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Summary

The influence of corporate activities on violent conflict has received widespread attention,
though almost exclusively because of negative effects, particularly those caused by the
extractive industries. At the same time, politicians and researchers recently raised expec-
tations of corporate actions in a globalized world. Corporations are assumed to function
as partners not only in economic development and poverty alleviation, but also in estab-
lishing peace and security. However, company contributions to conflict prevention, con-
flict resolution, and post-conflict peacebuilding, have hardly been scientifically investi-
gated. Consequently, there is a notable discrepancy between expectations of corporate
contributions to governance in conflict zones, and conceptual and empirical knowledge.

Against this background, this report asks how corporations contribute to peace and
security in zones of violent conflict and proposes an analytical approach to describe the
contributions. The report seeks to draw more general conclusions on the potential of cor-
porate contributions towards peace and security by analyzing four company case studies.
These case studies cover several industry sectors and conflict zones. Company Alpha (a
pseudonym) belongs to the food & beverage industry in Rwanda, Studiosus is a tourist
company operating in Israel and the Palestinian Territories, Kuehne+Nagel is a logistics
company in Northern Ireland, and Shell is the largest oil company operating in Nigeria.

Governance involves sustained corporate policies and activities that work towards the
creation and implementation of collectively binding rules and norms and provision of
collective goods. Codes of conduct, policy documents or sustainability reports usually
include a company’s policies on important governance topics, such as human rights, anti-
corruption, labor rights or environmental protection. A review of a company’s activities
and behavior shows whether the corporation actually does what it declares.

Corporate engagement can have varying relevance to peace and security: actual con-
tributions to security governance; governance contributions to other policy fields related
to establishing peace and security; and governance contributions that are not related to
the provision of peace and security. Security governance directly addresses the level of
violence in conflict zones. In this case, security is defined in a classical and narrow way.
Additionally, the authors draw on literature on conflict prevention and peacebuilding to
identify policy fields that are commonly considered important when addressing the issues
related to violent conflict. Three such dimensions were identified: (a) political order, (b)
socio-economic governance, and (c) the socio-cultural sphere.

This framework was applied to the four company case studies. A comparison of the
cases shows that one of the companies currently has a policy in place directly relating to
security governance. Companies mainly contribute to the other policy fields relevant to
peace and security through their policies and behavior, particularly in the ‘political order’
and ‘socio-economic’ dimensions. Concerning ‘political order’, companies mainly have
policies and activities about (1) human and labor rights, and (2) anti-corruption and
transparency. Companies also contribute to governance in the following socio-economic



policy fields: (1) environmental standards, (2) community development, and (3) equal
distribution of economic goods.

Why do we find such an accumulation of corporate engagement in the socio-
economic and political order dimensions? Research indicates that corporations contribute
most to governance in those areas that relate to their core expertise and resources. This
expertise would also give some legitimacy to their governance contributions as they are
more clearly in a position to contribute to problem solving. This is particularly the case
with ‘socio-economic’ activities, where companies might perceive their expertise to be
strongest, though even political order (e.g. fighting corruption and enhancing transpar-
ency) relates to good corporate governance to some extent. Interestingly, companies
themselves often do not consider their contribution to issues in the socio-economic field,
such as community development or income generation, to be a ‘political’ activity. In con-
trast, contributing to political order seems to be more sensitive (e.g. addressing human
rights issues).

Several reasons might explain why companies are reluctant to engage in security gov-
ernance: Firstly, the provision of security is considered to be at the core of state responsi-
bilities; engaging in security provision would then result in a deep entrapment in pro-
cesses that are regarded as highly political and sensitive governmental responsibilities. All
companies perceive profit making as their priority; through their policies and activities
they seek to support host societies and governments but not to substitute them. Secondly,
companies may lack the expertise and capacity to engage in issues directly linked to secu-
rity governance. A company’s main concern is usually managing the security of their own
operations. Providing more encompassing security for a conflict region would overextend
the capacities and resources that companies have at their disposal. Thirdly, engagement in
security governance might depend on the intensity and proximity of the conflict to a
company’s operation. The higher the level of violence and the more a company is affected
by conflict, the more likely companies will engage if they want to continue their opera-
tions.

In summary, the findings suggest that companies do contribute to peace and security.
However, they are limited in scope and in the issues they address, and yet diverse in ap-
plied standards. Thus, if policy frameworks and strategies continue to assume that the
private sector is a governance partner in conflict zones it may lead to a rude awakening
when the private partner turns out to be incapable or unwilling to fulfill this role. Instead
of merely relying on corporate governance contributions to peace and security, policy
makers are recommended to review where and under which conditions such interven-
tions have successfully taken place. The question of what is keeping corporations from
becoming more involved also needs to be asked, ideally through honest dialogue with
corporations. This will help clarify expectations and assumptions about corporate contri-
butions to peace and security.

II
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1. Introduction'

In 1997, the French oil company Elf Aquitaine was revealed to have supported both sides
of the civil war in the Republic of Congo in order to secure its operations in the country
in case of a change of government: it paid taxes to the government for its oil concessions
while at the same time supporting the private militia of the former president Denis Sassou
Ngessou. Elf Aquitaine additionally faced allegations of directly facilitating arms ship-
ments to the country. The problem of companies’ involvement in violent conflicts was
further emphasized by a United Nations (UN) Panel of Experts in 2001, which was the
first formal UN report to explicitly name companies after stating that “the role of private
companies and individuals has also been vital” for “the continuation of the conflict” (UN
Panel of Experts 2001: para 181). Economies of violence have received a lot of attention,
as has the profit from war that some individuals, organizations and companies make.
Peace researchers, analysts and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have revealed
transnational companies as being part of the problem of civil war. Detailed analyses have
shown how multinational companies contribute to destabilization in zones of violent
conflict, and how they prolong and finance conflict, or even profit from it, essentially by
linking local conflict drivers to global assets (Ganser 2004: 64-69; Berdal/Malone 2000:
11f.; Ballentine/Nitzschke 2004).

At the same time, equitable economic development and private investment are under-
stood to be a necessary, if not sufficient, condition for transforming fragile states into
more stable countries and fostering sustaining peace. Companies provide tax revenues for
governments and income to local populations or marginalized groups. Once companies
are operating in developing countries and zones of violent conflict, many NGOs would
like to see their behavior subject to binding regulation, but they increasingly accept com-
panies’ voluntary engagement as a second best solution. This has led to the development
of different tool kits to raise companies’ awareness about their behavioral options — how
they can operate in a conflict-sensitive manner and ensure benefits for their host societies,
e.g. by preventing corruption or offering fair employment conditions (Banfield et al. 2003;
Nelson 2000; Corporate Engagement Project®). Beyond conflict-sensitive business prac-
tices, companies or their representatives have actively supported peace processes in South
Africa, Guatemala and Sri Lanka, amongst others, by facilitating negotiations between par-
ties to the conflict, actively lobbying for peaceful solutions to conflicts or simply providing
logistics and finances for parties to the conflict to safely meet and talk (Banfield et al. 2006,

1 The project, The Role of Transnational Corporations in Conflict Zones, at the Peace Research Institute
Frankfurt, is supported by the Fritz Thyssen Stiftung and partially by the German Foundation for Peace
Research. We thank Una Becker, Nicole Deitelhoff, Anna Geis, Thorsten Gromes, Peter Kreuzer, Bern-
hard Moltmann, and Klaus Dieter Wolf for their valuable comments on earlier versions of this report. We
thank Jessica Seiler for her research assistance.

2 www.cdainc.com/cep (11.03.2008).
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Joras 2007). Economic integration of ex-combatants is essential for the success of any de-
mobilization, disarmament and reintegration (DDR) program, and in return depends on
job creation and economic development, ideally through the private sector (Gerson 2000).

As these negative and positive examples of corporate activities and roles indicate, cor-
porate operations in zones of violent conflict cannot be judged as contributing solely to
either conflict or peace.

The Global Governance® debate emphasizes positive contributions by companies to
the solutions of societal problems. It is assumed that different actors, such as states and
international organizations, civil society organizations, and business, are involved in
processes of governance. One important discussion is how these different actors contrib-
ute to the provision of collective goods at the global, national and local levels. Having
been the ‘bad guys’ in the past, multinational corporations are now accepted as actors that
have the potential to govern and therefore research should openly investigate their gov-
ernance contributions (Wolf et al. 2007: 295).

Another important driver of the debate on positive corporate contributions to peace
and security is the significant increase in attention given to Corporate Social Responsibil-
ity (CSR). The CSR agenda has become increasingly influential, expanding from envi-
ronmental consequences of corporate operations to include other issues such as the hu-
man rights situations of stakeholders (Ruggie 2007). Corporations are increasingly in-
volved in developing and committing to codes of conduct, joint standards, and guidelines,
as for example in the framework of the Global Reporting Initiative or the Global Com-
pact.* Standard setting and implementation occur in areas such as technical standards,
environmental protection, labor standards, human rights and corruption.

Considering these developments and the private sector’s reputation of being efficient,
powerful and creative in solving problems, increasing expectations have been formulated
by international organizations, governments, and NGOs, as well as companies them-
selves, of a contribution from business in zones of violent conflict. The United Nations
Global Compact established its first policy dialogue “The Role of the Private Sector in
Zones of Conflict” in 2001. The role of corporations was also highlighted in the UN Secre-
tary-General’s report on conflict prevention in 2003, recognizing that companies are
powerful players in situations of conflict (United Nations 2003). In 2004, the role of busi-
ness in conflict prevention, peacekeeping and post-conflict reconstruction was discussed

For an overview on Global Governance research see Dingwerth/Pattberg (2006).

4 The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) develops and disseminates globally applicable sustainability report-
ing guidelines (www.globalreporting.org). The UN Global Compact was initiated in 1990 and is a frame-
work for businesses that are committed to aligning their operations and strategies with ten universally ac-
cepted principles in the areas of human and labor rights, the environment and anti-corruption. It has al-
most 6,000 company participants. (www.unglobalcompact.org)
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during an open debate of the United Nations Security Council.” During the same year the
German Action Plan “Civilian Crisis Prevention, Conflict Resolution and Post-Conflict
Peace-Building” mentioned the growing importance of responsible corporate engagement
for crisis prevention (Die Bundesregierung 2004: 21f.). The OECD (Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development) published a “Risk Awareness Tool for Multi-
national Enterprises in Weak Governance Zones” (OECD 2006) and the Group of 8 (G8)
has taken up the issue of Corporate Social Responsibility in their declaration on “Growth
and Responsibility in the World Economy” during the Heiligendamm Summit in 2007.

Even companies themselves now formulate expectations of their role in public gover-
nance. A recent report of the World Economic Forum highlights that companies have
much to gain from strengthening public governance and that companies should “include
public governance approaches in corporate responsibility and corporate global citizenship
strategies” with the aim to help remedy bad governance, strengthen weak governance and
develop global governance (World Economic Forum 2008: 6-12).

Research on business in zones of violent conflict is lagging behind the political debate,
which expects corporations to play some positive role in zones of violent conflict. Peace
research has remained largely silent on the potentially positive role of companies, though
a skeptical attitude towards companies’ conflict solving capacities and willingness pre-
vails. Currently there is only limited knowledge about how companies behave in zones of
violent conflict and their potentially positive role.® This report seeks to contribute to fill-
ing this existing gap by looking at companies from different industry sectors operating in
areas currently or formerly affected by violent conflict. This will help to assess whether
expectations about the corporate role in governance formulated in the political debate are
justified or not. This paper focuses on companies’ governance contributions to peace and
security in zones of violent conflict. By comparing company case studies the report in-
tends to draw some more general conclusions on the potential of corporate contributions
towards peace and security.

The report is structured as follows: the second chapter discusses how companies can
contribute to governance in zones of violent conflict. They can do so through their poli-
cies and behavior in different policy fields, ranging from security and political order to
socio-economic and socio-cultural issues. In the third chapter, four company case studies
are analyzed. The case study of a transnational corporation (TNC) in Rwanda discusses
the corporation’s sophisticated code of ethics which has been taken up by other private

5 The debate was initiated by the German Presidency of the Council, www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2004/
sc8058.doc.htm (13.05.2008).

6 We acknowledge that there are some notable contributions to the debate about business in zones of vio-
lent conflict from academics as well as from more policy-oriented circles. Academic contributions to the
field include Haufler (2001), Wenger/Mockli (2003), Fort/Schipani (2004) or Ballentine/Nitzschke (2005).
Examples for policy-oriented studies can be found in the work of International Alert (Nelson 2000;
Banfield et al. 2003) and the Corporate Engagement Project (www.cdainc.com/cep, 11.03.2008).
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and public actors, as well as its cooperation with subsistence farmers to secure both its
own supply and the farmers’ livelihoods. A logistics company in Northern Ireland reveals
strong commitments to fair and equal employment. A company from the tourist industry
in the Palestinian Territories and Israel tries to balance benefits between the parties to the
conflict, thus addressing economic inequalities. The fourth case study is of an oil industry
company in Nigeria who also addresses economic inequalities through its community
development programs and additionally commits to the Voluntary Principles on Security
and Human Rights. The comparative analysis of these four case studies shows that com-
panies contribute to peace and security through a variety of policies and activities by ad-
dressing issues related to political order and socio-economic development. One of these
four corporations is currently directly involved in security governance. Some assumptions
about why companies rarely directly engage in security governance will be discussed. As-
sumptions include that companies might perceive their expertise to be strongest in the
socio-economic policy fields and that security is considered to be at the core of govern-
mental responsibilities, where companies either do not want to interfere or do not feel
competent. Collectively, these findings point to the limits and the opportunities of corpo-
rate contributions, which will be discussed in chapter 4. To transform these opportunities
into productive engagement several measures have to be taken. One important step is that
policy makers formulate a clear vision of the role of businesses in zones of violent conflict.

2. Corporate governance contributions to peace and security

Companies might simply do business and stimulate economic growth and development.
However, doing business is not a neutral activity, but an activity that might have negative
and positive consequences for the societal environment. We are therefore interested in
how companies do business, how they engage beyond their intrinsic business interest and
whether they take over governance functions.

Companies usually frame their societal engagement in developing countries and areas
of violent conflict as CSR. CSR can be considered as part of the larger Global Governance
agenda in that it discusses the responsibilities of corporations within and beyond their
core business operations. Compared to corporate business activities and CSR, governance
is marked by a certain political quality. It involves sustained corporate policies and activi-
ties that work towards the creation and implementation of collectively binding rules and
norms and the provision of collective good. This also means that we are not interested in
internal company measures, but rather in policies and activities that reach beyond the
factory gates. Some CSR activities, such as the development of industry-wide environ-
mental standards, may therefore be considered as governance contributions according to
this analytical distinction, while other CSR activities, such as a one-off philanthropic
payment to an environmental fund, are not governance as applied in this sense.

Another important characteristic of governance contributions is intentionality: gov-
ernance is order plus intentionality (Rosenau 1992: 5). Governance contributions are
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defined by their intention to solve or alleviate societal problems. Therefore, we are not
interested in corporate contributions that are merely by-products of companies’ business
operations.” Companies do not make a contribution to governance by ‘just doing busi-
ness’ in a zone of violent conflict. But how can we identify whether the behavior of corpo-
rations is intended or not? We assume that observed contributions are intentional if they
were formerly declared in a statement of intention, for example a corporate code of con-
duct, a speech given by the chief executive officer (CEO), or a project outline. Both for
assessing intentionality and for the aim of this report, the motivation of corporate behav-
ior is not important. For our analysis it does not make any difference whether corporate
contributions are driven by market rationality or an intrinsic ethical motivation, or a mix-
ture of both.

According to our understanding, policies and activities beyond the law in the country
of operation clearly constitute positive governance contributions in a conflict zone. Com-
panies making no commitments and/or showing behavior not in compliance with the law
do not contribute to governance. Commitments and behavior in compliance with the law
are ambiguous. If behavior is mandated by law and these laws are enforced by the gov-
ernment, companies’ policies and activities cannot be considered as governance contribu-
tions. However, in many zones of violent conflict states are not able or willing to imple-
ment the law. Indeed, this failure has led to the call for private actors to become involved
in governance in the first place. Where governments are not able or willing to implement
a legal framework, a company that makes reference to existing laws and shows behavior
in compliance with these laws makes a voluntary and independent contribution to gov-
ernance. With this analytical approach, we can place corporate policies and activities
along a continuum that ranges from no governance contributions to high and positive
governance contributions.®

The focus of this report is companies’ governance contributions that are relevant to
peace and security. Having discussed how we identify governance contributions, we must
therefore also consider how to identify whether they directly or indirectly contribute to
peace and security in a zone of violent conflict. We use the term ‘conflict zone’ to denote
an area affected by violent conflict. The term zone is used because it can refer to an entire
country (e.g. Rwanda), a region within a state (e.g. Northern Ireland or the Niger Delta),
or a transboundary area (e.g. Israel and Palestinian Territories).’

7  For a different point of view see Wenger/Mockli (2003).

8 At this point it is important to remember that companies might equally behave in ways that take advan-
tage of gaps in regulatory frameworks or the turmoil of a conflict context. As stated above, this issue has
already received a lot of attention; the main interest here is instead to fill the empirical gap about the gov-
ernance contributions of companies (see Chapter 1).

9 The conflicts that were of interest to this research are societal rather than criminal and are characterized

by a certain level of physical violence. According to Wallensteen, “conflict consists of three components:
action, incompatibility and actors. Combining them we arrive at a complete definition of a conflict as a
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Numerous factors influence the emergence and the persistence of violent conflicts. In
many cases the state’s existence and monopoly on the use of force is challenged by either
another state or societal groups within the state. Another set of contributing factors is
governmental oppression in order to prohibit secession or regional autonomy. This is
often accompanied by human rights violations, censorship or unfair elections. Economic
discrimination and marginalization on the basis of political and ethnic groupings and
ecological devastation often increase cleavages between groups and contribute to violent
confrontations or the persistence of violence. Governance contributions to peace and
security are of interest as they are often not provided by the state in zones of violent con-
flict. Corporate engagement effects peace and security in many ways, for example,
through (1) direct contributions to security governance; and (2) governance contributions
to other policy fields which address the underlying issues of a given violent conflict. A
third category are governance contributions not related to the provision of peace and
security, which are not further investigated in this report.

(1) Contributions to security governance refer to governance contributions by compa-
nies that directly address the level of violence in zones of violent conflict. In this sense, secu-
rity governance refers to issues such as security sector reform, as well as disarmament, de-
mobilization and reintegration efforts. It might also include corporate involvement in peace
negotiations and the handling of public and private security forces, where this affects a
broader public or communities (Bell/Watson 2006; Brzoska 2003; Wulf 2004).

(2) Governance contributions to other policy fields: The literature on conflict prevention
and peacebuilding can be used to identify policy fields and issues that are commonly con-
sidered to address the factors that are intertwined with the persistence of violent conflict.
Three of these dimensions that are relevant for peace and security in a broader sense were
identified: (a) political order, (b) socio-economic governance, and (c) socio-cultural sphere
(Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict 1997; Lund 2002; Schneckener
2005).

a) The dimension of political order broadly refers to establishing a system of institutions
and rules. It provides basic freedoms for citizens, participation in political processes, and
establishes limits to the exercise of power (cf. Rittberger/Zangl 2006: 121). In this dimen-
sion, governance contributions might aim at promoting the rule of law or the protection
and promotion of human rights. Moreover, it includes the participation in political
processes (e.g. through elections), the promotion of civil society', the issues of anti-

social situation in which a minimum of two actors (parties) strive to acquire at the same moment in time
an available set of scarce resources” (2002: 16). And: “What counts is the use of violence. [...] It covers
conflicts from a threshold level of 25 battle-related deaths in a year” (2002:. 24).” (Wallensteen 2002: 16-
24). Conflict zone, in our definition, encompasses the situation during and after violent escalations.

10 We use the term civil society to denote “the arena of uncoerced collective action around shared interests,
purposes and values”, distinct from the state, family, and market. Examples include development non-
governmental organizations, advocacy groups, community groups, women’s organizations, and social
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b)

corruption and transparency as well as free and independent media (Schneckener 2005:
21; Champain 2002: 150; Howard 2005). All these factors can be regarded as conditions
for parties to the conflict not to resort to violence because they have opportunities to
control the government’s exercise of its power and different channels to voice their con-
cerns.

The socio-economic dimension covers “the generation and distribution of material
wealth” (Rittberger/Zangl 2006: 121; Schneckener 2005: 21). This includes measures to
transform war economies by generating economic prospects with means other than the
use of violence. It also includes activities to combat poverty and social inequalities, as
well as promote economic development and generate income, especially in marginalized
groups and where they can bridge social divides. In terms of this, access to health and
education are further factors facilitating economic opportunities (Verstegen 2001). Ad-
ditionally, the management of the environment and natural resources is an issue of this
dimension through its connection to livelihoods and state income (Collier et al. 2003).
This dimension therefore encompasses economic grievances and the unequal distribu-
tion of economic goods, which can be an important source of conflict.

The socio-cultural dimension includes all those activities that address the legacies of
violent conflict and aim to establish a culture of peace. This includes reconciliation ini-
tiatives and peace education (Assefa 2001; Vienings 2001). These activities might help
reduce prejudices resulting from the violent conflict and allow members of the former
parties to the violent conflict to solve conflicts with words instead of weapons.

This very broad understanding of governance contributions related to peace and security
risks the creation of an all inclusive concept that considers everything as being related to
violent conflict. Therefore, these policy fields are reviewed for each specific conflict to
assess which ones are of relevance to address the specific underlying issues of a given vio-
lent conflict. For example, a sophisticated environmental policy involving water provision
to a broader community is only considered a governance contribution relevant to peace

and security if access to and distribution of water are linked to the emergence or persis-
tence of the specific conflict under review.

movements. (London School of Economics Centre for Civil Society, www.Ise.ac.uk/collections/CCS/what
_is_civil_society.htm, 10.07.2008). Civil society is closely linked to an active citizenry and has a vital func-
tion in establishing a political order and democracy as it helps to hold governments accountable. In using
the term civil society, we are not referring to “bad” or “uncivil” civil society, such as illicit, terrorist, or
criminal organizations.
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Table 1: Corporate Governance Contributions

Corporate Governance Contributions in Zones of Violent Conflict

Security Governance | Other Fields of Governance relevant to Peace and Security

Security Political order Socio-economic dimension Socio-cultural dimension

1) (©) (€) (4)

According to the condition of intentionality mentioned above, corporate governance
contributions do not have to aim directly at providing security. However, the intention of
the corporate behavior must be to address the fields of political order, socio-economic
and socio-cultural issues, which can then plausibly be linked to peace and security on the
basis of existing research.

3. Evidence from company case studies

In the following chapter we present case studies on four companies operating in zones of
violent conflict. Company Alpha (a pseudonym) belongs to the food & beverage industry
in Rwanda. Kuehne+Nagel is a logistics company in Northern Ireland. Studiosus is a
tourism company that operates in Israel and the Palestinian Territories. Shell is the largest
oil company operating in Nigeria.

The companies were selected to cover a wide variety of industry sectors and zones of
violent conflict. More general conclusions will be generated by analyzing two companies
from the service sector (logistics and tourism) and two from production industries (food
& beverages and oil). All four companies operate in regions that have suffered or are suf-
fering from violent conflicts. Two conflicts with different levels of violence and causes of
conflict were chosen from Sub-Saharan Africa. To avoid drawing biased conclusions from
a single world region, two other conflict regions have been selected: Israel/Palestinian
Territories and Northern Ireland. Compared to the African cases, companies operating in
these two zones of violent conflict are confronted with very different political and societal
environments: Northern Ireland represents a highly regulated setting within the Euro-
pean Union. Israel and the Palestinian Territories is a conflict zone where companies are
confronted with contrasting regulatory settings. The criteria for selecting the different
companies are introduced in the following sections. The focus in the following short case
studies is on describing and analyzing companies’ governance contributions. Due to the
limited space available, the conflict context will be introduced rather cursorily.

There is some positive bias in the case selection; companies that provide information
about their operations and engagement in zones of violent conflict are mostly those who
show some kind of positive engagement.
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The information in each case study is based on several sources, including companies’
own reporting (sustainability reports, annual reports and gray literature), interviews with
company representatives at headquarters and local operations in conflict zones, interviews
with stakeholders, and other sources, such as media articles and civil society reports.

3.1 The food and beverage industry in Rwanda

The conflict zone: Rwanda'!

Towards the end of Belgian colonial rule, the systematic deprivation of economical, social
and political power suffered by the Hutu majority in Rwanda led to a civil war against the
ruling Tutsi elite. The division between the two groups was strongly antagonized during
German and then Belgian colonial rule."”” Ethnic tensions marked by repeated violence,
especially during independence in the 1960s and 1990s", led to a civil war which began in
1990 and culminated in genocide during 1994. An estimated 800,000 Tutsi, moderate
Hutu and indigenous Twa were massacred in only a few weeks (Debiel 2002)."* The Tutsi-
led Front Patriotique Rwandais (FPR) from Uganda, based in Northern Rwanda since the
civil war, invaded the rest of the country and ended the genocide. Expecting revenge, both
génocidaires and innocent Hutu crossed the border into the former Zaire (now the De-
mocratic Republic of Congo, DRC) and other countries in a mass exodus. From Zaire, the
Rwandan Liberation Democratic Forces (FDLR) led incursions into Rwanda that contin-
ued to cause casualties and insecurity in the western province of Rwanda. In the second
half of the 1990s, the conflict relocated to the eastern DRC (International Panel of Emi-
nent Persons 2000). Rwanda now enjoys a high degree of security, which is considered a
beneficial investment factor. For the purpose of this case study, the phase of the build-up
to the genocide and the post-war development until 2007 is considered.

In the run-up to the genocide, radical branches of the Rwandan government system-
atically exploited the socio-economic divide between the Hutu and Tutsi for political agi-
tation. The government was further marked by a high level of corruption. The Freedom

11 For a comprehensive account of the background and events regarding violent conflict in Rwanda, see the
International Panel of Eminent Persons report “The Preventable Genocide” endorsed by the 36th Ordi-
nary Session of the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of the African Un-
ion, held in Lomé, Togo, in July 2000 (International Panel of Eminent Persons 2000).

12 In the pre-colonial feudal system, the Tutsi represented the ruling elite and royal family, sharing the same
language and culture with the Hutu. The German colonial power associated each group with superior and
inferior ethnic and ‘racial’ characteristics, which was further enforced by the Belgian authorities by intro-
ducing ethnicity-based identity cards, enforcing racial quota that disadvantaged the Hutu and Twa.

13 www.sozialwiss.uni-hamburg.de/publish/Ipw/Akuf/kriege_archiv.htm (12.12.2007).

14 The international community failed to make the appropriate decisions and take steps to end the violence
of 1994.
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House Index considers Rwanda ‘not f