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Summary Record from the OECD Trust and Business Project  

Consultation on 25 March 2015 

Consultation Overview 

On 25 March 2015, the OECD hosted the first public consultation on a new initiative, the OECD Trust 

and Business (TNB) Project, in the context of the 2015 OECD Integrity Forum. The aim of the 

consultation was to discuss the main question that the TNB Project is designed to address: How can 

we more effectively bridge the gap between business integrity standards and their implementation?   

Moderator:  Pierre Poret, OECD Deputy Director for Financial and Enterprise Affairs 

Speakers: Anders Berg, Deputy Director General, Norwegian Ministry of Trade & Industry; Chair, 

OECD Working Party on State Ownership and Privatisation Practices (WP SOPP) 

 Sagarika Chatterjee, Associate Director, UN Principles for Responsible Investment  

 Corinne Lagache, Senior Vice-President, Group Compliance Officer, Safran; Vice-Chair, 

BIAC Anti-Bribery Task Force  

 Aneta McCoy, Founder and Managing Partner, Aneta McCoy Advisory Group (AMAG) 

 Ade Onitolo, Deputy Head Commercial and Economic Diplomacy Department, Foreign 

and Commonwealth Office, United Kingdom 

 Peder Michael Pruzan-Jorgensen, Vice President, Europe, Middle East, and Africa, 

Business Social Responsibility (BSR) 

The consultation opened with an introduction to the TNB Project by Pierre Poret, OECD Deputy 

Director for Financial and Enterprise Affairs, followed by a roundtable question and answer session 

with experts representing governments, business, investors, and advisers on issues related to 

business integrity. The consultation concluded with questions and comments from participants. 

The expert roundtable Q&A highlighted a number of important points in relation to the very real, 

but very large challenge of how to effectively promote business integrity. While much of what was 

discussed may not be new or ground-breaking, there was—despite the varied backgrounds of the 

experts and participants—consensus on a few themes, outlined below, that will help guide the 

direction of the new OECD Trust and Business Project. 
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Experts noted that there has been progress in recent years. There is increased recognition of the 

fundamental responsibility of the board and executive management. These responsibilities include 

demonstrating leadership and setting the ethical tone at a company.  

Experts participating in the roundtable had suggestions for how this responsibility should translate 

into action, namely by ensuring the company has appropriate resources for the implementation of 

an effective business integrity programme. This should go beyond setting up procedures and 

processes, and it requires constantly re-assessing the corporation’s long-term goals and risk profile, 

in coordination and communication with shareholders and stakeholders. 

It is a challenge integrating concerns related to business ethics and sustainability, experts noted. This 

requires considering the corporation’s impact at every step of the supply chain. Companies that 

embrace this approach benefit by learning more about their impact and their business, including the 

integrity risks to which they are exposed in their supply chains. 

The consultation discussion also focused on the issue of trust and how companies can increase the 

perception that they are trustworthy. Trustworthiness, most experts noted, requires a proactive 

approach and commitment to business integrity and a recognition that good corporate governance 

is key to the corporation’s long-term sustainability. 

Despite some progress in recent years, more can be done to align business, government, investors, 

and other stakeholders in the field of promoting business integrity. Some investors are actively 

seeking evidence from companies that they are doing business with integrity; many companies are 

implementing robust risk-assessment and business integrity measures; and a number of 

governments are assessing how to more effectively enforce their rules against corporate 

misconduct, including bribery and corruption.  

This alignment includes, in parallel to business considerations, assessing how governments can 

ensure that they operate with integrity, for example, in the requesting and awarding of public 

procurement contracts, efforts to address bribery solicitation, and in how governments with 

important state-owned enterprises execute their state enterprise ownership function. The issue of 

trust and governments also involves how governments engage with companies to promote 

responsible and ethical behaviour. 

Some avenues highlighted by experts where companies and governments are working together to 

support business integrity efforts include engaging in collective action and sectorial initiatives.  
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Full summary record of the TNB Project consultation 

1. Welcome and introduction by the moderator, Mr. Pierre Poret 

We are in the early days of this new Project, which is why your feedback today is so important.  It is 

part of a broader OECD initiative to restore trust—trust in public institutions, trust in markets.  

The TNB Project’s main goal is to close the gap between standards for business and their 

implementation. There are many standards for responsible business that are housed here at the 

OECD, which is why we think it is useful to start this conversation here. We also think we have 

enough rules, standards and benchmarks. What we don’t have, in many cases, is effective 

implementation. That, today, is our number one challenge. 

We believe this implementation challenge stems from how companies make decisions and how 

these are linked to business integrity.  

Most companies try to play by the rules. Whether by error, neglect, or by engaging in risky business, 

however, corporate scandals continue to make headlines. According to a 2014 OECD analysis of 427 

foreign bribery cases, for example, 53% took place with the involvement of corporate management 

or even the CEO. Business integrity considerations need to be better embedded in governance 

framework and strategies.  

The OECD Principles of Corporate Governance (currently under review) are placing renewed 

emphasis on the responsibilities of the board in overseeing risk management. This includes 

overseeing how companies map the risk of engaging in misconduct based on internal and external 

challenges and how companies are addressing these challenges.  

Today’s conversation will feed into our first output under the Project—a fact-finding issues paper for 

June. The paper will take stock of how companies are addressing these challenges. The paper will 

serve as the basis for further consultations on how to take this Project forward in ways that could 

have a positive influence on corporate leadership and discussions on corporate integrity. 

2.  Roundtable Q&A with expert speakers 

 Question for Anders Berg: SOEs face specific challenges and responsibilities in promoting the 

business integrity agenda. How do you see governments and SOEs working together in order to 

strengthen business integrity in SOEs? What advice would you give to government 

representatives on SOE boards? 

Response by Anders Berg: 

In non-OECD countries and in emerging economies, SOEs make up a large part of the economy. 

For example, there are 147 000 SOEs in China and the two largest corporations in the world are 

Chinese SOEs.  

The existing OECD Guidelines on Corporate Governance of State-Owned Enterprises (“SOE 

Guidelines”) are currently being revised. The 2005 Guidelines are considered as best practice – 
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a benchmark for OECD Member and non-Member countries for how to govern SOEs. There was 

some reference to the need for ensuring compliance and ethics but at the time of adoption, not 

these issues were not at the forefront of discussions.  

During the SOE Guidelines revision process, we have strengthened the wording on compliance, 

ethics, and anti-corruption and the need for SOE governance to reflect high standards of 

business conduct. These revised SOE Guidelines still need to be formally adopted, but we will 

see in the new SOE Guidelines a high level of focus on these issues. The new SOE Guidelines will 

assist governments in promoting responsible business conduct.  

From a Norwegian perspective, the State’s SOE shareholding amounts to USD 100 billion. These 

SOEs pay back about USD 4 billion to 5 billion in dividends to the national government. We 

believe in Norway that it is in long-term interest as shareholders that SOEs are responsible – 

both at the level of the board of directors, but also that the SOEs are held accountable to 

shareholders. One way we ensure this is that, in Norway, no government officials sit on SOE 

boards, since it is Norway’s view that public officials do not have the competence to preside 

over commercial issues, though there are many views on this issue. The SOE Guidelines also 

recommend that there is a specialised risk management committee reporting to the board 

directors. In Norway, this is entrenched in SOE governance principles.  

 Question for Sagarika Chatterjee: What trends are there in the ability of investors to influence 

the boards of companies toward better risk management and in promoting more integrity? 

Often, investor pressure helps make the “business case” for taking such steps within an 

enterprise. However, if we look at financial market trends, we see a growing distance between 

investors and companies, with less-engaged investors who have a higher appetite for risk 

because of low interest rates. What is PRI’s perspective? 

Response by Sagarika Chatterjee:  

It is PRI’s view that investors are increasingly active in companies, including in relation to 

corruption as a material issue.  

First, an introduction to PRI: The Principles for Responsible Investment were launched in 2006 

with 70 founder organisations and 6 broad principles. Under the principles, investors are 

encouraged to look at environment, social and governance (ESG) factors in their investment 

decisions. Some additional organisations that have joined recently include Bank of America, 

Merrill Lynch, and the Harvard Management Company.  

Our network of investors comes from across Europe, the United States, and Australia. Their 

participation in PRI provides insightful data on what investors are doing. PRI has looked at how 

many investors are integrating environmental, social and governance factors, including 

corruption in their investment assessments. Ninety-two percent of PRI’s 437 signatories are 

incorporating responsible investment in their investment process, either through thematic 

investment (e.g. climate change investment) or through exclusions (e.g. human rights and 

corruption). Across regions, integration is the responsible investment approach most favoured 
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(i.e. in 80% of respondents). And, over 80% of signatories are involved in some kind of 

engagement dialogue with companies.  

For example, in 2010 PRI started an investor engagement program on anti-corruption that 

involved 21 investors coming together with USD 2.7 trillion in assets under management, 

working with 21 companies. PRI worked with Transparency International on indicators in order 

to ask good questions, and then we had a series of letters and good practices, to get companies 

involved in their disclosure of management and good practices. We had an engagement rate of 

94% from companies.  

The next aspect of this anti-corruption-specific project is underway, with 34 PRI signatory 

investors, representing 3.7 trillion assets under management, engaging with 33 companies, but 

the focus this time is on implementation. We are asking questions about management, but also 

about implementation strategies, management, board-level responsibilities, supplier contracts, 

whistleblower protection, training for the board, integration of anti-corruption initiatives in 

training and actions taken in relation to remediation. Our investors are also asking companies to 

conduct risk assessments in key areas. So far, our data shows that at an aggregate level all 

responsive companies evaluated to date have improved across all areas. There has been less 

progress on reporting hard data on whistleblowing. PRI hopes to publish a report on these 

findings once this next phase of engagement has been completed. The initial findings 

demonstrate that much more can be done to align business, government and investors in this 

field. 

 Question for Corinne Lagache: Safran operates in the aerospace, defence, and security sectors, 

which have been identified as high-risk, including because of the interface with governments via 

public procurement. What, in your view, as a compliance professional and as Vice-Chair of the 

anti-bribery task force of the Business and Industry Advisory Council to the OECD (BIAC), are the 

biggest challenges compliance officers face in ensuring business integrity considerations are 

effectively integrated into a company’s strategy and operations? Where do you see room for 

improvement in how the OECD approaches issues of board engagement on risk governance? 

Response by Corinne Lagache:  

There is no one sector that is immune to risk. The defence sector is particularly exposed to risk, 

including corruption, which is why practices in this sector may be more developed. The defence 

sector can be seen to be leading in risk management, as demonstrated by the very few 

sanctions of companies in this sector.  

At Safran, our compliance programme is a risk-prevention management programme. We have 

operations in more than 50 countries, with 69 000 employees, and we are listed in the French 

CAC 40. We are working also in partnership with General Electric as part of our joint 

partnership, CFM International, to develop aircraft engines. We are scrutinised by investors and 

investment funds, we need to report to asset holders, and Companies and top management are 

not judged only by their products and programmes, but also by trust in the corporate social 
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responsibility of the company – by employees, shareholders, and suppliers. There is a need to 

be transparent, to disclose information, and to avoid multiple inquiries.  

However, we do not feel that there is a common approach taken by investors, law enforcement 

authorities, etc. We are asked all the time to answer different questionnaires on what 

companies are doing to address business integrity concerns.  We do not see similar pressure 

being put on governments or investors. 

Companies are not alone: If there is corruption, there is also solicitation. Safran exports about 

80% of what it produces. The main risks we face are corruption and export controls violations. A 

strong risk-prevention program has to be consistent with global laws.  

The sector has created a collective action initiative to benchmark and improve standards for 

addressing these risks. This helps to address interaction with governments that regulate locally, 

and which may not be on the same page with governance in other jurisdictions.  

Trust needs to be improved for governments, investors and companies, and companies need to 

have trust in the practices of governments.  

Collective action is one way to work toward building trust in the aerospace and defence sector, 

through for example the AeroSpace and Defence Industries Association of Europe (ASD). For 

example, the Association has agreed on Common Industry Standard which is best practice 

guidance for implementing a business integrity program. We are also working with US and Latin 

American counterparts to develop an international collective action initiative, through the 

International Forum on Business Ethical Conduct (IFBEC). We are working together because 

there is a lack of guidance from governments.  

These initiatives are undertaken in addition to other initiatives, like those of the World 

Economic Forum’s Partnering against Corruption Initiative (PACI), the International Chamber of 

Commerce, the United Nations Global Compact, the B20, and BIAC. 

We need top-level commitment at the level of the board and CEOs, who must provide 

appropriate resources for the implementation of a compliance programme. It is not enough to 

declare and provide procedures and processes. Business leaders must make people understand 

them and incorporate these priorities into their behaviour, though adequate training and 

coaching programs. Companies must customise procedures against the risk you want to address 

in order to develop a real culture of integrity in the NDA of the company. Companies must also 

efficiently communicate their program to all their business partners involved in their business. A 

compliance programme must constantly evolve and be appropriately included in the business 

behaviours without preventing the business itself but becoming a competitive added value. 

Safran is working with BIAC to develop appropriate, robust tools for companies to work in this 

environment. 

 Question for Aneta McCoy: Your advisory group often works with companies in the Russian 

Federation and the CIS. The TNB Project can learn from these experiences, which could apply 
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more broadly. For example, what challenges have you faced in changing companies’ perception 

of corporate governance practices as something essential to their business? How do you build 

the business case for compliance when advising companies on corporate governance? 

Response by Aneta McCoy:  

I have worked with primarily Russian companies for the last 11 years. In my experience, trust, 

integrity and ethics are often foreign concepts in Russia.  

Trust involves perception – how we are perceived. When I advise companies as to how they can 

improve the perception of their trustworthiness, I make the following points: 

First, stopping at compliance is not enough. Compliance is a basic requirement. Investors expect 

companies to go beyond compliance, to build trust and develop a trustworthy culture. 

Second, fulfilling disclosure requirements is one thing. But is the information disclosed sufficient 

for investors to make informed decisions? This is particularly relevant in Russia when it comes 

to disclosure of information on related party transactions. 

Third, corporate governance is not seen as something tangible. When corporate governance 

works, it is supposed to yield results, such as maintaining and retaining shareholder value. But 

corporate governance is often paid only lip service. 

Fourth, sustainability requires striking the right balance between leadership, control, and 

communications within the company—but also on the board.  

Fifth, companies have to recognize that the elements of a corporate governance framework are 

all inter-related. Fixing just one aspect of the framework will not be the solution. 

Sixth, one cannot underestimate the importance of leadership. The personal credibility of a 

leader, his/her integrity, thinking, and saying and doing the same thing—this is important to 

building trust. Ethics start with the leader. Corporations do not have ethics; people have ethics. 

Russian companies struggle with the perception that they are not trustworthy. This perception 

is not helped by perceptions that the government is also part of the corruption. This has a 

negative impact on corporations, particularly those that are trying to improve their ethics and 

compliance framework and to build trust. 

 Question for Ade Onitolo: As rule-makers and enforcers, governments have an equally 

important role in combating corporate misconduct. In December 2014, your Government 

adopted a new whole-of-government UK Anti-Corruption Plan. Can you describe how these 

developments fit into the UK Government’s overall effort to promote business integrity and to 

build trust in business? 

Response by Ade Onitolo:  

The UK Anti-Corruption Action Plan starts from the premise that corruption is bad for business. 

It is costly for the economy, for markets, and for companies. The Action Plan brings together 
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several strands of work – setting up the legal framework, setting up a law enforcement 

framework, and setting up international actions (not acting alone).  

The enactment of the UK Bribery Act sent a clear statement on all sides, criminalizing bribery 

and the failure to prevent bribery. On enforcement, the UK has created a National Crime 

Agency (NCA) to coordinate all law enforcement agencies. We are also conducting a review of 

silos within separate agencies. Toward mid-2015, may set up central anti-bribery unit within 

National Crime Agency, along with the establishment of multi-agency initiatives to work on 

complex bribery cases.  

We also want to level the playing field by working with other countries to ensure that similar 

laws apply in other countries and to provide guidance to business. We are working 

multilaterally on this, for example at the OECD. The international anti-corruption architecture is 

confusing, with multiple conventions with varying levels of effectiveness. The UK is also active in 

the G20 Anti-Corruption Working Group, which has achieved full consensus on exchange of 

information and almost across the board anti-bribery legislation. These countries account for 

80% of the world’s population.  

The UK Action Plan is driven by our Prime Minister, who has appointed a National Anti-

Corruption Champion to direct it. Ministers meet every quarter to discuss progress under the 

Plan. These Ministers will be asked to agree to publish to results of what has been done 

annually. The Plan includes engaging with business, NGOs and others in order to continue to 

find answers to various questions.  

 Question for Peder Michael Pruzan-Jørgensen: There is much for us to learn in terms of the 

complexity and interrelation of challenges companies face in integrating issues of ethics and 

sustainability into their operations and strategy. Can you tell us how BSR works with companies 

to address these challenges, for example how working with the board to develop synergies? 

Response by Peder Michael Pruzan-Jørgensen:  

BSR is a non-profit business network and consultancy with 250 corporate members, many well-

known household names. BSR advises its members on sustainability, business ethics and 

corruption.  

There are many similarities between how a business would integrate social and environmental 

impact considerations and how one would integrate compliance and ethics throughout the 

business. Corruption would be one of the things that they would look at, for example, as it is 

hard to posit that yours is a truly sustainable company without managing corruption risk 

throughout value chain of the business.  

On the question of trust: It is hard for a business to expect stakeholders to trust it, if the only 

thing it has done is to abide by the law but failed to meet the expectations of shareholders, 

consumers and other stakeholders. There is a lot that needs to be done to earn the trust of 

stakeholders.  
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Sustainability looks at the social and environmental impacts throughout a company’s value 

chain—from farm to fork, extraction to supply. Integration means those impacts are considered 

through every step of that supply chain. Businesses that embrace sustainability and try to learn 

more about their social and environmental impact learn much more about their business, for 

example, including a better understanding about the corruption risks they are exposed to in 

their supply chains. The specific issues considered may differ from business to business, and 

board attention to these concerns therefore varies. For example, on-line search firms care a lot 

about freedom of expression, privacy and energy sources used to fuel data centres.  

The inclusion of stakeholders in considering sustainability is vital. Anti-money laundering, anti-

bribery compliance, sanctions, etc.—these are often considered to be the business of business 

itself. These risks are not discussed with suppliers, NGOs, stakeholders etc. But for 

sustainability, companies need to engage with stakeholders throughout the value chain. 

Therefore, when discussing and identifying material issues, companies should closely consult 

stakeholders. How do you know how to gain trust without asking those who are supposed to 

trust you? How do you have a full understanding of your risk exposure? There is a constant 

evolution of issues. Look at tax: At one point, tax was not seen as connected to sustainability, 

and now it’s considered inextricably linked.  

Tone from the top and values of the company are essential. Compliance is empty without 

building corporate values. Thinking in sustainability terms is therefore vital to compliance and 

ethics across the board. One example of this thinking: Fifteen companies in a maritime supply 

chain came together in response to the UK Bribery Act to work together to address corruption 

risk in the industry (predominantly facilitation payments). BSR was hired as the secretariat to 

support the Maritime Anti-Corruption Network (MACN), a collective action initiative that now 

has 50 companies. On the one hand, these companies are committed to sharing tools, practices 

and to applying the same principles. On the other hand, they decided to work with other 

partners to change the external environment: They have drafted standard operating 

procedures, a complaints mechanism, and worked on capacity building among customs officials 

and others. This is a new way of working and it recognises that we can only get so far with 

compliance; we need to work with stakeholders to change environment in which we work, and 

that requires board commitment to engage stakeholders, even at the board level. Many 

companies have set up stakeholder advisory committees to advise on how they should be 

working on sustainability issues. 

3. Question, answer, and comments session with all participants 

 Question from a private sector consultant: On the issue of perception: When there are 

concerns about misalignment of targets with the company’s strategic vision and an internal lack 

of trust, how far can you go with management decisions, when there isn’t a proper culture and 

consistent reinforcement of this culture—from promotion, recruitment, evaluation?  Can ethics 

be part of the corporation’s targets or just an aspiration?  
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Response by Corinne Lagache:  

Safran is involved in many projects, like the TNB Project, and we want to be associated as a 

company as much as possible with these initiatives. Often these initiatives rely in compliance 

advisers, and this is frustrating, as companies have a lot to share. It is important that industry 

representatives will be more involved in the reflection on, and elaboration of the TNB Project. 

These kinds of initiatives often bring good ideas to the table, but there is a lack of awareness of 

the reality of the industry and how business works, internally. Decisions have to be taken at the 

top management level in order to translate the values of the company, accompanied with 

internal sanctions that can be applied in case of violation of this policy. We also need to attract 

the best candidates from the market. If not, this is an unsustainable scheme of development 

and growth, and you won’t attract good people.  

Response by Sagarika Chatterjee:  

We also need to touch on the question of timeframes and targets coming down the investment 

chain. As a pension fund, we are thinking 30 years ahead. But the reporting from investment 

managers is based on performance against a benchmark and short-term goals. We need to 

address longer-term expectations of companies on anti-corruption. There is, for example, a PRI 

project on long-term mandates with pension funds, to put pressure on companies to set long-

term anti-corruption targets. 

Comment from a private sector compliance certification expert: 

My company certified a Russian company in the telecoms sector four years ago, and the 

certification was renews one year ago. The company reports that it communicates on the fact 

that it has been certified and therefore is committed to doing business with integrity. As a 

result, the company reports that sales have increased and the level of solicitation/extortion has 

diminished. If officials know that you cannot ask a company to pay a bribe, they will not ask. 

This is one way to simplify the lives of companies. If companies are courageous enough to 

communicate their commitment to doing business with integrity, then the game will change. 

Comment from the UK Serious Fraud Office: 

The SFO prosecutes the most complex cases that the UK Bribery Act touches, and these cases 

are always multinational. Each company invariably has a compliance programme. So why should 

companies ensure they implement these programmes properly? Because this is what will be 

tested in court.  

Comment from the Trade Union Advisory Committee to the OECD (TUAC): 

Ensuring that business leaders speak the same way when they communicate with shareholders 

and with stakeholders will help create trust. Companies need to ensure there is consistent 

language from business leaders when talking about these issues. It is important that this does 

not look just like green-washing. TUAC’s advice to the OECD—in ensuring the bridging of the 

gap with responsible business conduct, ethics and corporate governance—is to focus 

maintaining the importance of responsible investment. It is great that PRI is in the room. There 

is room for improvement for this concept to be owned by the OECD, as such. 


