While the role of multinationals in human rights situations have not always achieved
important considerations, the changing nature of the international system and the growth of a
global society, renders international business enterprises important actors in conflict and
humanitarian efforts. There are two basic components of humanitarian action in conflict
situations: the first is emergency and rehabilitation assistance to affected populations, and the
other is protection measures to prevent abuses of human rights. Human rights protection can
include monitoring and publicizing of violations, lobbying governments, and nurturing broad
support in efforts to prevent human rights abuses before, during and after conflict situations.'® In
recent years it has become increasingly acknowledged that MNCs have an ethical responsibility
with respect to the second component of humanitarian action. Human rights laws may be
applicable and binding upon states, however, multinationals have moral responsibilities with
regard to the promotion and protection of human rights, as well as the obligation not to be
complicitous in states’ violations of human rights. While multinationals have taken the stance of
non-intervention in current situations that are political and absolute neutrality in matters of
internal politics of host countries, the overwhelming role of corporations in these states, their
significant power, and the intertwining of political and economic issues does not always enable
MNCs to remain apolitical. This cosmopolitanist claim that our identity as citizens does not
exhaust our obligations as collective subjects of humanity is a departure from the legitimacy of
humanitarian efforts deriving from traditional political theory that assumes the state as the
provider for security and welfare of its citizens.'” The operations of business enterprises may in
the long-run enhance respect for rights, however, in the short-term, due to the nature of conflicts
corporations need to take substantive measures and implement proactive steps to achieve the
ends of respect for human rights.

The formal international regime of human rights is predominantly limited to state parties,
the basis of which rests in two international covenants, s1 bsequent specific conventions, and
various bilateral and multilateral agreements. Traditional realist conceptions of international
relations conceived of a system structured around states with exclusive jurisdiction over their
territory, occupants, and resources. The basic norms, rules and practices of international
relations were predicated (and arguable to some extent are still based) on the principles of state
sovereignty and non-intervention, the duty correlative to the right of sovereignty.”® The choice of
sovereignty as the ordering principle is based on the anarchic nature of the international system,
the absence of a hierarchical rule that would regulate relations amongst states. The nation-state
is conceptualized as a central and unitary actor in international relations, pursuing goals
associated with power and the general interest of society.?’ While international human rights law
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