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INTRODUCTION





We need a new form of capitalism, a capitalism which serves the common good. This book aims to shake things up. It doesn’t conjure up some sort of utopia. I’m not going to promise a new dawn, or call for a revolution; that’s not the best way to change societies and ways of thinking. This is about helping to bring about a profound change, by giving the economy and businesses new objectives and leaving behind the excesses of finance capitalism.

 

While the economic model that became dominant after World War II is still in place, it’s no longer adapted to the realities and needs of the 21st century. Businesses used to produce personal and financial wealth, while the public sector was creating public and social wealth. As for non-governmental organizations (NGOs), they generated private wealth on a non-profit basis.

 

But this structure, which served us well for many years, has become obsolete and inefficient. And things are pretty much guaranteed to go from bad to worse.

 

On one hand, capitalist businesses are increasingly dominated by the agendas of their shareholders. These folks want to maximize dividends, so their focus has narrowed to profits and margins. An increase in inequalities over recent years has led some to question the claim that capitalism is the best achievable economic system.

 

Capitalism now seeks a new and positive identity, and businesses won’t find it by simply making donations to an NGO or a foundation, in return for social legitimacy. On the other hand, the public sector finds it harder to do its job, and is less and less able to perform its tasks, including those to do with the exercise of sovereign power (another concept increasingly hard to pin down). But that doesn’t mean we should just give up on having an efficient and innovative public sector.

 

Finally, the NGOs (who always worked to meet social needs) are not above criticism when they try to make up for the shortcomings of the state. Poor management and dishonesty are a threat to the credibility of this model and its continued existence. Its reliance on the non-profit principle now leaves it ill-equipped to deal with emerging challenges and serve the common good. In the social and solidarity economy, you can’t run things like you would in a private business, because public funds are hard to come by, and they must create human, economic, social and societal value. Giving is not enough – you also have to build something. Things are slowly changing. There’s a greater awareness of the current system’s shortcomings. New ideas are emerging, in both the capitalist and social and solidarity economies. Timid debates about the status of businesses are sprouting around the globe. So far, though, nothing decisive has happened.

 

I worked extensively in the public and private sectors, as well as in the social and solidarity economy. I now head up a group that functions like a business but has no share-holders. It’s clear to me that we can’t build tomorrow’s world if we remain in our silos. We need bridges between different economic systems. This is not about erasing all boundaries. It’s to do with finding a way of connecting the world of capitalism to the world of the social and solidarity economy.

 

This new capitalism – let’s call it a “common good capitalism” – will find its place in a society where a new understanding of the common good will emerge and new actors will become responsible for it. The common good will be redefined and will come to encompass domains such as public health, arts and culture, and the environment.

 

As a result of this, new economic actors will have a part to play, complementing a public sector no longer solely responsible for this agenda. Societal needs will grow, and the state won’t be able to provide all the answers. Operating in parallel to the profit-making (private) sector, non profit-making capitalism will take on responsibilities that now lie with the public sector and offer solutions that everyone can agree on.

 

For this transformation to take place, we need to create a new type of business, driven by a concern for the common good and fully integrated into the market economy. We also need to give it access to finance, to encourage its development.

 

Yes, this new model is a radical innovation. It states that social impact is not incompatible with economic efficiency and financial returns, and that capitalism and mutualism don’t have all the answers. This is not about making adjustments: we have to build a new system, alongside others. We must breathe life into an alternative, and not seek to replace one set of people with another, or do away with the capitalist system altogether. The world is not black and white, and it’s not helpful to see one system as incompatible with another. That’s why we must bring about a mixed economy. It’s the only sensible solution, for both public authorities and private businesses.

 

The challenge, then, is coming up with a new model; bringing the two sectors closer together; taking the best of both worlds and moving towards a mixed system; and establishing an intelligent mechanism for making improvements on each side. This implies that the public authorities would agree to handing over some of their areas of responsibility. This would allow the emergence of a new, more efficient, system with three actors: the profit-driven sector, the non-profit sector and the common good sector.

 

This three-pronged economic model would be better equipped to respond to the situations we face now and in the future. It would be more attuned to social realities, to a world where growth is at 1-3%, rather than 5-10%.

 

The idea for this model has its roots in the day-today workings of the GROUPE SOS. When it all began, the unwritten rule was “Keep to yourself, if you want to live happy” (as a French saying goes). But as the group expanded, our teams convinced me to better explain our approach.

 

When the GROUPE SOS took off, the notion of social enterprise was becoming more widely accepted by the public. We fine-tuned our approach over the years, to give a good example of what a social business looks like. In a way, GROUPE SOS was a laboratory for public policy, but profit-driven companies can learn a lot from our approach to innovation. We jointly developed projects with partners from the public and for-profit private sector, and we offered new solutions.

 

We now have over 15,000 employees, so we don’t just “talk the talk” but “walk the walk”. We demonstrated that it’s possible to set up major social enterprises that can compete with large profit-driven private sector groups in many areas – from healthcare, addiction, youth, employment and social support, to catering and culture.

 

To move the sector forward, the priority now is to gather public support behind a new economic model, common good capitalism. The image of the social sector must evolve; for this to happen, we need to show that we understand financial and economic efficiency. The legal framework has to change as well, so that new projects can emerge, and to enable us to build an economic model which makes it possible to drive them forward. This means, in particular, that social enterprises need access to funds.

 

On the flip side of this coin, when it comes to capitalism, it is essential to rehabilitate the notion of the entrepreneur. The term has become a bit of a cliché, but this aspect is absolutely key to creativity. And let’s get one thing straight: How you innovate and manage makes the difference between a good entrepreneur and a boss no better than a crook.

 

A lot of this comes down to capital: who has it, and to what extent does having it mean you are responsible for the way it is used? Actually, what does it even mean to be a shareholder, when the pension funds don’t think long term (or even medium term!) and when capital can change hands every thirty seconds, through high-frequency trading? How can we reconnect with a shareholding culture concerned with the long term, a capitalism based on long-term factors, conducive to stability?

 

Let’s invent a different model, based on the emergence of a new type of entrepreneurship. It may be less awe-inspiring but perhaps more human, more concerned with solidarity. It would also be more efficient; ambitious, but realistic; strategic, but responsive; socially engaged, but defined by responsible management. Our new approach to business would be based on shared practices and inspiration, rather than on a concern for value. It would rely on processes which aim to further the common good.

 

This involves adopting different approaches in a number of areas. First, in governance and management: we’d leave behind attempts to achieve consensus and favor a new form of balance-seeking governance. Second, as far as access to capital is concerned (long-term shareholding, sharing of proceeds). Third, when it comes to the relationships built between partners: staff, shareholders, service users, clients etc. Fourth, in the choices made to work in certain fields (social/societal, cultural, etc.). Finally, in terms of human resources: we must break down the barriers between the public and private sectors, bring an end to the wage economy, question hierarchies, promote mobility and foster a spirit of liberty.

 

It’s time to change the face of our current economic model.

*
*     *







CHAPTER I

Rethinking the capitalist business





A decade after the worst economic crisis the world has known, who would argue that the capitalist system is not wild and untamable, perhaps even out of control? We have to put reason and meaning back into a system that has caused upheaval on such a scale that the stability of poor countries – and even of some rich countries! – has been threatened.

 

We are all familiar with the balance sheet. Finance capitalism has taken over production. Social and inter-generational inequalities have persisted or even grown. There is a widening income gap (long-term poverty alongside growing affluence) leading to shocking differences in standards of living, to which we can add environmental vandalism and climate change…

 

The liberalization of finance in recent years is one of the main reasons why capitalist businesses began to work in a perverse way. The last decade of the twentieth century was the era of shareholder power, in the same way that the 1960s put the focus on bosses and the 1970s saw the unions re-emerge. Today shareholders, through their dominant position, push businesses in a single direction: the maximization of short-term profit, to the detriment of the common good.

 

More and more people believe that economic reform is necessary, if only to ensure the long-term survival of the market economy and avoid a collapse in social cohesion. So how can we temper capitalism’s excesses?


Capitalism: A wild and untamed system

The world’s future does not lie in the expansion of a mode of production and consumption based on the utopian idea that productive forces can lead to unlimited development. Yet, this is the system that has dominated the world since 1945, and even more so since 1989. The 2008 crisis showed how toxic finance capitalism had become. Until then, everyone had accepted that capitalism would go through regular crises, which provide an opportunity to deal with its downsides. But nobody would argue today that we should tolerate the system’s excesses; first and foremost, because systemic crises are happening more frequently and have more profound effects. The 2008 crisis, which had a significant impact on large numbers of people across the world, was a turning point for raising popular awareness.

 

Economic theorists have come to the same conclusion: the underlying principles of finance capitalism lead to its failure. We are talking about the exploitation of natural resources in limited supply, the accumulation and concentration of capital and wealth in the hands of the same people, the increasing marketization of various human activities, the recurring drops in profit rates, which inevitably lead to crises…

 

Many economists, including researchers who are not hostile to capitalism, believe that modern states should look beyond finance capitalism. Just take a look at what Immanuel Wallerstein, Randall Collins and Craig Calhoun have to say in Does capitalism have a future?1 Wallerstein, a leading theorist of the alter-globalization movement, writes that “It is impossible to imagine that capitalism will just continue on its present path.”

 

According to him, the process of relentless accumulation of capital, which drives the capitalist system, has now stalled. Increasing labor costs eat into profits, industrial delocalization no longer brings in enough money, and financialization is not a magic bullet because it does not increase the amount of capital – it just transfers it from one rich person to another. The statistics back this up: The three curves for global costs of labor, raw materials and taxes show strong rises over a period of decades.2

 

Capitalism also faces another threat: automatization and digitization have a negative impact on employment. This impact is larger than the mechanization of industrial jobs in the 19th and early 20th centuries – when some of the losses were offset by job creation in the services sector. Today, computerization takes away the jobs of the middle classes and Schumpeter’s theory of “creative destruction” 3 does not seem to apply in the digital era: job losses will not be followed by the creation of new roles in the emerging sector.

 

Climate change presents another challenge for capitalism. Various forecasts say pollution and environmental destruction will have a significant impact on future generations. But crucially and above all,capitalism presupposes perpetual expansion. It requires raw materials, and its development will naturally be slowed down by the destruction of the natural environment and the limited availability of resources.

 

The few solutions put forward so far have done little to reverse the overall trend. On one hand, innovation has helped to make new materials more durable – but this requires more energy, drawing on scarce resources. On the other hand, most costs associated with environmental damage are not reflected in the market (producers are not penalized, and polluters rarely have to pay), despite their real social impact. The practice of carbon trading is a stark example of how the problem isn’t dealt with, just glossed over. It basically involves creating a clearing bank and establishing a system where those not yet responsible for a certain level of pollution enable others to pollute more.

 

The final factor that pleads for the creation of an alternative to capitalism is the growing gap between the capitalist elite (such as financiers and entrepreneurs) and the “average Joe”. There’s a growing gap between the interests of managers and staff, and they form two antagonistic groups. In theory, their destinies are connected: when a company goes out of business, employees are out of work and left to their own devices. Yet, when the company does well, the rewards are not shared with all employees.

 

The strong reactions to high compensation packages are manifestations of this gap. In the 1960s, bosses in major U.S. companies earned around 40 times the average wage. They now earn 200 times more. The example of Carlos Ghosn, chairman and CEO of Renault-Nissan comes to mind: in 2016, he was paid 7.2 million euros, out of which 1.7 million in cash ($9 million and $2.1 million, respectively). In 2014, he had already earned 15 million euros ($18.7 million): about half for his work with Renault, and a little more for Nissan. Compensation has become a symbol of power and personal worth.

 

In 2014, the salaries for bosses of companies listed on the French CAC 40 stock market index4 became subject to the “say on pay” rule,5 already widely followed outside of France. In practice, though, this initiative only had a limited effect on executive packages, and salaries continued to go up. Although “say on pay” makes it possible to vote on executive pay at the annual general meetings (not just at board level), it delivers little more than a consultative vote for shareholders. In practice, it only serves those shareholders interested in whether executive pay is aligned with the performance of the company. That’s the equivalent of putting a plaster cast on a wooden leg. Frankly, it looks as if self-regulation is doomed to fail.

 

This system, which allows some people to earn in a week what others take home in a lifetime, is neither viable nor desirable. This is why I called in 2016 for a maximum salary for CAC 40 executives.6 The goal of this initiative was not to ask for a law to be passed, but to think about how to curb excesses.

 

This trend towards making top bosses more and more like royalty (alone, isolated, very well paid, yet still at the mercy of shareholders) seems to be a recent phenomenon. At the beginning of the 20th century, in the early days of modern capitalism, people like Henry Ford – pioneers of big business – argued for measured and moderate ideas and practices, both in terms of compensation and risk-taking. The Ford motor company boss promoted a welfare capitalism which aimed to improve workers’ standard of living, offering them salaries higher than the minimum wage and shorter working hours. This approach meant that his employees had enough money to buy his cars. It also led to less staff turnover in his factories, which kept global production costs down.

 

Pure, unadulterated capitalism is in trouble, and it’s likely to become less and less effective. A simple way of measuring the efficiency of an economic system is to look at the sort of future it offers to young people. In most of Western Europe (and North America, increasingly), younger generations contemplate a less attractive life than their parents and grandparents.

 

A society that is no longer going forward, and even appears to be going backwards, has a legitimacy problem. A Wall Street Journal study published in 2013, five years after the 2008 crisis, spoke of a “new lost generation.”7 The young generations are living through a period of clear social decline: decreasing employment rates for 16-24 year-olds, lower weekly wages, constant economic insecurity, a drop in salaries for new graduates, growing numbers of highly-qualified graduates in low-paid service sector jobs… and the list goes on. This new generation truly appears to be lost. It does not seem to have a future to look forward to, and no longer buys into the values of the dominant economic system.

 

More generally, the new generations entering the jobs market (known as Generations Y and Z, or “millennials”), have a different relationship to the world of business. They attach greater importance to the usefulness and the meaning of work, to independence and responsibility. They want to know about the values of the company they work for, and what it believes in. As employees and consumers, these young people want to know what capitalist businesses stand for.

 

All in all, it seems pretty clear that finance capitalism is on the way out. Now let’s see if the body is still twitching.




The cost of inequalities: A strong argument for a new model

You can’t allow a few people to acquire astronomical fortunes without having to deal with the consequences. Increasing inequality – for which deregulated finance capitalism is at least partly to blame – leads to social problems, but also threatens to destabilize the economy as a whole. And you can’t solve a problem if you haven’t dealt with its causes.

 

Capitalism is fairly relaxed about the increase in the gap between rich and poor, which persists even when economic development takes place and GDP is increasing. One could even say that capitalism contributes to and fosters this gap. In the U.S., over the course of thirty years, 90% of the population has seen its income increase by 15%. The salaries of the top 1%, on the other hand, have gone up by 150%; the figure reaches 300% for the top 0.1%.8 For the first time, we can prove that when the rich become richer, there is no trickle-down effect on the rest of the economy, and not everyone benefits. The poor in China don’t seem to be better off than they were a few decades ago, when peasants lived in abject poverty.

 

French sociologists now write of a widespread fear of status loss, which affects the middle and upper classes.9 This is the product of failed public policies, which over the last fifty years have always prioritized protecting those in employment over support for the unemployed. The boundaries between tenure and secure employment (civil service or permanent contracts) and precariousness (short-term contracts or unemployment) are increasingly blurred. The free market has not kept its promise to make children richer than their parents. What’s more, it’s obvious that the reality is worse than the figures suggest.

 

As a result, not everyone is benefiting from the fruits of global development. For decades, students of the most prestigious business schools learned about the benefits of what the 18th century economist Adam Smith called the “invisible hand”. The reality is an increasing gap between the most affluent and the poorest.

 

This increase in inequalities comes at a cost, as Joseph Stiglitz and Thomas Piketty have convincingly argued. In The price of inequality, Stiglitz writes that “The global wave of increasing inequalities is a threat to the functioning of the U.S. economy, corrodes social fabric and perverts the functioning of democracy.” The Nobel Prize winner shows that an increase in inequalities leads to lower productivity, less efficiency, less growth and greater instability. Inequality has both macroeconomic and microeconomic costs.

 

The negative effect is felt initially at a macroeconomic level, when money moves from the bottom of the pyramid to the top. This leads to a decrease in overall demand, as the rich save more than the poor. Supply adjusts as a result, leading to higher unemployment.

 

There are many other costs associated with inequality: welfare payments to the unemployed, poor housing and urban planning, failures in education etc. It costs a lot more to support a homeless person than someone living in a project.

 

Producing desperate people is an expensive habit. It would be a lot more cost-effective to intervene earlier. Yet Western societies are now producing more and more desperate people, so even more things can go wrong. When you stop to think about it, creating inequalities ends up costing a lot more than sharing prosperity fairly or running a welfare system that allows everyone to live in decent conditions.

 

Here’s a straightforward example: paying for healthcare for undocumented immigrants. If a migrant gets tuberculosis and isn’t treated, they can quickly contaminate a large number of people by moving around, using public transport or just being in public spaces.

 

The health of individuals should not be connected to their administrative situation. Only idiots can believe that the French state would save money by doing away with AME (Aide Médicale d’Etat, the state medical aid) and AMG (Assistance Médicale Gratuite, free medical assistance). They work out a lot cheaper than dealing with an epidemic.

 

Even if we just stick with an economic perspective and avoid moral questions or taking a humanistic approach, it’s obviously cheaper to invest in social programs than to abandon these people to their fate. The same principle applies to schools. As the saying goes: “If you think education is expensive, try ignorance.” For example, children from poor backgrounds will not be able to reach their full potential without access to quality education. The country is therefore depriving itself of the huge advantage it would derive from maximizing the talents of one of its biggest assets: people. Failure to invest in an individual’s capacity to learn and familiarize themselves with social rules means society as a whole will pay the price throughout that individual’s life: it will have to make up for the initial miscalculation.

 

Similarly, when finance becomes the place where the most money is to be made, the best students go to work there. As a result, key sectors for economic growth and social development – medicine, research, science, the civil service – are deprived of the best and the brightest.

 

It’s time to admit the invisible hand of the market doesn’t exist. If it does, it’s clearly dropped the ball. We need to stop believing the economy should be left to its own devices, and treat increasing inequalities as a reality check. The other extreme would be to pass laws and take control, which would stifle creativity and innovation.

 

It shouldn’t be hard to choose which version of society makes the most sense. Do we want the version where rich people live behind high walls in gated communities while the poor are in ghettoes? Or the version in which everyone can live decently and which will cost the state less to deliver? Social investment is a good investment for society as a whole.

 

The shortcomings of finance capitalism are there for everyone to see (and that already includes a significant proportion of the public). It’s also increasingly obvious that this system is incompatible with what we refer to around the world as our “values”: our morals, or at least our ethics. This has led to fierce debates amongst the actors of the capitalist economy.




Can we build an ethical capitalism?

Following the 2008 crisis, finance capitalism did a bit of soul-searching but it avoided digging too deep. There are still ongoing attempts to amend/ improve capitalism, in order to make it more moral or ethical, or at least more virtuous (and more viable).

 

At the World Economic Forum in Davos in 2014, one of the roundtables for high-level managers, NGOs, and government officials was called “Ethical capitalism – Worth a try?”. One of the participants was Stanley M. Bergman, CEO of U.S. medical supplies business Henry Schein, who wrote “Ethical capitalism? It’s worth a try”10 earlier that year, in a blog for the Huffington Post. Bergman dismisses the notion that capitalism is necessarily incompatible with ethics as a philosophical fallacy, which can be disproved with empirical evidence. His arguments suggest views are changing: “Ethical capitalism is not some sort of utopia; it is a powerful engine which enables the long-term creation of value.” Bergman takes the view that ethical capitalism should focus on long-term economic and social values and encourage businesses to act as catalysts, linking the various stakeholders (clients, staff, suppliers, investors) to society at large.

 

The pure and unadulterated capitalism of the 19th and 20th centuries had little interest in its impact on society, individuals and the environment. It even seemed to hold such questions in contempt. In practice, that kind of capitalism no longer exists. In France, big businesses accept (with varying degrees of goodwill and sincerity) that they need to be seen as taking corporate social responsibility seriously.

 

In the U.S. too, there are some people who doubt Milton Friedman’s claim that “a businessman’s only responsibility is to make money.” There are many examples of this shift: U.S. companies are getting involved with local communities, running volunteering and philanthropy projects. AT&T, for instance, guarantees its staff one day a year of paid volunteering leave, which they can spend with the organization of their choice. In 2014, AT&T employees and retirees spent around 5.6 million hours volunteering. Staff devoted 715,000 hours to mentoring students. Some 86,000 out of 240,000 employees were part of a group that supports volunteering.11

 

In big companies, corporate philanthropy is taking giant steps. “Cause” marketing is now one of the few items in marketing budgets to grow at a time of budget cuts: it can involve fundraising or public interest and public awareness campaigns. This is the case for example at Pepsi, Dawn and Sonic Drive-In: the business finds a partner (NGO or voluntary organization) and works with them for their mutual benefit. Evian, for instance, ran a promotional campaign which involved making a contribution of ten centimes (one tenth of a French Franc) to an NGO for each bottle it sold. The arrangement is said to have raised some 400,000 French Francs for the Red Cross alone.

 

The popularity of the Giving Pledge initiative is inspired by a similar philosophy. This new social contract – established in 2006 and launched in 2010 by Warren Buffett and Bill & Melinda Gates – involves billionaires committing to giving at least 50% of their wealth to charitable organizations, which set out to change the world.

 

Another sign of change is the increasing number of ethical business rankings. Certification mechanisms were set up, and businesses are now buying into them. In the U.S., for instance, B Corp certification (available since 2006) seeks to promote a business model that involves more social awareness, greater responsibility, higher standards of transparency and has a positive impact on society and the planet: “The B Corp Best for the World List recognizes those companies creating the most impact for a better world.”

 

There’s no doubt that many companies are gradually changing the way they work. We haven’t yet reached the point where the tables are turned and the capitalist business model is thrown out the window, but more and more questions are being asked.

 

In France, Danone is a model of good practice. The company has fully integrated sustainable development into its corporate strategy. One of its main interests is in social projects, and in 2007 it established an ethical investment fund, Danone Communities. Its aim is to support social enterprises in emerging countries. This fund is only accessible to employees and shareholders of the Danone group. It “adds meaning” to its investments. One of the key developments that led to the establishment of the fund was a 2006 meeting between Danone CEO Franck Riboud and Nobel Peace Prize winner Muhammad Yunus. The latter helped to finance a yoghurt microfactory in Bangladesh (Grameen Danone), a project which led to the creation of 1,600 jobs and contributed to the fight against malnutrition. Other social responsibility projects were launched in Indonesia and Argentina.

 

Emmanuel Faber, head of Danone since September 2014, has actually made the need to reconcile ethics and business one of the key pillars of his strategy. He argues for a humanist approach to business, and his ambition is to bring together economic and social aims. At Danone, he has driven forward many corporate social and environmental responsibility projects that are (in his own words) about an “inclusive economy”. Similarly, the group’s strategic plan (“Danone 2020”) aims to deliver growth that is “profitable, sustainable and viable”. In 2014, the group agreed a mission statement that underscored its values and restated its aim “to bring health through food.” It has followed through, as well: an inclusive policy on pay was implemented, and half of the executive committee’s bonuses are linked to the company’s global performance.

 

This new questioning of the shortcomings of capitalism (as we know it) is also apparent in the broadening of managers’ responsibilities. As the domain of corporate responsibility widens, they must become accountable for their own decisions and the (more or less) predictable consequences of their actions. This doesn’t just apply to work they’re actively engaged in, but also to what they allow to happen and what they are not directly aware of. In addition to performance targets, they must now take stakeholder expectations into consideration and be aware of the economic, social and environmental impact of their organizations.

 

Ultimately, of course, a lot of this boils down to the manager’s personal beliefs. But motivation can also come from the importance attached to a company’s image. This is the case with Veolia.12 Every year, thousands of the group’s managers take part in training sessions as part of the “Ethics, Beliefs and Responsibility” initiative. In 2004, the group also set up an ethics committee which has oversight of the program. A few years ago, its CEO Antoine Frérot called for a shift in business governance, to make it more ethical: “A business is first and foremost a cluster of relationships between parties who decide to collaborate to generate a profit (…) Proper governance should involve ensuring they all have an interest in collaborating. The leader’s role is to maintain the fragile equilibrium between contradictory interests and to bring about an optimal consensus around the distribution of wealth.” The aim is noble, even though in practice you often find that “might makes right”; it’s not easy to change practices that people are used to, and have become entrenched.

 

It might be possible to establish governing principles for businesses that serve to regulate power relationships. After all, that’s what democratic politics is about. In France, the report on competitiveness produced by Louis Gallois13 in November 2012 sought to encourage a move in this direction, when it proposed that employees should be represented on boards.

 

Veolia’s “virtuous” efforts are particularly noteworthy, since the company had been involved in legal proceedings due to its links to political financing in the 1990s. Is the ethical turn of the early 21st century about finding a new legitimacy?

 

The changes introduced by some American companies are also relevant. Three U.S. companies (Nike, Dell and Caterpillar), previously criticized by trade unions and voluntary organizations, are busy reinventing themselves. They are now on the global list of the 99 most “ethical” businesses published by the magazine Ethisphere. The ranking is based on a number of criteria, including: legal affairs, corporate citizenship, respect for the environment, corporate governance, management influence and internal systems to promote ethical behavior.
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