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The vastness, complexity and contradictions of India require some minimum

historical background if one isto have any hope of clarity regarding this subject.

In India, responsibility was traditiondly limited to “insders’ — you looked after
members of your own immediate and perhaps your extended family, you might
even extend some minimum care to members of your clan, or at most to
members of your caste. Other “outsiders’ had no relationship to you, so their
welfare was not your respongbility. If the system failed some people, that was
simply amatter of fate and you certainly did not interferein that*. Of course, our
mythology has saintly or noble figures who cared for “complete outsiders’, but

their behaviour remained aremote ided rather than everyday redlity.

In a society bound by notions of caste and fate, the idea of responsibility for the
whole of society congtituted a cultural revolution caused by foreign influences.
This started in the first century AD with St. Thomas” (the disciple of the Lord
Jesus who came three separate times to India and was eventudly killed in what is
now Chennai), through the impact of 1slam from the seventh century onwards, as

well a5 of outstanding later missionaries such as William Carey® in the eighteenth



century, James Long" in the nineteenth century, and C F Andrews’ in the

twentieth century..

Influenced by such foreign ideas, Indian reformers, such as Guru Nanak®,
Swaminarayana’, Rammohan Roy, and Mahatma Gandhi® in turn then launched
reform movements which owly began to change our values. We began to
accept strange ideas such as the equality of al humans, the value of work, the
imperative to read and to think for oneself and stand up for what one concludes
Isright, yet in amanner that respects the right of othersto reach different and

even opposing conclusions, while reserving the right to debate and persuade’.

The work of reformers, whether Indian or foreign, was enormoudly facilitated by
British rule which, though initialy little more than organised robbery, changed
under the influence of the British Evangelicals. From at least the early nineteenth
century™ , legal changes were introduced, though these would never have taken
root without clever orchestration of peer pressure and the example of real service

by government servants and especially their womenfolk™.

During the Independence struggle, Indian companies, which began to proliferate
and prosper from the mid-nineteenth century, threw in their lot with Mahatma
Gandhi, and the resulting concern for the nation caused many of them to be

involved in providing education, hedth services, and even clean water. Naturally,



the patchwork efforts of individual companies, however intensive, can never
match what governments can and should do. Ultimately, the question is. does
CSR blaze atrail, or isit an dibi for a government's declining to do what it

ought?

After Independence, though civil and political service began swiftly to be
replaced by corruption', Fabian-inspired socia engineering created the system
of reserved seats for the lower “castes’ enabling them to move up the financial
and socia hierarchy in some steady fashion. However, the socid capital that
enabled this particular form of reverse discrimination to be tolerated now appears
to be dissipating™®. On the other hand, overall economic growth has aso created

socia space for the lower castes.

These tensions and contradictory pulls are paraleled in the rest of the world.
Continental Europe sees declining pensions, health care, and investment in public
sarvice infrastructure, while OECD countries have an increasingly lively debate
and progressively more telling action in the area of socia responsibility (for
example, in requiring ethica, environmenta and socid trangparency from Pension

Funds™).

Whether the shareholder-activists win or the stakeholder-activists, it is clear to

everyone that SR means higher wages and higher taxes — better qudity of life but



a ahigher cost. That does not mean that al differential advantage will disappear,
since countries have different natural endowments as well as different cultures
and values. Denmark may be as “developed”’ and socidly responsible as
Sweden, and the East Coast of the US may be as devel oped and socially
responsible as the West Coast, but that does not make them the same.

Harmonisation does not equal sameness.

Nor will increasing worldwide social responsibility necessarily dampen trade and
investment flows — most trade and investment even today is within the developed
world, not from the devel oped to the “developing” world. Moreover, the key
determinant of trade and investment isrisk. It is easy to forget nowadays that
India and China were, through history, some of the richest countries in the world.
Even as late as the elghteenth century, each of these countries commanded nearly
one-third of global GDP. Since then development accelerated in the West while
Indiaand China actualy regressed. In the case of India, at least part of the
decline was due to British imperialism, but at least a part of the progress that
India made was aso due to the same imperialism. And India has declined in the
world league much more in the 50 years or so of Independence than it did in
three hundred years of British rule. | would be very interested to see some
estimates of the amount of wealth consumed and withdrawn from the country by
the British in the three centuries of their rule compared to the amount of wedth

consumed and withdrawn by the Indian ruling classin the last 50 years.



Today, Presdent Bush likes neither the Kyoto Agreement nor the International
Criminal Court. The governments of most devel oping countries would rather
base their comparative advantage on simple things such as cheap labour. Most
companies (whether Indian or foreign) would find it easier to live in the smpler
world of shareholder value than in the more complicated world of corporate
socia responsbility. Most individuals too would find it easier to care only for
themselves and let the world go hang. Nevertheless, it is clear that there is and
has been an increasing trend through the last century and indeed the last
millennium towards globa standards and global socia responsibility. The
communications revolution and global markets make increasingly clear to
everyone that we are al together on thislittle planet for good aswel asforill. A
single incident at Bhopal makes everyone sit up and take notice. The collapse of
an insignificant currency such as the Baht has consequences around the globe.
The collapse of an Enron or an Anderson changes rules and attitudes not just in
the USA but right round the world. So while late capitalism presses us dl to take
less and less time even for ourselves, it aso forces us to ensure that each country
makes minimum investments in infrastructure, education and health. September
11, 2001 has made it clear to everyone that the global community has a vested
interested in good governance. While a certain degree of poor governance on the

part of certain countries can be tolerated, there comes a point where the



consequences of poor governance make it impossible for us not to intervene,

whether in Afghanistan, the Balkans or the Middle East.

Companies, ingtitutions and countries all become socially responsible when that
coincidences with self-interest. There is much of Africaand the rest of the world
that is still outside the ambit of CSR, but the AIDS crisis and other health-related
matters will gradually ensure that the move towards global good governance does
not halt with afew countries. This has aready threatened patent law and the
consequences have not yet been digested. Nor isit clear what the result will be
of the current tension between the drive toward socia responsibility on the one
hand and on the other hand the biases entrenched in company law. That iswhy a
re-examination of company law, internationa trade laws and the globd financid

system seems to me not far off.

The new global culture promotes common definitions, rules, structures and
standards but often to the detriment of those who are marginadised. Indiaas a
country of over one billion people faces an enormous challenge to ensure its
economic liberalisation goes hand in hand with the creation of a more equitable
society. CSR can act as avehicle for ddivering value to al, by mitigating some
of the harmful effects of the kind of globalisation we have at present. Thisistrue

not just



for Indiabut al countries trading in the global market. In an increasingly
interdependent world, CSR will not begin or end in Europe or the U.S,, it is

emerging as atruly globa movement transcending regiona and nationa limits.
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