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give people jobs. You can study with me, but you can’t sell your
factory.”

So the creation of wealth in the world through justice and through a
fair means is something that we can share across faith traditions and
realize that there are principles that we can bring into the world of
business.

The people at ICCR think of ourselves more as owners rather than
as investors. When we own stocks in a corporation, the reality of the
modern American stock market is that our money is not going to Ford
Motor Company to expand its factories when we buy shares in Ford.
Our buying a share in Ford Motor Company has the same relation to
Ford as our buying a used Ford from a car dealer down the street. It has
no relationship whatsoever to capitalizing Ford Motor Company. So we
are not investing in a company in that sense.

But we are owners of that company, and in Jewish law, at least, we
have the responsibility as owners of any enterprise to make sure that
something we own does no harm.'> We always have the responsibility
that our assets can never harm anybody else. So if we are owners of
large corporations, we have a responsibility to do whatever is in our
power to make sure that those assets don’t hurt anybody else.

Now, I will not go through the details of Jewish law, but clearly
when many observant Jews own shares in companies that are open on
Saturday — that would be against Jewish law and making money — the
Rabbinic ruling at that point was: because you own such an
infinitesimally small part of the company and you cannot affect
company policy, it was fine to do that. That is the essence of it, without
going into the details.

But the difference today around issues that we are talking about
now is, as Pat showed you, institutional investors own a huge amount of
the capital of the United States. Ten percent of the capital that is
institutionally invested is already invested with socially responsible
criteria. Over 50 percent of all the equities in the United States are
institutionally owned. That is a huge amount. So institutional owners,
in fact, do have power to change corporate policy.

The major change in the world of sharcholder activism in the last

12.  Leviticus 25:15 (prohibiting any wrong in buying or selling).
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two or three years has been the entrance of pension funds, particularly
union funds, but also the biggest player is California State Pension
Funds. The State of Connecticut now has a very progressive policy on
pension funds. So pension funds, along with the funds of religious
institutions, can now in fact affect corporate policy in a very serious
way. The landscape in the last several years has dramatically changed in
terms of the ability of share owners to affect corporate policy.

That has been additionally bolstered by the SEC’s ruling six months
ago that mutual funds and money managers are now going to have to
disclose how they vote their proxies.”> So automatically voting with
management might not happen as much as before.

Religious institutions have the ability and responsibility to bring
moral desiderata into the world. Of all the issues that Pat put out before
us, we will take the idea of justice and say, “What is justice?” We will
take the idea of stewardship, which is the basic principle governing
having a healthy environment and say, ““What is this going to contribute
to a healthy environment?”’

In the Book of Deuteronomy, it says, “You shall love God with all
your heart, with all your soul, and with all your might.”'* 1t is part of the
central Jewish prayer of the day, and I know that that line from
Deuteronomy also appears in many Christian prayers as well.

If you look at the Hebrew word for “love God with all your might,”
that word actually means strength. In fact, the way the rabbis used it, it
means economic strength. So a careful analysis of m’odekha (your
strength) actually means with all of your wealth, you should love God
with all of your wealth."’

A part of that is, of course, giving money for justice. But a part of
loving God with all of your wealth is the wealth that we keep, our assets,
in this case shares in our corporations. How do we love God with our
assets? We love God with our assets by trying to do justice with them,
by taking responsibility for the assets that we have, and saying: “Okay,
what is the most responsible thing for me to do as an owner in this

13. Disclosure Regarding Nominating Committee Functions and Communications
Between Security Holders and Boards of Directors, Exchange Act Release No. 34-
48301, 17 C.F.R. 240 (Aug. 8, 2003).

14.  Deuteronomy 6:5.

15. Parashat Va’ethanan Part II on the Shem’a Yisrael Passage,
http://www judaic.org/bible/vaethanan2.pdf (last visited Jan. 24, 2006).
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corporation, and how can I get this corporation to change its policies to
be more responsible? And, given the fact that institutional investors do
have some clout, then I really do have the moral responsibility to go
ahead and do that, because it is a doable task, in fact I have the ability to
change policy.”

In conclusion, [ think that the various faith groups of ICCR take the
belief and commandment to “love your neighbor as you love yourself”
to say that we have to exercise our responsibility as owners of assets, as
owners of capital in this society, to make sure that justice is done with
all of the assets that we have.

Pat, do you want to say something more?

MS. DALY: Over the years, I know I have been doing this work
long enough to tell you stories of being booed by 3,000 people and
people screaming at me, “I do not care about those people in South
Africa” — actually not as nicely as I just said that — again, pretty awful
times where people did not have the skills or the ability to be able to put
these concerns together with the idea of profitability.

Over the years, 1 believe — we are certainly not the ones
responsible for this — over the years the business community has
realized that attention to workers, attention to the environment, attention
to the communities within which we work, attention to product safety —
we can go on down the line — is actually quite key to profitability.
Obviously, if you ignore all of those things, you are going to be in
trouble at one point.

So over the years our support has increased. Initially, we were
thrilled to get 3 percent of the vote because that meant that we were able
to go back the next year. According to the Securities and Exchange
Commission’s Guidelines, shareholders need 3 percent of the vote for
the first year that you file a shareholder resolution, you need 6 percent
the second year, and 10 percent the third year.

Now, while some of our concerns still are in the 3-to-6 percent area,
we are also getting 40-some-odd percent of the vote, even for
environmental concerns. That is pretty significant. I think we have been
able to prove that some of these issues are clearly financial issues.

The other piece that I would just like to reflect on here is the
number of teams of people within corporations that I have been really
honored to work with, people who are working in the trenches and really
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bringing about some very, very serious change that I know not only is it
evident today but will be in the future. The goal here is to eventually
run this company on principles of sustainability. There are certain steps
we need to take in the next couple of years in order to see the changes
that will need to be in place ten and fifteen years from now. It is really
an honor to work with many of those people who are out there today.

I cannot say that exists in all the companies right now, but it is
certainly the model that I think is getting out there, whether they are
working with ICCR members or other partners who are concerned about
these issues.

RABBI LIEBLING: I want to add one thing to Pat before we throw
it open to questions.

I think that, as Pat said earlier, corporate dialogue is probably the
way we are most effective in bringing about change. Face-to-face
meetings with other human beings change things, and I think that many
times the people on the corporate side are very appreciative that ICCR
has brought these concerns up because it allows them many times to
make the changes that they do really want to make.

We have to remember that there are human beings who populate the
corporate world making these decisions, and many of them make
decisions because of what they perceive as the bottom line, and they are
frequently open and grateful if somebody can show them that acting in
an ethical way will improve the bottom line. And it gives them the
arguments to bring further up the chain of how to change company
policy for reasons that are both financial and ethical.

MS. DALY: I have even had a CEO say to me, “I really welcome
this shareholder resolution because this is going to give me support
within the company for doing the things that we need to do here.”

Should we have some conversation around this?

QUESTION: Rabbi Liebling, you mentioned microcredit. Are you
also interested in microfinance? As far as microcredit is concerned,
which type of model? Are you affiliated with [inaudible] bank type?

Second, are you also — not imposing, but suggesting — to your
companies standards, such as SA-80007?

And, Rabbi Liebling, you mentioned that justice is the basic value
which guides your decision. But the question, which is a bit subtle, I
realize, could be the following. As we know, the concept of justice is
clear to everybody. But as you know, there are many different theories
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of justice. For instance, one could be utilitarian and could interpret
justice along utilitarian lines.  Another one could follow neo-
contractualism by John Rawls, and then you would interpret justice in
practice in a particular way, according to the leximen criterion, etc. Or
you can have the other theory of justice according to the so-called
theories of rights, such as Ronald Dworkin, a famous philosopher,
lawyer, etc.

Now, in these cases, when you come to practical actual decisions,
when you have to choose between different alternatives, and these
alternatives have different meanings in terms of different theories of
justice, how do you solve this problem among yourselves? That would
be very interesting to me.

RABBI LIEBLING: It sure would be.

MS. DALY: Back in the 1970s, as we reflected on our work
together, we realized that we were in primarily an adversarial role and
we were critiques of corporations. We wanted to also put our money
where our mouths were and also invest in some of the other models.

So over the years, our institutions have put aside money and have
tried to look at our whole portfolio and identify the percentages that
would go into whether it would be alternative investing, community-
developing investing, and so there are a variety of models.

Our Tri-State Coalition for Responsible Investment founded the
Leviticus Fund, which is based here in New York, and finances small
projects, businesses, with the theme in the last ten years of day care and
housing here in the northeast. Obviously, there are other models
internationally.

For the most part, unless you are working with a huge pension fund
— my Sisters, we have a few million dollars, the Dominican Sisters of
Caldwell. The United Methodists are probably working — what did
they have, $12 billion?

RABBI LIEBLING: Yes.

MS. DALY: We come with really different portfolios. They would
have the ability to vet a number of projects that our own Sisters would
not, so we would typically use an intermediary.

Your second question, when we are working on some standards, we
do have these global principles. There is also the GRI model that is out
there and others that you had mentioned, some environmental standards.
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It just means like a 100-page survey sometimes.

The key for us would be third-party verification. We can come to
an agreement on what is the appropriate model or the appropriate
vehicle to really evaluate the behavior and the standards within the
company.

RABBI LIEBLING: All I can say is thank God we do not have to
have academic debates about justice in our work. The truth is we have
not had discussions like that. For the most part, ICCR works as a
federation rather than a univocal organization.

Any member institution is free to put forth a resolution and then
invite other institutions to be co-filers with them on their resolution. If
the resolution falls within the general framework of ICCR, then ICCR
will devote staff time to it to help support the resolution.

But sometimes a member will propose a resolution that nobody else
particularly agrees with. They have the right to propose that resolution.
ICCR as an entity will not devote staff time to it, but they are free to
propose that.

So our federated system gives us the luxury of not having to work
out the fine details of what theory of justice we are operating under.

MS. DALY: We work on the issues we can work on in communion.
That is what we do.

QUESTION: Pat, I am familiar with most of the issues that you are
involved in, but I am not familiar with the HIV/AIDS advocacy. Would
you elaborate a little bit on that and what you are asking the companies
to do and what position you are taking?

RABBI LIEBLING: I will start and then Pat can go.

The majority of the HIV shareholder resolutions that are being
proposed this year are being proposed to companies like Coke, Pepsi,
Caterpillar, that have large work forces in southern Africa.

One of the difficulties of the HIV/AIDS pandemic is that culturally
people do not want to get tested, testing is considered a taboo. If the
employer would institute testing, that would remove the cultural taboo in
many cases and would go a long way towards beginning preventive
strategies. If the employers would begin to take measures educating
their work forces about HIV/AIDS, it would also go a long way towards
changing things.

So these shareholder resolutions are all transparency resolutions,
meaning they are asking the company, “What are you doing with your
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work force relative to the HIV/AIDS issue? Please prepare a report in
six months or a year to let us know what steps you are taking to ensure
that our company will have a healthy and available work force in the
future.” That is the bulk of the HIV/AIDS resolutions this year.

MS. DALY: We started a couple of years ago primarily working
with the pharmaceutical companies on getting access, availability of
drugs into Africa. Obviously, these are serious cultural issues. The
issue of confidentiality is critical in these programs. The dependents —
you know, “family” is a relative term in many cases. The question
would be in some communities you would need to make sure that a
number of wives are covered by insurance and have availability. There
are all kinds of intricacies in our dialogue.

I would say that in every company that has received a resolution,
there is an active dialogue going on regarding this right now. Some
problems in terms of really having companies get their heads around
this. Others have taken this on and really want to be in the forefront of
how U.S. corporations are responding to this pandemic.

QUESTIONER: I ask it really too because our company had at one
point huge operations in southern Africa with, if memory serves me,
about 40 percent HIV-positive and 20 percent full-blown AIDS. It was
a terrible, terrible problem to deal with.

MS. DALY: The understanding is that this will have long-term
effects on the business of the company, in terms of whether it is a
product availability — I mean, this is really shifting the whole economic
arena throughout the continent.

QUESTION: I think we would all like to believe that, as you say,
ethical business practices enhance the bottom line. In business ethics,
people use the phrase “doing well by doing good.” 1 suspect, in the
majority of cases, it is in fact true that ethical practices enhance the
bottom line. But I was wondering if you have encountered situations in
which the right thing to do would actually be something that is
counterproductive to the bottom line of the corporation, and what
happens if you encounter that situation?

I suppose as investors that is something you never deal with
because you would not be investing in a company for which that is true.
But I was wondering if you ever faced a situation in which it is actually
not in someone’s self-interest to do the right thing, which is really when
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ethics has some bite, right? If it is in your interest to do good, then that
is easy, you should do good because it will benefit you. But ethics
becomes really hard when it is not in your self-interest to do the right
thing.

MS. DALY: Do you know a situation?

QUESTIONER: No. You are much more involved in this on the
ground level than I am. I am curious if you see this.

MS. DALY: The comment I made before about the long-term
health of economic viability, not only for the company but for economic
systems, obviously needs to bring us beyond hitting the numbers for this
quarter.

I will give you an example. I have been working for many years
with the issue of cleaning up the Hudson River and General Electric’s
responsibility there. One might offer that certainly this company would
have to continue to fight this because it is going to cost them a good
chunk of money. We are asking right now as shareholders to tell us how
much it has already cost in trying to delay the cleanup. When you have
spent thirty years trying to get out of a liability, obviously that is an
issue.

I know at one meeting around the design of the cleanup there were
twenty-seven employees, mostly attorneys, at that meeting just a few
weeks ago. I mean, this is a serious economic hit. One would say in the
long-term interest of the company, “You know, this is what you have
been asked to do. Do it, even if it is going to be a hit in this quarter or in
this year.” And certainly when you are talking about one of the largest
capitalized companies in the world, you are talking about profits for
about a week and a half.

RABBI LIEBLING: I was not part of these negotiations, but an
example that comes to mind is a year or two ago, Citibank bought a sub-
prime lender. A sub-prime lender is somebody who lends money to
people at outrageous rates. Shareholders of Citibank met with Citibank.
And clearly it would affect Citibank’s bottom line; they would make less
money if they were not involved in sub-prime lending.

And, after a series of dialogues, Citibank agreed to a set of
guidelines that would seriously reduce the amount of sub-prime lending
that this company did. They did it for reputational reasons and for
ethical reasons, but it was a hit to the bottom line.

MS. DALY: While you are moving the microphone around the
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room, I will just give you this other resource too. This is our new proxy
resolutions book. It is the publication. We have 199 shareholder
resolutions before seventy-six companies this year. Again, it is available
at iccr.org.

QUESTION: How do you work with companies from the point of
view of investing? Let’s say you have a biotech company, it is public,
but it is rather young, let’s say it is a few years old, and they are doing
work in gene therapy, gene splicing, that sort of thing. The bulk of their
laboratories are involved in various areas, but they have one small
laboratory that is looking at genetically modified foods. Would you fail
to recommend that company to be invested in?

MS. DALY: I would say our members have social screens, so each
of our members — at this point, I do not know of any of our members
with a screen that would set aside biotech, although that is a discussion
right now.

RABBI LIEBLING: Let me clarify something. ICCR does not
make investment recommendations to its members. Every institution
develops its own screens. There is no common screen. There are 275
institutions. There are probably 275 different screens. Every institution,
as I said, is autonomous, develops its own screens, will decide what to
invest in and what not.

Some institutions are very careful about where they put their
money. Some institutions say, “I do not believe in socially responsible
investing screens. Shareholder activism is what is important. That is
what really makes changes and screened investment does not make
changes.”

ICCR as an institution takes no position on that. All we do is work
with institutions that want to be involved in shareholder activism.

MS. DALY: Thank you, Rabbi Liebling. I was going down a very
complicated road. You simplified it.

QUESTIONER: Can I ask another question? What about the
transparency of the institutions? In other words, are you making
pressure for reducing the isometric information between citizen
institutions? I think transparency is a big issue in your field of activity.

RABBI LIEBLING: Absolutely, that is right.

MS. DALY: Certainly since Enron had such an effect on the
climate of investments in the United States and internationally, I believe
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that more and more shareholders, institutional and personal
shareholders, see the very critical need for disclosure and transparency
from companies, as well as the fact that the accountability of boards of
directors is not a token accountability, that they clearly need to be
representing shareholders and not be the buddies of executives.

RABBI LIEBLING: Let me give you a brief history, if I may. Up
until really the last couple of years, there were two fairly separate
strands of the shareholder activist movement in the United States. There
was ICCR, which really represented the social justice wing of the
shareholder activist movement, and then a much larger movement was
focused on corporate governance. So let’s say in a typical year ICCR
members would put forth 150 or 200 resolutions; the corporate
governance world might be putting forth 400 or 500 resolutions.

Since Enron, etc., those two movements are now working in much
more cooperation and coalition with each other. It is the corporate
governance wing of shareholder activism that has been much more
focused on transparency, election of boards of directors, CEO pay, all of
those very important governance issues.

ICCR is now doing more of that and there is a lot more cross-
fertilization between those two branches of shareholder activism to
focus more on transparency issues, because 1 would say that we have
learned how important transparency issues are and issues of CEO pay
and boards of directors are to impact the justice issues.

MS. UELMEN: Thank you so much for this wonderful discussion.

We will move immediately — we thought to spend just the last
half-hour with a little bit of time for a kind of more thematic discussion
of the overarching themes and to continue the back-and-forth and
putting forward ideas which have emerged throughout the day.

To facilitate that discussion we have Professor Bob Hurley, who is
from Fordham’s Graduate School of Business Administration. [ will
turn it over to Bob.



FINAL DISCUSSION

MODERATOR:

Robert Hurley
Professor, Fordham University

PROF. HURLEY:' A very stimulating day, wouldn’t you say?

I was taking notes. One of the most exciting things about being in
the academy is the stimulation of ideas, and we certainly heard a lot of
that today. I am going to just go through a few highlights and then
throw it out to the group for discussion.

We learned from Dean Sargent that individual moral priorities are
disappearing, leading to moral indifference. We learned about the
power of bureaucracy, and the compelling need to conform and be
accepted can be a danger. We also learned about pressure, ambition,
and unguided pragmatism.”

We learned from Brad Wendel that Christianity is a radical and
subversive enterprise — and [ would add, only if practiced well. We
also learned that perhaps the question is that we need to learn how to
craft non-religious, widely shared reasons for coercive control of
behavior.?

We learned from Steve Resnicoff that there is really only one
conscience, not two; not the individual and the corporate — but that
there is only one — which requires courage.’

We learned from Professor Zamagni that there is a micro view of
this whole thing and that companies appear to want to be more socially

1. Robert Hurley is a Professor of Management Systems at the Fordham
University Graduate School of Business Management. Additionally, Professor Hurley
is a widely published authority in the business and marketing fields.

2. Sargent, supra Panel One: Does Corporate Decision Making Allow Room for
Religious Values?

3.  Wendel, id

4, Resnicoff, id.
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responsible about the demise of Taylorism, about the rise of the
knowledge worker, and the need to use human reciprocity to motivate
and to lead to cooperative ventures. We have also learned in that session
that religious values can actually be compatible with corporate success,
and about the importance of fraternity.’

We learned from Joe Geoghan, Michael Naughton, Talat Ansari
and Charles Clark that corporations do have integrity.® We learned that
happiness requires participation and we need to move from division to
integration.”

We learned from Amy Uelmen and Professor Bruni that there is an
Economy of Communion and that public happiness requires fraternity,
again compatibility between religious values and economic success.®
We also learned that entrepreneurship, which is central to wealth and
enterprise, is a person on a mission, a person with passion, which goes
again back to the individual, and what probably Keynes would describe
as the animal instincts of creation.’

We learned from Pat Daly and Rabbi Liebling the incredible power
of like-minded individuals and that we are owners, not investors. '

In summarizing those interesting and compelling ideas, let me
throw out to the audience the following question: What were the most
compelling insights for you from the day?

PARTICIPANT: I think that whenever I want to really understand
modern society, I try to find someone from the third or fourth century.
One of the greatest critics of wealth, the creation and accumulation and
all that goes with it, was St. John of Antioch’s Christendom. He was not
in favor of massive or forced redistribution. He said it was important to
change the minds and the hearts of those who had accumulated wealth,

S. Zamagni, supra Keynote Address: Religious Values and Corporate Decision
Making: An Economist’s Perspective.

6. Ansari, Clarke, Geoghan, Naughton, supra Panel Two: Managing As If Faith
Matters.

7. Id

8. Amy Uelmen and Luigino Bruni, infra Religious Values and Corporate
Decision Making: The Economy of Communion Project.

9. John Maynard Keynes (1883-1946) was a prolific writer and key figure in the
field of economics. Keynes viewed the economy as a contest between the “hoarding”
instinct (instinct to save and look for conservative investments) and the entrepreneurial
instinct or “animal spirits.”

10. Daly, Rabbi Liebling, supra Panel Three: Viable Models: Shareholder
Resolutions.
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which he argued either was through fraud on their part or their parents’
or grandparents’. Somewhere along the line he always thought that it
was based on an injustice — and in his society it was probably more true
than not true that that would be the case — but that it is important to
change the minds and the hearts of those who have this power.

I think one of the themes of this whole discussion, especially the
last panel and what they do, is trying to change the minds and the hearts
and to treat the people who work in the corporations as much as persons
as the poor people that we frequently advocate for.

When John Paul talks about the preferential options for the poor
and others, a lot of rich people said, “This is great.”"' But what he really
meant is that we are all equally persons and we all have to have the same
dignity, and we do not want to exclude anyone.

I think that this approach is very much in tune with what the
tradition for 2,000 years has been saying, and I was very encouraged.

PROF. HURLEY: Other insights, comments, from the themes?

Let me ask a slightly different question. What are the implications
for action or where we go forward in terms of religion and corporate
decision-making, corporate life and religious life? Any thoughts about
where we ought to go in the future of where this is headed?

PARTICIPANT: I think the implications for looking at what the
ethical language is for Muslims, Christians, Jews, Buddhists, Hindus are
profound. This is especially true given the globalization realities that we
are dealing with, and the fact that money is something that passes
through everybody’s hands.

PROF. HURLEY: A common currency.

PARTICIPANT: So it does come down to the common language of
economics. Economics does not articulate ethical principles as clearly as
religious language, and so ecumenical dialogue becomes a very
important commodity. It is important in order to start to realize the
importance of defining justice, of defining right relationship among
peoples and right relationship among a creator, whatever that might
mean in particular. And so it really does have global implications,
financial implications, and I think human implications.

PROF. HURLEY:: Interesting.

11. PopE JOHN PAUL 1II, GENERAL AUDIENCE (Oct. 27, 1999),
http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/audiences/1999/documents/hf jp-
ii_aud_27101999_en.html.
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As you were saying that, I was thinking of a religious economist
and where he or she might publish. There probably are not too many
disciplines where we combine the two, and perhaps that is part of our
problem in developing the lexicon.

PARTICIPANT: When I first took a business ethics course, about
twenty five years ago at Teachers College, T was the only person who
could talk to the professors in any language outside of utilitarianism.'
When I was bringing up questions to the business people outside of
utilitarianism, they thought I was crazy and radical.

PROF. HURLEY: Which was true, right?

PARTICIPANT: I do not think that has changed. I think it has
grown even more critical, and that is truly unfortunate. Ethics is no
longer ethics, it is now PR. When ethics becomes public relations and
marketing tools, then everybody is diminished tremendously in terms of
the quality of life.

PROF. HURLEY: Interesting. Yes?

PARTICIPANT: In terms of the issue of religious values in the
corporation, my sense is that there is a consensus at the end of the day
that there is a role for religious values in decision-making in a
corporation, but there is not a consensus on where those values should
be placed and how they should be employed.

I think there are two distinct avenues: one being the inculcation into
the corporate entity itself of some kind of religious orientation or value
system or faith tradition; the second is further strengthening the ability
of the people who run the corporation and the people in the mid-
management of the corporation to use their own faith value systems to
accomplish potentially the same goal, but not be the corporate entity
itself. The distinction is an important one, because I think basically the
corporation is a civil body, it is like a state in a sense. It is secular in
nature.

I think that by way of further action there needs to be continued
dialogue within the academic community as to how to bridge that
apparent difference between trying to further inculcate religious values
into the corporate entity, as opposed to strengthening the ability of the
managers to bring their own religious value system to decision-making.

12.  Utilitarianism holds that actions are good in proportion to the amount of
happiness produced and number of people happiness is produced in. See JOHN
STEWART MILL, UTILITARIANISM (1861).
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PROF. HURLEY: Interesting. That requires leaders shaping
cultures to allow those kinds of conversations to happen, and that is a
difficult process.

PARTICIPANT: I would just like to say that as someone who has
neither studied economics nor law, something that Professor Bruni said I
think holds true for the whole event today, that it comes from life."

There are a lot of things we talked about today. We find trouble
with the language of trying to transpose ideas from religion to
economics, or back and forth, or just getting ideas even between
different religions or between different people. The strongest tool we
have is the life, and that is similar to words like fraternity and
reciprocity, even though we may have different ideas of what they are, if
we live them together, then we will get to those answers. That is why
dialogue is such an important thing.

It does not mean that we need to know the answers right now. The
theory and the talking about it can help. If we go back to our
corporations, go back to our academic institutions, and we try to live
with the values and try to experiment with the values and try to treat
people properly, then I think little changes happen. I think individuals do
make ripples, and this can be an example of it.

PROF. HURLEY: That is a great example.

If you look at the literature on organizational learning and
organizational change, what essentially happens is individuals have
dialogue with other individuals, which come to groups and groups have
dialogues, and then it sort of bubbles up, and it can affect institutional
change. So I think dialogue is absolutely right.

Pat?

MS. DALY: To your point of what is next, later this year there will
be an initiative that will be announced, kind of a pilot program, which
initially came from ARC, the Alliance of Religions and Conservation. It
is a group that has its headquarters in Manchester, England.'* In the past
— I guess it was sometime in October — the World Bank actually
published their book on “Faith and Conservation.”

Now, the people who have been involved in ARC are launching
what is referred to as the IIIG, the International Interfaith Investment

13.  Uelmen & Bruni, supra note 8.
14.  For more information on the Alliance of Religions and Conservation, visit ARC
http://www.arcworld.org (last visited Mar. 1, 2006).
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Group, gathering the ten major faiths of the planet.'> Part of it will be
picked up using ICCR as a bit of the model, but it will be not just a
resource but also it will be an investment arm. This resource will
hopefully, over the years, impact on a local level as well as an
international level when one has major money invested and pooled from
all of the faith traditions. So watch for that.

PROF. HURLEY: You heard it here - breaking news.

Other thoughts, comments?

PROF. ZAMAGNI: Thank you. Two remarks.

The first one — and perhaps that was the answer to your first
question — what I most liked today in this laboratory experiment is the
trans-disciplinary approach. That is something that we academics are
missing particularly in this time. Usually we talk only among our, let’s
say, clones. Our seminars are made of people not only economists,
because economics is too late, and discuss micro or macro economics
for international trade, but within that we discuss only with those
colleagues who are working exactly on the same thing.

That is a major problem, because universities were not created right
from the beginning for that purpose. The word itself, university, means
convergence towards the unity of knowledge. To converge towards the
unity of knowledge we need to be trans-disciplinary.

So the idea of putting together a professor of law, a professor of
economics, non-professors but people who can teach and can explain
part of their experience, I found it very important, very interesting. So I
hope that Fordham University might continue this.

On the other hand, to answer your second question about action,
now there is a risk these days as I perceive it, in this time, as far as the
corporate social responsibility discourse is going on. The risk is the
following.

As perhaps some of you know, we belong to the old continent. The
European Union has started two years ago publishing the Green Book on
Corporate Social Responsibility.'® We know that it is going to take
some measures at the level of the European Union, which includes
twenty-five countries.” In a couple of months, as we know, the

15.  For more information on the International Interfaith Investment Group, visit
3iG, http://www.3ignet.org/ (last visited Mar. 1, 2006).

16.  For more information on the European Union’s green papers, visit EUROPA,
http://www .europa.eu.int (last visited Mar. 1, 2006).

17.  For more information on the member and candidate states of the European
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European Union will give guidelines to the various corporations
working within the European Union.'®

So what is the risk? The risk is that corporate social responsibility
might become a new terrain, a new field, a new battle. In the past, the
battle was on commodities. Commercial trade meant that the country or
those countries who were better equipped and were more efficient, could
gain ground.

Now the risk is that this type of battle is transferred from the
commodity or service field into corporate social responsibility, which
means ethics. So perhaps something should be done coming from
experiences of this type, etc., because that would be in my opinion a
disaster, namely because that would mean that ethics would be
transformed into a new type of implicit competition.

As far as I know, in this part of the world, North America, the
United States and Canada, they are not following the same track as the
European Union as far as that goes. So suppose that next year the
European Union fixes the guidelines of corporate social responsibility,
and here in this part of the world, or in China and Japan, nothing. What
is going to happen to international trade? I mean, these are really very
serious problems.

Perhaps — who knows? Fordham University might propose
something. Amy could.

PROF. HURLEY: Amy will solve that.

PROF. BRUNI: Thank you. I would just add something to what
Professor Zamagni said.

My first impression of this day was we are coming from a country
where now the picture that comes of the USA is not the picture that we
discovered today here. The idea of corporate responsibility, that for me
was a very, very big discovery, to know that there are people looking for
something new, even in Manhattan, in New York, in Fordham.

At this particular moment of time, in Europe the picture that we
have is very different. That for me was personal — I knew, but it
touched directly.

Secondly, as a proposal, I think as people interested in keeping

Union, visit EUROPA, http://europa.eu.int/abc/governments/index_en.htm (last visited
Mar. 1, 2006).

18. For more information on the area of Corporate Social Responsibility in the
European Union, visit CSR, http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/soc-
dial/csr/index.htm (last visited Mar. 1, 2006).
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religious values within economics, economic life, I think in my opinion
one peculiar characteristic of people who have the gift of faith is the
value of intrinsic motivational action. Today the great debate is: how is
it possible to have non-instrumental motivation, because everything can
be represented as a sort of need for an individual?

I think religious people are people who can create and can be a sort
of spring of intrinsic motivation even in business, in market interaction.
I think this is a great service to humankind because everybody needs
intrinsic motivation, and also because it is very difficult to create
exogenously in market interaction. I think this is an important role of
the religious values.

PROF. HURLEY: It is interesting. My area of research is in
leadership, and in leadership a hot topic these days is emotional
intelligence in leadership. Emotional intelligence really gets at the
question of how do you inspire people, and empathy, and how do you
get below the surface, which is also connected to this idea of humanity
and community. And so it can be tied together in terms of leadership.

That gets right at the heart of intrinsic motivation. How do you
connect people’s interests? One of the best definitions of leadership I
have come across was by Robert Hogan, who is a psychologist. He said
that what good leaders really do is they get people to temporarily
suspend their individual interests for the common good, which is
someone giving something up for some reason, such as fraternity,
community, or something larger than oneself.' This is inspiring.

So perhaps a way out of this problem is leadership, and more of it,
and maybe perhaps different kinds of leadership.

MS. UELMEN: And perhaps they might ultimately discover that it
is in their individual interest to then enter into that dimension.

I would just like to add if you have any looming questions or a
sense of what are the open areas to explore, I personally am all ears,
because this is a conversation that we would like to continue, perhaps in
a workshop forum. We are open to ideas or suggestions for the format
as well.

For those who have CLE, there was an evaluation sheet. But even
if you did not get Continuing Legal Education, if you would like, you
may jot down a few notes on the evaluation and your ideas and thoughts

19.  See generally Robert Hogan, Gordon Curphy & Joyce Hogan, What We Know
About Leadership, AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGIST, June 1994.
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for how to continue this conversation.

Again, thank you so much to all of you who have helped to make
this day a success. We will end with a very simple reception out in the
Atrium, cheese and crackers, basically as a way to continue the
conversation. Thank you again to all of you for coming and all who
have contributed today.

[Adjournment: 4:00 p.m.]
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