. This rib-section goes right across the country,
above the navel. Uluru [Ayers Rock] is the navel, the centre, wangigit. The part below the
navel is wambut, the pubic section. There is a woman’s section, njambut; and a man’s section,
ambut. The shoulder parts are manu.144

This extraordinary idea is the knowledge of a people who have spent tens of thousands of
years exploring the land, going up and down in it. This is knowledge for lifestyle and it is evidence of
how much these people possessed their land. Only in the twentieth century did western culture come
to appreciate the concept of a knowledge-based society and to value that enough to want to protect it.
When we did that we set about preventing the access of others to our ‘intellectual property’ through
patenting procedures.

Clearly this very highly developed society with its concepts, foundation beliefs and stories
and its beliefs about creation, survival and culture was in charge of its own destiny and capable of
sustainability but it was different from the expectations of the new arrivals. When in 1788 the British
established New South Wales and colonised the Sydney Cove area it is believed that there were
between 500,000 and 1,000,000 Aboriginal people living in that region alone. There were 250 distinct
languages spoken in around 700 dialects across the continent. This was not, as the new arrivals
claimed, a land belonging to no one.145 Just because they saw no recognisable system of government,
no commerce or permanent settlements and no evidence of land use or ownership it was possible to
create the abomination of terra nullius and from it has flowed the dreadful extinction tragedies which
have followed down the history of Australian society. The damage that this has done is evidenced in
the attitudes of many Australians including some people whom I met during my visit and other people
further away and, especially, it survives in the corporate mind-sets of transnational corporations.

LOOKING FOR RECONCILIATION
Terra nullius is dead having been rejected under the so-called ‘[Eddie] Mabo judgement’

which was then formulated into the Native Title Act of 1993. The debate about native title land,
however, continues because the Act is not precise and not accepted. Further, in many respects, it
provides an inadequate basis for negotiation.146 The injustices which indigenous people have to
endure continue and are most clearly epitomised by the extractive industries that operate on or near
native title land.

In my travels when I went to Australia in May 2002 I first visited the Granny Smith Goldmine
which is situated close to the former Mount Margaret Mission Station about 1000 kilometres inland
from the city of Perth in Western Australia. The Mission had been run during the early part of the
twentieth century by a Lutheran pastor, the Reverend R S Schenk. In its heyday (the Mission has long
since closed down and the community there is now almost entirely Aboriginal) ‘Aboriginal men were
taught mining, engineering, carpentry and shearing and women learned domestic work, typing and
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elementary nursing.’147 The motivation of the missionaries was that they claimed to be teaching skills
and habits that would make the Aborigines independent148 and Schenk undoubtedly did much to
inspire vocational opportunity but he considered, ‘Aboriginal culture to be a thing of the devil.’149

When I went there I was shown the some of the buildings of the old mission station and the local
Aboriginal policeman took me out into the bush in his four-wheel drive vehicle. Out there, a mile or
two from the Mission Station itself there are the remnants of the shacks in which the people lived. The
children were confined to the dormitories of the Mission but their families camped around in ‘tents’
made of fence poles and galvanised iron. Even in the fading, sun-scorched remnants of these
dwellings it is possible to feel the squalor of their inhabitants’ lives. Things today in Mount Margaret
are better than they were. There is a Community Co-ordinator, the policeman’s wife, and she has
plans for self-help programmes to upgrade the houses, the school, the village hall, the roads and the
other services but they need government assistance with the funding and it may not be easy to obtain.
However, in many ways things have not changed.

There is still training on offer to Aboriginal people and a lot of it seems to be only vaguely
related to secure employment. The difference now is that the training is supplied not by the
missionaries but by the mining companies. In the nearby town of Laverton there has been set up, by a
group of mining companies, the Laverton Leonora Cross Cultural Association whose purpose is to
assist Aboriginal people, through training into ‘full-time, part-time and casual employment’. The
Association says that it helps ‘compile a resumé if needed, assess an applicant’s qualifications and
experience, and if suitable, match them to jobs available in the mining and other industries.’ The list
of training offered bears amazing echoes of that of the former Lutheran Mission as well as some more
modern characteristics – ‘Certificate of Adult General Education, Computing, Literacy and
Numeracy, Forklift, Backhoe and Bobcat operations, Senior First Aid and Recreational Courses in
Sewing and Pottery’. The programme is supported by four mining companies, a University and the
Federal and the State Governments and has some substantial achievements to its name.

The final component of my day in the Western Australian desert was a visit to the mine site
itself. This is an extract from my notes of the visit:

I was kitted-out with a hard hat and yellow vest and we went to the mine site where activity was highly
engaged. We saw the tailings dump and I was shown the 20 kilometre long natural lake which is used to
absorb the water flow from the mine – it is extremely saline and receives 800 litres of saline water from
the mine every second. At the out-fall there were deposits of gypsum and other chemicals.

We went to the point at the lake edge where the waste dump will terminate when the mine is closed in
seven years’ time. It is an enormous deposit and it seemed to be the case that the mining company had
no plan, nor, indeed requirement, to backfill the mine so this deposit would remain forever. Looking out
into the distance were two natural rock outcrops which, my guide told me, were original markers for the
Aboriginal community of the past to guide them to a sacred site which is surrounded (but fenced in) by
the mine. This reserved area is a natural salt swampland with certain species of amphibians. It is tribal
title land under the terms of the Native Title Act and cannot be exploited. As we looked out over the
landscape there appeared to be a mirage effect in the near distance of what is an area of near desert.150

The rest of the visit that day was informative and friendly but there was one jarring moment.
As we passed the crusher and separation plant my guide, conscious no doubt of the suspicion that
there is about pollution from gold mines made the remark that he had ‘never heard of anyone dying
from cyanide’. In my notes I wrote:

It was one of those moments when the jaw drops and sounds fail to come out. It was unprovoked and
unexpected and, one felt, self-protective. Clearly there is an issue here which the company will need to
address – clearly it was expected that this was an issue and yet they do not have an answer to this
question which always arises around gold mining. When will the technology move forward to find
another way?
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The conversation in Broome with our hosts defined the centrality of the reconciliation
requirement in the Australian context and made it plain that, at the least, all those things will be
necessary. In order for reconciliation to be achieved with the Aboriginal peoples, it will be necessary
for many things to be changed in all aspects of Australian life. Fundamentally, it will require what our
hosts described as ‘a corporate sign-on’ to the reconciliation agenda in order to resolve the problem of
social disadvantage. The Government has addressed the agenda so far as it affects health, housing and
education but the serious agenda is to work though the social deprivation of, for example, the
discrepancy in life expectancy amongst Aboriginal people. They talked of the missing nineteen years
of life expectancy amongst Aboriginal people that is a major social indicator. They want to ask
corporations how they will respond to resolving this disparity. There are also questions about job
creation, but not job creation in isolation, rather how it fits with provision for infrastructure support,
for social welfare and community development. In order to achieve reconciliation, corporations will
need to show what they have done to change the level of poverty, to reduce its endemic nature and to
make a positive contribution to reducing disproportionality.

CORPORATIONS WORKING TOWARDS RECONCILIATION
Expanding on this our hosts elucidated four key areas of change that are needed in corporate

behaviour. The first is the abandonment of what they called the “Mr Whippy approach to investment”.
They said that, “Corporations have been prone to drive around the area, make a lot of noise with their
bell chimes and in selling their wares before they disappear.” Aboriginal people need to know, they
said, how they can be assured that the company will deliver and will keep delivering for the long-term
and not just for the quick return. They feel that they have to look to the corporations for this. They are
certain that most Australians are now horrified by the situation that confronts them in regard to
reconciliation and in issues like the statistics of mortality but they do not know how to respond to
those statistics. Australian people in general are desperately uncertain as to what to do about it.
Aboriginal social services are not delivering and are not capable of delivering. Self-determination
does not work. Aboriginal people feel that there is no honest broker and no structure for a response.
The corporate sector gives money and then washes its hands.

The clear perception that they have come to is that reconciliation in their terms will require
the addressing of social demands in the balance sheet as well as simply the issues of market share.
The challenge for corporations is to see a holistic awareness of social and cultural aspirations as well
as commercial gain. What is also important is the realisation that it will ultimately depend on
corporations, who have the power to do it, to get governments to respond to the needs – in their own
interest as well as in the social context.

They are, of course, fully aware that companies do not want to face the reality of these
challenges but they know that what is needed is what they described as a ‘generational change’. It
requires much more than just a five-year programme and it has to become an imperative in society
that these routes are followed. Change has begun to happen, in isolated cases, and where it has it has
been found to work. Mining corporations, for instance, have never wanted to build proper roads but
when they were forced into doing so they found it reduced their own transport costs through
addressing vehicle repair problems. They have never wanted to provide schools but when they did it
became beneficial in terms of the stability of the population and in the improvement of the available
labour’s capacity. Companies have found that when they undertake these things it has worked to their
economic advantage. What is needed now is the realisation that there is a direct economic advantage
in a sea change in social provision.

The second major need for the achievement of reconciliation in the corporate sector is
genuine participation. Indigenous people need empowerment in order to overcome their disadvantage
and there can be no hope of the removal of deprivation without the participation of indigenous people
themselves. Again, to facilitate their participation, they need to know that their interests will be
served, how a corporation will incorporate the economic interest of indigenous people as a business
group and what opportunities there may be for indigenous business to grow up along side existing
corporations. Importantly, these things need to be closely monitored. In our introductory
conversations I had said that I was aware that “the companies have an infinite capacity to hide the
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financial as was pointed out in a recent RSA Journal article about the new European Union Direction
on Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment. ‘No matter what the size of the company, change is
most likely to come from clear evidence of the economic benefits of eco-design. Although
organisations do pay attention to triple (or multiple) bottom lines, the power of the single profit line is
still paramount.’172

Aboriginal peoples have evolved sustainable ways of behaving, culturally, socially and in
harmony with the ecosystem, and they developed significant patterns of caring and conservation.
They are much more successful at the use of the particular skills than are corporate entities and the
latter have much to learn from the former. In this chapter it has been shown that the allegory of care is
very powerful. It shows that where specific programmes of ‘putting the environment of the next but
one generation before that of the present generation’ are implemented there is the chance of real
conservation.

Australia: Broome - 'Where the red earth meets the blue sea’
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Australia: The author (right) with Ian Tuxworth - former
First Minister of Australia’s Northern Territory Government - my guide

Australia: The sun setting over Cable Bay at Broome


