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It is unquestionably an undeserved honor that I should have been asked to speak here today, 
as a representative of civil society.   Were we talking of Greece’s two main service industries, 
shipping and tourism, I would be able to speak with an authority derived from experience.   
Where the cement industry is concerned I am a true “outsider”, even if one who comes to the 
subject with two prejudices, one negative, the other and, more recent, positive. 
 
As someone who worked for over 25 years in shipping I reject the seemingly logical but 
empirically false generalization held some radical environmentalists, that “business” or 
“industry” bears prime responsibility for the environmental problems humankind faces.   
Responsibility for the environmental problem in fact rests with all of us who either enjoy or 
aspire to a certain style of life:  it is this almost universal aspiration “business” or “industry” 
satisfies, attempting to maximize profits in the process.   This means there is a wide range of 
attitudes a business can take in relation to environmental problems.   It can also of course 
accept a lower margin of profit, or it can appropriate some proportion of its profits to 
alleviating a particular environmental problem.   It can attempt to mitigate the problem while 
maintaining its profits, through technological innovation or reorganization as, for instance, by 
reducing emissions or the use of natural resources.   It can, finally, deny there is any problem 
as a matter of principle. 
 
In short, the freedom enjoyed by all of us as human beings attaches to businessmen also.   
Dramatically so, indeed, where the managers of specific businesses are concerned.   To take 
one example, there must be few well-informed people in the Western world who have not 
noticed the sharp difference in attitude to climate warming amongst the major oil companies, 
by Shell and BP on the one side and by Exxon-Mobil on the other.   It is a disagreement that 
goes back to the preparations for the Kyoto Protocol in 1997, that is over a decade.   I do not 
see how an unbiased observer can fail to conclude that in supporting initiatives which denied 
either the existence of or partial human responsibility for the phenomenon, the leadership of 
Exxon-Mobil made as full use of its freedom as BP and Shell did in the opposite direction.   If 
it turns out they have done so in a manner that in the long term causes suffering to many and 
danger to many more, it will be possible to assert that over the years the managers of this 
major, and very profitable, enterprise were behaving in a manner that can legitimately be 
described as “evil”.   Nor is this a matter of nationality:  General Electric, also an US 
corporation, has been no less consistently a constructive influence as Exxon-Mobil has been a 
negative and indeed destructive force over global warming. 
 
Where the professional bodies of whole industries are concerned the degree of managerial 
freedom for individual enterprises is inevitably to some extent restricted.   Collective bodies 
of professionals usually move at the speed of the slowest.   Yet that movement, however slow, 
is even more significant for society as a whole since it will tend either to restrict or encourage 
national and international authorities in formulating or reformulating policies that concern the 
industry or profession in question.   Thus here too there is a critical role for the exercise of 
human freedom and judgment among business leaders.    
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An example I shall always remember from my own experience arose when I was serving on 
the Board of the Union of Greek Ship-owners under the late Antony Chandris in early 1975, 
when the image of Greek shipping among ordinary Greeks was as bad as the image of any 
business could ever be, because such a high proportion of leading ship-owners had either 
openly supported or at least quietly sympathized with the junta.,   The issue under discussion 
was whether to resist the likely desire of the new democratic government to impose a tax on 
shipping or whether to accept the principle, steering the discussion in the direction of the 
choice of a particular type of tax.   It became clear that every single member of the Board was 
prepared to set aside immediate self-interest in the cause of a successful long-term 
collaboration within society, something which indeed represents long-term interest of almost 
every business.   This type of challenge is one almost every industry in the world, in view of 
the world environmental crisis, will now face not just once every so often but every year 
without exception, at an intensity that will be determined not just by its own efforts but by the 
efforts – or more dangerously, lack of effort – by others. 
 
There is no doubt the international cement industry acknowledged this new reality at a 
commendably early stage and equally no doubt that its initial response has been 
statesmanlike.   In July 2002, in association with the World Business Council for Sustainable 
Development, some of the most prominent companies in your industry published “The 
Cement Sustainability Initiative:  Our Agenda for Action”, the result, already then, of three 
full years’ work and consultation, chiefly with the Battelle Memorial Institute, unquestionably 
one of the world’s most outstanding not-for-profit scientific research institutes. 
 
This “Agenda for Action” was, as it should have been, specific both on the general 
commitments of the industry as a whole and on those of individual companies.   An interim 
progress report appeared on 2005.   A target date for the full report was set for July 2007, five 
full years after the 2002 publication, but only two months from today.   It is not for me to say 
whether these commitments will have been met by July this year or whether some of them 
may have been met already, whether in the industry as a whole or by any particular company.   
As an environmentalist and a representative of civil society however I wish to emphasize how 
vital it is they should be met and, if, as in these matters frequently turns out to be the case, 
some individual company has met, or is meeting the targets, I would encourage them to make 
this publicly known this autumn.   In the last resort, after all, it is the informed marketplace of 
society as a whole, not least in the US, that has over time judged Toyota’s environmental and 
engineering achievement with the hybrid car positively compared with, for instance, General 
Motors’ commitment to the SUV. 
 
Many of those present today certainly know the commitments mentioned in the 2002 five-
year “Agenda for Action” far better than I do.   Each company that signed undertook to 
develop a climate change mitigation strategy, to publish both targets and progress by 2006 
and thereafter to report annually on its CO2 emissions.   Equally each company was to make 
available data concerning other emissions by 2006 and report publicly on the progress it was 
making.   And each company was to draw up rehabilitation plans for its operating quarries 
and plant sites and communicate them to local stakeholders by 2006. 
 
It seems we are now at a critical point, when the targets set by the industry itself for the end of 
2006 and mid 2007 are falling due.   No doubt in some cement companies a major effort is 
under way to meet target dates which represented, when set, and even more represent today, 
the fulfillment of that responsibility which any major industry bears to its stakeholders, 
particularly such a major industry as cement, where the stakeholder is effectively society as a 
whole, perhaps indeed I should say “world society as a whole” since it seems about three tons 
of cement are produced for each man, woman and child on earth. 
 
Let me look a little bit more specifically at the three particular commitments I have picked out 
from among those listed in the “Agenda for Action”. 
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The first concerns the issue of climate change mitigation strategy.   In 1999 and in 2002 it was 
statesmanlike indeed for a whole industry to recognize there was a problem;  today, in 2007, 
this has become a platitude with however an  unexpectedly sharp bite for all of us both as 
individuals and as companies.   Cement manufacture is an energy intensive process and 
energy, together with transport, is at the centre of the climate change debate.   The “Agenda 
for Action” recognizes that the cement industry produces 5% of global man-made CO2 
emissions, 50% of this from the chemical process of making clinker and 40% from burning 
fuel, with only 10% attributable to electricity use and to transport.   Thus Environmental 
Fiscal Reform and even the carbon trading permit system are bound to have, over time, a 
significant impact on the industry, with one significant proviso, that the more effective the 
measures the industry takes on its own initiative prove to be, the less will be the impact of 
measures to be taken by any government. 
 
The second concerns other emissions, those which, unlike CO2, have a direct effect on human 
health.   Here again the “Agenda for Action” sets out the cement industry’s intentions which 
will doubtless be translated into ambitious targets.   Many individual factories have already 
achieved such substantial improvements that the old generalizations about cement plants 
necessarily showering dust on the township around, taken as absolute generalizations, no 
longer stand. 
 
At this point one must note that the cement industry makes a creditworthy contribution to the 
overall environmental crisis faced by our contemporary world to the degree it is able to 
dispose of waste products that would otherwise go to landfills or be burnt in incinerators.   Mr 
Chandelle gave some impressive figures. 
 
This point leads me however to the third major environmental concern society has in respect 
of the cement industry, that of the sitting of quarries and plants.   Quarries in general are at the 
present moment a particularly sore point in Greek society with one notorious instance where, 
for one reason or another, judicial decisions for the closure of a particularly obnoxious quarry 
never seem to get enforced, and where an outrageous draft law that would have effectively 
opened large areas to quarrying is currently under further and one hopes more careful 
governmental consideration. 
 
This is also the area which provides me with my “negative” prejudice, which I referred to in 
my first paragraph.   When the environmental organization I lead, Elliniki Etairia, was 
founded in 1972, our very first major planning battled concerned a huge projected cement 
plant, advertised at that time to be “the largest in the Mediterranean” which, with the full 
support of the dictatorship then ruling Greece, was planned for Methana on the southern shore 
of the Saronic Gulf.   This was and is without doubt one of the most beautiful areas in Greece 
and certainly one of the most beautiful in the vicinity of the great Athenian metropolis where 
40% of the population is concentrated. 
 
It was our first such battle, which, like so many more to come, we fought with allies, and in 
this instance lost.   What I shall never forget however was being visited by an emissary not 
from the cement industry in question but from an important industrial association and being 
courteously but directly warned that this would inevitably result in public attacks on my 
family’s businesses – as indeed it did.   Only, just after the first attack was made the 
dictatorship fell, and the Saronic Gulf has remained free for Athenians and visitors alike to 
enjoy in all its beauty, a tribute to those who fought the project under the dictatorship and to 
the broadminded foresight of the Government of National Unity which followed succeeded 
and cancelled the permit already given. 
 
This admittedly is a story now 35 years old.   Since then, in recent years, the cement industry 
in Greece has provided the country’s business community with some of its most effective 
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spokesmen, including one of our most eminent business leaders, who indeed helped guide the 
country’s economy through a period of damaging populism, mitigating such damage as he 
could not prevent and helping preserve the productive forces in the economy against a better 
day.   The Greek cement industry has provided too perhaps the clearest and most outstanding 
example of corporate responsibility within Greece and, as a Greek manufacturing industry 
operating abroad, also outside it.   If every individual Greek citizen, and above all the Greek 
government, even paid remotely the same attention to the environment we should be in a far 
better state environmentally than we actually are. 
 
Whether through prejudice or analysis my conclusion is at this point positive.   The 
environmental crisis in our time is however so wide-ranging that no-one of us can be satisfied 
with our current performance and we all, individuals and companies alike, bear the 
responsibility of following every good example set by one of our fellows and competitors.   
To the many other struggles of business and personal life has been added a new challenge, 
that will never again go away, the challenge of every industry’s, every company’s and every 
individual’s responsibility for and to our world at large, our life-giving environment. 
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