
QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
PLEASE NOTE: There are two variants of the questionnaire. Those whose experiences are 
selected for detailed presentation are asked to reply to each question and sub-question. 
Others are asked to provide a response under each main heading, but to take the subsidiary 
questions as no more than examples of areas of special interest.  

 
1. Name or title of the experience (reflecting the issue and some relevant factor of the 

experience) 

 

Jesuit Shareholder Advocacy – commonly called Socially Responsible Investing (SRI)  

 

 

2. Summary/Abstract (one or two paragraphs giving a brief overview) 

Jesuits in the USA and English speaking Canada work collectively as the National Jesuit 
Committee on Investment Responsibility (NJCIR) www.njcir.org. The primary purpose of 
of NJCIR is to advocate for and effect change in corporate behavior by coordinating 
shareholder advocacy initiatives. NJCIR province representatives collaborate to identify 
economic priorities and promote corporate social responsibility consistent with CST and 
Jesuit apostolic preferences and concerns.  

NJCIR also works to expand awareness and participation of socially responsible investment 
in Jesuit institutions; to organize and incorporate the resources of as many provinces as 
possible and to involve Jesuits in broad collaborative efforts with other members of the faith 
community committed to socially responsible investment. Socially responsible investment 
(SRI) is,for Jesuits, the work of structural justice. The companies we engañe are often 
transnationals with global operations. NJCIR operates as an institional member of the 
Interfaith Center for Corporate Responsbilitiy (ICCR) www.iccr.org. 

 

3. Overall objectivesOur work is most effective when we focus our advocacy efforts on two 
specific themes. For the past six years we have worked on Human Rights (Objective: to 
encourage the development and deployment of transparent, verifiable and comprehensive 
HR policies. We have also worked on Global Health (Objective: to increase affordability 
and accessibility of HIV/AIDS, TB and malaria medicines).  

 

Currently, Jesuit provinces are leading the following dialogues: 

Wisconsin: Chevron (Human Rights) 

Detroit: O.M. Group (Human Rights) 

http://www.iccr.org/


Missouri: Monsanto (Human Rights) 

California: Occidental Petroleum (Human Rights) 

New York: Bristol Myers Squibb (Global Health) 

 

 Which specific problem was to be tackled? 

 Which social / policy changes were sought? 

 Which were the just conditions promoted?  

 What was your message? 

 

Elements of the context 

 
NJCIR approaches SRI with a faith-justice motivation, but we must always make the 
fiduciary case with the companies we engage. We need to persuade them that policies and 
practices which promote Human Rights and Global Health is in their own long-term 
business interest. Englightened companies and occasionally entire business sectors are 
beginning to realize this concept. The social impact of such companies is huge. For instance, 
Chevron operates in 180 countries and employs 54,000. The communities impacted by their 
operations (for better or worse) is considerably larger. 

 
 How did we undertake our analysis of the situation? Which elements of the local, 

national and international context most significantly influenced the situation? 

 How did we take into account the historical roots of the oppression or injustice we 
addressed?  

 What were the main political, economic and cultural structures involved?  

 At the point we began working, what was the most noteworthy aspect of the 
situation?  

 What risks were involved in the advocacy work? How did you take these risks into 
account when planning your advocacy strategy? 

 What was the situation of the poor, excluded, oppressed? 

 

 

1. People involved and affected, our accompaniment 
 

Host communities living near oil operations are most affected by oil operations. We 
maintain that oil explorations should include explicit provisions for: 

 

5. 1. “free prior and informed consent” of host communities even during explorative stages – 
this is particularly relative to indigenous groups which are often distant and marginalized 



from national governments. 
http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unpfii/documents/workshop_FPIC_IFAD.doc 

5. 2. Adherence to recognized norms for revenue transparancy. http://eitransparency.org/ 

5. 3. Strengthening human rights awareness, training, oversight for security providers 
(private and public) – particularly in high conflict zones.  
http://www.voluntaryprinciples.org/ 

5. 4. Social and environmental impact assessments (flaring, spills) 

5. 5. Sustainable development efforts with local input. What provisions are put in place so 
that local communities are not vying for corporate philanthropy which can heighten violence 
and instability. 

5. 6. Condemnation of HR abuses  

5. 7. Assent to rights of worker in accord with UN International Labor Organization 
standards. www.ilo.org. 

5. 8 The full text of our most recent shareholder resolution with press release of the annual 
meeting can be found at www.njcir.org 

 

Jesuits in Nigeria, Chad, DRC and Colombia are aware and supportive of our work – but it 
is rare that they are located near oil/mineral activities. In addition to ICCR members and 
staff, our closest allies have been other religious orders and congregations active in SRI.  

 
NJCIR sponsored an “Africa: Oil and Poverty” speaking tour in Fall 2005 with Fr. Antoine 
Berilengar, SJ (Chad) and Austin Onouha (Center for Social and Corporate Responsibility in 
Nigeria). Goal: Heighten awareness of HR / extractives among Jesuit higher education 

 

Among our advocates in North America, when a Jesuit province leads a corporate 
resolution, every Jesuit province will co-file. In addition, we have growing support from 
other Jesuit institutions (3 universities and 1 parish currently but this is growing). We also 
have other religious orders, Protestant pension funds, Catholic healthcare networks, a few 
Catholic oriented pension funds. The Chevron Human Rights resolution currently has 30 co-
filers (one of the largest ICCR actions) and we have won total share votes of 24-27% over 
the past three years at the annual meeting. This means that many other investors (religious 
and secular) understand and approve the business case for our resolution.  

 

 Which groups were involved in this experience? (beneficiaries, allies, target groups 
and opponents) 

 Which centres of power did we try to address? How did we engage with them 
(collaboration, confrontation, ignoring them…)? What kind of influence could we 
bring to bear? 

 What coalitions / networks did we build up? How was our relationship with our main 
partners?  

 Was the development of our advocacy plan participatory to involve other 
stakeholders (such as the beneficiaries themselves, the community and/or your 
allies)? 

http://www.ilo.org/
http://www.njcir.org/


 Did the beneficiaries have an autonomous organisation? How did we engage with 
them? Was it in an empowering manner i.e. did we enable them to advocate for 
themselves? 

 How and to what extent did we facilitate the participation of the community, and 
those most affected? Did they have some genuine leadership of the action? 

 How was our leadership? Did it enhance the capacities of the participants? 

 

2. Our organisation 
Currently we are addressing Human Rights and Global Health. We may be letting go of 
global health after 6 years and moving into a new area (privatization of water). Our strategy 
is corporate dialogue, shareholder resolution, voting proxies, and building our base of 
awareness/support among the Jesuit/Ignatian family. Research Centres (particularly those 
that are monitoring the conduct of transnational companies) have been very helpful, but we 
would benefit from more on-the-ground independent witness, particularly from Jesuit 
and/or other religious NGOs or centers. 

 
 Which are the main issues which your organisation does advocacy on in general? (a 

brief explanation would be enough). 

 Do we have a common understanding of “advocacy” in our organisation? What are 
its main elements? 

 How do we perceive advocacy within our own organisation? How to we select 
issues, plan, evaluate? Do we incorporate other elements of the ‘Ignatian model’ 
currently under discussion - contemplation, self-awareness, study, discernment? 

 Is it our advocacy more research-based or more value-based,? Do we relate in any 
way to research centres as partners?  

 Are there specific staff who do advocacy work or do all staff have an advocacy role?  

 Does your organisation plan for human, material and financial resources in order to 
do advocacy? Is advocacy planning done in line with the project planning cycle? 

 

3. Impacts / Outcomes 
We have had some successes. Occidental Petroleum adopted an excellent HR policy (now 
we are in the monitoring stage). Monsanto (from the agricultural sector rather than the 
extractives) also adopted a shorter and less detailed HR policy. Short of a HR policy, we 
have seen some small movements with the massive Chevron company. In the course of our 
dialogue they have adopted 1 page HR ‘statement’ which is now included in the Business 
code of conduct – the problem is that it is too vague). Over the past four years, Chevron has 
also developed an employee computer training on HR and they have initiated some regional 
development councils in the Niger Delta which are attempting sustainable development. 
Those results seem mixed at present. 

 

 Did we achieve our objective? Was it realistic/unrealistic? 



 What indicators did you use to measure your progress and the achievement of your 
objectives? 

 Did the process empower both ourselves and the beneficiaries? 

 After the process, are there more open spaces for participation, negotiation, 
influencing the policies of the State or organisation we were aiming to deal with.? 

 What unintended/unforeseen impacts did our process generate? 

 

4. Reflecting on lessons learned & Project evaluation 
8.1 Since this is research intensive, we are most effective with concentrated efforts. 

8.2 This is a different form of advocacy. Chronologically, it follows a regular cycle. It can 
be slow work. There is learning on the part of our provinces, institutions and publics. We 
must network with others. We must make the business case. We must usually assume a 
stance closer to mediation, rather than confrontation. 

8.3 We are not as adversarial as some shareholder advocates who often take the “high 
ground” and in so doing – alienate the company they are trying to engage. 

8.4 Our focus as the NJCIR working group has tightened over the past 6 years. We have 
clarified our strategies and our strengths. Provinces have been a resource to Jesuit 
institutions and our institutions have often been peripheral to this form of advocacy. The 
public has also grown in their appreciation and support of SRI – it is no longer a fringe 
activity, it is mainstream and sometimes demanded by our publics (students, benefactors). 
Our base of support has grown and we have demonstrated the worthiness of our resolution.  
These have been joys. The desolation can be the slow progress. It can also be a challenge to 
define and measure abstract concepts such as human rights. A company might provide  
some philanthropy funding to a host community and then highlight their “corporate 
citizenship” yet this does not equate with human rights and may actually set communities 
against one another. The Nigerian Bishops have written a pastoral letter which says it all: 

“The Curse of Oil and Gas Wealth.” We are awakening and strengthening the bonds with 
potential institutional investors. We could always benefit from closer bonds and 
relationships form affected communities who live near the activity of MNCs (their 
observations, their research, their experiences). This could be enormously helpful for our 
current dialogues and our choice of future advocacy initiatives. I am hopeful that this might 
be an outcome of our November conference.  

 

 What did we learn in the process? 

 What were the obstacles faced? And how did we overcome those obstacles? 

 Do you feel that you had enough resources to fulfil your objective? Was there 
anything lacking which you feel would have helped you achieve your objective more 
easily? 

 What generated doubts, fear, desolations? What generated freedom, joy, 
consolation? 

 Did we grow as individuals and organisations? Was our commitment to justice 
enhanced or weakened by the experience? Was our faith explicitly invoked in the 
process? Has any ‘spiritual’ lesson been learned? 



 Were our bonds with the local community and our beneficiaries strengthened? 

 How could we transfer what we learned to future advocacy actions? 

 


