
The government has sought to encourage Canadian firms to conduot their commercial
activities ini risky states so as to avoid complicity in three main ways. First, the
government has played a leadership role in setting the tone of public discourse on matters
of corporate social responsibility. A higli point i this process of public exhortation
occurred when 1n1997 the Govemrment endorsed the Code of International Ethics for
Canadian Companies. But as the Talisman Energy case clearly illustrates, moral suasion
bas flot proved adequate in itself to, alter the behaviour of Canadian firms.' 0

The second avenue of influence lies through the Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade (DFAIT), which provides investor briefings to Canadian flrmns on an

ongomng basis. These briefings cover a wide range of information on the climate for

doing business i particular states, and include human rights-related information where it
is deemed relevant. In interviews conducted for this discussion paper, business opinion
appeared mixed on the utility of these information-brokering activities. Some viewed
UFAIT with suspicion, whereas others have found it a valuable source of information.
Oue thing is clear: firms have to be independently motivated to take human rights-related
considerations seriously for this avenue of influence to operate with effect. There is littie
if any formaI linkage between human-rights record of specifie firmns and government-
provided services to companies investing overseas such as export promotion,
participation in Team Canada trade missions, and political risk insurance.

Third, there are a number of Canadian statutes relating to economic sanctions. Sanctions


