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To facilitate new ways of thinking 
about the technology transfer pro- 
cess-particularly as Western mul- 
tinational corporations (MNCs) ap- 
pear poised to export potentially 
hazardous technologies to Eastern 
Europe and  the  Soviet Union- 
Clark University, in conjunction 
wi th  t h e  Center for Populat ion 
Studies in Luxembourg, the Gerling 
Consulting Group (Zurich, Switzer- 
land, and Cologne, Germany), the 
Stockholm Environment Institute, 
and the Boston Institute for Respon- 
sible Management,  organized a 
symposium in November 1990 in 
Luxembourg under the patronage of 
the Luxembourg government. The 
symposium brought together repre- 
sentatives of industry, government, 
insurance and consulting compa- 
nies, academia, and international 
organizations to discuss experienc- 
es with and ethical issues snrround- 
ing hazardous technology export 
from Western nat ions to  Thi rd  
World Countries. The conference 
participants discussed, among other 
topics, the opportunities and risks 
of biotechnology transfer, the siting 
of chemical production facilities, 
and waste management issues. 

Rather than report on each pre- 
sentat ion,  we focus on the key 
issues addressed during the sympo- 
sium, and synthesize the many per- 
spectives expressed in the individu- 
al papers, panel discussions, and 
plenary debates. The participants 
developed a set of ethical and prag- 
matic guidelines for technology 
transfer, which were later summa- 
rized by the conference organizers 
and endorsed by most participants. 
The resulting document has been 
forwarded to the Geneva-based Pre- 
paratory Committee for the 1992 
United Nations Conference on Envi- 
ronment and Development in Bra- 
zil. (This document can be obtained 
from 0. Renn, CENTED, Clark Uni- 
versity, Worcester, MA 01610.) The 

Prdcis articles are reports of meet- 
ings of unusual significance, inter- 
nationol or national developments 
of environmental importance, sig- 
nificant publ ic  pol icy develop- 
ments, and  related items. 

following sections reflect the major 
arguments of this document. 

Pragmatism and conciliation 
The decade of the 1980s wit- 

nessed a significant shift in the na- 
ture of the debate over technology 
transfer by MNCs to Third World 
countries (1, 2 ) .  Until then,  al- 
though the debate was a continuum 
rather than a dichotomy, it was 
dominated by two opposing camps. 
One, when taken to its extreme, ad- 
vocated foreign investments of all 
types in order to accelerate econom- 
ic  deve lopment  ( 3 ) .  The other  
viewed foreign investments as a 
strategy of global capitalism to ex- 
ploit the human and environmental 
resources of Third World countries 
(4-6). [For a comprehensive review 
of different theoretical perspectives 
that underlie contrasting assess- 
ments of the impact of MNC tech- 
nologies on Third World countries, 
see Chapter 4 of Jenkins (@I Both 
camps were driven more by ideolo- 
gy than by analysis in expressing 
their respective viewpoints. 

Today, formerly dichotomous 
viewpoints are shifting toward a 
new paradigm less constrained by 
ideological imperatives. This para- 
digm seeks to identify the elements 
of technology transfer that are mu- 
tually beneficial to the MNC and the 
host country, and to determine ap- 
propriate policies for risk reduc- 
tion. Host country self-determina- 
tion and the legacy of uncontrolled 
foreign investments are helping to 
shape this emerging paradigm. 

The Union Carbide gas leak disas- 
ter in Bhopal, India, was a water- 
shed in the evolution of this new vi- 
sion of corporate responsibility in 
developing countries. Against the 
backdrop of immense personal trag- 
edy, the Bhopal accident demon- 
strated vividly that cooperation be- 
t w e e n  t h e  MNC a n d  t h e  hos t  
country is essential to ensure ade- 
quate protection for workers, the 
community, and the environment. 
The simplistic view that foreign in- 
vestment automatically benefits the 
host country, even when substantial 
hazards are involved, could no 
longer be sustained. At the same 
time, the exploitation perspective 
was equally unsatisfactory in ex- 
plaining the disaster. Instead, a mix 
of management failures, poor train- 
ing and supervision, gradual divest- 
ment, and technologies inappropri- 
ate to local conditions combined to 
create the preconditions for an  
acute breakdown of human and 
hardware systems (7). 
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With the collapse of the commu- 
nist system, the ideological com- 
petition b et w e e n cap i t a1 i s m and 
socialism has given further momen- 
tum to more pragmatic approaches 
to technology transfer and interna- 
tional cooperation. 

At its core, the new paradigm 
views MNC and host country goals 
in managing imported technologies 
as non-zero-sum with significant 
benefits to both parties, yet requir- 
ing trade-offs and painful choices 
among desirable private and public 
goods. It impels the re-evaluation of 
investment strategies, corporate be- 
havior, and national goals in light of 
these benefits and trade-offs. Suc- 
cessful cooperation among MNCs 
and host countries reveals that ex- 
plicit mentioning of values and 
trade-offs in negotiations enhance 
performance and cooperation be- 
tween host countries’ regulatory in- 
stitutions and foreign investors. 
Such a strategy calls for the consid- 
eration of ethical  pr inciples  to 
guide MNCs, host countries, and 
parent countries in their technology 
transfer decisions. 

Several existing codes of ethical 
conduct designed to guide extrater- 
ritorial corporate, and, in some cas- 
es, governmental behavior show 
close ties to early ideological inter- 
pretations of hazardous technology 
transfer. A perceived need to “con- 
trol’’ inappropriate MNC activities 
is a major theme presented in sever- 
al codes drafted during the 1970s 
(8-22).  Emphasizing the pervasive 
role of MNCs in the world economy, 
these codes sought to control corpo- 
rations with appropriate laws, poli- 
cies, and regulations adopted by 
governments and international or- 
ganizations. 

Other codes of conduct affecting 
technology transfer have been draft- 
ed by organizations that cast the for- 
eign activities of MNCs in a more fa- 
vorable light ( 1  3-2 6). Rather than 
regulate MNCs, governments are en- 
couraged to facilitate their positive 
contributions through the creation 
and development of effective capi- 
tal markets and infrastructure. Inso- 
far as regulations are necessary, it is 
suggested that they be framed in 
such a way that the rights of existing 
enterprises are respected, new in- 
vestment is encouraged, and flexi- 
ble application of codes and guide- 
lines is practiced. 

Our reading of these and other 
codes reveals their increasing detail 
and pragmatism in balancing MNC 
and host country interests. Notable 
among these is  the Conseil Eu- 

ropeen des FBdBrations de 1’Indust- 
rie Chimique’s “Principles and  
Guidelines for the Safe Transfer of 
Technology” ( 2 3 ) .  In addition to 
prescribing the allocation of respon- 
sibilities between involved parties 
(technology suppliers and receiv- 
ers, contractors, and host states), the 
guidelines explicitly cover seven 
detailed stages of technology trans- 
fer, from its procurement to imple- 
mentation and routine operation. 
Taken as a whole, we have found 
existing codes and related ethical 
literature (27)  to contain a wide 
range of prescriptive criteria useful 
for the structuring of corporate and 
national behavior in environment, 
health, and safety. 

At the beginning of a new decade 
and with an eye toward the new 
millennium, it is timely to consoli- 
date these guidelines, to integrate 
the often confusing “recipes” for 
ethical conduct into a consistent 
structure, and to evaluate the “real 
world” experiences ( 2  8-22) with re- 
spect to achieving the desired goals. 
Such review is all the more relevant 
as the world faces new challenges 
involving the export of hazardous 
technologies from the industrial- 
ized West to Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet Union. Former communist 
countries, eager to attract foreign in- 
vestment, are positioned to set new 
standards. Governments and poten- 
tial investors will benefit from inte- 
grated guidelines for all stages of the 
technology transfer process. 

Principles of ethical conduct 
Drawing from the major schools 

of ethics in philosophy, the export 
of technologies and materials from 
industrialized to developing or less 
developed countries may be ana- 
lyzed within the following four eth- 
ical paradigms (23): 

Utilitarian. Whatever promises 
the most benefits for all parties 
involved, is also the most desir- 
able arrangement for the pro- 
posed transaction or transfer. 
Deontological. Based on civil 
rights and generally accepted 
standards of decent behavior, ar- 
rangements are acceptable only if 
they meet these standards regard- 
less of actual outcome. 
Fiduciary. One of the parties 
takes special responsibility for 
the arrangement of the transac- 
tion and acts as a patron for the 
other parties. 
Consensual. All arrangements are 
ethically acceptable if all the par- 
ties affected explicitly or implic- 
itly give prior consent to them. 

The application of each principle 
implies different procedures and 
methods. If a utilitarian perspective 
is accepted, options for arranging 
transfers or exports would be evalu- 
ated according to their costlbenefit 
ratio, and measures to increase safe- 
ty or environmental quality accord- 
ing to their cost-effectiveness. 

In contrast ,  the  deontological 
principle would oblige the parties 
to meet special ethical criteria, for 
example to reduce the risk to some 
acceptable level or to implement 
the best available pollution control 
technology.  The  obl igat ion t o  
achieve “equivalent” safety and en- 
v i r o n m e n t a l  p ro tec t ion  levels  
(equal ends through possibly differ- 
ent means) in the host country and 
the exporting country is a typical 
and widely used criterion based on 
deontological reasoning. 

According to the fiduciary ap- 
proach, one party, for example the 
corporation, assumes responsibility 
for negative impacts of the transac- 
tion on other parties (even without 
legal obligation) and acts as an ad- 
vocate to serve their interests. A 
typical example might be the corpo- 
rate arrangements to ensure safe 
and environmentally beneficial use 
of their products after they have 
been sold to customers, commonly 
referred to as product “steward- 
ship.’’ 

Finally, consensual principles fo- 
cus on the procedures of reaching 
an agreement. All parties involved 
should be given the opportunity to 
review the present knowledge of 
potential impacts of the transaction 
and then to select implicitly or ,  
even better, explicitly, an arrange- 
ment that they all regard as benefi- 
cial. 

Each of these principles has obvi- 
ous advantages and shortcomings. If 
applied correctly, the utilitarian ap- 
proach guarantees the optimal allo- 
cation of given resources for obtain- 
ing a specific set of objectives, but 
may not be equitable or respect in- 
dividual rights. The pursuit of de- 
ontological criteria prevents or at 
least mitigates unwanted conse- 
quences, but may waste valuable 
monetary or material resources. The 
fiduciary principle obliges the most 
appropriate party to base its actions 
on an integration of values and in- 
terests of all parties involved, but is 
likely to produce biased value sets if 
the values of the patron conflict 
with the values of another party. In- 
formed consent ensures that all par- 
ties perceive a subjective benefit 
from the selected arrangement, but 
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this perception may be based on in- 
complete or biased information or 
may be wrongly inferred from indi- 
cations of implicit approval, such as 
absence of organized opposition. 

Given the imperfections of any 
one of the four principles, a combi- 
nation is preferable in order to take 
advantage of the merits of each and 
compensate for the shortcomings. 
The following guidelines emerge: 

(11 MNCs should accept a fiducia- 
ry responsibility for their facilities 
and products and act in the interest 
of the people who are affected by 
their economic activity. A rule of 
thumb here is: Don’t do anything 
that you would object to in your 
own country under similar circum- 
stances. 

(2) It is essential to gain explicit 
prior consent insofar as this is tech- 
nically and politically feasible. Pri- 
or consent can be accomplished 
through: . . accepting the host country’s stan- 

dards and regulations; 
negotiating acceptable arrange- 
ments with the legally responsi- 
ble host country’s agencies; 
providing full information about 
potential impacts to all constitu- 
encies: 
creating a vehicle to elicit public 
concerns and possible objections: 
and 
providing constituents with an 
opportunitv to voice their con- 
sent or dissent. 
131 Fundamental civil rights should 

not be traded off against“economic 
benefits or other objectives. In addi- 
tion, the rule that health and safety 
standards should be equivalent 
(though not necessarily identical] to 
those of the exporting country s e e m  
wise to adopt. It should be waived 
only in exceptional circumstances, for 
examule. to avoid a severe economic 
disruption. 
(4) If an MNC abides by Gnide- 

lines 1, 2, and 3.  all other choices 
left to the corporation or the host 
country should be made on the ba- 
sis of utilitarian methods, Le., cost- 
benefit, cost-effectiveness, and oth- 
er utility optimization techniques. 

Delineation of procedures 
If these four guidelines are ac- 

cepted as a basis for organizing the 
transfer of hazardous technologies 
or materials, the next step is to spec- 
ify concrete objectives and appro- 
priate procedures. Objectives are 
yardsticks to measure the snccess or 
failure of any given transaction with 
respect to the four guidelines. Pro- 
cedures, in turn, define the steps 

necessary to implement these objec- 
tives. The participants of the Lux- 
embourg symposium suggested 
many objectives and procedures 
that would meet the ethical guide- 
lines. Among the most important 
are the following: 
(11 In accordance with the fidu- 

ciary commitment, it is essential 
that the MNC, on its own initiative 
or through mandate by a host gov- 
ernment, provide diverse options, 
all of which are capable of meeting 
the goals intended by the transac- 
tion. These options should include 
nontechnological solutions as well 
as solutions based on indigenous 
technologies or methods, assuming 
these are technically and economi- 
cally feasible. It should not be anto- 
matically assumed that the techni- 

cc 
The Luxembourg Symposium 
provided an opportunity for 
industrialists, consultants, 

administrators, and 
academics to discuss their 

perspectives. . . 

cal options that are preferred in 
industrialized countries are always 
the most appropriate method of pro- 
viding the same or a similar service 
in many developing countries or in 
Eastern European countries. At the 
same time, however, a well-mean- 
ing paternalistic offer of only so- 
called “appropriate technologies” 
is also inadequate insofar as the 
MNC unilaterally determines what 
is appropriate. 

(2) Each of these options should 
be carefully analyzed for potential 

impacts, both positive and negative. 
This analysis serves two functions. 
It provides the basic material for the 
various constituencies to review the 
impacts and gain the knowledge 
necessary to approve or disapprove 
a planned transaction. It also helps 
to establish a data base to evaluate 
different options and later measures 
of safety and environmental protec- 
tion according to cost-effectiveness. 
Uncertainty about fntnre impacts 
will remain, but the impact analysis 
provides the best current knowl- 
edge available to make a prudent 
decision. 

(3) A preliminary selection of op- 
tions should occur on the basis of 
firm deontological principles. Any 
option that violates any basic indi- 
vidual right (as given in the UN Bill 
of Rights or other international 
code] or any host country law or 
regulation (unless explicitly over- 
ruled by the host country authority) 
does not qualify for further consid- 
eration. In addi t ion,  all options 
should be dropped that do not pro- 
vide a level of safety and environ- 
mental protection equivalent to that 
of an identical facility or technology 
in the exporting country. In excep- 
tional cases, one may waive this 
principle if the evidence shows 
clearly and unambiguously that a 
cancellation of the proposed trans- 
action may lead to a less desirable 
environmental outcome than its im- 
plementation. It should be noted, 
however, that in almost every case a 
new option can be designed that 
meets the objective of equivalent 
safety a n d  is economically and  
technically feasible. The burden of 
proof for justifying a waiver of the 
equivalence principle rests on the 
corporation. 

(4) The principle of equivalent 
levels of safety and environmental 
protection does not necessitate the 
export of identical safety and envi- 
ronmental practices. The goal is to 
have functional equivalents avail- 
able that achieve approximately 
equal performance using a variety 
of means. It is prudent to use the 
tools of utility optimization meth- 
ods to select the measures that will 
ensure an equivalent degree of safe- 
ty and environmental protection. 
Regulations or strict rules requiring 
the use of identical means may re- 
sult in a waste of scarce resources. 
Flexible responses to different lev- 
els of workers’ qualifications, the 
relative prices for labor and ma- 
chines, infrastructural conditions, 
and other situational variables may 
be necessary to ensure economical 
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operation and competitive advan- 
tages. 

(5)  Notwithstanding the need to 
be flexible in selecting the means 
for ensuring equivalent levels of 
safety, it is helpful to set priorities 
for the selection of means, particu- 
larly if the potential benefits of each 
option are difficult to quantify. Pro- 
posers and host countries should 
develop priority lists which they 
can use in later negotiations. A pri- 
ority list for safety technologies may 
appear as follows (ordered from 
first to last priority): 

inherent ly  safe technologies 
(physical properties); 
forgiving technologies (able to 
withstand human error); 
passive safety devices (do not 
need human intervention to be 
activated); 
active safety devices (do need hu- 
man intervention to function); 
accident mitigation technologies 
(protection of workers and resi- 
dents in the case of accidents). 
These  technologies  c a n  a n d  

should be combined to enhance the 
overall safety level, but such a prior- 
ity list helps to determine the feasi- 
bility of the higher order means be- 
fore  t u r n i n g  t o  a l o w e r  o r d e r  
solution. The same concept can be 
applied to pollution management. 
A priority list may appear as fol- 
lows: 

avoidance of pollutants (through 
materials and process innova- 
tion); 
establishment of closed cycles 
(recycling or reuse of potential 
pollutants); 
volume reduction through recy- 
cling; 
application of the “as low as rea- 
sonably achievable” principle (to 
reduce emissions of pollutants); 
incorporation of best available 
control technologies to achieve 
levels below permissible limits; 
and 
meeting, but not achieving levels 
lower than, regulatory standards. 
(6) Option selection and modifi- 

cation should be achieved by con- 
sent between the proposer and the 
host country agency. It seems advis- 
able to focus first on the shared val- 
ues and goal and then turn to con- 
troversial issues. These negotiations 
should be preceded by an agree- 
ment by the host country and the 
proposer to commit themselves to 
a specific option and its special 
modifications in terms of safety 
standards and environmental pro- 
tection. This process should incor- 
porate the impact analysis (provid- 

ing the factual base for debating 
each option) and the preferences of 
both parties (providing the value 
base for aligning each other’s inter- 
ests) into the negotiations. It is not 
necessary to restrict the negotia- 
tions through special rules other 
than fairness, honesty, good will, 
consistency and, if mutually agreed 
to, a procedure for dispute resolu- 
tion. 

(7 )  After an agreement is reached, 
it is the obligation of the proposer to 
inform affected host country con- 
stituents insofar as is possible. Even 
if public involvement is not man- 
dated in the host country, every ef- 
fort should be made to provide in- 
formation to the affected public and 
to establish a forum for feedback. 
Organizing such an involvement 
process proves difficult in many re- 
cipient countries,  especially i n  
those countries unaccustomed to 
public scrutiny of private and offi- 
cial decisions. A process will be 
successful when proposers are cog- 
nizant of these constraints while 
seeking to inform the public of po- 
tential side effects and to incorpo- 
rate local conditions (often un-  
known by the regulator) into the 
technical design or institutional 
management of the technology or 
facility. (An additional benefit is 
that a public aware of side effects is 
less at risk than an uninformed pub- 
lic.) 

(8) After the selected option is im- 
plemented, fiduciary responsibility 
should be the guiding principle for 
the operating phase. Regardless of 
the host country’s ability to monitor 
or control safety and pollution, the 
operators should act as if they were 
entrusted by the host country to as- 
sume responsibility for the impacts 
of their actions on anything that the 
host country values, ranging from 
workers’ safety, community health, 
and preservation of natural habitats 
to conservation of cultural artifacts. 
Many MNCs have developed so- 
phisticated and effective protocols 
to ensure self-regulation even in the 
absence of external pressure or legal 
obligations. Because the corporate 
safety culture practices (i.e., the 
guiding principles and values that 
act as internalized motivators for all 
employees within a company with 
respect to safety and environmental 
health) differ considerably, it is not 
appropriate to standardize these 
protocols and to develop a boiler- 
plate for all purposes. It is impor- 
tant, however, that each company 
create a system of internal checks 
and balances. This system should 

ensure and specify monitoring re- 
quirements, safety checks, emission 
controls, and impact assessments. 
The less a host country exercises su- 
pervision in environment, health, 
and safety, the more important be- 
comes the internal corporate organi- 
zation to ensure controls. 

(9) Within reasonable limits, cor- 
porate responsibility extends to up- 
stream processing of the product 
and downstream distribution, even 
in  the absence of legal require- 
ments. The latter, known as product 
stewardship, is particularly perti- 
nent to developing countries where 
end-users are often ill informed and 
emergency medical response sys- 
tems nonexistent or substandard. 
However, this responsibility can 
only be assumed within reasonable 
boundaries. Car manufacturers, for 
example, cannot be held responsi- 
ble for an accident caused by a 
drunken driver. What constitutes a 
reasonable boundary cannot be de- 
fined in abstract, but depends on 
the nature of the technology and the 
sociocultural context in which it is 
placed. It appears, however, that 
warning about risks and training 
consumers to handle the product 
safely fall within the responsibility 
of the producer. 

These nine specifications and 
four principle guidelines offer a 
foundation for MNCs to design their 
own guidelines or evaluate their ex- 
isting rules. Principles and guide- 
lines applicable to MNCs are equal- 
ly valid for host countries and the 
intern at i on a1 c o mmuni  t y , S a f e t y 
a n d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  p ro tec t ion  
equivalent to those of the exporting 
country,  adherence to inviolate 
rights and values, enlargement of 
technology options to serve host 
country wants and needs, and as- 
surance of corporate liability are 
also relevant host country objec- 
tives. 

To realize these principles and 
guidelines requires the develop- 
ment of policies by host countries, 
the exporting countries, and the in- 
ternat ional  communi ty .  Policy 
structure largely depends on the 
country’s political system, its cul- 
ture, and its regulatory style. How- 
ever, policies can be classified in 
terms of compliance mechanisms 
(information, incentive, and coer- 
cion) and implementing agency (in- 
ternational, governmental, corpo- 
rate). 

In reviewing the policy instru- 
ments-self-regulat ion by  t h e  
MNCs, provision of economic in- 
centives for environmentally re- 
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sponsible behavior, or imposition of 
regulatory s t anda rds  upon the  
MNCs-it seems advisable to re- 
serve national standards for inviola- 
ble values (such as protection of life 
and health) and for other national 
objectives that are impossible or ex- 
tremely difficult to link to the self- 
interest of the MNCs. Examples of 
the latter are equitable development 
[i.e., equal development opportuni- 
ties for all regions of a country and 
for all social classes) or national 
self-sufficiency. Excessive stan- 
dards may deter potential investors 
and, given that provision for ade- 
quate health and safety levels is in 
the self-interest of many MNCs, 
may turn out to be redundant or 
even counterproductive. However, 
most MNCs prefer to adjust to pre- 
scribed standards rather than to face 
high degrees of regulatory uncer- 
tainty. 

International guidelines may help 
host countries to use internationally 
available expertise to articulate na- 
tional standards and to build regu- 
latory capacity. Another possibility, 
although difficult to accomplish, 
may be the establishment of an in- 
ternational body with authority to 
monitor facilities in all member 
countr ies .  The  major emphas is  
should be on linking economic in- 
centives with self-regulation within 
the context of acceptable host coun- 
try environmental targets and risks. 
If effectively implemented, an inter- 
national organization is the most 
flexible, cost-effective, and nonbu- 
reaucratic path by which to meet 
the desired objectives. 

In conclusion. . . 
The Luxembourg Symposium on 

Values and Responsibilities in the 
Transfer of Hazardous Technologies 
provided an opportunity for indus- 
trialists. consultants, administra- 
tors. and academics to discuss their 
perspectives: to review their experi- 
ence with existing codes of conduct 
and corporate performance: and to 
outline a list of principles, guide- 
lines, and procedures for responsi- 
ble and mutually beneficial path- 
ways to sustainable development in 
the Third World and Eastern Euro- 
pean countries. 

The major conclusion of the sym- 
posium was that,  despi te  many 
drawbacks and problems, coopera- 
tion between MNCs and host Euro- 
pean countries can be arranged in a 
mutually beneficial manner. Princi- 
ples of ethical conduct have helped 
to shape successful policies in the 
past: they will continue to be need- 

ed for meeting the challenges of the 
future. 

A fiduciary approach to safety 
and environmental management 
that is sensitive to cultural values 
and lifestyles of the host country, 
coupled with good-faith attempts to 
gain approval by affected constitu- 
encies, is at the heart of the recom- 
mendations. In addition, constitu- 
tional rights, international law, 
and-to a lesser degree-the rule of 
equivalent safety and environmen- 
tal quality should be regarded as in- 
violate values which should not be 
sacrificed for economic gain. 

On the procedural side, govern- 
ments are well advised to take ad- 
vantage of the self-interest of MNCs 
and encourage self-regulation. Legal 
controls and regulations are neces- 
sary, but should be coupled with 
economic incentives to ensure cost- 
effectiveness and bureaucratic sim- 
plicity. Corporations should devel- 
op policies for internal monitoring 
and constant quality control within 
the organization. This is particular- 
ly essential in countries with weak 
regulations and inadequate enforce- 
ment. 

Responsible export of hazardous 
technologies poses a major challenge 
in today's global economy. Corporate 
and  host country environmental 
goals are invariably pursued concur- 
rent with economic development, so- 
cial justice, national identity, and po- 
litical autonomy. Balancing these 
goals is a complex task for host coun- 
tries and MNCs. particularly when 
hazardous technologies are involved. 
The participants of the Luxembourg 
symposium expressed hope and con- 
fidence that the outcome of their de- 
liberations may help all parties to 
cope with this task. 
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