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Executive Summary

This report examines the potential of the incorporation of the UNGP and Human Rights Due Diligence (HRDD) mechanism in the Corporate Social Accountability reporting framework to prevent business human rights abuses by the UK TNCs. Although the corporations have begun to realise the benefits of due diligence in corporate accountability, there is a significant research gap in understanding the effectiveness of HRDD and its legislative intent to prevent adverse human rights impact resulting from operations of global supply chains.

To address this gap in state and business practice, firstly, the researcher critically analyses the UNGP`s framework and its role in enhancing corporate accountability, secondly, the researcher develops an understanding of meaning and effectiveness of HRDD from a business and human rights perspective. The researcher tries to identify and explain the key HRDD terminology and its application by state and non-state actors.

Finally, the purpose of the report is to recommend a policy framework that disallows the corporations from following a selective criteria on promoting human rights in context of their corporate legitimacy and market competitiveness. The intended outcome of the report is to develop a plan where TNCs are able to use their resources and agency to promote substantive human rights through concrete practices to strengthen Corporate Social Accountability in the United Kingdom (UK).  

List of abbreviations
1. UNGP  -  United Nations Guiding Principles
2. HRDD  -  Human Rights Due Diligence Mechanism
3. TNC     -  Transnational Corporation
4. MNC    -  MultiNational Corporation
5. GDPR  -  General Data Protection Regulation
6. UDHR  -  Universal Declaration of Human Rights

1. Introduction

The United Nations Guiding Principles (UNGPs), since its adoption in the year 2011, has led to the emergence of a transnational regime for regulation of business and human rights by multinational/transnational corporations (MNCs/TNCs). Since then there has been a thriving debate on business responsibilities of the TNCs in reference to protecting and upholding of human rights and how these corporations translate human rights in their corporate practices to be held accountable for any violations (Bilchitz 2016; De Schutter 2016; Mc Connell 2017). These large MNCs/TNCs hold considerable political and economic powers within themselves to contribute positively to address human rights challenges (Hart & Zingales, 2017).The UNGPs incorporates the concept of Human Rights Due Diligence Mechanism (HRDD) in its framework, however, these provisions are not legally binding, but it is still considered as a global authority on business and human rights conduct by the corporations (International Bar Association, 2016). As Ruggie (2014) & Leader (2017) points it out that the debate continues about UNGPs even after half a decade raising questions if they are timely or  if they contribute to victim justice mechanisms positively to help the victims who have suffered corporate human rights abuse (Ruggie 2014; Simon 2017).

To this end, the report aims to critically analyse the fundamental theoretical ideas using the subjective interpretivist paradigm to explore the HRDD in practice by the corporations. The researcher shall discuss briefly the research paradigms and qualitative methodologies before choosing the one most suited to the instant research question.

Significance of the Research Philosophy

As Kuhn (1962), noted that the world moves from ‘normal sciences’,due to ever increasing occurrence of anomalies, which makes the researcher question existing paradigms or assumptions, which gives rise to a new paradigm bringing about a scientific revolution.

Generally speaking, the term research philosophy refers to a set of beliefs, assumptions and values that a researcher holds to lead himself in conducting a research. It not only shapes the researcher`s views on the nature of knowledge, reality and the process of research but also enables understanding of how knowledge is acquired, what constitutes valid knowledge and how a research should be conducted to acquire that valid knowledge. The research philosophy  is an essential part of the research process as it influences research design, methods and data interpretation. It helps the researchers to choose appropriate methodologies and theoretical frameworks in a research. The research philosophies represent various ontological (nature of reality), epistemological (nature of knowledge) and methodological (how we gather the knowledge) perspectives. The researcher has chosen an interpretivist paradigm to explore corporate accountability in the business and human rights field using qualitative methodology following a case study research design.

It is important to note that research philosophy is not fixed or universal in nature but is influenced by many factors such as researcher background, disciplinary traditions,personal beliefs and specific research context. Many students at dooctoral level fail to ascribe any meaning or importance to the research philosophy and principles. In this report, the researcher tries to understand the meaning of ontology, epistemology, axiology and methodology by applying it to her chosen research question. The application of research philosophy underpinning is of utmost importance to ensure methodological consistency, rigour and ethical conduct throughout the study.

2. Background to the issue

The relationship between business and human rights is not new (Bernaz 2016). In order to strengthen the human rights law in the corporate sector, the UNGPs, a soft law initiative, was introduced in 2011 and since then it has broadened the scope of legal and corporate foundations of human rights accountability (Ruggie 2011).The UNGPS came into existence as a  response to the growing recognition of impact of corporate operations on human rights.This framework addresses the gaps in international legal framework regarding the responsibilities of business with respect to human rights. The factors like increasing instances of environmental degradation, child labour, lower wages, victim justice claims in domestic jurisdictions not being fulfilled, (see for ex. Vedanta Resources PLC and another v.Lungowe and others [2019] UKSC[footnoteRef:0] ), leading to corporate human rights abuses, the expansion of multinational companies to poorer economies for their profits leading to exploitation and violation of human rights of local communities, the pressure from advocacy and civil society groups and inadequate legal framework lead to the creation of the UNGP (ibid.) In response to above-mentioned challenges, the United Nations Human Rights Council appointed John Ruggie, a Harvard Professor, an expert in international law and development to draft a framework that clarifies roles and responsibilities states and businesses have towards protecting and promoting human rights. Along with remedying the wrongs caused by the state and nonstate actors. [0:  https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/docs/uksc-2017-0185-judgment.pdf] 


The UNGPs provide guidance to governments , TNCs/MNCs and other non governmental stakeholders to protect, promote and respect human rights in all circumstances. They have played a significant role in shaping discourse on business and human rights across the globe in national laws, corporate policies and sensitisation of the international community in aiming at promoting responsible business conduct.

This framework consists of interrelated three pillars directed at states and corporations. The first pillar places a legal duty on the state to protect, while the third pillar compels the state and firms to redress/remedy the wrongs committed by the firm's operations against the victims. It aims at offering remedy to the victims of human rights injustice (Ruggie 2011). It is the second pillar, respect, which is the central theme of this paper that is unique and is under constant evolution as it places a responsibility on the corporations to respect human rights by following the HRDD practice consisting of robust disclosure tools and efficient management system. These mechanisms in place ensure the fulfilment of corporate accountability through the application of HRDD (ibid.).

It is argued that as the field of business and human rights evolve, the notion of prevention takes a centrestage as it focuses on prevention of such activities that contribute towards or are linked to human rights violations. This concept of prevention is laid out at the core of HRDD,  an assessment tool through which the business assesses the actual, as well as, potential human rights impact of their activities by effectively integrating and acting on the findings, evaluating responses to remedy/redress the violations. Human Rights came on to the corporate social responsibility radar with the publication of the UNGP (Wettestein 2012). Most CSR codes like UN Global Compact and UNGPs emphasise that firms continuously improve upon their human rights records by target setting, dialogues with stakeholders and transparent reporting (Loconto and Fouilleux 2014; Mueckenberger and Jastram 2010) . Traditionally, it is the state's duty to protect and promote human rights, but with the promotion of these norms by state and non-state actors, corporations have started to adopt ‘know and show’ practices to foster accountability in firm practices (Kinderman 2018; Ruggie 2013). As Perez et al. (2019) argues that the companies adopt a selective approach in protecting and promoting human rights by choosing what areas of HDDR they want to engage and pledge their commitment, thus determining the shape and structure of the CSA field. This raises questions how corporate accountability with respect to human rights is effected into practice by the UK based TNCs/MNCs as per the UNGP framework. (latest reference of 2022/2023 could be added)

In this context and background it becomes highly relevant to understand how the UK MNCs/TNCs are articulating human rights through UNGP Pillar II by using a case study method. The main focus shall remain on interviewing the insiders of the corporations like CSA managers, business associations and non government players in the field to know how the firm's practices have changed since UNGP 2011 and what could be done to make CSA more beneficial to the society.


3. Problem statement 

The UNGP pillar II is underpinned with classic meaning of respect in the human rights field which propagates the idea of doing no harm (Ruggie 2013).The writers of UNGPs brought about a successful normative change as could be observed through Pop and Lim`s (2019) opinion that in the last two decades the number of CSA codes of conduct and corporate adherence to such frameworks has increased exponentially. The term due diligence has been familiar to government, businesses, legal field/human rights arena and common man, notwithstanding different interpretations by each field,there was not any specialised understanding of the term in theory or practice (Bonnitcha and McCorquodale 2017). However, it was only after the launch of UNGPS, where the HRDD is clearly used in relation to human rights impacts resulting from business operations, bringing a remarkable shift from previous usage of due diligence/ duty of care  in the context of civil and tort law.

HRDD is explained as a continuous management process that a reasonable enterprise needs to undertake considering all its size, sector and operational circumstances to meet its responsibility to respect human rights, as under the UNGP Pillar II (The Corporate Responsibility to Respect Human Rights: An Interpretative Guide, OCHR 2012).This definition leads us to conclude that HRDD is a mere management risk mitigation tool, while some argue that a  problem based approach could provide a better understanding of how HRDD is used by the global supply chains (Faterling 2017). Therefore, it  becomes pertinent to investigate as to why a business and its subsidiaries must respect human rights at all times across all its operations and within the relationships with all the stakeholders, thus extending the corporate accountability of the business to respect the human rights across the supply chains, people,communities, workers etc.

4. Key Aim 

To critically analyse the incorporation of the United Nations Guiding Principles (UNGP) and Human Rights Due Diligence (HRDD) mechanisms in the CSA  framework 

5. Objectives

(i) to evaluate from a business and human rights perspective the effectiveness of HRDD mechanism in global supply chain operations  

(ii) to critically investigate how the meaning of human rights is developed and understood in corporate settings 

(iii) to evaluate  the challenges in implementation of the UNGP regulatory framework by global supply chains in the UK

(iv) to recommend a comprehensive policy framework central to the rights holders to diffuse the widely accepted human rights standards in corporate reporting leading to a firm basis for corporate accountability by the TNC


6. Research Questions 

 (i) What is the overarching importance/relevance of UNGP Pillar I to global supply chains in promoting human rights?

(ii) What are the preventive responsibilities of the businesses as promoted by within the UNGP framework Pillar II? 

(iii) How could the HRDD be made mandatory to satisfy the UNGP Pillar III requirements to remedy and redress through consultation and participation in the gaps in reporting the human rights violations by the TNcs in the UK?

(iv) How internal and external participants develop the meaning of human rights within the business corporations  and how they can devise strategies within the UNGP to protect the affected stakeholders?

7. Purpose Statement
Hussey and Hussey (1997) categorises research purpose into four parts, viz, exploratory, descriptive, analytical or predictive. Notwithstanding the purpose of the research, empirical evidence is a primary requirement for research which could be understood as data based on observation or experience. The instant report uses exploratory purpose as this is the initial stage of the project and the main focus is on understanding the research principles and philosophy through the lens of my research questions.
Human rights are defined as inalienable fundamental rights to which a person is inherently entitled simply because she or he is a human being; they cover political, civil and socio-economic and cultural rights as defined by the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights 1948)
From the discussions above, one might ask why a focus on human rights is needed within the CSA framework that is adopted by corporations to show their compliance to corporate social accountability, when there is considerable debate and discussion on CSR/CSA in the management/corporate research field. Indeed, the fields are replete, but there is scarcity of contributions that highlight the issue of CSA in corporate realms from a human rights research based agenda which could bring about an amalgamation of corporate and normative dimensions of managerial decision making (Ferraro et al 2005; Donaldson & Walsh 2015). Hence, business related human rights could not be left to be interpreted as merely another CSR issue (Buhmann & Wettstein 2017),  and it is argued that there certainly is a need to address them from an explicit human rights perspective.
The desired outcome of this report is to develop recommendations underpinned by strong theoretical perspectives to the policy draft of the International Business and Human Rights Treaty, clarifying what is considered as responsible business conduct. 
8. Literature Review

This literature consists of a broad overview of incorporation of the UNGP framework and HRDD in Corporate Social Accountability by the global supply chains (MNCs/TNCs) within the UK. The literature reviewed shall examine the key concepts pertaining to corporate social accountability in business and human rights using Bourdieu's field theory. This field theory shall provide a strong foundation to understand the meanings that corporations ascribe to the human rights policy when working on accountability in policy drafts. The review at this stage is brief, concluding with identification of policy research gaps in the business human rights field in understanding the efficacy of HRDD.

The evolution and growth of a structured human rights based perspective to hold enterprises accountable and responsible for their business operations is an essential component of the UNGP framework  (Ruggie 2013). The release of the UNGPs resulted in proliferation of various approaches and indicators used to assess the human rights performance of corporations (Ruggie 2013). This aspect is crucial for corporate social responsibility (CSR) and corporate social accountability practices such as reporting, goal establishment and auditing (De Felice 2015). As business enterprises can have a considerable impact on the entire range of human rights, their responsibility is therefore to respect and promote all such international recognised rights (UNGPS, commentary to Guiding Principle 12).

Also, De Felice & Graf (2015) assert that the National Action Plans (NAPs) have incentivized companies to enhance the transparency of their reporting regarding the effects they have on human rights. Specifically, several European NAPs have established a correlation between the encouragement of comprehensive corporate human rights due diligence and the promotion of CSR practices on a wider scale. The United Kingdom introduced NAPs in 2013 and the corporations still remain limited in their approach to adopting human rights beyond vague commitments and basic management practices, hence not fulfilling the criteria of UNGP Pillar II (Gregg 2020). The National Human Rights Institutions (NHRIs), also part of the UNGP framework, to provide redressal mechanisms for corporate human rights violations, have very limited power to effectively look at violations and provide remedies (Wolfsteller 2022). Preuss & Brown (2012) and Obara (2017) reaffirm the previous statement of Gregg (2020) that British firms remain hesitant to be clear and specific in their understanding of human rights responsibilities in their studies of 2012 and 2017.This indicates that in the year 2012 and/or 2017 as well UK businesses showed considerable reluctance in defining human rights abuses.


The Modern Slavery Act launched in 2015 in the UK aimed at corporations` supply chain management reporting on forced labour issues. Le Baron(2017) and Ruehmkorf (2019) argue that the enactment of Modern Slavery Act 2015 (Act) did not bring about any significant change in corporate practices and the act remained more on paper with limited practice. These findings are also confirmed by CIPS (2017) and Field er al., (2019). In fact there is no clarity as to which companies are regulated by this Act and to what extent, for instance, reporting on slavery in their supply chains, what sanctions are imposed on the corporations in case of non compliance, inadequate corporate disclosures that fail to transparently address forced labour and other violations within the supply chains (Field et al., 2019). This stark truth of no substantial change in the corporate culture along with the aforementioned findings have come to light through a survey commissioned by the Home Office in 2019 (ibid.).

Recent regulations pertaining to human rights due diligence by the global supply chains notably include the UK Modern Slavery Act 2015, the EU Conflict Minerals Regulation 2017, the French Duty of Vigilance Law 2017, the Dutch Child Labour Due Diligence Law 2019 and the German Act on Corporate Due Diligence in Supply Chains 2021. Schilling-Vacaflor and Lenschow (2021) has presented an in depth study of pan European due diligence and policies. The core labour rights such as forced labour, collective bargaining,child labour, diversity, health and safety, living wage are all identified in International Labour Organisation Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Right to work (International Labour Organisation 1998).
Despite all these mechanisms in place, the question of whether private business enterprises are considered subjects of  international law as they have their operations in varied geographies and whether or not they have to bear any direct obligation under international human rights law, is a subject of considerable controversy among management science and legal scholars (Bernaz 2017). 

It is worth mentioning that HRDD was adopted as part of business and human rights discipline in 2011 and since then, although there has been a considerable research on the requirements of the HRDD mechanisms in the supply chains but the implementation of the mechanism is very limited, in fact sporadic, making the question of its effectiveness to be considered in that very time frame of a decade (Ruggie, Rees and Davies 2021). The initial consideration revolves around the level of support businesses exhibit towards the concept of HRDD, whether implemented voluntarily or mandated by regulations, aims to strike a balance between stringent business regulation and complete deregulation (Parker &  Lehmann Nielsen 2017). As Muchlinski (2021) and Landau & Marshall (2018) put it that HRDD seeks to optimise a combination of public and private partnership on regulatory framework to ensure compliance within HRDD framework. As per the Report by the UN Working Group on Business and Human Rights, ‘Connecting the Business and Human Rights and the Anti-Corruption Agendas’, UN Doc. A/HRC/44/43, it has come to the fore that corporates do support legislation for HRDD as it could provide more clarity on legal standards, besides making them uniform, cohesive and providing a level playing field across the business spectrum (Smit et al. 2020a). This research has additionally revealed that a majority of businesses believe that such regulations would enhance their ability to engage and negotiate with third parties as such standards would be non negotiable, ensuring that markets remain competitive and innovation is not stifled (Smit et al. 2020b). From the year 2017, the Corporate Human Rights Benchmark (CHRB) has conducted research with the objective of providing a comparative assessment of the world's largest companies on an annual basis every year (Corporate Human Rights Benchmark, CHRB and World Benchmarking Alliance Report 2021). The research focuses on examining the policies, processes and practices implemented by these companies to institutionalise their human rights approach and their responses to allegations of violations of the rights (ibid). The concluding remarks of Corporate Human Rights Benchmark Report (2020) pointed out that the majority of the companies exhibited a lack of willingness and commitment to prioritise human rights (CHRB and World banking Alliance 2020).The findings also indicate that there is a disconnect between companies actual stated commitments to the human rights and following them through in practice, by evaluating their own performances and outcomes relating to the human rights (ibid.). 

According to McCorquodale (2017) empirical research indicates that supplier audit is one of the primary methods used to gather information for supporting the HRDD disclosure. Supplier audits involve assessing and examining the practices and conditions within the supply chain to identify potential human rights risks (ibid). Furthermore, the UNGPs and HRDD acknowledge the role of social auditing but in a limited sense, mentioning it only in the context of being used as a tracking and assessing tool to evaluate the effectiveness of a company's response to its human rights acts (Nolan & Frishling 2020).This practice highlights the fundamental differences between the HRDD and social auditing (ibid). In fact, Le Baron, Lister and Dauvergne (2017) opines that  social audits are not an effective tool to make any meaningful progress in the context of human rights.This opinion is supported by Business and Human Rights Resource Centre (2021a) when it declares that any new regulation that mandates HRDD, should not equate or substitute social audit with HRDD.The matters of liability and enforcement are crucial due to the fact that HRDD alone does not encompass mechanisms for holding any business accountable or enforcing compliance. Merely relying on reporting or transparency without the presence of liability and enforcement measures is seldom effective in bringing about behavioural change (Ford & Nolan 2020; Le Baron 2020).

The UNGP Pillar I , protects human rights, differentiates between state`s international law obligations under international human rights and labour law and corporate responsibility to respect human rights, as articulated under UNGP Pillar II. Indeed, certain human rights violations have been addressed by the firms honouring their commitments to Pillar III, remedy the human rights violations, such as business operations in conflict zones or collaborating with oppressive governments (Brenkert 2009; Schrempf 2011), child labour (Ballet et al., 2014), labour rights (Dawkins, 2016; Soundararajan et al.,2018) and modern slavery (Caruana et al., 2019, Moniciardini, Bernaz & Andhov, 2021). As mentioned earlier , Bourdieu's field theory, helps to understand the extant and reasons behind the variability in adoption of CSA practices, despite the common goal of firms being able to be held accountable for their human rights violations. The rise of globalisation of markets and apply chains has raised the bar of complexity in regulating the legislative process in poor and unregulated systems (Vogel 2008). The Pillar II mandates that the corporations which do not respect human rights stand at the risk of losing their social licence to operate (Ruggie 2008), hence, showing Bourdieu's theory of fields in action in this regard. It is argued that this framework, with all its potential to impact positively on human rights, remains ineffective. The compliance and enforecement of any codes developed as a result of UNGPs is left best to the corporations and states`s discretion (Bernaz 2017). Baumann- Pauly and Nolan (2016) argue that the United Nations Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UNGPs) primarily aim for the acknowledgement of standards rather than ensuring full compliance. As a result, they suggest that the implementation of the UNGP is woefully inadequate. 

There is growing evidence of literature supporting accountability of corporations for the human rights harms arising out of their actions from the 1990s (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Risse et al. 1999; Acharya 2004; Wiener 2004; Sandholtz 2008; Zimmerman 2016). Stimmer (2019) explains corporate human rights accountability as a process in which the corporations are answerable to all the stakeholders affected by its operations. According to the UNGPs, accountability for business firms in relation to human rights entails the responsibility to respect human rights by avoiding infringing upon the rights of others (UNGP Principle 11).This requires the companies to engage in due diligence that involves identifying, preventing, mitigating and being responsible for their negative human rights impact (Gregg 2021). However, this defensive understanding of corporate human rights accountability, while important , does not fully capture the potential of corporations to a world that is more compliant in following human rights (ibid). As Grant & Keohane (2005) explains, accountability denotes a pattern of standard behaviour that involved actors are obligated to follow, failure of doing so will impose sanctions on them. In business and management scholarship, the literature is replete with the mention of term accountability but there is no clarity as to its definition as to who is to be held accountable? And what actually holding to account means? On one hand, the likes of Benston (1982) argue that the accountability of corporations is  limited to their shareholders itself and the main goal is to maximise the profit from the business. On the other, some believe  that corporations are accountable to all stakeholders involved in the process (Cooper and Owen 2007; Mohammed 2013). 
Bovens (2010) contends that the concept of accountability could be viewed from two dimensions, firstly from a normative angle which implies a set of standard that is a reference point for assessing behaviour, secondly, when accountability is viewed as a mechanism, it then concerns itself with an arrangement or an institutional relationship where one can hold the other accountable. 

According to Gupta and van Asselt (2019), the concept of accountability also involves elements of answerability and enforceability which is divided into five core elements, viz., firstly, relations, referring to the question that who is to be held accountable and to whom, secondly, the standards, referring to the standards against which to be held accountable, thirdly, the judgement, which denotes the process by which the standards are to be assessed, in other words, the how of accountability. The accountability holds these three components at its core from answerability angle, making the fourth part, the sanctions the term denoting penalties under law, if the standards are not met and the last being redress, which focuses on the dimension of responsibility and compensation, when the standards have not been met and harm has been caused to fall under enforceability (Gupta & van Asselt 2019).Wheeler (2015) cautions corporations that if they do not respect human rights, public opinion could go against them, leading to a potential damage to their reputation. In addition to this, as Shamir (2004) & Van Aaken et al.(2013) opines that corporations have the ability to resist and undermine pressure to fulfil their responsibilities regarding certain rights when they believe that denying such responsibilities could be justified to important stakeholders and is essential for preserving and enhancing their position in the ever changing global markets. Baumann- Pauly and Nolan (2016) opines that the term accountability has a subjective meaning that changes with the subject in which it is interpreted. For instance, it will hold different meanings in political science, law, international relations and business and management studies. 

A latest study by Favotto and Kollman (2022) contends that businesses often choose to hide their human rights impacts and the commitments that they might make to protect them in the future, limiting the potential of the UNGPs as a whole. In doing so, they also rescue themselves from the surveillance and constant close watching of the non governmental organisations, international bodies and other key actors who scrutinise the CSR field (ibid.). These very writers also contend that the main reason behind big corporations not engaging with human rights is because there are no insider champions within the company who can make a positive case for the protection of human rights in corporations` offices. However, the global supply chains rely on external experts to gain a deeper understanding of their responsibilities under the UNGPs and HRDD (Monciardini et al., 2019 ; Partiti, 2021; Van Ho & Terwindt, 2019). Therefore, it is highly important as in the words of Deva (2020), that internal and external experts work in tandem to learn and understand about the implementation of corporate human rights mechanisms.

Yet, another study reveals that the policies and reporting practices of large firms frequently precede legislative obligations and are constantly driven by concerns for legitimacy and stakeholder demands for pertinent information (Carini et al. 2020). The language of human rights is known for its ambiguity and strategic adaptability at the same time,this inherent flexibility potentially allows for the reinterpretation and co-creation of rights within the corporate realm (Whyte 2019). The UNGPs and the field of business and human rights also entail a process of translation wherein rights are invoked as a means of bridging norms and legal framework while being part of accountability and measured metrics practices (O` Kelly 2019).
8. Conceptual Framework

There are some concepts that gain popularity in theory and practice, however, certain concepts may not be very well researched leaving scope for the development of a conceptual framework.Cresswell (2003), emphasising the importance of conceptual framework, writes that the initiation of a qualitative empirical study does not necessarily centre around testing a specific theory. In fact, qualitative research frequently delves into underexplored areas and aims to uncover emerging theories or insights, which certainly requires conceptual framework to underpin the topic under study (ibid.). Many doctoral students develop conceptual framework from their literature review as is explained by Merriam and Simpson (2000).

According to Maxwell, the conceptual framework in a doctoral students` research should serve two main purposes. Firstly, it should demonstrate how the research aligns with and contributes to the existing theory and research in the field, establishing its relationship to the existing knowledge. Secondly, it should illustrate how the student's research makes a meaningful contribution to the field, highlighting its intellectual goals and unique insights it aims to provide on the topic.This report draws from fact that there has been a lot research in the field of corporate abuse of human rights and about corporate accountability, however the Business and Human Rights research community, despite the UNGPs framework in place , does not have a conceptual framework to integrate the notions of human rights which is most relevant to corporate advocacy of human rights so that the corporations be held accountable for the abuse. The complexity of the term accountability and a lack of standard definition in legal corporate context adds to the ambiguity. This leaves open a void where this report proposes to conceptualise corporate accountability using an analytical framework that draws its underpinnings from the existing UNGP framework and its core essential part, HRDD.

The instant report is based on an underlying argument in support of incorporation of corporate accountability in policy drafts of global supply chains to protect and prevent the corporate human rights abuses. This is a synthesis of theoretical, seminal and empirical literature looking at 7 questions that derive their conceptual basis from the existing UNGPs (United Nations 2011) and the Open Ended Intergovernmental Working Group (OEIGWG) Second Draft Treaty (2020) as shown in the diagram below.

The following diagram shows the conceptual framework of the UNGPS
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The above figure describes how the concept of accountability works in a corporate setting with regards to human rights protection. The parameters at place are HRDD mechanisms, legal standards and expected behaviours  are variables that change and vary from company to company and geographically. The remedial process in place is not enough to provide victim justice. This figure is in draft stage as the research progress, more specific parameters shall be added to it to enrich the conceptual framework. The seven questions  that are central to the conceptual framework seeks to answer are as follows
                         
      1.Who is to be accountable?
      2.To Whom is  the accountability?
      3. What is accountability?
      4.What is the expected behaviour?
      5. What is the legal standard`s legal force?
      6.What remedial processes are in place?
      7. What forms of reparation are available to victims?

As discussed above, conceptual framework incorporates both empirical literature and theoretical concepts that are utilised to inform and guide the research being conducted. It encompasses existing theories, concepts and research findings that are relevant to the research topic (Rocco & Plakhotnik 2009). It provides a foundation for the research by structuring the research questions, methodology and interpretation of results (ibid).

9. Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework incorporates one or more than one theories from renowned theorists. In the words of Anfara & Mertz (2006), a theoretical framework is explained as empirical or quasi empirical theory that pertains to social and or psychological processes, serving as analytical tools that could be applied to comprehend and interpret a particular phenomenon under study. According to Merriam (2001), the theoretical framework is likened to the structure, scaffolding, or frame of a study. It is shaped by the researcher`s disciplinary orientation and is built upon the relevant literature pertaining to the topic and theory being explored. The theoretical framework gives an understanding of the research problem and guides the selection of concepts, variables and research methods ensuring that the research remains within a broader theoretical context.

This report uses Bourdieu's theory of social field to understand why TNCs adopt variable practices in showing their commitment to protecting and promoting human rights.According to Bourdieu, a field refers to a distinct and relatively autonomous domain of activity in which each field operates according to its own set of rules and institutions that are unique to it. These rules govern not only the functioning but also define the relationships and interactions among the agents involved within that field. In other words, each field has its own specific set of norms, practices and social structures that shape the behaviour and position of individuals within that particular field (Bourdeau 2000b). For instance, the explicit aim of the individuals involved in the economic field is  maximisation of the profit, using brutal sanctions and rigorous behaviour.

In Bourdieusian theoretical framework ,it is argued that the actors of the field have a lot discretion due to the dynamics of the corporate accountability field within a corporation, where they believe could justify their acts and omissions in protecting and promoting certain human rights keeping in mind the target audience, for example, TNCs show a better on compliance related to the fields of environment, health and safety etc than other human rights to elevate their position in growing global markets (Favatto & Kollman (2020).
 
10. Research Philosophy and Paradigm

As written by Cavalier (1990) the research philosophy encompasses the fundamental beliefs, values and principles that underpin a research and the term ‘philosophy’ is derived from the Greek word ‘philosophia', meaning the love of wisdom. As Root (1993) put it, philosophy involves step by step examination and inquiry into the underlying assumptions and common belief system that shape human actions and thoughts.It helps the researcher to gain deeper insights into fundamental concepts, challenging the conventional wisdom and expanding our understanding of the world and our place in it.

Prior to the publication of Thomas Kuhn's famous book “ The Structure of Scientific Revolutions” (SSR) in 1962, the dominance of logical empiricism was at its peak during the 1950s in the field of research philosophy. Prominent figures like R. B Braithwaite, Rudolf Carnap, Herbert Feigl etc. represented the logistic approach and contributed to the prevailing view at the time (Orman 2016). The philosophers perceived science as a rational pursuit characterised by the continuous accumulation of experimental data, established facts and new discoveries, leading to progress and the expansion of knowledge.

Kuhn introduced the term ‘paradigm’ in his book (1962) ‘Structure of Scientific Revolution, explaining it  to the shared beliefs, ideas and concepts that serve as guiding principles within a specific scientific field (Goldstein 2012). At the time, the term ‘paradigm’ was relatively unfamiliar, but Kuhn brought it to the centre of research philosophy to emphasise the influential role of these shared frameworks in shaping our scientific research and understanding. In the words of Kuhn, as he improved upon the concepts of paradigms, the meaning of the term could also be understood as a scientific activity centering around a pre-existing strong network of conceptual, theoretical, instrumental and methodological commitments (Kuhn 1970). With Kuhn's new paradigm began an era of scientific revolution (Kuhn 1962 & Rowley 2002) and many philosophers like Orlikowski and Baroudi (1991) and Guba and Lincoln (1994) propose  four paradigms, viz., positivism, post positivism, constructivism and critical theory, Walsham (1995)  refers to paradigm as an idea of mental picture or pattern of thought, Klein and Myers (1999) describes paradigm as an example or a pattern of something.

Guba and Lincoln (1994) contend that the paradigm provides researchers with a framework that clarifies the focus and scope of their work, delineating what their research is about and the standards that are considered acceptable within the boundaries of legitimate inquiry. They propose the following framework of defining a paradigm
(i) epistemology (what could be known) , 
(ii) ontology (what is the form and nature of reality)  and 
(iii) methodology ( how the researcher finds out the reality) to define a paradigm

Similarly, in the words of Denzin & Lincoln (2000) , paradigms could be understood as being (ontology), knowing (epistemology) and acting (axiology).

(a) Epistemology

It is majorly about identifying the truth as to what knowledge actually is in this world (Kivunja, C., & Kuyuni, A., 2017). Crotty (1998) describes epistemology as a base that provides philosophical grounding in deciding about the kind of knowledge that could be acquired and ensuring the accuracy and legitimacy of the same.

Nature of Knowledge

Following the Neuman (2000) framework of research paradigms and questions arising out of such paradigms, the instant report uses subjective interpretivism as a paradigm, as the researcher herself is a co creator of the meaning, bringing her own subjective experience of the human rights field to the business and management sciences to develop the understanding of the whole concept of application of human rights accountability by the TNCs/MNCs, in their compliance policies to prevent human rise abuses arising out of their operations.

Role of theory

The purpose of this epistemological position is to find how and why do corporations vary in practices pertaining to prevention of human rights abuses and who are the internal and external actors that influence the incorporation of certain human rights in a TNC`s/MNCs human rights compliance policy. The subjective interpretivism will allow the understanding of all the aforementioned questions from the point of view of the people/agents who are part of that corporate field. This criteria shall justify the theory of social fields by Bourdeau, which forms the theoretical framework for this report. This theory is apt for the current research as it is context sensitive. 
Theory building and testing
As the researcher intends to interview the internal management of the TNCs/MNCs, to gain an understanding of the multiple realities, the theory shall evolve from a social context giving a clear picture of the phenomenon of corporate accountability by the TNCs/MNCs since the launch of UNGPS (2011).
Validity Element
The validity of research in the words of Guba and Lincoln (2005)  is about the authenticity and trustworthiness of the findings of the research on which the researcher himself can trust when he acts on the final impact of the findings. This research is intended to be informed by the participants and shall use iterative and inductive reasoning (Neuman 2000).The researcher shall observe and examine the practices of chosen TNCs/MNCs in order to develop a wider understanding of incorporation of HDDR and the strengthening of the human rights abuse preventive measures by them. 
(b) Ontology
In the realms of Philosophy, ontology is the study of existence or being, it is a theory of objects and its ties (Strauss and Corbin 1998). This study is used to reason out the object in a particular domain (Strauss and Corbin 1990). It is a term that connotes a shared understanding of some domains of interest, functions, relationships and values (Perry 1995).Ontology draws upon the knowledge of the organisation, processes the language, knowledge representation and acquisition and field language interpretation. In simplistic terms, it is the study of the nature of reality. Osleen (2004) elucidates the importance of ontology referring to it as a significant building block of a researcher's worldview which is not subjected to frequent scrutiny and is the core of any research field.
From the above discussion, the researcher argues that the world is dynamic and a complex reality, fluid definitions are created by human beings of their reality, which is a subjective interpretation. The previous research in the field of business and human rights have largely focussed on corporate social responsibility and not on accountability and also the perspective used for analysing the concept of responsibility is also business and not that of human rights. This report shall endeavour to view the reality of application of the HRDD, a UNGPs mechanism for human rights perspective by the TNCs/MNCs using case study method to interview with open ended questions to understand the meanings behind their language and grasping reality. This understanding shall enable the researcher to view reality behind the voluntary aspects of corporate accountability and the efficacy of HRDD mechanism as are applicable currently, without any legal sanction in case of non application,
      (c) Axiology
The axiological perspective within a research paradigm focuses on the values and judgements associated with the research process. It is aimed at assessing the level of consistency, reliability or the need to reconstruct or extend existing theories or frameworks (Neuman 1997). It is argued that axiology not only is a reflection of one's thinking but also influences our perspective as to how one sees the things enabling the researcher to act in inquiry and practice within the epistemological and ontological boundaries. In Mittman`s (2001) words, it urges congruence between ontological and epistemological research paradigms.
The researcher shall follow a subjective and a value laden approach for the purpose of this report. The data shall be collected through questionnaires and interviews where participants will be made aware of their rights to remain silent or withdraw if they don't want to answer/participate. There will be alignment between participants' views and researcher`s own understanding of the HRDD mechanism paving the way for recommendations that shall aim at making the adoption of corporate accountability mandatory by the TNCs/MNCs.
(d) Methodology
 Methodology, in layman language means in what way a researcher finds out the answers to the research questions. Kaplan (1973) differentiates between the research method and methodology and explains that while method is about the technique used to gather data, a methodology relates to the approach used to describe the chosen paradigm. Broadly, there are three research methods- Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Methods. Stake (1995) highlights three major differences in Qualitative and Quantitative methods, firstly, in terms of understanding of the terms and purpose of inquiry, secondly, the level of involvement of a researcher, whether its personal or impersonal, thirdly, what kind of knowledge is discovered or constructed. Mixed methods combine both qualitative and quantitative research.

This report focuses on Qualitative Methods, hence will briefly describe the meaning and types of it. As per Guba & Lincoln (1989), qualitative researchers believe that reality is socially constructed. Qualitative research is centred around getting an understanding of the participant`s view through direct participatory observation and contact (Denzin & Lincoln 2000). Merriman (1998) supports the preceding statement by describing qualitative methodology as being the one having interpretivist underpinnings, where participants themselves assign meaning to the research with their own experiences and researcher uses his own perception to interpret the findings giving a subjectivist dimension to the research.
This report uses qualitative approach as the research question is centred around finding the overarching importance/relevance of UNGP Pillar I to global supply chains in promoting human rights? The broad focus of the research is on understanding how internal and external participants develop the meaning of human rights within the business corporations  and how they can devise strategies within the UNGP to protect the affected stakeholders. The researcher at this initial stage is keen to understand the subjectivist interpretivist perspective and apply an inductive data analysis to add value to the research. This positioning is best suited at this stage because it shall let the research design evolve rather than setting it in boundaries and risking predicting false/inaccurate outcomes. Due to the nature of the research question, evaluation of HRDD, an important variable, there will be diverse perspectives and value systems, as in the words of (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), that would require interpretation of reality and also have an impact on findings of the study. 

The need for Qualitative research arises when a topic needs to be explored and we need a complex and a detailed understanding of a subject (Cresswell 2013). This form of research helps to develop theories where there exist inadequate research in a field and quantitative methods do not fit in the analysis (ibid). Some researchers gather an understanding of how to conduct a qualitative research by discussing a process, reading a study and learning about the emerging issues (Weis and Fine 2000), however, others an understanding of broader issues will be very important to conduct their research (Morse and Richards 2002).
According to Morse & Field (1995), as quoted by Cresswell (2013), authors have their own choices of approach that most fits their research. However, not all approaches are suited for the current research, but to have a basic understanding of all, Cresswell (2013) framework of qualitative approach is studied and then case study is adopted as the most suitable approach for this research. Cresswell (2013) proposes five approaches in qualitative research as follows
i) Narrative originating from humanities and social sciences stream, major works include Clandinin & Connelly (2000), Riessman (2008)
This research focuses on collecting stories from individuals that are part of their lived experiences in a chronological manner, a story that is collaborated by the researcher and the participant (Riessman 2008). The participants may talk about their past , present or future (Clandinin & Connelly). Reismann (2008) has formulated three approaches to analyse narrative stories. The first in the scheme is thematic, in which a researcher finds out the theme as told by the participant, secondly,a structural analysis in which the meaning of the story shifts to the telling making the story be conveyed as in comic terms, satire etc any form, lastly in dialogic analysis in which the focus is on how the story is produced, making it an interactive dialogue process between the researcher and the participant.
This approach is not suitable for the current research subject because it is not the study of individual stories that the research question is aimed at studying HRDD practices from the point of view of TNCs` implementation and not the affected communities , which in that case would allow using narrative approach. Hence, the approach is not selected for this report.
ii) Phenomenology having basis in psychology and philosophy, major works include Moustakas (1994), van Manen (1990)
Edmund Husserl and Heideggar are considered most prominent in enriching this approach. As narrative research focuses on individual experiences, phenomenological study explains common meanings ascribed by various individuals to a certain context, describing what all participants have in common, thus making it a ‘phenomenon. In the words of van Manen 1990, phenomenology is aimed at reducing individual experiences with a phenomenon to give it a universal meaning.There are two major approaches to phenomenology hermeneutic phenomenology (van Manen, 1990) and empirical, transcendental, or psychological phenomenology (Moustakas, 1994). In hermeneutics ,the research is oriented towards describing lived experiences and interpreting the texts. On the other hand, Moustakas (1994), describes transcendental pr psychological phenomenology as centering around description of experiences of the participants and not on mere interpretations of the researchers. He also focuses on the famous concept of ‘epoche, meaning bracketing, a concept propounded by Husserl, in which the researcher must set aside his bias and personal experience, so that he could have a novel thinking towards the phenomenon being researched. 
This approach is not suitable for the current research question as it involves personal experiences of people regarding a phenomenon making a researcher has to look at everything from a novel perspective which shall in this case mean leaving the subjective interpretivist paradigm. Hence, the approach is rendered not suitable.
iii) Grounded theory having its base from sociology, major works include Charmaz (2006) , Corbin & Strauss (2008)
Proponents of this research design hold the view that grounded theory helps to generate a new theory where no previous one.The inquirer develops generates general explanation of any process, action or views of participants.This qualitative research was developed in 1967 by Barney Glaser and Anslem Struass where the researcher focus on process and action and generates a theory based on both (Glaser & Strauss 1967)
There are theories in the field of business and human rights that look at corporate social responsibility, leaving a grey area in the accountability field as the field does mention accountability in business and human rights literature without clearly defining it. Since there already exists a framework which needs refining, there is no need to use a grounded theory framework which is used when there exists no basis of any theory to address the research question. In this case there are theories and the researcher has chosen the theory of social fields by Bourdieu to expand her research. Hence grounded theory is rejected.
iv) Ethnography from anthropology and sociology, major works include Fetterman (2010) , Wolcott (2008)
Wolcott (2008a) describes ethnography as a study of social behaviour of a group of people and mentions that it is not merely a study of culture, but the researcher looks at the patterns, customs , social behaviour etc. making it a study of a complete description of a culture sharing group`s culture.
This research design is not suitable for the instant question as the question doesnt deal with cultural studies.
v) Case Studies foundational basis in evaluation research, social and human sciences, major works include Stake (1995) , Yin (2009)
Yin (2009) defines case study as a study of a particular case within a real practical current context. Research philosophers differ on the meaning of case study as a research methodology, for example, Stake (2005) describes it as a choice of what needs to be studied within a particular time and place, Denzin and Lincoln (2005), Merriam (1998) mention case study as a methodology or a comprehensive research strategy. The case study report is very popular due to its usage in psychology (Freud), law (case law), medicine (case analysis), political science (case reports). The case study research begins with identification of a case who may be an individual, an entity, a group, organisation or a partnership (Yin 2009). The intent of a case study is to elucidate a unique concept/ research question that needs exploration and detailed insights. In words of Stake (1995), it is also called intrinsic case. On the other hand, if the intent of a case study is to study a specific issue, problem or a concern, then it is classified as an instrumental case study (ibid).
The researcher has identified case study research design as the most suitable research method because the researcher intends to focus  on global supply chains, headquartered in the UK to understand how they interpret human rights and the HRDD mechanisms in their compliance policies to fulfil UNGPs agenda. The researcher will use purposeful sampling, data collection through multiple sources such as interviews, observations of external experts, company documents on compliance, participant observation. This will not only enable a holistic analysis of the incorporation of the UNGPS by UK based global supply chains but also provide an embedded analysis of specifics of HRDD mechanisms and how external and internal experts interpret and apply human rights protection mechanisms in their corporate accountability framework.

11. Limitations of Research
The researcher is mindful of the generalizability and boundaries of the research, lacking which may lead to decrease in quality of the case study, so the researcher shall choose from Fortune 500, two companies for the purpose of this research, to collect the information relevant to their HRDD framework and application of UNGPs framework itself.
The decision of choosing a TNCs/MNCs and setting up boundaries in terms of time constraints, academic requirements and ethics shall be a task with a lot of challenges. But the researcher remains confident to not to adopt any other methodology considering the sensitivity of question which is a cross between human rights law and the field of business and management and is a topic of great relevance in today's time where voluntary aspect of corporate social responsibility has overshadowed the need to protect the victims from corporate human rights abuses, letting companies move from responsibility to accountability. 
12. Ethical Considerations

Locke et al.,(1982); Marshall & Rossman (1989), Merriam (1988) highlight the importance of ethical considerations while discussing qualitative research.
This study requires many ethical considerations as it shall involve having access to sensitive data of a TNCs/MNCs pertaining to its operations. A lot of data might be already in public domain but researcher remains mindful of the duty of care that he has towards his subjects (Cresswell 2013). The researcher is obliged to respect the needs, rights and values of the participants as their privacy is at stake to a large extent while they remain part of a research.Therefore, the researcher shall follow all the guidelines of the Ethics form of UWTSD and Flinder (1992) ethical framework in which participant freedom to participate, voluntary answer, quit research any time without any penalty, adherence GDPR guidelines, the incognito factor of the TNCs/MNCs involved and their written permission to interview staff access data/ documents, archives shall be obtained. All the participants shall be treated equally without any bias and all the information will be accessible to all during research and any concerns shall be dealt with immediately.

13. Contribution to the Theory

This research aims at bridging the current gap in the corporate accountability research field by developing a conceptual framework that is focussed on victim justice mechanisms, protecting them from corporate human rights abuses that arise out of operations of TNCs/MNCs.

The theoretical framework revolving around Bourdieu's theory of social fields adds to the understanding of how actors/agents interpret their realities in a specific field/context. This research offers a novel conceptual framework which focuses on parameters of accountability using the lens of HRDD, a core component of UNGPs to understand and present corporate accountability in a more acceptable form where its application becomes universal and consistent with legal force across all the global supply chains, irrespective of their geographies.


14. Implications on Business Practices

The findings of the research shall enable to develop recommendations in favour of incorporation of corporate accountability against the corporate human rights abuses by the global supply chains, that could be used by the United Nations and/or the Open Ended Intergovernmental Working Group (OEIGWG), business and human rights experts, non governmental organisations. The overarching aim of the final research shall be to pitch in favour of a business and human rights treaty(currently in draft stage by the UN OEIGWG), by looking at HRDD implementation of the two big TNCs/MNCs headquartered in the UK.



15. Reliability and Validity

In qualitative research trustworthiness refers to the credibility and dependability of the findings, interpretations, and conclusions. It involves ensuring that the research process is rigorous, transparent, and conducted with integrity. Trustworthiness encompasses several interrelated criteria, including credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability (Lincoln & Guba 1985). Confirmability relates to the objectivity and neutrality of the research findings. Researchers should demonstrate that the data analysis and interpretations are grounded in the data and not influenced by personal biases or preconceptions. The testing of reliability and validity is significant for this research,so member checking to draw accurate accounts of participants will be utilised, along with a peer review approach to check the credibility of the research through colleagues, supervisors, experts in the field to produce a quality research. Denscombe (2010) suggests using an audit trail method to record every step of the research so that the final piece of work is clear to readers from purpose to its methodology and contributions.
16. Conclusion
Modern day Transnational Corporations (TNCs) hold a tremendous potential to protect and promote human rights, contributing to minimise the human rights violations. The adoption of the United Nations Guiding Principles (UNGP) by the United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHRC) in 2011 paved the way for an international policy framework that encourages business enterprises to complement the states duties in upholding human rights.

In conclusion, it could be affirmed that the researcher has explored the research principles and philosophy from the lens of the research question that deals with UNGPs and HRDD framework implementation since they came into existence in 2011.
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The study of four paradigms of research philosophy has advanced the understanding of what is reality, how it is manifested and what is our source of knowledge to know and infer that reality. The choice of subjective interpretivist stance has led the researcher to a greater understanding of the issue of corporate human rights abuses, which remains a grey area in business and human rights literature. The literature review has focused on exploring the literature pertaining to the UNGPs three pillars and the mechanisms of HRDD as they are applied by the TNCs/MNCs in the present context. The findings of the report reiterate that there is no clearer definition of corporate accountability, this leaves a huge void in literature and is a grey area through which corporates escape without providing remedies to victims of corporate human rights abuse.
The report has formulated the research objectives and questions with a strict focus on understanding the paradigms/ research assumptions underlying the qualitative research at this level 8 of doctoral study.
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