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ABSTRACT 
 
Given the array of complex global challenges that human societies face in the 21st 

century, it has been argued that the accepted role of business in society must change in 

order to help meet these challenges. Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is a term often 

used to convey this sentiment – and to prescribe the necessary changes. The primary goal 

of this research project is to examine how CSR spreads across society from both an 

individual and organizational perspective. First, how do individuals identify responsible 

companies? Second, what factors drive companies to adopt corporate social responsibility 

(CSR), and what does adoption entail? Diffusion of innovations is a theoretical 

framework used to explain the spread of ideas, opinions, and products (various types of 

innovations) across members of a social system. This study combines the lens of 

diffusion theory with the current literature on CSR, which allows us to define CSR as an 

innovation, or a tool, that companies adopt to serve a specific purpose or to achieve 

certain objectives. The data collection process includes both an online survey to identify 

individuals’ CSR perceptions and how these are shaped; as well as personal interviews 

with six CSR experts and practitioners to identify the utility of CSR for companies. At 

the individual level, this study finds that individuals’ opinions and perceptions of CSR 
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are shaped by a combination of interpersonal and mass media communication channels; 

companies are more likely to be perceived as responsible if the communications that 

shape overall perception also provide useful CSR information. At the organizational 

level, this study finds that CSR helps companies meet various objectives including: 

crisis/reputation management; recruiting talent and engaging employees; promoting 

innovation; maintaining competitive position; and market entry. Reasons for adoption 

vary by company and the competitive context in which it operates; but the context in 

which adoption occurs shapes the implementation and development of CSR. Finally, this 

study suggests several possibilities for future research including the role of social 

networks in the diffusion of CSR.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

 

“The definition of CSR [corporate social responsibility] is ambiguous, but at minimum it suggests 

that a company has obligations beyond the requirements of the law to those who are neither its 

shareholders nor its customers… 

 

However you define CSR, and whether you agree with the financial arguments in favor of it, as a 

cultural phenomenon the idea seems to have some staying power… 

 

Whatever [companies like Eastman Chemical, Lockheed Martin, and Exxon Mobil] actually think 

about the norms entailed in CSR, they’ve decided that they have no choice but to play along, 

recession or no recession. Call it lip service if you like, but that’s the way behavior changes: Step 

one is getting everybody to agree to the rules, and step two is getting everybody to follow them. If 

CSR proponents can hold on to step one through this downturn, reaching step two can’t be far 

behind.”  

 

       -- Flavelle, Christopher. “Responsibility Is Still Good for  

       Business.” The Washington Post  

       Sunday, February 15, 2009 

 

 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in the midst of a global economic crisis 

 

Given the array of complex global challenges that human societies face in the 21st 

century, it has been argued that business must change in order to help meet these 

challenges. Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is a term often used to convey this 

sentiment – and to prescribe the necessary changes. According to the Washington Post 
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article above, CSR means that “a company has obligations beyond the requirements of 

the law to those who are neither its shareholders nor its customers.” Many people seem to 

agree with this statement, but the concept also raises many questions. ow do we identify 

what society expects of business? What shapes these expectations in the first place?  

Written in the midst of the global economic crisis, the Washington Post article 

above describes corporate social responsibility (CSR) as an idea that influences the 

behavior of companies. It implies that CSR is slowly gaining more subscribers. 

Companies are not only “agreeing to the rules” but also beginning to implement them. 

However, the factors or conditions driving companies to embrace CSR seem unclear. Do 

companies truly feel as if “they have no choice but to play along”?  

CSR has been part of the business lexicon and a focus of academic study for a 

number of years; however, recent media coverage asserts that CSR has now moved from 

the margins to the mainstream.1 One scholar observes that “the ‘social responsibilities’ of 

companies, and particularly of large multinationals, are now extensively discussed in 

books, political debates, academic articles and the media. The past few years have seen 

an extraordinary proliferation of ‘codes of conduct’ for multinationals, as international 

organizations, NGOs, trade unions, national governments, and multinationals themselves, 

all struggle to define what CSR means in practice.”2 However, the field of CSR “is still in 

what scholars call a ‘pre-paradigmatic’ phase, where there is scant agreement on 

                                                 
1 “Just good business.” The Economist. January 17, 2008; Rosenbloom, Stephanie and Michael Barbaro, 
“Green-Light Specials, Now at Wal-Mart”, The New York Times, January 25, 2009 
2 Zerk, Jennifer (2006) p.2 
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definitions and terms and no consensus has been reached about what it includes and does 

not include in its boundaries.”3  

There are myriad ways to define what it means for business to make a positive (or 

negative) social impact. For example: 

 

By providing jobs, investing capital, purchasing goods, and doing business every day, 

corporations have a profound and positive influence on society. The most important thing 

a corporation can do for society, for any community, is contribute to a prosperous 

economy.4 

 

Milton Friedman held that “there is one and only one social responsibility of business – 

to use its resources and engage in activities designed to increase its profits so long as it 

stays within the rules of the game, which is to say, engages in open and free competition 

without deception or fraud.”5 Looking back at Friedman’s full statement, we can see that 

he views the primary responsibility of business as profit-making, but he also expects 

them to play by the rules and operate “without deception or fraud”. To prevent negative 

social impact, issues of business ethics and corporate governance, especially after Enron 

and WorldCom, have been increasingly incorporated into the CSR landscape. We can 

also think of CSR as an outcome of the corporate governance mechanisms in operation.6 

                                                 
3 Googins, Bradley K., Philip H. Mirvis, and Steven A. Rochlin (2007) p. 19; Matten, Dirk and Andrew 
Crane (2005) 
4 Porter, Michael E. and Mark R. Kramer. “Strategy & Society: The Link Between Competitive Advantage 
and Corporate Social Responsibility” (December 2006)  
5 Friedman, Milton. “The Social Responsibility of Business is to Increase its Profits.” The New York Times 
Magazine. September 13, 1970. 
6 Thomsen, Steen. “Corporate Governance and Corporate Social Responsibility” (2006) 
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Overall, “a company’s impact on society changes over time, as social standards evolve 

and science progresses.”7 

CSR is concerned with how companies make their profits and what they do with 

these profits given varying societal expectations (ranging from compliance to leadership) 

across different contexts. In 1981, Walter J. Haas, Jr., then chairman of the board and 

director of Levi Strauss & Co., noted that “the new term ‘corporate social responsibility’ 

refers to a relatively old concept that is being expanded to address an increasing number 

of societal demands on business. These demands reflect a widely held belief that business 

lacks a significant concern for how its decisions and operations affect society.” 8 Almost 

three decades later, Stanley Litow, Vice-President for Corporate Affairs at IBM, writes: 

 

Corporate citizenship describes a company’s total dealings with the community - local, 

regional, national, or global. It encompasses traditional corporate philanthropy as well as 

activities far beyond the traditional. A company’s record of social responsibility is a 

critical component of its brand value, and if properly planned and delivered, it can 

provide a significant competitive advantage in the marketplace.9 

 

Litow’s essay is published in a book about the United Nations Global Compact – a 

voluntary initiative to emphasize the moral purpose of business. Another recent article 

                                                 
7 Porter, Michael E. and Mark R. Kramer. “Strategy & Society: The Link Between Competitive Advantage 
and Corporate Social Responsibility” (December 2006) 
8 Vogel, David and Thornton Bradshaw (1981) p.133 
9 “IBM and Corporate Citizenship,” Peace through Commerce: Responsible Corporate Citizenship and the 
Ideals of the United Nations Global Compact (2008) p.336 
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about CSR and the global economic crisis asks – “how will the downturn affect the 

nascent field of corporate social responsibility?” According to the article:  

 

 Jeffrey Immelt, the chairman and chief executive of General Electric (GE), provided a 

 hint at the recent Business for Social Responsibility conference in New York. “The 

 most important part of corporate social responsibility is ‘corporate,’” Immelt said. “You 

 have to make money. The economic crisis doesn’t represent a cycle; it represents a 

 fundamental reset.” 

 

The author of this article writes: 

 

 “Immelt isn’t predicting the end of social responsibility.  He’s arguing instead that in 

 some ways it will become more important than ever -- but must be cost-effective and 

 aligned with the needs of businesses. Transparency, accountability, and strategic 

 engagement with government will become increasingly essential, Immelt says, and only 

 companies that understand these new rules of engagement will prosper.”10 

 

The concept of CSR has evolved over time as the landscape has changed; and 

today, CSR is quite an observable phenomenon. To illustrate the current  level of interest 

in CSR, Table 1.1 shows the number of pages and news articles that contain “corporate 

social responsibility” and closely related terms retrieve through three major Web search 

                                                 
10 Warhurst, Alyson. “The Future of Corporate Philanthropy; In the downturn, corporate chiefs like GE’s 
Immelt say social responsibility will remain vital, but it must be cost-effective and fit corporate needs.” 
BusinessWeek.com, December 9, 2008.  
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engines.11 The results vary from search engine to search engine (perhaps reflecting the 

technical dynamics of each search engine); but the figures below indicate that use of 

these terms is fairly considerable, with “corporate social responsibility” being the most 

commonly used term.  

 

Table 1.1: Substantial interest in CSR12 

Search Term  Search Engine  Web Pages  Web News 
Articles  

“corporate social responsibility”  Google.com 6,630,000 2,461 
Yahoo.com 30,600,000 727 
MSN.com 144,000,000 0 

    
“corporate responsibility”  Google.com 4,890,000 750 

Yahoo.com 22,300,000 426 
MSN.com 144,000,000 0 

    
“corporate citizenship”  Google.com 4,450,000 293 

Yahoo.com 17,200,000 376 
MSN.com 13,900,000 0 

    
“corporate sustainability”  Google.com 297,000 95 

Yahoo.com 1,380,000 59 
MSN.com 11,900,000 0 

Based on a web search conducted on March 11, 2009 

 

Google Trends offers another way to gauge the level of interest in CSR. This search tool 

allows you to view the average search traffic for a specific term. Entering the four terms 

from Table 1.1 above allows us to identify which of the four terms above people search 

most frequently. In Exhibit 1 below, line A represents “corporate social responsibility”, 

                                                 
11 Additionally, there are many other terms with slightly distinct meanings that frame the role of business in 
society (including “corporate social performance, “corporate accountability”, “social responsibility of 
business”, “stakeholder relations”, “social entrepreneurship”, etc). Part of the challenge of understanding 
the CSR landscape is distinguishing whether or how these terms are distinct or indistinguishable. 
12 Web pages are differentiated from news articles using each engines’ search options 
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line B represents “corporate responsibility”, line C represents “corporate citizenship”, and 

line D represents “corporate sustainability”:13 

 

Exhibit 1 

 

In the chart above, 1.0 represents the average search traffic for “corporate social 

responsibility”. Thus “corporate social responsibility” appears to be the most widely used 

(and perhaps most recognized) of the four terms in Table 1.1.14 The Google Trends chart 

also shows how interest in CSR has remained steady (or changed) over time. 

Additionally, Table 1.2 below shows the number of articles in major U.S. and world 

publications (retrieved through LexisNexis Academic) that mention “corporate social 

responsibility”.  

                                                 
13 The table is accessible through:  
http://www.google.com/trends?q=%22corporate+social+responsibility%22%2C+%22corporate+responsibil
ity%22%2C+%22corporate+citizenship%22%2C+%22corporate+sustainability%22&ctab=0&geo=all&dat
e=all&sort=0  
Additional information about Google Trends can also be found at this link, along with a list of the top 10 
cities and regions that have searched CSR and the three related terms.  
14 However, the other three terms are frequently as applicable throughout this paper. 

A 

B 

C D 
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Table 1.2: “Corporate social responsibility” in the media 

Month  # of Articles in major US and world 
publications 

2007 
January 2007 318 
February 2007 324 
March 2007 391 
April 2007 362 
May 2007 446 
June 2007 382 
July 2007 446 
August 2007 347 
September 2007 432 
October 2007 481 
November 2007 458 
December 2007 355 

2007 Total  4,742 
 

2008 
January 2008 324 
February 2008 329 
March 2008 334 
April 2008 350 
May 2008 384 
June 2008 350 
July 2008 360 
August 2008 280 
September 2008 353 
October 2008 375 
November 2008 368 
December 2008 546 

2008 Total  4,353 
 

2009 
January 2009 261 
February 2009 263 
Based on a search conducted through LexisNexis Academic on March 11, 2009 

 

The figures above do not reflect media coverage focused specifically on CSR, but they do 

reflect substantial usage of the term in major US and world publications over the past two 

years.15  

                                                 
15 Interestingly, the number of results for January and February 2009 is significantly lower, which may 
indicate that use of CSR (and possibly interest in the concept) is waning. 
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Companies produce a great deal of information about their CSR perspective and 

activities; in turn, other groups produce information about the information from 

companies. For example, when the web search for “corporate social responsibility” is 

conducted through Google, the top results include links to non-governmental groups and 

associations, as well as to the CSR pages of companies like Starbucks and Nestle. It is 

interesting to note that searching “corporate responsibility” through Google yields a 

number of sponsored links from groups that want to be associated with CSR (Accenture, 

Pfizer, and PNC Bank appear in Exhibit 2 below).  

 

Exhibit 2 
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Furthermore, “of the 250 largest multinational corporations, 64% published CSR reports 

in 2005, either within their annual report or, for most, in separate sustainability 

reports…[This] proliferation of CSR reports has been paralleled by a growth in CSR 

ratings and rankings. While rigorous and reliable ratings might constructively influence 

corporate behavior, the existing cacophony of self-appointed score-keepers does little 

more than add to the confusion.”16 On the other hand, how can individuals evaluate 

whether companies are responsible without the availability of such information? How do 

individuals identify responsible companies in the first place? Does this affect the extent 

to which companies adopt and implement CSR? The tables and graphics above reflect 

substantial interest in CSR, but they do not explain what drives the spread of “corporate 

social responsibility” across companies and society. 

 

 

Research Goals 

  

 The primary goal of this research project is to examine how CSR spreads in terms 

of perception and practice. Using a theoretical framework that combines literature on 

CSR with diffusion of innovations theory, this paper seeks to enhance our understanding 

of the factors that drive CSR (and perhaps other broad socio-cultural trends). 

Communication patterns and knowledge-sharing through various means are salient 

                                                 
16 Porter, Michael E. and Mark R. Kramer. “Strategy & Society: The Link Between Competitive Advantage 
and Corporate Social Responsibility” (December 2006) 
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themes to be explored. This study views CSR as a cyclical process encompassing: 1) 

what companies are currently saying and doing; 2) how society (comprised of various 

actors at the individual and organizational levels) evaluates what companies do and say; 

3) how the accumulation of evaluations eventually converge into a set of societal 

expectations regarding the role of business in society; and 4) how these societal 

expectations create/drive the competitive landscape in which companies operate, which 

brings us back to the first part (what businesses are saying and doing). 

 

 

Purpose and Audience 

 

 If we can identify the process and the factors that enable some companies to 

effectively adopt and implement CSR, we may then be able to use this knowledge to help 

less effective companies. Corporate officers and other CSR practitioners often struggle 

with how to invest limited time and resources to maximize social impact and reputational 

returns from the implementation of CSR norms.17 Adding to this practical challenge is the 

conceptual ambiguity of CSR – resulting from many competing expectations and issues 

described as the proper domain of corporate responsibility. 

 This paper may also be of interest to scholars examining how certain expectations 

(or standards) about the role of business in society spread and become accepted. In the 

course of this project, we will outline factors that promote or facilitate the adoption of 

                                                 
17 Personal experience 
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CSR norms and practices. Given the variety of information sources and communication 

channels to which individuals are exposed and have access, identifying which sources 

and channels are more likely to influence how individuals perceive responsible 

corporations will enable us to gain a better understanding of how certain expectations (or 

standards) about the role of business in society spread and become accepted. 

 

 

Outline of Study 

 

 This first chapter has served as an introduction to the concept of CSR and to 

highlight the salience of this arena. Chapter Two (“Literature Review”) establishes the 

theoretical framework for this study by combining current literature on CSR with 

diffusion of innovations theory. The literature review confirms that applying diffusion 

theory is a new approach that should help to further establish how CSR spreads across 

and within companies. At the end of Chapter Two, we establish the following research 

questions: First, how do individuals identify responsible companies? Second, what 

factors drive companies to adopt corporate social responsibility (CSR), and what does 

adoption entail? Based on the literature review in Chapter Two, Chapter Three 

(“Research Design”) outlines a data collection process that encompasses both qualitative 

and quantitative methods. This study combines qualitative data from personal interviews 

with CSR experts and practitioners with quantitative data from a survey completed 

anonymously by individuals. This survey explores how individuals identify or perceive 
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CSR and about the communication channels that inform these perceptions (i.e. what 

companies are evaluated as being responsible and what is this evaluation based on). 

Chapter Four examines how CSR spreads across and within companies in stages using an 

innovation-decision process framework. At the organizational level, this study finds that 

CSR helps companies meet various objectives including: crisis/reputation management; 

recruiting talent and engaging employees; promoting innovation; maintaining competitive 

position; and market entry. Reasons for adoption vary by company and the competitive 

context in which it operates; but the context in which adoption occurs shapes the 

implementation and development of CSR. Chapter Five analyzes the spread of CSR 

perceptions among individuals. At the individual level, this study finds that individuals’ 

opinions and perceptions of CSR are shaped by a combination of interpersonal and mass 

media communication channels; companies are more likely to be perceived as 

responsible if the communications that shape overall perception also provide useful CSR 

information. Chapter Six (“Conclusion”) contains a summary the overall findings and 

suggestions for future research. Finally, this study suggests several possibilities for future 

research including the role of social networks in the diffusion of CSR. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

  

 If the thousands of news articles, as well as the millions of web pages, mentioning 

“corporate social responsibility” (and related terms) are any indication, 18 many people 

and organizations are thinking about CSR – but to what ends and for what purposes? The 

goal of this chapter is to establish a theoretical framework to help us examine and 

understand how CSR spreads across society.  

 

 

Definitions of Corporate Social Responsibility  

 

 Debates about the definition of corporate social responsibility begin with the 

nature of the corporation. These debates include whether a corporation is a legal entity, 

the equivalent of an individual person, a broader collection of interests tied to the 

community, or some combination of these; whether a corporation has moral 

responsibility, and if so, to what extent; and whether it should be solely focused on profit-

making – or profit-making and beyond.19 One scholar outlines five possible theoretical 

approaches to defining the corporation: 1) classic theory; 2) contractual theory, 3) 

stakeholder theory; 4) corporate agent theory; and 5) corporate citizen theory.20 A 

detailed explanation of these theoretical approaches is beyond the purview of this paper, 

                                                 
18 See Table 1.1 and Table 1.2 in Chapter 1 
19 Smurthwaite, Marilise. “The Purpose of the Corporation” (2008) p. 14 
20 Ibid 35 
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but they are mentioned here to emphasize the competing perspectives within the CSR 

arena.  

 Aside from debates about the nature of the corporation, definitions of corporate 

social responsibility are historically and contextually contingent. Matthew J. Hirschland 

(2006) writes that “the business-society relationship has seen a slow evolution since the 

1950s, when the social impact of business began to interest scholars. Many definitions of 

CSR exist and agreement upon one is elusive.”21 For the purpose of this analysis, we will 

focus on several concepts and theoretical approaches that seem to guide both research 

and practice.  

 The term “voluntary” is often used when defining CSR; but definitions of CSR 

and closely related terms, such as “corporate citizenship”, range from basic law abidance 

(compulsory) to going beyond legal requirements to make a positive social impact.22 

Archie B. Carroll has advanced an influential definition, which views CSR as 

encompassing the economic, legal, ethical and discretionary expectations that society has 

of organizations at a given point in time. More specifically, this means that society 

expects business to produce goods and services and sell them at a profit (economic 

expectations); society expects business to obey the law (legal expectations); society also 

expects business to follow certain behaviors and ethical norms that may not be codified 

as legal obligations (ethical expectations); finally, business may also be expected to 

assume voluntary roles in the community (philanthropic or discretionary expectations).23 

                                                 
21 Hirschland, Matthew J. (2006) p.5 
22 Hirschland, Matthew J. (2006) p.6 
23 Carroll, Archie B. “Corporate Social Responsibility: Evolution of a Definitional Construct.” (September 
1993) p.283-284 
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The Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship (BCCCC) has popularized a 

definition of CSR along three dimensions: 1) moral/ethical conduct or compliance with 

“rules”; 2) philanthropy; and 3) harms and benefits of a company’s commercial activities 

on society. This boils down to a principle of minimize harm (“do no harm”) in tandem 

with maximize benefit (“create shared value”).24  

 Alongside these definitions of CSR are many critiques. Some observe that CSR is 

“largely a smokescreen designed to distract governments from their proper role in 

regulating for market failure.”25 Furthermore, “no one can adequately define what it 

means to be socially responsible, and so no one can apply standards to determine whether 

a corporation is or is not socially responsible. Therefore, corporate social responsibility 

ends up being littler more than obeying the law, acts as a whitewash for amoral business 

practice, and hides the real ethical and moral responsibilities of business.”26 Others 

contend that “CSR distracts companies from their main profit-making activities, which 

reduces the value they create for society.”27 The “lack of agreement on the meaning and 

form of corporate social responsibility is one of the most prominent difficulties with this 

approach.”28  

 

 

 

 
                                                 
24 Googins, Bradley K., Philip H. Mirvis, and Steven A. Rochlin (2007) p.19 
25 Marsden, Chris. “In Defence of Corporate Responsibility” (2006) p.38 
26 Smurthwaite, Marilise. “The Purpose of the Corporation” (2008) p.34-35 
27 Marsden, Chris. “In Defence of Corporate Responsibility” (2006) p.38 
28 Smurthwaite, Marilise. “The Purpose of the Corporation” (2008) p.34-35 
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Conditions that Drive the Spread of CSR 

  

 Thus far, we can conclude that there are many ways to define CSR, but there 

seems to be a lack of consensus as to what the field encompasses. Despite the definitional 

ambiguities, researchers and practitioners have established many reasons why companies 

should be concerned with and should seek to demonstrate CSR. We can group these 

drivers of CSR into three main areas: 1) individual stakeholders and civil society groups; 

2) environmental factors; and 3) competition and globalization.  

 

The Role of Individual Stakeholders and Civil Society 

 Stakeholder theory has captured significant attention throughout the field of CSR. 

Proposed by R. Edward Freeman in 1984, the term “stakeholder” is frequently used by 

companies when describing their CSR activities.29 This concept personalizes social or 

societal responsibilities by delineating the specific groups or persons a company should 

consider in its CSR orientation.30  

 Individuals – as employees, consumers, and investors – can drive the spread of 

CSR. Recent surveys have shown that CSR matters to today’s employees.31 For example, 

the Stanford Graduate School of Business conducted a survey (report released June 2008) 

of 759 graduating MBAs at 11 top business schools and found that these future business 

leaders rank corporate social responsibility high on their list of values; and they are 
                                                 
29 For example, see “IBM 2007-2008 Corporate Responsibility Report”, Starbucks Corporation “Corporate 
Social Responsibility – Fiscal 2006 Annual Report”, and Nike “FY05-06 Corporate Responsibility Report” 
30 Carroll, Archie B. “Corporate Social Responsibility: Evolution of a Definitional Construct” (September 
1993) p.290 
31 Googins, Bradley K., Philip H. Mirvis, and Steven A. Rochlin (2007) 
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willing to sacrifice a significant part of their salaries to find an employer whose thinking 

is in synch with their own.32 Consumers’ expectations and public perceptions are often 

cited as drivers of CSR.33 However, the impact of consumers may be limited – either 

because only consumer-facing companies care about what consumers think, or because 

ethical consumerism is practiced by a small niche market.34 In recent years, investors 

have also begun to demonstrate a greater interest in CSR-related matters – from ensuring 

corporate governance to actively seeking companies that demonstrate positive social 

impact. The Dow Jones Sustainability Indexes, the FTSE4Good Index Series, Innovest, 

and KLD are some of the investment screens that drive companies to adopt CSR.35  

 Other scholars note that the rise of civil society actors and the changing role of 

government compel companies to adhere to CSR norms. Michael Porter and Mark 

Kramer note that “activist organizations of all kinds, both on the right and on the left, 

have grown much more aggressive and effective in bringing public pressure to bear on 

corporations. Activists target the most visible or successful companies merely to draw 

attention to an issue, even if those corporations actually have had little impact on the 

problem at hand.”36 As a result, “heightened attention to CSR has not been entirely 

voluntary. Many companies awoke to it only after being surprised by public responses to 

                                                 
32 Montgomery, David B. and Catherine A. Ramus. “Challenging Work and Corporate Responsibility Will 
Lure MBA Grads,” Stanford Graduate School of Business 
33 Reputation Institute: http://www.reputationinstitute.com/; Porter, Michael E. and Mark R. Kramer. 
“Strategy & Society: The Link Between Competitive Advantage and Corporate Social Responsibility” 
(December 2006) 
34 Drumwright, Minette E. “Socially Responsible Organizational Buying: Environmental Concern as a 
Noneconomic Buying Criterion” (1994) 
35 “The Power of Lists: Corporate Citizenship Rankings, Awards & Indices.” Boston College Center for 
Corporate Citizenship Webinar (March 2009): 
http://www.bcccc.net/index.cfm?fuseaction=document.filterdocumentList&type=Webcast  
36 Porter, Michael E. and Mark R. Kramer. “Strategy & Society: The Link Between Competitive Advantage 
and Corporate Social Responsibility” (December 2006) 
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issues they had not previously thought were part of their business responsibilities.”37 

Some contend that global civil society must oversee the behavior of corporations because 

government has relinquished this function.38 Other scholars focus on the role of 

government in promoting CSR, which contrast with the absentee-government 

perspectives.39 In other words, “as the government downsizes and the public expects the 

private sector to step in to help solve community problems, it is important that businesses 

understand why old models of corporate support don’t create sustainable change. In 

partnership with government and nonprofits, businesses need to go beyond the traditional 

models to tackle the much tougher task of innovation.”40  

 

The Environment 

 A number of scholars have identified environmental and global trends that seem 

to facilitate broader adoption of CSR. A recent book (2008) co-authored by Peter Senge 

outlines drivers toward a “regenerative economy” which include: increasing 

industrialization and side effects (material consumption, pollution, and waste generation); 

emerging “disruptive” technologies that challenge the status quo; as well as global 

problems (resource depletion, deteriorating systems, and climate change, poverty and 

inequity, global security, and energy supply).41 

 

                                                 
37 Ibid 
38 Regil, Alvaro J. “Corporate Social Responsibility, Still an Infant Discipline” (March 2003) 
39 Albareda, Laura, Tamyko Ysa, Josep M. Lozano, and Heike Roscher. “The Role of Governments in 
Fostering CSR” (2006) 
40 Kanter, Rosabeth Moss. “From Spare Change to Real Change: The Social Sector as Beta Site for 
Business Innovation” (2003) 
41 Senge, Peter, and Bryan Smith, Nina Kruschwitz, Joe Laur, and Sara Schley (2008) p.115 
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 As stakeholders, various non-governmental organizations (NGOs) directed the 

attention of business towards “sustainable development” as a key CSR concept.42 The 

1987 United Nations Brundtland Commission defined “sustainable development” as 

“development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of 

future generations to meet their own needs.”43 NGOs have played a significant role in 

defining the CSR agenda over the past several decades. Today, companies are 

increasingly expected to be responsible stewards of the environment. 

 

Globalization and Competition 

 R. Edward Freeman points to “changes [that] have occurred in the external 

environment of business which necessitate changes in the way that executives think about 

their organizations and their jobs.”44 Some believe that “the increasingly negative and 

very pervasive impact of global corporations in all aspects of social life and in the 

environment has been the catalyst in the emergence of a diversity of stakeholders 

demanding accountability about the impact of corporate activity in the life of the planet 

as a whole.”45 Others contend that the recent resurgence of CSR, which has been more 

institutionalized and widespread since the early 1990s, is linked to globalization and 

regulation (the expansion of national and global markets).46  

 Closely related to this rapidly changing competitive context, other writers have 

proposed that CSR can drive business strategy. The BCCCC contends that some 
                                                 
42 Hirschland, Matthew J. (2006) p.6. 
43 Available at: http://www.un-documents.net/wced-ocf.htm  
44 Freeman, R. Edward (1984) p.27 
45 Regil, Alvaro J. “Corporate Social Responsibility, Still an Infant Discipline” (March 2003) 
46 Vogel David (2005) p.10 
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companies are using CSR to innovate in products and services.47 Rosabeth Moss Kanter 

argues that companies are viewing community needs as opportunities to develop ideas 

and demonstrate business technologies, find and serve new markets; and solve long-

standing business problems. In other words, a few leading companies are finding 

inspiration in the social sector.48 However, David Vogel finds little empirical evidence to 

substantiate the business case of CSR in terms of the financial bottom line. After 

surveying the existing evidence, Vogel concludes that “more responsible firms are not 

necessarily more profitable, but neither are they less so.”49 Instead, “the business case for 

virtue is strongest for firms that have made CSR part of their strategy for attracting and 

retaining customers, employees, and investors, and for highly visible global companies 

that have been targeted by activists.”50  

 Overall, there are a growing number of reasons why companies should be 

concerned with and should seek to demonstrate CSR. Thus, “as a result of these drivers, 

corporate social responsibility is becoming more mainstream to business and more 

relevant to public policy with implications for corporate governance, corporate strategy 

and risk management, but also for national and global governance.”51 Although “CSR 

                                                 
47 Googins, Bradley K., Philip H. Mirvis, and Steven A. Rochlin (2007) 
48 Kanter, Rosabeth Moss. “From Spare Change to Real Change: The Social Sector as Beta Site for 
Business Innovation” (2003) p.189-190 
49 Vogel, David (2005) p.11-13 
50 Ibid p.14-15 
51 Nelson, Jane. “Leadership, Accountability, and Partnership: Critical Trends and Issues in Corporate 
Social Responsibility” (2004)  
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appears to be becoming mainstream, adoption of CSR by corporations has not been 

uniform.”52 

 

 

Stages of Corporate Social Responsibility  

 

 CSR researchers point out that companies are at varying levels of CSR both in 

terms of their activities and commitment. In some aspects, some firms are innovative and 

in others they are just getting started. Companies are apt to be ahead in some contexts and 

behind in others.53 The wide range of corporate adherence and implementation of CSR 

norms has also been discussed in the popular media. A Special Report by The Economist 

(published January 2008) asserts that CSR is now made up of three broad layers, one on 

top of the other: The first “layer” is traditional corporate philanthropy; the second “layer” 

is risk management; and the third and newest “layer” is CSR as a source of competitive 

advantage.54  

 The BCCCC has developed a five-stage framework to help (interested) companies 

develop their CSR programs. According to the researchers, “the normative pattern of 

activity at each stage has an internal consistency that can be useful in gauging where a 

company is in the development of its citizenship thrust and where it might choose to 

                                                 
52 Emerson, Jed, Sheila Bonini, and Kim Brehm. “The Blended Value Map: Tracking the Intersects and 
Opportunities of Economic, Social and Environmental Value Creation” (2003) p. 16 
53 Mirvis, Philip and Bradley K. Googins. “Stages of Corporate Citizenship: A Developmental Framework” 
(2006); Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship: http://www.bcccc.net/index.cfm?pageId=2009  
54 “Just good business.” The Economist. January 17, 2008 
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develop further.”55 The five stages (“Elementary”, “Engaged”, “Innovative”, 

“Integrated”, and “Transforming”) represent clusters of perspectives and activities against 

which companies can benchmark.  

 In the “Elementary” stage, CSR activity is episodic and programs are 

undeveloped. There is minimal awareness of what CSR encompasses among uninterested 

or indifferent top management and limited or one-way interactions with external 

stakeholders.  

 The second stage, “Engaged” typically involves top management buy-in where 

executives begin to adopt a new outlook on the company’s role and responsibilities to 

their communities and society. At this stage companies often focus on mitigating the 

likelihood of litigation and risks to reputation.  

 “Innovative” is the third stage – where a company moves forward by embracing a 

more comprehensive concept of CSR, broadening its agenda, and assuming more of a 

stewardship role. Companies (corporate officers) engage in high levels of innovation and 

learning at this stage (through interaction with leading companies and experts at 

conferences, forums, and other events). Often, this further development of CSR is 

accompanied by more open, two-way interaction with stakeholders that involve more 

open, two-way communication and mutual influence. However, companies at this stay 

may also face a crisis of coherence (too many activities are initiated without strategic 

relevance).  

                                                 
55 Mirvis, Philip and Bradley K. Googins. “Stages of Corporate Citizenship: A Developmental Framework” 
(2006); Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship: http://www.bcccc.net/index.cfm?pageId=2009 
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 Stage four is termed “Integrated”, because companies at this level are attempting 

to drive their CSR perspective into the lines of business (successful trial-run leads to 

massive deployment in terms of technological innovations). This involves setting targets 

and key performance indicators, and monitoring performance through balanced 

scorecards.  

 The fifth “Transforming” stage is the least defined but at least includes extensive 

partnerships with other businesses, community groups, and NGOs to address problems, 

reach new markets, and develop local economies.56 

 Other scholars have also proposed similar frameworks to help companies 

implement CSR. For example, an alternate model for companies (called the “BO-COI 

Model”) involves four stages: 1) “Context” stage  where issues like stakeholder dialogue, 

partnership management and strategic alliances are established; 2) “organizational 

management” stage which involves designing the necessary systems, structures, culture 

and competences; 3) “implementation” stage where the CSR vision is incorporated into 

strategies, plans, and daily activities; and 4) “business proposition” stage, where CSR 

plays a central role and is linked to the process of value creation in the value chain.57 This 

model is similar to the BCCCC framework, but it seems to be more focused on CSR 

functions rather than benchmarking against other companies.  

 In the literature review above, we find: 1) There are many ways to define CSR 

and a lack of consensus about what it encompasses; 2) there are a growing number of 

                                                 
56 Mirvis, Philip and Bradley K. Googins, “Stages of Corporate Citizenship: A Developmental Framework” 
(2006); Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship: http://www.bcccc.net/index.cfm?pageId=2009  
57 Jonker, Jan and Marco de Witte. “Conclusion: The Real Challenges of Organizing and Implementing 
CSR” (2006) p.242 
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reasons why companies should be concerned with and should seek to demonstrate CSR; 

and 3) companies vary widely in their development and fulfillment of CSR (some are 

very effective, others are much less effective or inactive).  

 Absent from the CSR literature is an overt discussion of the dynamics that tie 

these overarching themes together. In other words, how do some companies become 

much more effective at embracing and implementing CSR? If we can identify the process 

and the factors that enable some companies to effectively adopt and implement CSR, we 

may then be able to use this knowledge to help “less effective” companies – in terms of 

how they manage their impact on society and how they are perceived.  

 

 

Diffusion of Innovations Theory and CSR 

  

 Diffusion of innovations is a theoretical framework used to explain the spread of 

ideas, opinions, and products (various types of innovations) across members of a social 

system.58 In addition to technological innovations such as farm equipment,59 the theory 

has been used to study social or socio-technical phenomena – ranging from the growth of 

the US canal network in the 19th century;60 to the spread of organizational management 

techniques and knowledge sharing practices;61 to the adoption of social security across 

                                                 
58 Rogers, Everett M. (1983); Valente, Thomas W. (1995) 
59 Rogers, Everett M. (1983)  
60 Grubler, Arnulf, “Time for a Change: On the Patterns of Diffusion of Innovation” (1996) 
61 Castka, Pavel and Balzarova, Michaela A. “ISO 26000 and supply chains - On the diffusion of the social 
responsibility standard” (2008); Roda, Claudia, Albert Angehrn, Thierry Nabeth, and Liana Ramerita, 
“Using conversational agents to support the adoption of knowledge sharing  practices” (2003) 
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countries;62 to more recent innovations, such as the spread of the Grameen Bank’s micro-

lending program and sustainable (“green”) IT practices.63 Adoption is a central concept 

of this framework, which asks questions like:  

 

• What characteristics of an innovation make it more or less likely to be adopted?  

• What conditions within the social system make it easier or more difficult for an 

innovation to spread and be adopted? 

• To what extent is an innovation adopted? (How many members of the social 

system utilize, purchase, or somehow implement the innovation?) 

• How quickly is an innovation adopted? (What is the rate of adoption?) 

 

 Diffusion can also be described “as the process by which the adoption of 

innovation by member(s) of a social system is communicated through certain channels 

and over time triggers mechanisms that increase the probability of its adoption by other 

members who have not yet adopted it.”64 In other words, it is “a communication process 

in which adopters persuade those who have not yet adopted to adopt.”65 Diffusion theory 

may thus allow us to further explain why some companies are much farther ahead than 

others.  

                                                 
62 Collier, David and Richard E. Messick, “Prerequisites Versus Diffusion: Testing Alternative 
Explanations of Social Security Adoption” (1975) 
63 Kobeissi, Nada and Fariborz Damanpour, “The diffusion of a socially responsible innovation: Grameen 
Bank's credit delivery system”; Molla, Alemayehu, “GITAM: A Model for the Adoption of Green IT” 
(2003) 
64 Levi-Faur, David, “The Global Diffusion of Regulatory Capitalism” (2005) 
65 Valente, Thomas W. (1995) p.2 



 
 

27

 There are four main elements of diffusion: 1) the innovation, 2) the social system, 

3) the innovation-decision process, and 4) communication channels. In the discussion 

below, we define and apply each of these elements to corporate social responsibility.  

 

Element #1: The Innovation  

 An innovation can be a tangible or an intangible artifact – it can be a device, 

machinery, or some other kind of hardware; it can also be a set of concepts or norms, 

management practices, a code of conduct or standards. An innovation is not necessarily a 

new creation. An artifact can exist for some time in one social system and not be 

considered an innovation; the “newness” aspect of an innovation arises more from 

knowledge, persuasion, or a decision to adopt rather than initial conception.66  

 A given innovation possesses certain characteristics that affect the rate at which 

(and extent to which) it is adopted and implemented. One basic overarching attribute is 

relative advantage, or the degree to which an innovation is perceived as advantageous (in 

economic terms, social terms, etc).67 To the extent that CSR helps companies adapt to 

rapidly changing competitive contexts or it supports business strategy, it can provide a 

relative advantage. Another characteristic is compatibility with the existing values, past 

experiences, and needs of a potential adopter (at both the individual and organizational 

levels). The theory predicts that if an idea is not compatible with the existing values and 

norms of the potential adopter, it is much less likely to be adopted; but an initially 
                                                 
66 Rogers, Everett M. (1983) p. 11 
67 For additional discussion of how a consumer’s knowledge base affects perception of an innovation as 
advantageous, see also Hanninen, Seppo and Birgitta Sandberg, “Consumer Learning Roadmap: New 
Buzzword or Necessary Tool?” (2008); in this study, the primary adopters of CSR as an innovation is the 
organization rather than the individual.  
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incompatible innovation may be adopted given the creation of a new value system.68 

Some organizations actively perpetuate some cultural values and change others to 

increase their chances for being competitive or effective.69 Closely linked to 

compatibility in terms of values is complexity, or the extent to which an innovation is 

perceived as difficult to understand and use.70 We have already noted that the definition 

of CSR is ambiguous, which may increase the complexity of this innovation and lessen 

the likelihood or diminish the scope of its adoption by companies.  

 

Element #2: The Social System 

 The social system constitutes a boundary within which an innovation diffuses. In 

research, these parameters are usually established by the researcher. Typically, the 

defined social system consists of interrelated units that may be individuals, informal 

groups, organizations, political entities, subsystems, and other types of units.71 Social 

systems also generally encompass norms that define a range of tolerable behavior and 

serve as a guide or a standard for the members of a social system. The social system can 

be described in terms of its structure; and structure can be defined as the patterned 

arrangements of the units in a system. Overall, the structure of a social system can 

facilitate or impede the innovation’s diffusion.72 As one researcher points out, many 

                                                 
68 Rogers, Everett M. (1983) p. 15-16 
69 “Organizational Culture: Techniques Companies Use to Perpetuate or Change Beliefs and Values.” U.S. 
GAO Report to the Chairman, Committee on Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate (February 1992) 
70 Baldridge, J. Victor and Robert A. Burnham. “Organizational Innovation: Individual, Organizational, and 
Environmental Impacts” (1975)  
71 Rogers, Everett M. (1983) 
72 Collier, David and Richard E. Messick, “Prerequisites Versus Diffusion: Testing Alternative 
Explanations of Social Security Adoption” (1975) 
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members of a social system may “never adopt, discontinue adoption, or spread negative 

information about an innovation.”73 

 CSR spreads within a social system that involves decision-makers at the 

organizational (company) level and at the individual level. In a recent study (2007), 

BCCCC asked over 700 senior executives from various-sized companies across the US 

about the factors that drive CSR in their companies. Over three-fourths of the respondents 

cited “company traditions and values” as driving CSR to a “very great extent/large 

extent”. “Reputation/image” came in second place at 66%, followed by CSR as part of 

the business strategy at 60%. The importance of CSR to “customers/consumers” was 

rated as a key driver by 53% of respondents. CSR as a tool for employee recruitment and 

retention, as a source of competitive advantage, and as a tool to reduce business risks 

were all tied at 41%. Finally, community expectations and CSR as a tool for managing 

regulatory pressures were ranked as key drivers by only 33% of respondents. This same 

BCCCC survey also asked respondents about barriers to CSR, and the top responses were 

insufficient funds, insufficient time, and lack of personnel. Few respondents cited top 

management support or level of employee interest as barriers.74 The Pew Research Center 

for the People & the Press released a major survey in May 2007, which includes data on 

the public’s perception of companies. The survey found that 57% of the public hold a 

favorable opinion of corporations. 

 

                                                 
73 Valente, Thomas W. (1995) p.13 
74 Veleva, Vesela, Peggy Connolly, Bradley K. Googins, Philip Mirvis, Christopher Pinney, Kwang Ryu, 
Barbara Dyer, and Mark Popovich, “State of Corporate Citizenship 2007: Time to Get Real: Closing the 
Gap Between Rhetoric and Reality” (2007) 
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Element #3: The Innovation-Decision Process  

 The “innovation-decision process” is a critical third element of diffusion. The five 

stages of the innovation-decision process (which are not always sequential) typically 

encompass the following: knowledge (when a decision-making unit is exposed to the 

innovation’s existence and gains some understanding of how it functions); persuasion 

(when a decision-making unit forms a favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the 

innovation); decision (when a decision-making unit engages in activities that lead to a 

choice to adopt or reject the innovation); implementation (when a decision-making unit 

puts an innovation to use; re-invention is likely to occur at this stage); and confirmation 

(when a decision-making unit seeks reinforcement of an innovation decision that has 

already been made; they may reverse this previous decision if exposed to conflicting 

messages about the innovation).75 

 Within this innovation-decision process, members of a social system can be 

categorized as innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards, 

depending on when a member adopts the innovation relative to other members. Research 

has shown that a potential adopter’s “threshold level” (or the point at which the perceived 

benefits exceed the perceived costs) impacts time of adoption, which means “individuals 

can be classified as low or high threshold adopters in addition to being classified as early 

or late adopters.”76   

 

 

                                                 
75 Rogers, Everett M. (1983) p. 20-23 
76 Valente, Thomas W. (1995) p.64 
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Element #4: Communication Channels 

 A fourth element of diffusion is communication channels, which enable messages 

to go from one individual to another. Communication channels include mass media 

channels (traditional and new) and interpersonal channels (face-to-face and electronically 

facilitated).77 Earlier diffusion theorists, such as Everett Rogers, did not differentiate 

between different forms of mass media and interpersonal channels; but with the advent of 

the Internet and other technological advances, it is necessary to further differentiate. Mass 

media channels can be divided into traditional mass media (print newspapers, radio, 

television) and “new” media (web-based versions of traditional mass media, 

organizational websites, personal websites, blogs, and other content generated for web-

based consumption). Interpersonal channels involve contact between two or more 

individuals, such as exchanges with classmates, peers, work colleagues, friends, family, 

and acquaintances (members of one’s social network). This contact can be face-to-face 

conversations or electronically-facilitated interactions (such as phone conversations, text 

messaging, and online social networks). There is a growing body of literature that 

analyzes the distinctions or continuum dynamics between face-to-face and electronically-

facilitated communications, but this discussion goes beyond the scope of this paper.78  

 Different types of communication channels can play a distinct role during the 

innovation-decision process. Mass media channels allow a source to reach a large 

audience quickly (but generally in a one-way fashion). Diffusion theory predicts that 

                                                 
77 Rogers, Everett M. (1983) p. 17-18. At the time that Rogers was writing, the Internet was not yet 
invented, so he did not discuss hybrid communication channels.  
78 Lecture notes from “Intro to Communication, Culture, & Technology: CCTP 505”; taught by Dr. 
Michael Coventry and Dr. Jeanine Turner (Fall 2008) 
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mass media channels are more effective at generating “awareness knowledge” and are 

thus relatively more important at the knowledge stage of the innovation-decision 

process.79 In contrast, interpersonal channels allow for two-way exchange of information 

or communication to take place. Diffusion theory (along with other communication 

theories) predicts that interpersonal communication channels are more likely to shape 

attitudes (to create or overcome psychological barriers), which means that interpersonal 

channels are relatively more important at the “persuasion stage”.80  

 Given these definitions, we may conclude that the spread of an innovation is more 

likely to be successful (in terms of speed and of penetration or breadth of adoption) when 

both mass media and interpersonal communication channels are involved in the process. 

We can hypothesize that the extent to which companies effectively adopt and implement 

CSR depends on the utilization of various communication channels (which facilitate the 

multi-directional flow of information) during a five-phase innovation-decision process. 

 

  

Conclusion 

 

 When we apply diffusion theory to the existing literature on CSR, we can define 

CSR as an innovation, or a tool, that companies adopt to serve a specific purpose or to 

achieve certain objectives. However, we find that scant attention has been paid to 

                                                 
79 Rogers, Everett M. (1983) p. 198 
80 Grunig, James E. “A New Measure of Public Opinions on Corporate Social Responsibility” (1975); 
lecture notes from “Intro to Communication, Culture, & Technology: CCTP 505” taught by Dr. Michael 
Coventry and Dr. Jeanine Turner (Fall 2008) 
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communication channels and the innovation-decision process. This theoretical framework 

leads us to ask – what kinds of activities and/or information are involved at each stage of 

the innovation-decision process? Furthermore, what kinds of communication channels 

facilitate the flow of CSR information between which types of decision-makers/adopters? 

How might these communication channels facilitate or impede companies’ adoption of 

CSR? The study will focus specifically on two research questions: 

 

1) How do individuals identify responsible companies? 

 

2) What factors drive companies to adopt corporate social responsibility (CSR), and what 

does adoption entail? 

 

If we can identify the process and the factors that enable some companies to effectively 

adopt and implement CSR, we may then be able to use this knowledge to help less 

effective companies. On the next page is a chart that attempts to further integrate the 

innovation-decision process with the varying levels (or “stages”) of CSR that researchers 

have observed.  
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Chapter 3: Research Design 

 

 CSR is an innovation, or a tool, that companies adopt to serve a specific purpose 

or to achieve certain objectives. The theoretical framework established in Chapter 2 

suggests that CSR spreads within a social system that involves decision-makers at the 

organizational (company) level and at the individual level. Thus, we are interested in 

exploring how CSR spreads across society from both an organizational perspective and 

an individual perspective.  

 The data collection process includes both ethnographic techniques and survey 

methods to explore the CSR diffusion process from both the organizational perspective 

and the individual perspective. We gather qualitative data through personal interviews 

with CSR practitioners from various organizations to identify the kinds of activities 

and/or information involved at each stage of the innovation-decision process. Second, we 

use a survey instrument to gather quantitative data about how individuals perceive CSR 

and evaluate companies, as well as about the communication channels that inform these 

perceptions.   
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Part I. Explore how CSR spreads across and within companies 

 

Qualitative Data Collection 

 The researcher interviewed six experts/practitioners in corporate social 

responsibility. The interviewees were identified using the researcher’s personal network. 

The names and positions of each interviewee can be found in Table 3.1. Four of the 

interviewees come from corporate backgrounds and represent three companies 

(Starbucks, Nike, and IBM). These companies have invested significant resources into 

their CSR programs and have received recognition for their activities.81 A fifth 

interviewee represents an academic perspective (Georgetown University McDonough 

School of Business). Surveys indicate that future business leaders (students in MBA 

programs) are increasingly more concerned with CSR – especially when examining 

potential employers.82 A sixth interviewee represents a government/economic 

development perspective (USAID/Mais Unidos). The literature review indicates that 

corporations are beginning to partner with governments to meet community needs.83 This 

range of perspectives provides us with a broader view of the current CSR landscape.   

 

 

                                                 
81 See corporate profiles in Appendix 
82 Montgomery, David B. and Catherine A. Ramus, “Challenging Work and Corporate Responsibility Will 
Lure MBA Grads,” Stanford Graduate School of Business (June 2008); “Where Will They Lead? MBA 
Student Attitudes About Business & Society,” The Aspen Institute Center for Business Education (2008); 
Net Impact, “Survey Shows MBA Students Believe Business Should Be Agent of Social Change,” 
available at Greenbiz.com:  http://www.greenbiz.com/news/2006/10/26/survey-shows-mba-students-
believe-business-should-be-agent-social-change  
83 Kanter, Rosabeth Moss. “From Spare Change to Real Change: The Social Sector as Beta Site for 
Business Innovation” (2003) 
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Table 3.1: CSR Practitioners and Experts (Interviewees) 

Title  Company or 
Organization 

Date of Interview  Length of Time in 
Position 

Professor Georgetown University  
McDonough School of 

Business 

2/6/2009 10 years 

Global Vice President of 
Corporate Communications 

Nike, Inc. 2/10/2009 8 years 

Senior Program Manager, 
Corporate Service Corps 

(CSC) 

IBM Corporation 2/13/2009 4 years 
(6 years total with IBM) 

Senior Vice President of 
Corporate Social 

Responsibility 

Starbucks Coffee Company 2/16/2009 5 years 

Director, Corporate 
Citizenship & Corporate 

Affairs 

IBM Corporation 2/24/2009 2 years (12 years total with 
IBM) 

Economic Growth/ 
Corporate Social 

Responsibility Officer 

USAID/Mais Unidos 3/9/2009 2 years 

 

 

 In order to gain a more comprehensive, experience-based understanding of how 

each interviewee characterizes the innovation (CSR) and adopters (companies), the 

researcher created a four-part questionnaire to guide each interview. The questionnaire 

covered four basic themes: 1) professional background, 2) organizational environment, 3) 

communication practices and challenges, and 4) sharing of best practices. To capture the 

breadth of each person’s experience, the questionnaire included 3-7 questions under each 

of the four themes. However, not all questions were asked during the course of the 

interview. In addition to the researcher’s personal experience, the design of the 

questionnaire was informed primarily by literature on networks of practice and 

communities of practice. Each interviewee was asked whether s/he considers her/himself 
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as a member of a “CSR community of practice”. This approach allows the researcher to 

gather unfiltered responses from each interviewee.84  

 Interviews were conducted in-person or by phone. To prepare for the interviews 

with corporate officers, a CSR profile for each company was created using publicly 

available information (primarily gathered online). These CSR profiles can be found in the 

Appendix. Each interview lasted for approximately 40-60 minutes. Interviews were 

recorded for transcription purposes. The audio files were then transcribed by the 

researcher and analyzed using the coding process outlined below. Finally, informed 

consent forms were obtained from interviewees.   

 

Qualitative Data Analysis:  

 A two-step process was employed to analyze the data. A coding sheet for each 

interview was created using Excel. First, the transcribed interviews were analyzed for the 

followed themes (based on diffusion theory): 1) characteristics of the innovation (CSR); 

2) characteristics of adopters (companies); 3) CSR implementation (examples of); and 4) 

additional communication channels/tools. Second, after the content was grouped into 

these four areas, the data was once again analyzed for the emergence of themes regarding 

the purpose and value of CSR. These themes were collected and will then be compared 

with trends in the current CSR literature.  

 

 

                                                 
84 LeCompte, Margaret D. and Jean J. Schensul (1999); Foss, Sonja K. and William Waters (2007) 
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Part II. Explore how CSR perceptions spread among individuals 

 

 Individuals’ perceptions (as employees, consumers, investors, neighbors, and 

citizens) are a significant driver of CSR. This second segment of data collection focuses 

on the role of information/knowledge (termed “familiarity level” in this analysis) and 

communication channels in the identification of responsible companies by individuals. 

The survey is designed to collect data on: 1) Familiarity with CSR (overall company 

context and company-specific context), 2) communication channels and information 

sources that influences perceptions about companies in general and that provide useful 

information regarding CSR, 3) examples of companies associated with CSR and degree 

to which the company is responsible. Since this survey was conducted as the global 

economic crisis was unfolding, the responses collected may potentially represent an 

interesting contrast to prior surveys that were conducted during periods of relative 

economic growth or stability.  

 

Survey distribution and data collection:  

 The survey instrument, created using SurveyMonkey, contains 24 questions, 

including one informed consent question and seven demographic questions. Questions in 

the survey were informed by diffusion theory (particularly the role of various 

communication channels in the diffusion process), as well as communication theories that 

delineate between mass media channels (traditional and new) and interpersonal channels 

(face-to-face and electronically facilitated). Initial versions of the survey were tested 
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among several of the researcher’s peers, and survey questions were clarified based on this 

feedback. The survey was released on February 25, 2009. Relying primarily on the 

researcher’s personal network, the survey was distributed widely via email (to the 

researcher’s friends, peers, colleagues/former colleagues, family members, and other 

acquaintances), via listserv (student and alumni listservs of the Georgetown University 

Communication, Culture, & Technology program), and Facebook (survey link posted to 

researcher’s profile and to “Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)” global group page).85 

This array of distribution channels was utilized in order to draw responses from 

individuals with a variety of backgrounds (in terms of age, education level, work sector, 

work experience, and overall familiarity with CSR). Responses were collected over a 

two-week period. When the survey closed on March 11, 2009, a total of 223 individuals 

had started the survey with 136 respondents completing the survey in its entirety (61% 

completion rate). All responses were collected online anonymously. The following 

demographic information was collected at the end of the survey: 1) Age, 2) gender, 3) 

geographic origins, 4) level of education, 5) sector of employment (current and/or 

future/planned for respondents who are students), 6) and years of work experience.86 

 The survey instrument is divided into two parts (aside from the informed consent 

page and the last section containing demographic questions): 1) “Familiarity with CSR” 

and 2) “Evaluating corporations”. The first part primarily gathers information about the 

respondent’s overall level of knowledge (or “familiarity”) regarding CSR in a general 

                                                 
85 “Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)” global group page on Facebook: 
http://www.facebook.com/friends/?id=569717801#/group.php?gid=2237066135  
86 Previous studies and surveys (discussed in the literature review) indicate that these factors may affect 
individuals’ perceptions of companies and overall familiarity with CSR.  



 41

company context. The second part asks the survey respondent to identify a specific 

company that s/he associates with CSR. Then the respondent evaluates this company 

using the same criteria for companies in general (questions from the first part of the 

survey are reapplied in the second part). The juxtaposition between the general-company 

context and the specific-company context is intended to measure the consistency of 

respondents’ perceptions and usage of (or exposure to) various communication channels 

and information sources.  

 

Variables 

 First, the survey aims to establish a sample population of responsible companies 

based on the perception of individuals. Survey respondents are asked to identify a 

company that s/he associates with CSR and to evaluate the company’s level of 

responsibility. The following three questions are used to approach this first variable: 

 

Question 9: What is the first company that comes to mind when you think about corporate 

social responsibility? (Required open-ended response) 

 

Question 10: How responsible is this company? (Select one response) 

- Leader in responsibility  

- More responsible than most companies  

- About the same as other companies  

- Less than most companies  

- Not responsible  
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- Not sure (explain) (Open-ended response) 

 

Question 11: To what extent does the company you listed above fulfill the following 

responsibilities? (Possible responses: 1) Much less than most companies, 2) Less than 

most companies, 3) About the same as other companies, 4) More than most companies, 5) 

Far more than most companies, and 6) I do not have enough information to evaluate) 

1) Does not harm the environment 

2) Reduces impact on climate change 

3) Provides good paying jobs 

4) Treats employees fairly 

5) Maximizes profits for owners/shareholders 

6) Provides quality products/services for the lowest price 

7) Ensures responsible supply chain 

8) Listens/responds to public concerns 

9) Supports charities/community projects 

10) Provides reliable information about company finances 

11) Monitors and reports on environmental and social impacts 

 

Question 17: Are there additional companies that come to mind when you think about 

corporate social responsibility? Please list below (Optional open-ended response) 

 

 Second, the survey gathers data on the communication channels and information 

sources that influence perceptions of companies overall and those that provide useful 

information regarding CSR. Based on the literature review, mass media channels can be 
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divided into traditional mass media (such as print newspapers, radio, television) and 

“new” media (such as web-based versions of traditional mass media, organizational 

websites, personal websites, blogs, and other content generated for web-based 

consumption). Interpersonal channels involve contact between two or more individuals, 

such as exchanges with classmates, peers, work colleagues, friends, family, and 

acquaintances (members of one’s social network). This contact can be face-to-face 

conversations or electronically-facilitated interactions (such as phone conversations, text 

messaging, and online social networks).87 Finally, it is important to note that many of 

these categories (or information contexts) can be described as an information source and 

as a communication channel: 

 

Table 3.2: Communication Contexts 

Category  
(Information context) 

Source  
(Creates messages) 

Channel  
(Facilitates transmission 

of messages) 
Advertising or marketing  Company Mass media (traditional print 

and web-based/electronic) 
Publications by non -
corporate/non-profit 
organizations about a company 

Non-corporate or nonprofit 
organizations 
Subject-matter experts  

Mass media (traditional print) 

Online – corporate website  Company  Mass media (web-
based/electronic) 

Online – non -corporate/nonprofit 
websites 

Non-corporate or nonprofit 
organizations 
Subject-matter experts 

Mass media (web-
based/electronic) 

Online – blogs or 
individual/personal websites 

Subject-matter experts 
Members of one’s social network 

Mass media (web-
based/electronic); possibly 
interpersonal 

Online  – social networking sites  Members of one’s social network Interpersonal (web-
based/electronic) 

Television, film, or radio  Company (through ads/marketing)  
Subject-matter experts 
Eyewitnesses 

Mass media (traditional 
broadcast) 

                                                 
87 Lecture notes from “Intro to Communication, Culture, & Technology: CCTP 505”; taught by Dr. 
Michael Coventry and Dr. Jeanine Turner (Fall 2008) 
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Online version of televisio n, film, 
or radio 

Company (through ads/marketing) 
Subject matter experts 
Eyewitnesses 

Mass media (web-based) 

Newspapers, magazines, or 
books 

Company (through ads/marketing) 
Subject matter experts 
Eyewitnesses 

Mass media (traditional print) 

Online version  of newspapers, 
magazines, or books 

Company (through ads/marketing) 
Subject matter experts 
Eyewitnesses 

Mass media (web-
based/electronic) 

School/educational settings  Members of one’s social network 
(classmates, peers, work 
colleagues, friends, family, and 
acquaintances) 

Face-to-face conversations or 
electronically-facilitated 

Work/professional settings  Members of one’s social network Face-to-face conversations or 
electronically-facilitated 

Socializing/talking to friends or 
family 

Members of one’s social network Face-to-face conversations or 
electronically-facilitated 

 

Four different questions are used to approach this communication channel/info source 

variable with responses measured using a 4-point scale (exceptions noted below):88 

 

Question 4: How much does each of the sources below shape your opinion about a 

company? (Possible responses: 1) Not at all, 2) Very little, 3) Somewhat, 4) Very much) 

- Advertising or marketing 

- Publications by noncorporate/non-profit organizations about a company 

- Online - Corporate website 

- Online - Noncorporate/non-profit websites 

- Online - Blogs or individual/personal websites 

- Online - Social networking sites 

- Television, film, or radio 

                                                 
88 Questions were derived from previous surveys including: Fleishman-Hillard and National Consumers 
League. “Rethinking Corporate Social Responsibility: Executive Summary” (May 2007); Veleva, Vesela, 
Peggy Connolly, Bradley K. Googins, Philip Mirvis, Christopher Pinney, Kwang Ryu, Barbara Dyer, and 
Mark Popovich. “State of Corporate Citizenship 2007: Time to Get Real: Closing the Gap Between 
Rhetoric and Reality.” Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship and Hitachi Foundation (2007); 
The Pew Research Center for the People & the Press. “Trends in Political Values and Core Attitudes: 1987-
2007; Political Landscape More Favorable to Democrats.” (Released March 22, 2007) 
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- Online version of television, film, or radio 

- Newspapers, magazines, or books 

- Online version of newspapers, magazines, or books 

- School/educational settings 

- Work/professional settings 

- Socializing/talking to friends or family 

 

Question 12: How much does each of the sources below shape your opinion about the 

company you listed above? (Possible responses: 1) Not at all, 2) Very little, 3) Somewhat, 

4) Very much) 

- Advertising or marketing 

- Publications by noncorporate/non-profit organizations about a company 

- Online - Corporate website 

- Online - Noncorporate/non-profit websites 

- Online - Blogs or individual/personal websites 

- Online - Social networking sites 

- Television, film, or radio 

- Online version of television, film, or radio 

- Newspapers, magazines, or books 

- Online version of newspapers, magazines, or books 

- School/educational settings 

- Work/professional settings 

- Socializing/talking to friends or family 
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Question 5: In terms of evaluating corporate social responsibility, please indicate how 

much each source below provides you with useful information (in other words, the source 

helps you decide whether a company is being responsible): (Possible responses: 1) Not at 

all, 2) Very little, 3) Somewhat, 4) Very much) 

- Advertising or marketing 

- Publications by noncorporate/non-profit organizations about a company 

- Online - Corporate website 

- Online - Noncorporate/non-profit websites 

- Online - Blogs or individual/personal websites 

- Online - Social networking sites 

- Television, film, or radio 

- Online version of television, film, or radio 

- Newspapers, magazines, or books 

- Online version of newspapers, magazines, or books 

- School/educational settings 

- Work/professional settings 

- Socializing/talking to friends or family 

 

Question 6: Do you have additional comments about sources of information for the 

purpose of evaluating corporate social responsibility? (Optional open-ended response) 

 

Question 13: In terms of evaluating corporate social responsibility, please indicate how 

much each source below provides you with useful information (in other words, the source 
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helps you decide whether the company you listed above is being responsible): (Possible 

responses: 1) Not at all, 2) Very little, 3) Somewhat, 4) Very much) 

- Advertising or marketing 

- Publications by noncorporate/non-profit organizations about a company 

- Online - Corporate website 

- Online - Noncorporate/non-profit websites 

- Online - Blogs or individual/personal websites 

- Online - Social networking sites 

- Television, film, or radio 

- Online version of television, film, or radio 

- Newspapers, magazines, or books 

- Online version of newspapers, magazines, or books 

- School/educational settings 

- Work/professional settings 

- Socializing/talking to friends or family 

 

 Third, five different questions are used to determine familiarity with CSR (overall 

company context and company-specific context) with responses measured using a 5-point 

Likert scale (exceptions noted below):89 

 

                                                 
89 Questions were derived from previous surveys including: Fleishman-Hillard and National Consumers 
League. “Rethinking Corporate Social Responsibility: Executive Summary” (May 2007); Veleva, Vesela, 
Peggy Connolly, Bradley K. Googins, Philip Mirvis, Christopher Pinney, Kwang Ryu, Barbara Dyer, and 
Mark Popovich. “State of Corporate Citizenship 2007: Time to Get Real: Closing the Gap Between 
Rhetoric and Reality.” Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship and Hitachi Foundation (2007); 
The Pew Research Center for the People & the Press. “Trends in Political Values and Core Attitudes: 1987-
2007; Political Landscape More Favorable to Democrats.” (Released March 22, 2007) 
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Question 2: Please indicate how well you understand the meaning of: (Possible 

responses: 1) Unfamiliar/never heard, 2) A little familiar, 3) Somewhat familiar, 4) 

Familiar, 5) Very familiar) 

- Corporate Social Responsibility 

- Corporate Responsibility 

- Corporate Citizenship 

- Corporate Sustainability 

 

Question 11: To what extent does the company you listed above fulfill the following 

responsibilities? (Possible responses: 1) Much less than most companies, 2) Less than 

most companies, 3) About the same as other companies, 4) More than most companies, 5) 

Far more than most companies, and 6) I do not have enough information to evaluate) 

1) Does not harm the environment 

2) Reduces impact on climate change 

3) Provides good paying jobs 

4) Treats employees fairly 

5) Maximizes profits for owners/shareholders 

6) Provides quality products/services for the lowest price 

7) Ensures responsible supply chain 

8) Listens/responds to public concerns 

9) Supports charities/community projects 

10) Provides reliable information about company finances 

11) Monitors and reports on environmental and social impacts 
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Question 14: Please indicate how you relate to the company you listed above: (Check all 

that apply) 

- I buy/use this company's products/services 

- I work at this company 

- I own stock in this company 

- Family, friends, peers, or acquaintances use this company's products/services 

- Family, friends, peers, or acquaintances work at this company 

- This company operates in my local community 

- Other (Please explain if you relate to this company in any other way) (Open-

ended response) 

 

Question 15: For the company above, to what extent are you familiar with its: (Possible 

responses: 1) Unfamiliar, 2) A little familiar, 3) Somewhat familiar, 4) Familiar, 5) Very 

familiar) 

- Interaction with local community groups 

- Philanthropy/charitable contributions 

- Leadership/management practices 

- Supply chain/operations 

- Environmental impact 

- Employee relations 

- Financial reports 

- CSR reports 
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Question 16: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 

statements (Possible responses: 1) Strongly agree, 2) Disagree, 3) Neither agree nor 

disagree, 4) Agree, 5) Strongly agree)  

- I know enough about this company to evaluate whether it is socially responsible 

- I need more information about this company to evaluate its responsibility 

- I want to know more about this company so I can better evaluate its 

responsibility 

- Having more information about this company will help me to better evaluate its 

responsibility 

 

 Finally, the survey includes questions that gauge respondents’ CSR expectations 

in terms of a company’s responsibilities (across 11 different dimensions) and attitudes 

toward CSR overall. Previous surveys have taken this approach to highlight the 

importance of CSR among members of the general public (and to emphasize public 

perception as a driver of CSR). Responses from this survey will be compared with results 

from previous CSR surveys (discussed in Chapter 2) to provide a richer profile of the 

research population:90  

 

                                                 
90 Questions were derived from previous surveys including: Fleishman-Hillard and National Consumers 
League. “Rethinking Corporate Social Responsibility: Executive Summary” (May 2007); Veleva, Vesela, 
Peggy Connolly, Bradley K. Googins, Philip Mirvis, Christopher Pinney, Kwang Ryu, Barbara Dyer, and 
Mark Popovich. “State of Corporate Citizenship 2007: Time to Get Real: Closing the Gap Between 
Rhetoric and Reality.” Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship and Hitachi Foundation (2007); 
The Pew Research Center for the People & the Press. “Trends in Political Values and Core Attitudes: 1987-
2007; Political Landscape More Favorable to Democrats.” (Released March 22, 2007) 
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Question 3: How important is each of the following to a company's role in society? 

(Possible responses: 1) Does not matter, 2) Not very important, 3) Important, 4) Very 

important, 5) Critical) 

1) Does not harm the environment 

2) Reduces impact on climate change 

3) Provides good paying jobs 

4) Treats employees fairly 

5) Maximizes profits for owners/shareholders 

6) Provides quality products/services for the lowest price 

7) Ensures responsible supply chain 

8) Listens/responds to public concerns 

9) Supports charities/community projects 

10) Provides reliable information about company finances 

11) Monitors and reports on environmental and social impacts 

 

Question 7: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 

statements: 

1) The public has a right to expect social responsibility from companies 

2) Corporate social responsibility needs to be a priority for companies 

3) Many companies promote corporate social responsibility but are not truly 

committed to it 

4) Many companies do a great deal more for their communities than is talked 

about or known 
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5) Corporate social responsibility should be completely voluntary – no 

laws/regulations should govern it 

6) Corporate social responsibility makes a tangible contribution to companies' 

bottom lines 

 

Question 8: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 

statements: 

1) I consider corporate responsibility when purchasing or using a company's 

goods or services 

2) Corporate responsibility is very important to me as a consumer 

3) I consider corporate responsibility when looking for a job 

4) Corporate responsibility is very important to me as an employee 

 

Sample Population 

 The sample population (n=136) is dominated by members of the “Millennial 

Generation” and “Generation X”.91 The survey was initially intended to attract responses 

from individuals with a variety of backgrounds. Instead, the sample population is fairly 

youthful, with over 90% between the ages of 18-35 years old (see Chart below). Almost 

twice as many women as men (64% to 36%) completed the survey. This is also a very 

well-educated sample of the population, with 97% possessing at least a bachelor’s degree 

or higher and 82% having at least some graduate level education (see Chart below). In 

                                                 
91 Thielfoldt, Diane and Devon Scheef. “Generation X and The Millennials: What You Need to Know 
About Mentoring the New Generations”. August 2004: 
http://www.abanet.org/lpm/lpt/articles/mgt08044.html  
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line with the younger population who completed the survey, almost 45% are current 

students, with 23% of these students planning to work for either a large corporation or a 

small to medium-sized company. Approximately 33% of the students have no preference 

or are not yet sure where they plan to work after graduation; 21% plan to work for a non-

profit organization, while 11.5 % plan to work in government and another 11.5% plan to 

work in academia. In terms of work experience, almost 70% have 3 or more years of 

experience, with almost 37% working in the private sector, 42% working in the nonprofit 

sector or academia, 7% working in government, and 13% currently unemployed. It is also 

important to note that over 90% of the respondents are from the United States, because 

previous CSR studies have noted that expectations of business responsibility vary across 

cultures and regions.92 To summarize, the sample population is youthful, very well-

educated, primarily female, and currently pursuing (or planning to pursue) careers in a 

variety of sectors.  

 The sample population values the idea of corporate social responsibility, 

particularly in terms of stakeholder relations, transparency, and environmental impact. 

Exhibit 3.1 shows how 11 dimensions of CSR were ranked. 100 % of respondents agree 

that treating employees fairly is an “important”, “very important”, or “critical” facet of a 

company’s role in society. As the literature on CSR notes, employees are increasingly 

viewed as stakeholders and a critical driver of CSR.93 “Provides good paying jobs” is 

ranked 5th out of 11 dimensions, which again highlights the importance of treating 
                                                 
92 Lamsa, Anna-Maija, Meri Vehkapera, Tuomas Puttonen, and Hannah-Leena Pesonen. “Effect of 
Business Education on Women and Men Student's Attitudes on Corporate Responsibility on Society.” 
Journal of Business Ethics (2008) 
93 Googins, Bradley K., Philip H. Mirvis, and Steven A. Rochlin. Beyond Good Company: Next Generation 
Corporate Citizenship 
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employees well. Meanwhile, a company’s external stakeholder relations – or how the 

company “listens/responds to public concerns” – are considered “important” to “critical” 

by over 90% of the sample population. This sample population of Generations X and 

Millennials also values transparency. Interestingly, financial transparency (i.e. “provides 

reliable information about company finances”) is considered more “critical” (with 48% of 

the sample agreeing) than environmental or social transparency (i.e. “monitors and 

reports on environmental and social impacts”), which was only ranked critical by 

approximately 22% of respondents. Closely following financial transparency, the 

environment (i.e. “does not harm the environment) is considered “important” to “critical” 

by approximately 95% of respondents. Overall, there is very high agreement among this 

sample population that the dimensions of CSR listed below are important aspects of a 

company’s role in society. Traditional philanthropy (i.e. “supports charities/community 

projects”) is the lowest ranked dimension, yet it is still considered “important” to 

“critical” by almost 80% of the sample. In other words, this sample population has fairly 

high expectations of companies.94  

 CSR is more important to individuals as employees than as consumers (Exhibit 

3.2). As the chart below indicates, approximately 82% of the sample population “agree” 

or “strongly agree” that “corporate responsibility is very important to me as an 

employee” – compared with only 66% who “agree” or “strongly agree” that “corporate 

responsibility is very important to me as a consumer. This greater emphasis on CSR in 

the employment context rather than the consumer context is also reflected in the CSR 

                                                 
94 One has to wonder whether the ranking of these priorities would change given economic growth and a 
stable financial climate (rather than a global economic financial crisis). 
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Priorities chart above. Treating employees fairly and providing good paying jobs is 

considered “very important” or “critical” to a far greater extent than providing quality 

products and services for the lowest price. This consumer value dimension is considered 

“very important” to “critical” by only 34.5% of the sample, compared with 87% and 61% 

for treating employees fairly and providing good paying jobs, respectively.  

 Finally, we can compare the attitudes of this sample population of Millennials and 

Generation X with executives’ attitudes toward CSR and find several key differences 

(Exhibit 3.3 and Exhibit 3.4).95 Both the sample population and corporate executives 

“agree” or “strongly agree” that CSR “needs to be a priority for companies” – though 

survey respondents are more likely to agree with this statement (85%) compared with 

executives (73%). A very large majority of the sample population (83%) also believes 

that “the public has a right to expect social responsibility from companies” while a 

smaller majority of executives (66%) agree with this statement. Respondents also seem to 

hold a somewhat cynical view of companies’ commitment to CSR – with almost 80% 

agreeing or strongly agreeing that “many companies promote corporate social 

responsibility but are not truly committed to it”. Interestingly, 63% of executives also 

agree with this statement. 61% of executives “agree” or “strongly agree” that CSR 

“makes a tangible contribution to companies’ bottom lines”, with a slightly smaller 

portion of the sample population (56%) also agreeing. We see a significant divergence in 

terms of CSR visibility and regulation. Only 49% of the sample population agrees that 

                                                 
95 Data on executives’ attitudes comes from: Veleva, Vesela, Peggy Connolly, Bradley K. Googins, Philip 
Mirvis, Christopher Pinney, Kwang Ryu, Barbara Dyer, and Mark Popovich. “State of Corporate 
Citizenship 2007: Time to Get Real: Closing the Gap Between Rhetoric and Reality”. Boston College 
Center for Corporate Citizenship and Hitachi Foundation (2007) 
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“many companies do a great deal more for their communities than is talked about or 

known.” In contrast, 72% of executives agree with this statement. Finally, 70% of 

corporate executives agree that CSR “should be complete voluntary – no laws/regulations 

should govern it”; but only 29% of survey respondents agree with this statement.  
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Exhibit 3.2 

Importance of CSR
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Exhibit 3.3 
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Exhibit 3.4 

Executives' Attitudes Toward CSR (Respondents who " Agree/Strongly Agree")
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Chapter 4: How CSR spreads across and within companies 

 

 This first part of the analysis focuses on the second research question established 

in Chapter 2: What factors drive companies to adopt CSR, and what does adoption entail? 

In the discussion below are examples of various purposes or objectives for which CSR is 

adopted using statements collected from in-depth interviews with CSR practitioners and 

experts. These experts represent several major corporations (Nike, Starbucks, and IBM), 

an MBA program (McDonough School of Business at Georgetown University), and a 

government agency (USAID). At the organizational level, this study finds that CSR helps 

companies meet various objectives including: crisis/reputation management; recruiting 

talent and engaging employees; promoting innovation; maintaining competitive position; 

and market entry.96  

 Furthermore, this study finds that CSR information (i.e. best practices) is 

exchanged between companies and other organizations across phases of the innovation-

decision process. We find evidence that knowledge-sharing occurs through social 

networks. This exchange of information facilitates adoption, implementation, and re-

invention across and within companies. The discussion below outlines how the 

experiences of IBM, Nike, and Starbucks (primarily) exemplify phases of the innovation-

decision process and the corresponding stages of CSR development. 

                                                 
96 From the review of CSR literature in Chapter 2, we grouped drivers of CSR into three main areas: 1) 
individual stakeholders and civil society groups; 2) environmental factors; and 3) competition and 
globalization. 
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 Even if an innovation has demonstrable value, this will not automatically lead to 

adoption. This is why it is important to identify the process that actually facilitates 

adoption. If practitioners and academics are interested in sustaining or increasing the 

spread of CSR, then we must be able to identify the elements of diffusion. As we 

identified in Chapter 2, there are typically four main elements of diffusion: 1) the 

innovation, 2) the social system, 3) communication channels, and 4) the innovation-

decision process. In this chapter, we focus on the innovation-decision process.  

  

 

Knowledge and Persuasion Phases  

  

 During these two phases of the innovation-decision process, a company is 

exposed to the innovation’s existence and gains some understanding of how it functions. 

The company eventually forms a favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the innovation.  

 

Stage 1  

 Some companies may have minimal awareness of what CSR encompasses, as 

well as uninterested or indifferent top management. Limited or one-way interactions with 

external stakeholders shape attitude towards CSR. The data collected during interviews 

with CSR practitioners and experts did not yield any specific examples of companies 

with minimal awareness of CSR. Given the extent to which CSR may have already 

diffused across society, perhaps it would be impossible to find a company that is entirely 
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ignorant of this concept. At this phase, companies begin to identify the purpose of CSR; 

and (long) existing societal expectations means that all businesses generally understand 

what it means to be “responsible”. As an MBA program professor points out: 

 

If you go back into the literature from the 19th to the 20th century, there was already a 

push for “environmentalism”, but it wasn’t called that. It was called “efficiency”. It was 

in things like the mining industry. It was just good business. Some of those companies, 

like Alcoa, have kept that in their DNA.97 

 

In other words, many companies probably do not start from a blank slate: 

 

Nike just didn’t happen on CSR because of this particular issue that they had. The 

company had always been a very generous corporate giver. It had a fairly robust 

philanthropic program. And the company had also been fairly active in the environment; 

it had a pretty robust environmental program before this issue hit. I would say that the 

supply chain issue probably accelerated a lot of the efforts, obviously clearly around the 

compliance and monitoring that came from the supply chain piece. The issue was really 

an accelerator. It wasn’t like Nike just woke up one day and decided that it was going to 

be a responsible corporate citizen. That was pretty much part of the DNA almost from the 

very beginning.98  

 

 

                                                 
97 Interview with Professor from McDonough School of Business  
98 Interview with former Global Vice President of Corporate Communications, Nike, Inc. 
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Stage 2  

 At this stage, a company forms a favorable attitude towards CSR (i.e. identifies a 

purpose that provides a relative advantage or is compatible with the company’s values 

and culture). Executives begin to adopt a new outlook on the company’s role and 

responsibilities to their communities and society. For example:  

 

Nike, once it got more comfortable with the fact that it wasn’t perfect and everything 

from its supply chain wasn’t right, the company ended up learning a lot from its critics. 

The company spent a fair amount of time in stakeholder forums and report review 

committees and variety of other forums…Its ability to listen and learn was a really 

important part of the whole thing.99 

 

Knowledge and Persuasion through Social Networks 

 The four corporate executives interviewed in this study agree that a network or 

community of CSR practitioners exist, which facilitates the exchange of information 

across companies. According to the former Global Vice President of Corporate 

Communications, Nike, Inc: 

 

 The people who work in this space I think do feel that they belong to a unique 

 community of people who do this work for other corporations. There are obviously 

 several important organizations that serve as a place where that like-minded community 

 meets. Clearly the [BSR] and the [BCCCC] are two of the leading organizations in this 

                                                 
99 Interview with former Global Vice President of Corporate Communications, Nike, Inc.  
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 field that people who do this for a living typically belong to and actively participate 

 in…It is a pretty tightly-knit community…It’s a community that’s very willing to share 

 best practices and responsibilities and the work that they do with each other. 

 

Another corporate executive points out that: 

  

 If you go to the BSR conference or the Boston College Conference on Corporate 

 Citizenship, it’s both companies and NGOs. There was a time when NGO activists didn’t 

 want to be in the same room with companies. But increasingly, NGOs recognize there’s a 

 mutuality of interest, mutual goals, working together companies and NGOs can make the 

 kind of difference in the world that all of us practitioners want. Corporate responsibility 

 does now involve NGOs, especially if you look at the extensive network of partnerships 

 that now exist between companies and nonprofits some of these issues.100 

 

Distinct from the competitiveness that dominates other areas of practice across business, 

the community of CSR practitioners is open and non-competitive: 

 

 I find the community of CSR practitioners to be a very open, collegial, professional 

 group. I think that because we’re kind of in this unique space where companies aren’t 

 really competing on CSR, yet…If customers demonstrate an interest in this being a way 

 that they make buying decisions, or think like that, then perhaps that is something that 

                                                 
100 Interview with former Senior Vice President of Corporate Social Responsibility, Starbucks Coffee 
Company 
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 will tone down how open and collegial the community of practitioners is. But as it stands 

 right now, I find this to be a very open community.101 

 

 

Decision Phase 

 

Stage 1 

 At this junction, a company either decides to adopt or reject the innovation (CSR) 

based on the information it has gathered during knowledge and persuasion phases. While 

none of the companies interviewed in the course of this study rejected CSR, the survey 

results discussed in the next chapter highlight some examples of companies that could be 

considered non-adopters (Enron, for example). If a company forms an unfavorable 

attitude or fails to identify a purpose for CSR, it remains at the “Elementary” stage. 

 

Stage 2 

 If a company forms a favorable attitude towards developing its CSR, it moves to 

the “Engaged” stage. A company adopts by defining its perspective on CSR (its role and 

responsibilities). As the example from Nike below reflects, defining the company’s CSR 

perspective may be immediately coupled with disseminating this perspective across the 

company: 

 

                                                 
101 Senior Program Manager, Corporate Service Corps (CSC), IBM 
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Given what had to be accomplished, there had to be a fair amount of buy-in from senior 

management. There was a lot of time spent with them trying to educate them about the 

issues – about the overall approach. There was a lot of time and effort spent on 

communicating directly with employees about this. The stakeholder group that was 

probably most negatively impacted by this whole issue was in fact employees. There was 

a fairly concerted effort to communicate frequently and often with employees.102  

  

Stage 3 

 At this stage, a company decides to adopt a more comprehensive agenda and 

assumes more of a stewardship role. If a company has been engaged in CSR for some 

time, the decision process at what BCCCC refers to as the “Innovative” stage is basically 

a continuation and expansion of CSR activities that have already been implemented.  

 

People talk a lot about stakeholder engagement. For some folks it’s just talking to 

stakeholders or sending them your position paper. [We] would organize formal meetings 

where we would bring in a variety of NGOs primarily to Seattle, or sometimes we would 

do it in Europe, and we would sit down and talk about issues, what Starbucks was 

attempting to do; we’d get their impression of what we were doing. This help to inform 

our thinking on important issues. It helped us reflect on the NGO perspective on business 

decisions that we were making.103  

 

                                                 
102 Interview with former Global Vice President of Corporate Communications, Nike, Inc.  
103 Interview with former Senior Vice President of Corporate Social Responsibility, Starbucks Coffee 
Company 
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Implementation Phase  

 

 A variety of activities take place during the implementation phase (as one would 

expect). When company puts an innovation (CSR) to use, re-invention is likely to occur. 

 

Stage 1 

 Companies’ CSR activities (if any) are limited and on an ad hoc basis. The 

implementation or non-implementation process transmits information across various 

channels, which shapes individuals’ perceptions and expectations. (Additional discussion 

in Chapter 5)  

 

Stage 2 

 Companies at the “Engaged” stage of CSR implements policies to enhance 

compliance and minimize risks. For example, in the 1980s and the 1990s, Nike was 

“plagued by a series of labor incidents and public relations nightmares: underage workers 

in Indonesian plants, allegations of coerced overtime in China, dangerous working 

conditions in Vietnam.”104 Initially brought on to manage this reputation crisis, a former 

Global Vice President of Corporate Communications at Nike, Inc. acknowledges that: 

 

                                                 
104 Spar, Debora L. “Hitting the Wall: Nike and International Labor Practices” (2000) 
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Given the nature of the supply chain issue that Nike was having, much of the solution to 

that problem really revolved around CSR – obviously related to supply chain 

management and compliance…And obviously with the community involvement piece 

[which then] evolved into CSR reporting and a variety of other things. 

 

Furthermore,  

 

Because of the nature of the issue we were working on, I became pretty involved in CSR. 

I co-led the global CSR team for probably three years. As part of the job that I had, I also 

had a responsibility for corporate philanthropy and community affairs. 

 

In a crisis situation such as the one that Nike and many other companies have faced 

(including Gap, Inc., Shell, ExxonMobil, and others), CSR  also seems to function as a 

reactive tool used to repair damage to the company’s reputation.  

 Companies may also seek to use CSR to enhance their reputation outside of crisis 

situations. As the former CSR officer from Nike, Inc. notes:  

 

There’s a lot of evidence out there that would indicate that CSR is an important driver of 

a company’s overall reputation. That’s probably not too much in dispute. It can certainly 

be a reputation enhancer. I think that’s fairly well-established.105  

 

                                                 
105 Interview with former Global Vice President of Corporate Communications, Nike, Inc 
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A USAID officer who works with companies in Brazil to increase the effectiveness of 

their CSR initiatives notes that companies are eager to be associated with the work of 

USAID on economic development because it enhances their reputation within Brazilian 

markets.  

 

Stage 3 

 At more advanced stages of CSR, implementation typically involves two-way 

communication with stakeholders. High-levels of innovation and learning occur through 

participation in forums, conferences, etc. For example:  

 

[The ‘Sustainable Business Practices’ team and the ‘Environmental Affairs’ team] were 

almost like internal consultants to the business unit. They spent a lot of time talking 

experts outside of the company. They would be part of coalitions, like the Paper Working 

Group, which is a consortium of companies that were working on how to reduce use of 

tree fiber, or working with other coffee companies on ethical sourcing initiative or fair 

trade. All of those different supply chain regimes. Kind of looking and figuring out 

what’s the best approach, adapting that to our business, developing a concept, and then 

presenting that to the business unit, trying to get that adopted and implemented in the way 

we bought our coffee or the kind of paper cups we buy or the recycling initiatives we put 

into the stores. [] They spent a lot of time with external stakeholders to identify best 

practices and best trends.106 

 

                                                 
106 Interview with former Senior Vice President of Corporate Social Responsibility, Starbucks Coffee 
Company 



 69

At IBM, a partnership with an NGO yielded an innovation that was eventually integrated 

into the business: 

 

World Community Grid is a company that we use where you can donate time, your 

laptop computing power, and donate that computing power to a nonprofit research 

project. So while you’re away from your laptop, that computing power is being harnessed 

and sent over to help cure cancer or cure AIDS or work on any one of a number of 

different research projects. That model of harnessing computing power from a lot of 

different places is the basis of virtualization, which is the complex computing construct 

that we now use to sell to customers.107  

 

 

Stage 4 

 The key characteristic of this stage is that CSR is “integrated” into lines of 

business (targets and performance indicators are established). For example: 

 

One of the things we did was we would set goals. If you looked at the Starbucks CSR 

report, you’ll see that we would – over the next 3 years, we’re going to do X, we’re going 

to reduce our water usage by this much, we’re going to expand the use of recycled 

content and paper. So we would set goals and we would measure how we were doing 

                                                 
107 Interview with Director, Corporate Citizenship & Corporate Affairs, IBM 
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against the goal. That was one way to do it. If we set a goal like that, it meant that 

business units and other departments had to set goals to help us fulfill that.108  

 

However, implementation entails a number of challenges: 

 

In terms of the environmental work, let’s say you develop a whole approach to how you 

ought to be doing lighting or energy use in the store. But then it’s up to the store 

development and the store design to and the construction team to actually implement it. 

Those can be barriers. You don’t have authority over those people to make them do it that 

way. You have to use influence. You have to always go back to the CEO to have him 

exercise influence or just the power of his office to make things happen. Those are the 

most significant barriers that we faced. Internationally, my colleagues would say I’m with 

you, I’m going to make this happen, let’s work at this. Then internationally, it was a 

challenge because of cultures, because of joint venture partners. You’ve got another 

business partner that you have to persuade to buy cups that have recycled parts in it, 

which are a little more expensive than the other cups. Those are the kinds of barriers or 

challenges that we faced.109 

 

Stage 5 

 At the most advanced stages of CSR, implementation involves the formation of an 

extensive network of partnerships with other businesses and NGOs. For example: 

 
                                                 
108 Interview with former Senior Vice President of Corporate Social Responsibility, Starbucks Coffee 
Company 
109 Ibid 
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[IBM has] a very, very broad set of partners. Hundreds or thousands of different groups 

that we work with. Some of those partnerships are smaller, others are more strategic. It 

would have to be that we have a shared area of interest in a particular issue, that we have 

a shared vision of where we see that issue going, and that we have a project where the 

assets that we bring to the table match the assets that we bring to the table.110  

 

CSR may not only change the behavior of companies, it may also be changing the 

practices and perspectives of civil society. As the former Senior Vice President of 

Corporate Social Responsibility at Starbucks points out: 

 

What’s interesting is a lot more NGOs now want to be a part of that [corporate CSR] 

group. So if you go to the BSR conference or the Boston College Conference on 

Corporate Citizenship, it’s both companies and NGOs. There was a time when NGO 

activists didn’t want to be in the same room with companies. But increasingly, NGOs 

recognize there’s a mutuality of interest, mutual goals, working together companies and 

NGOs can make the kind of difference in the world that all of us practitioners want. 

Corporate responsibility does now involve NGOs, especially if you look at the extensive 

network of partnerships that now exist between companies and nonprofits some of these 

issues.111  

 

 

 
                                                 
110 Interview with Director, Corporate Citizenship & Corporate Affairs, IBM 
111 Interview with former Senior Vice President of Corporate Social Responsibility, Starbucks Coffee 
Company 
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Confirmation Phase 

  

 During this phase of the innovation-decision process, a company seeks 

reinforcement of an innovation decision that has already been made. An adopter may 

reverse this previous decision if exposed to conflicting messages about the innovation 

(CSR). 

 

Stage 2 

 Reinforcement of company’s decision to adopt/engage may include refinement of 

company’s CSR perspective. For example: 

 

We would have several different types of organizations come in and show us very 

different approaches to the goal that we wanted to undertake. So it helped us refine our 

thinking, it educated us on what was possible. I do think we made a better choice, and felt 

better – felt more confident that the choice was going to be a long-term choice vs. 

sometimes making a grant to an organization that just doesn’t work out the way you think 

it’s going to work out or doesn’t deliver the way you think it will.112 

 

In Nike’s case: 

The sense was always that if [the] company did this [CSR] right, it could become a 

competitive advantage. [In the past] it was a competitive disadvantage. If anything, the 

company has been able to level the playing field. Whether today it’s a competitive 
                                                 
112 Interview with former Senior Vice President of Corporate Social Responsibility, Starbucks Coffee 
Company 
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advantage, I just don’t know. I don’t know how many today – how many consumers 

before they buy a product – what’s this company’s position on XYZ or what’s it doing in 

this particular area, and based on that make a decision to buy one product over another. 

There’s certainly some segment of the population that’s more sensitive to that than 

others. I would say it would be pretty hard for us, for Nike, to be able to prove that this is 

a competitive advantage. But I can tell you one thing, it’s no longer a competitive 

disadvantage, which it clearly was.113 

 

Stage 3 

 A key challenge at this phase is non-strategic implementation, which may result 

in a crisis of coherence (too many initiatives without clear returns). IBM avoids this by 

sticking to their core competencies: 

 

In terms of our local partners, we just try to make sure that the work we do leverages the 

skills of our employees. That’s the beginning point for our local partners. Does the work 

leverage what IBMers do. That means information technology, that means business 

consulting, that means business process work. So we make sure…We don’t go to Ghana 

and build houses. We’re not a construction company. We don’t go Tanzania and work in 

a hospital. We’re not a health care company. We go and we address business problems, 

technology problems, things like that.114 

 

 

                                                 
113 Interview with former Global Vice President of Corporate Communications, Nike, Inc. 
114 Senior Program Manager, Corporate Service Corps (CSC), IBM 
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Stage 4 

 Even at more advanced stages of CSR, it necessary to confirm the company’s 

CSR commitments: 

 

I think we’re very fortunate at IBM that even in times of economic crisis, there is a huge 

amount of support for corporate citizenship. It’s very clear that it is an integral part of the 

way we do business, period – in good times or bad times – and in all 170 countries where 

we do business. So we don’t have to struggle as much as, I think, many of our 

counterparts at other companies do to get support. It’s often there. You see the CEO 

mentioning our work routinely in his speeches. Right now while other groups are laying 

people off, I’m actually hiring people, which I think is a testament to how much focus 

there is on corporate citizenship. That’s exciting. On individual programs, sure, we have 

to go around and share the message, and make sure that people are aware of what we’re 

doing to get participation and help people understand how it ties to what we’re doing. But 

I think we have enormous support.115 

 

Stage 5 

 Theoretically, a company eventually assumes the role of “innovator”. As early 

phases in the innovation-decision process note – re-invention and innovation is a natural 

outcome of the implementation process. According to one MBA professor: 

 

                                                 
115 Interview with Director, Corporate Citizenship & Corporate Affairs, IBM 
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I think we’re at a point this field where organizations are learning by doing. They really 

don’t know. But some very progressive companies try things. Some of it works out, some 

of it doesn’t.116 

 

IBM has recently developed a program modeled after the Peace Corps, which may be an 

example of CSR innovation that other companies are interested in adopting: 

 

We’ve spoken with BHP Billiton, Deutsche Bank, Novo Nordisk, Disney, Intel, handful 

of others. It’s increasingly becoming a popular idea. There are more and more companies 

that are considering this type of activity.117 

 

The interest of other companies in this innovative IBM program is not surprising 

considering: 

 

[The Corporate Service Corps] was the number one media story for the company last 

year. It’s increasingly a great way to build relationships with public officials in emerging 

markets. It’s a great way to establish trust amongst a lot of emerging market clients that 

see IBM as this big huge thing and they’re kind of afraid that they’re going to get 

swamped by us. It shows a human side to the corporation. Certainly, the benefit and value 

delivered to our participants who get exposure to what we think are core competencies 

that leaders need in the 21st century.118 

                                                 
116 Interview with Professor from McDonough School of Business 
117 Senior Program Manager, Corporate Service Corps (CSC), IBM 
118 Senior Program Manager, Corporate Service Corps (CSC), IBM 
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Conclusion 

 

 At the organizational level, this study finds that CSR helps companies meet 

various objectives including: crisis/reputation management; recruiting talent and 

engaging employees; promoting innovation; maintaining competitive position; and 

market entry. Across the various stages of CSR above, companies may use CSR as a 

reactive tool (to manage a reputation crisis, as in Nike’s case) or a proactive tool (to 

promote innovation, as in IBM’s case). The reasons for adoption of CSR vary by 

company and the competitive context in which it operates; but the context in which 

adoption occurs shapes the implementation and development of CSR. The evidence of a 

CSR “networks of practice” or “communities of practice” may require further 

exploration: For example, what kinds of networks of practice exist within the CSR 

industry? How do social networks increase the spread (or the rate of adoption) of CSR? 
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Chapter 5: The spread of CSR perceptions among individuals 

 

 CSR is an innovation that spreads across society in two forms: At the 

organizational level, it is a tool that companies adopt to achieve specific objectives. At 

the individual level, it is individuals’ expectations and perceptions of companies shaped 

by both interpersonal and mass media communication contexts. Some companies may 

already be beyond the “elementary” stage (at least in some aspects) when a “new” 

version of CSR begins to spread; at which point, the company may be perceived as a late 

adopter or even a laggard. The company can then decide whether to adopt the new 

innovation or to maintain its status. Thus, how is the implementation (or non-

implementation) of CSR perceived by individuals? What kinds of companies do 

individuals perceive as responsible, and what shapes their perceptions? 

 In this second part of the analysis, we examine how individuals identify 

responsible companies. Overall, this study finds that individuals’ opinions and 

perceptions of CSR are shaped by a combination of interpersonal and mass media 

communication channels; companies are more likely to be perceived as responsible if the 

communications that shape overall perception also provide useful CSR information. 

 

Section 1: A sample of responsible (and not-so-responsible) companies 

 In the second segment of data collection, this study employed a survey instrument 

to explore how individuals identify responsible companies. The 136 respondents who 
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completed the entire survey yielded 56 unique, for-profit companies (Table 5.1).119 We 

observe that almost all of the cited companies are consumer-facing companies (B2C). 

When we compare the companies by size/revenue and by industry, we find a wide variety 

of products and services. Table 5.2 reflects how 40 of these companies received an 

average rating of “more responsible than most companies”; while another 9 received an 

average rating of being at least “as responsible as other companies”.  7 of the companies 

were evaluated as “less responsible than most companies” or “not responsible”.  

 Respondents’ level of knowledge and familiarity with companies CSR activities 

are limited. Individuals are least familiar with company financial reports and whether or 

not companies are ensuring a responsible supply chain (Table 5.3). 

 

Table 5.1  

Company Name: (Companies 
associated either positively or 
negatively with CSR) 

Total 
"Votes" 

SIZE 
Annual Revenue 
(2008 Sales in 
millions, *2007, 
**2006) 

B2C 
or 
B2B 

Industry (NAICS 
Code) 

Google 10 $21,795.60  
B2C, 
B2B 

Internet Publishing 
and Broadcasting 
and Web Search 
Portals 

Target 10 $64,948.00  B2C 
Discount 
Department Stores 

Wal-Mart 10 $378,799.00  B2C 
Warehouse Clubs 
and Supercenters 

Starbucks 9 $10,383.00  B2C 

Snack and 
Nonalcoholic 
Beverage Bars 

Coca-Cola 6 $31,944.00  B2C 
Soft Drink 
Manufacturing 

                                                 
119 Some respondents submitted nonprofits (such as Corporation for Public Broadcasting) or entire 
industries (such as “energy companies”). A full list of all cited companies (primary and secondary) can be 
found in the Appendix.  
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Company Name: (Companies 
associated either positively or 
negatively with CSR) 

Total 
"Votes" 

SIZE 
Annual Revenue 
(2008 Sales in 
millions, *2007, 
**2006) 

B2C 
or 
B2B 

Industry (NAICS 
Code) 

Nike 5 $18,627.00  B2C 

Consumer Products 
Manufacturers 
Retail 

Whole Foods 5 $7,953.90  B2C 
All Other Specialty 
Food Stores 

Ben & Jerry's 4 
Unavailable (Parent - 

Uniliver PLC) B2C 

Ice Cream and 
Frozen Dessert 
Manufacturing 

GE 4 $182,515.00  
B2B, 
B2C 

All Other 
Nondepository 
Credit 
Intermediation 

McDonalds 4 $23,522.40  B2C 
Limited-Service 
Restaurants 

Microsoft 4 $60,420.00  B2C Software Publishers 

Body Shop 3 
$657.7* (Parent - 

L'Oreal) B2C 

Cosmetics, Beauty 
Supplies, and 
Perfume Stores 

Exxon Mobil 3 $477,359.00  B2C 
Petroleum 
Refineries 

REI 3 $1,342.00  B2C 
Sporting Goods 
Stores 

Apple 2 $32,479.00  B2C 
Electronic Computer 
Manufacturing 

Booz Allen 2 $4,100.00  B2B 
Management 
Consulting Services 

BP 2 $291,291.50  B2C 

Crude Petroleum 
and Natural Gas 
Extraction 

Chevron 2 $273,005.00  B2C 
Petroleum 
Refineries 

P & G 2 $83,503.00  B2C 

Soap and Other 
Detergent 
Manufacturing 

Patagonia 2 
Unavailable (Parent - 

Lost Arrow Corporation) B2C 
Sporting Goods 
Stores 
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Company Name: (Companies 
associated either positively or 
negatively with CSR) 

Total 
"Votes" 

SIZE 
Annual Revenue 
(2008 Sales in 
millions, *2007, 
**2006) 

B2C 
or 
B2B 

Industry (NAICS 
Code) 

Phillip Morris 2 $18,753.00  B2C 
Cigarette 
Manufacturing 

Shell 2 $355,782.00  B2C 
Petroleum 
Refineries 

Trader Joes 2 

Unavailable (Parent - 
Abat Handels- Und 

Vermogensverwaltungs-
Gmbh & Co Kg) B2C 

Supermarkets and 
Other Grocery 
(except 
Convenience) 
Stores 

Traditional Medicinals 1  $3.2 (est.) B2C 
Coffee and Tea 
Manufacturing 

3M 1 $25,269.00  
B2C, 
B2B 

Plastics Material 
and Resin 
Manufacturing 

Accenture 1 $25,313.80  B2B 
Management 
Consulting Services 

American Apparel 1 $545.00  B2C 
Cut and Sew 
Apparel Contractors 

Amgen 1 $15,003.00  B2B 

Biological Product 
(except Diagnostic) 
Manufacturing 

Areva 1 

$14,331.6** (Parent -  
Commissariat A L 

Energie Atomique)  B2B 

Uranium-Radium-
Vanadium Ore 
Mining 

Atlantic Media Company 1 $6.2 (est.) B2C 
Periodical 
Publishers 

British American Tobacco 1 $19,997.90  B2C 
Cigarette 
Manufacturing 

Cemex 1 $21,620.20  B2C 
Cement 
Manufacturing 

Chipotle 1 $1,332.00  B2C 
Limited-Service 
Restaurants 

Clorox 1 $5,273.00  B2C 

Polish and Other 
Sanitation Good 
Manufacturing 

Enron 1 $2,901.8 (est.)   
Electric Power 
Generation 
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Company Name: (Companies 
associated either positively or 
negatively with CSR) 

Total 
"Votes" 

SIZE 
Annual Revenue 
(2008 Sales in 
millions, *2007, 
**2006) 

B2C 
or 
B2B 

Industry (NAICS 
Code) 

Fannie May 1 $51,777.00  B2C Real Estate Credit 

Gap 1 $15,763.00  B2C 
Family Clothing 
Stores 

Hilton Hotels Corp 1 $8,090.00  B2C 

Hotels (except 
Casino Hotels) and 
Motels 

Home Depot 1 $77,349.00  B2C Home Centers 

IBM 1 $103,630.00  B2B 
Computer Systems 
Design Services 

Ikea 1 $31,098.30  B2B Furniture Stores 

Interface 1 $1,082.30  
B2C, 
B2B 

Carpet and Rug 
Mills 

Kashi 1 

 
$12,822.0 (Parent - 

Kellogg) B2C 
Breakfast Cereal 
Manufacturing 

Levis 1 $4,266.10  B2C 

Men's and Boys' Cut 
and Sew Trouser, 
Slack, and Jean 
Manufacturing 

Manpower 1 $21,552.80  
B2B, 
B2C 

Temporary Help 
Services 

Marks and Spencers 1 $17,990.80  B2C Department Stores 

Me to We Responsible Style 1 $7.50  B2C 
Family Clothing 
Stores 

Merck 1 $23,850.30  B2C 

Pharmaceutical 
Preparation 
Manufacturing 

October Anniversary 1 Unavailable B2C Unavailable 

Philips 1 $37,194.90  B2C 

Audio and Video 
Equipment 
Manufacturing 
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Company Name: (Companies 
associated either positively or 
negatively with CSR) 

Total 
"Votes" 

SIZE 
Annual Revenue 
(2008 Sales in 
millions, *2007, 
**2006) 

B2C 
or 
B2B 

Industry (NAICS 
Code) 

Preserve 1 Unavailable B2C Unavailable 

Satyam Computer Services 1 $2,138.10  B2B 

Custom Computer 
Programming 
Services 

Seventh Generation 1 $5.8 (est.) B2C 

Soap and Other 
Detergent 
Manufacturing 

Shaklee Corporation 1 $148.70  B2C 
Toilet Preparation 
Manufacturing 

Vodafone 1 $70,746.70  B2C 

Wireless 
Telecommunications 
Carriers (except 
Satellite) 

Walt Disney Company 1 $37,843.00  B2C 
Television 
Broadcasting 

 

 

Table 5.2 

How responsible is this company?        

Company Name 
Avg. Mean 

Score 
# of Times 

Cited 
Rating Equivalent 

from Survey 

Chipotle 2.00 1 
Leader in responsibility 
= 2 

IBM 2.00 1   

Ikea 2.00 1   

Interface 2.00 1   

Manpower 2.00 1   

Me to We Responsible Style 2.00 1   

Merck 2.00 1   

Preserve 2.00 1   

REI 2.00 3   



 83

How responsible is this company?        

Company Name 
Avg. Mean 

Score 
# of Times 

Cited 
Rating Equivalent 

from Survey 

Satyam Computer Services 2.00 1   

Seventh Generation 2.00 1   

Traditional Medicinals 2.00 1   

Ben & Jerry's 1.75 4 

At least more 
responsible than most 
companies or possibly 
leaders in responsibility 

Body Shop 1.67 3   

Apple 1.50 2   

Microsoft 1.50 4   

P & G 1.50 2   

Whole Foods 1.40 5   

Nike 1.20 5   

Starbucks 1.11 9   

Accenture 1.00 1 
More responsible than 
most companies = 1 

American Apparel 1.00 1   

Amgen 1.00 1   

Areva 1.00 1   

Atlantic Media Company 1.00 1   

BP 1.00 2   

Cemex 1.00 1   

Fannie May 1.00 1   

Gap 1.00 1   

Google 1.00 10   

Home Depot 1.00 1   

Kashi 1.00 1   

Levis 1.00 1   
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How responsible is this company?        

Company Name 
Avg. Mean 

Score 
# of Times 

Cited 
Rating Equivalent 

from Survey 

Marks and Spencers 1.00 1   

October anniversary 1.00 1   

Patagonia 1.00 2   

Philips 1.00 1   

Shaklee Corporation 1.00 1   

Trader Joes 1.00 2   

Vodafone 1.00 1   

Coca Cola 0.83 6 

About the same as 
other companies or 
possibly more 
responsible than most 
companies 

Target 0.70 10   

Booz Allen 0.50 2   

Chevron 0.50 2   

GE 0.50 4   

3M 0.00 1 
About the same as 
other companies = 0 

British American Tobacco 0.00 1   

Hilton Hotels Corp 0.00 1   

McDonalds -0.50 4 

About the same as 
other companies or 
possibly less 
responsible than most 
companies 

Shell -1.00 2 
Less responsible than 
most companies = -1 

Walt Disney Company -1.00 1   

Wal Mart -1.20 10   

Exxon -1.33 3   

Clorox -2.00 1 Not responsible = -2 

Enron -2.00 1   

Phillip Morris -2.00 2   
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Table 5.3 

CSR Dimensions ranked by unfamiliarity ("I do not h ave information to evaluate")

14.0%

18.4%

22.1%

23.5%

28.7%

29.4%

29.4%

30.1%

30.9%

36.0%

41.9%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0% 45.0%

6)  Provides quality products/services at low est price

8)  Listens/responds to public concerns

9) Supports charities/community projects

3)  Provides good paying jobs

11) Monitors and reports on environmental and social impacts

1)  Does not harm the environment

2)  Reduces impact on climate change

4)  Treats employees fairly

5)  Maximizes profits for ow ners/shareholders

7)  Ensures responsible supply chain

10) Provides reliable information about company finances
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Section 2: Communication contexts that shape overall opinion and CSR perceptions 

 Table 5.4 and Table 5.5 below compare the communication contexts that shape 

individuals’ overall perception with CSR perception. As one would expect, 82% of 

respondents indicate that “advertising or marketing” shapes their overall perception 

“somewhat” to “very much.” However, only 44% of respondents agree that “advertising 

or marketing” provides useful info about CSR. This 38% difference indicates that far 

fewer individuals derive useful info to help them evaluate whether a company is being 

responsible from “advertising or marketing”. The impact of “advertising or marketing” 

seems to lessen when it comes to companies associated with CSR. Table 5.4 compares 

channels and sources in the company-specific context (i.e. the respondent ranks 

communication channels based on a company they identify with CSR). We find that the 

gap between overall perception and CSR perception diminishes greatly from 38% to 13% 

(Table 5.5). In the company-specific context, “advertising or marketing” is far less likely 

to shape individuals’ overall perception only 56% compared with 82% for companies-in-

general.  
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Table 5.4 

Sources that shape overall opinion vs. sources that  provide useful information 
about CSR (companies in general) "Somewhat to Very Much"
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87.4%

93.4%

72.8%
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71.9%
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43.7%
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Table 5.5 

Sources that shape opinion vs. sources that provide  useful CSR info 
(company-specific) "Somewhat - Very Much"
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68.4%
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Section 3: Communication contexts and responsibility perceptions 

 In this final section, we examine how various communication contexts shape the 

diffusion of CSR perception among individuals. The survey yielded a pool of companies 

ranging from “leaders in responsibility” to “not responsible”. To examine the impact of 

communication contexts, we divide these companies in two groups – those that 

individuals perceive as “more responsible” and those perceived as “less responsible.”  

 The contrast between communication contexts associated with companies 

perceived as “more responsible” and those associated with companies perceived as “less 

responsible” is significant. When we compare the communication contexts that shape 

overall opinion with those that provide useful CSR information, we find that these 

contexts are consistent for companies that individuals perceive as “more responsible”. In 

contrast, we find significant disparity when we compare the communication contexts that 

shape overall opinion with those that provide useful CSR info when it comes to 

companies that individuals perceive “less responsible”. The communication contexts that 

inform individuals’ overall opinion do not seem to yield useful CSR info for companies 

perceived as “later adopters” of CSR.  

 For companies perceived as “less responsible,” the survey results indicate that the 

context most likely to shape overall opinion (“socializing/talking to friends or family”) is 

also least likely to provide useful CSR info. Table 5.6 below reflects the communication 

contexts most likely to shape overall opinion of “less responsible” companies, and Table 

5.7 reflects the contexts most likely to provide useful CSR info. “Newspapers, 

magazines, or books” are also more likely to shape individuals’ overall opinion, but 
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again, this context yields limited useful CSR info. In contrast, “publications by non-

corporate/non-profit organizations” are likely to shape overall opinion and provide useful 

CSR info. Sources most likely to provide useful CSR info are the “corporate website” 

and “advertising or marketing”. However, the “corporate website” is far less likely to 

shape overall opinion.  

 In contrast to companies perceived as “less responsible,” if we look at the data for 

companies that individuals perceive as “more responsible”, we find that communication 

contexts are consistent. Table 5.8 reflects the communication contexts most likely to 

shape overall opinion of “more responsible” companies. For these companies, 

“work/professional settings” are the most influential communication context – both in 

terms of “overall opinion” and providing “useful CSR info”. In contrast to companies that 

individuals perceive as “less responsible”, the websites of “more responsible” companies 

are significantly less influential in the CSR context. Table 5.10 summarizes these 

findings.  

Open-ended responses from survey participants provide additional insight into 

this contrast between communication contexts. According to one survey respondent: 

 

“I never believe what corporations say about themselves on their websites, especially 

when it comes to the socially responsible things they do, unless it is backed up by an 

outside source.” 

 

Another survey respondent submitted this statement: 
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“I don't necessarily trust the information put out by companies directly or indirectly 

through assorted media channels, but there are always interesting tidbits to be found here 

and there when you know what to look for and can read behind the lines. I rarely if ever 

seek out information in any form from non-profit watchdogs, but I'll occasionally find 

such information linked from other sources (social media or blogs). The only strongly 

held opinions I have about particular comapnies are formed as a result of discussions with 

friends and colleagues who have first hand knowledge of those companies (or the space 

in which a particular company competes).” 

 

As we would expect for “more responsible” companies, several interpersonal contexts 

provide useful CSR info, which fulfills the independent confirmation required to spread a 

more positive perception of a company. Given the evident mistrust of individuals towards 

information distributed by corporations, it is not surprising that those individuals who 

obtain CSR info from the corporate website end up viewing the company as “less 

responsible.”  
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Table 5.6 

Sources that shape overall opinion (Companies viewe d about the same or less responsible than 
most companies)

2.0%

3.9%

3.9%

5.9%

7.8%

11.8%

11.8%

17.6%

23.5%

23.5%

29.4%

29.4%

33.3%

32.0%

25.5%

45.1%

39.2%

45.1%

39.2%

41.2%

41.2%

37.3%

43.1%

35.3%

52.9%

52.9%

66.0%

70.6%

51.0%

54.9%

47.1%

49.0%

47.1%

41.2%

39.2%

33.3%

35.3%

17.6%

13.7%
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Online - Social networking sites

Online - Corporate website

Online version of television, film, or radio

Online - B logs or individual/personal websites

Advertising or marketing

Television, film, or radio

Online - Non-corporate/non-profit websites

School/educational settings

Work/professional settings

Online version of newspapers, magazines, or books

Publications by non-corporate/non-profit o rganizations about a company

Newspapers, magazines, or books

Socializing/talking to  friends or family
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% of Respondents

% Very much

% Somew hat

% Very little/not at all

 

Respondents = 51; Companies = 16 
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Table 5.7 

Sources that provide useful CSR info (Companies vie wed about the same or less 
responsible than most companies)

2.0%

2.0%

3.9%

6.0%

8.2%

9.8%

20.0%

20.0%

22.0%

22.0%

23.5%

25.5%

26.5%

41.2%

51.0%

27.5%

38.0%

26.5%

51.0%

38.0%

54.0%

46.0%

42.0%

47.1%

56.9%

30.6%

56.9%

47.1%

68.6%

56.0%

65.3%

39.2%

42.0%

26.0%

32.0%

36.0%

29.4%

17.6%

42.9%
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Television, film, or radio

School/educational settings
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Newspapers, magazines, or books

Online - Non-corporate/non-profit websites

Online version of newspapers, magazines, or books

Online - B logs or individual/personal websites

Publications by non-corporate/non-profit organizations about a
company

Online version of television, film, or radio

Online - Social networking sites

Advertising or marketing

Online - Corporate website
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% Very much
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Respondents = 51; Companies = 16 
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Table 5.8 

Sources that shape overall opinion (Companies viewe d as more responsible or 
leaders in responsibility)

6.3%

7.6%

8.8%

10.0%

11.4%

13.9%

15.2%

20.0%

21.3%

22.5%

22.8%

23.8%

26.3%

17.5%

24.1%

31.3%

30.0%

43.0%

43.0%

49.4%

48.8%

36.3%

45.0%

35.4%

51.3%

42.5%

76.3%

68.4%

60.0%

60.0%

45.6%

43.0%

35.4%

31.3%

42.5%

32.5%

41.8%

25.0%

31.3%
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Publications by non-corporate/non-pro fit organizations about
a company
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% o f  R espo ndents

% Very much

% Somew hat

% Very little/not at all

 

Respondents = 80; Companies = 40 
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Table 5.9 

Sources that provide useful CSR info (Companies vie wed as more responsible or leaders 
in responsibility)

3.8%

3.8%

3.8%

5.0%

6.3%

11.3%

15.0%

17.5%

17.7%

17.7%

18.8%

20.0%

20.0%

22.5%

40.0%

28.8%

35.0%

36.3%

53.8%

41.3%

48.8%

53.2%

46.8%

42.5%

41.3%

48.8%

73.8%

56.3%

67.5%

60.0%

57.5%

35.0%

43.8%

33.8%

29.1%

35.4%

38.8%

38.8%

31.3%
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Respondents = 80; Companies = 40 
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Table 5.10: (In)consistency across communication contexts 

 Sources most 
likely to shape 
overall perception  

Sources least 
likely to shape 
overall perception  

Sources most 
likely to provide 
useful CSR info  

Sources least 
likely to provide 
useful CSR info  

Companies 
perceived as 
“more 
responsible”  

Respondents 
= 80 

Companies 
 = 40 

1) Work/professional 
settings  

2) Newspapers, 
magazines, or books 

3) School/educational 
settings 

1) Online – social 
networking sites  

1) Work/professional 
settings  

2) Publications by 
non-corporate/non-
profit organizations  

3) 
School/educational 
settings  

1) Online – social 
networking sites 

Companies 
perceived as 
“less 
responsible”  

Respondents 
= 51 

Companies  
= 16 

1) Socializing/talking 
to friends or family  

2) Newspapers, 
magazines, or books  

3) Publications by 
non-corporate/non-
profit organizations 

1) Online – corporate 
website  

2) Online – social 
networking sites 

1) Online – corporate 
website  

2) Advertising or 
marketing  

3) Online – social 
networking sites  

4) Publications by 
non-corporate/non-
profit organizations 

1) 
Socializing/talking 
to friends or family  
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Conclusion 

 

 Overall, this study suggests a number of areas for future research. In Section 3 

above, online social networking sites seem to have limited impact on individuals’ overall 

opinion, yet this communication context becomes much more influential in terms of 

providing information about “less responsible” companies. This leads us to ask to wonder 

about the kinds of information that flow through social networking sites that may cause 

individuals to perceive some companies as “less responsible”. Advertising/marketing 

may be another communication channel that has interesting effects on how individuals 

perceive responsibility. As a survey respondent admits: 

 

Although I like to think that corporations’ own marketing about their responsibility (like 

BP and Exxon's eco-campaigns) doesn't influence me, because of the visibility, I’m sure 

they do. 

 

Future research could explore the extent to which advertising actually shapes what 

individuals expect from companies. 

 Corporate social responsibility carries meaning and norms that influence 

corporate behavior. The expectation of responsibility is constant, but the definition and 

perception of responsibility depends on where you stand. What it means to be responsible 

varies across individuals and organizations.  
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 This study has looked at how CSR diffuses across society both from an 

organizational perspective and an individual perspective. We find evidence that an 

innovation-decision process guides the spread of CSR across and within companies. We 

also find that a variety of communication contexts – involving both interpersonal and 

mass media channels – inform individuals’ perceptions when it comes to companies and 

CSR.  
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APPENDIX 
 
 

Exhibit A: All Cited Companies  
 

Cited Company/Organization  
^^Nonprofit Total Primary and Secondary "Votes" 

Starbucks 21 

Google 18 

Wal Mart 15 

Microsoft 13 

Target 13 

Nike 12 

Coca Cola 11 

Whole Foods 10 

GE 9 

Ben & Jerry's 8 

Exxon Mobil 8 

The Body Shop 6 

Apple 5 

Gap 5 

IBM 5 

McDonalds 5 

REI 5 

P & G 4 

Patagonia 4 

Trader Joe's 4 

Booz Allen 3 

Cadbury 3 

Home Depot 3 

Seventh Generation 3 

Tom's Shoes 3 

Accenture 2 

BP 2 

Chevron 2 

Costco 2 

eBay 2 

Enron 2 

FedEx 2 

GlaxoSmithKlein 2 

Green Mountain Coffee   2 

HP 2 
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Cited Company/Organization  
^^Nonprofit Total Primary and Secondary "Votes" 

Levi Strauss   2 

Newman's Own 2 

Phillip Morris 2 

Shell 2 

Stoneyfield Farms  2 

SustainAbility 2 

Timberland 2 

Tom's of Maine 2 

3M 1 

Adidas 1 

Aetna 1 

Agilent 1 

American Apparel 1 

Amgen 1 

Areva 1 

Atlantic Media Company 1 

British American Tobacco 1 

Brown Forman  1 

Burt's Bees   1 

Care2 com 1 

Cargill 1 

Caribou Coffee   1 

Cemex 1 

Censeo Consulting 1 

Chick-Fil-A 1 

Chipotle 1 

Cisco Systems 1 

Clorox 1 

Continental Airlines 1 

Corporation for Public Broadcasting** 1 

CSX 1 

De Beers 1 

Deans Beans 1 

Dr  Bronner's   1 

Duke Energy   1 

Eaton Corporation   1 

Emirates Airlines 1 

Ethos 1 

Fannie May 1 
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Cited Company/Organization  
^^Nonprofit Total Primary and Secondary "Votes" 

Fortunoff 1 

Fresh Samantha's 1 

Gates Foundation** 1 

GolinHarris 1 

Herman Miller 1 

Hershey's   1 

Hilton Hotels Corp 1 

Honest Tea   1 

Ikea 1 

ING 1 

Intel 1 

Interface 1 

Kashi 1 

L'Occitane 1 

Lonely Planet   1 

Lulu mon 1 

Manpower 1 

Marks and Spencers 1 

Mars Inc  1 

Me to We Responsible Style 1 

Merck 1 

Monsanto 1 

Motorola 1 

Nestle   1 

October Anniversary 1 

Office Depot 1 

Pangea Organics   1 

Ph 1 

Philips 1 

Pillsbury   1 

Preserve 1 

Rampage 1 

Royal Carribean 1 

Satyam Computer Services 1 

Shaklee Corporation 1 

Sierra Club** 1 

Storage Village 1 

Traditional Medicinal 1 

UPS   1 
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Cited Company/Organization  
^^Nonprofit Total Primary and Secondary "Votes" 

Vodafone 1 

Walt Disney Company 1 

WellPoint 1 

World Wildlife Fund** 1 
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Exhibit B: Company Profiles 
 
 
IBM Profile  
 
http://www.ibm.com/ibm/responsibility/ 
 
 
CSR definition/perspective: 
 
As a business, IBM delivers innovation that matters for our clients. As a global 
enterprise, we value innovation that matters for our company — and the world. IBM's 
corporate citizenship reflects both our brand and our values by addressing some of 
society's most complex problems with game-changing business and technology 
innovation. 
 
At IBM, our model of corporate citizenship is being transformed by the emergence of a 
global economy — and the enormous challenges and opportunities it presents. 
 
At IBM, our commitment to corporate citizenship and social responsibility extends 
throughout the company. Take a look at some pioneering efforts across the organization. 
 
Corporate citizenship programs and policies 
 
    * Supply chain social responsibility 
    * Environment 
    * Corporate citizenship & corporate affairs 
    * Compliance & governance 
    * University relations 
    * Integrated health services 
    * Governmental programs 
    * Accessibility 
 
 
Transparency/CSR Report: 
 
“A new model of global citizenship, shaped by the emergence of a global economy.” 
 
IBM 

LETTER FROM SAMUEL J. PALMISANO, CHAIRMAN, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 1 

IBM BASICS 4 

SECTION one : Employees : Equipping IBMers for Success as Global Professionals and 
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Citizens 8 

Managing our workforce as we become a globally integrated enterprise, empowering our 
employees to 
direct their own careers and supporting employee changes as our operations continue to 
expand globally. 

SECTION two : Communities : Expertise and technology to address societal challenges 28 
Drawing on our innovative skills, knowledge, people and technologies to address key 
societal 

challenges in our local and global communities. 

SECTION THREE : Environment : minimizing IBM’s impact on the Planet 42 
Minimizing the environmental impact of our operations, products and solutions and 
furthering 

environmental responsibility in the supply chain. 

SECTION FOUR : Supply Chain : Promoting Social Responsibility with our Suppliers 60 
Innovating our policies, processes and activities for the responsible management of social 
and 

environmental risks in our supply chain 
Spreading best practices and undertaking efforts to raise the management capabilities of 
our suppliers. 
SECTION five : Collaborative Solutions : Partnering to Change the Way the World Works 
70 

Enabling clients and partners to address social, economic and environmental challenges 

Striking the right balance between retaining intellectual property rights and achieving open 
standards, especially as they relate to our collaborative efforts and relationships with 
governments. 
SECTION six : Governance : Managing Integrity and Citizenship in a Globally Integrated 
Enterprise 84 
Managing ethics, integrity and trust in a diverse and globally integrated economy and 
society 
Capturing, storing and transferring data while protecting the privacy of personal and 
business information. 

index : KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Total page = 94 
 
 
Examples of CSR Goals: 
 
Employees Section: 
 
Goal: Increase employee participation in learning by providing more personalized 
learning options to all IBMers. In 2007, we increased learning hours delivered by 13.8 
percent while reducing the total investment in learning by 9 percent. 
 
Goal: IBM management will continue to work with our employees to improve job 
satisfaction. Examples of actions informed by survey results include: the Workforce 
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Management Initiative to support employee development and job movement, new tools to 
ease manager workload, town hall meetings and other employee communications to 
provide clarity on our company strategy, improvements in company processes, and 
ThinkPlace for employees to suggest and shape ideas (see pages 10 and 17 for more 
information on the Workforce Management Initiative and ThinkPlace). 
 
Goal: Maintain or grow percentage of women in our employee base. 
 
Communities Section: 
 
Goal: Maintain or increase total level of contributions globally, as well as the percentage 
of technology and services and the percentage contributed outside of the U.S. 
 
Environment Section:  
 
Goal: To achieve annual energy conservation savings equal to 3.5 percent of IBM’s total 
energy use. 
 
Goal: To further extend the significant reductions in CO2 emissions IBM had achieved 
from 1990 through 2005, IBM set a “second generation” CO2 emissions reduction goal: 
to reduce the CO2 emissions associated with IBM’s energy use 12 percent between 2005 
and 2012 through: a) energy conservation, b) use of renewable energy, and/or c) funding 
an equivalent CO2 emissions reduction by the procurement of Renewable Energy 
Certificates (RECs) or comparable instruments. 
 
Goal: To reduce perfluorocompound (PFC) emissions from semiconductor manufacturing 
25 percent by 2010 against a base year of 1995. 
 
Goals and Results: IBM’s product energy goal is to continually improve the computing 
power delivered for each kWh of electricity used with each new generation or model of a 
product. New models in 2007 delivered 14 percent to 73 percent more computing 
capability for each kWh of electricity used. 
 
Goal: Reuse or recycle end-of-life products so that the amount of product waste sent by 
IBM to landfills or to incineration for treatment does not exceed 3 percent of the total 
amount processed. 
 
Goal: Achieve year-to-year reduction in hazardous waste generation from IBM’s 
manufacturing processes indexed to output. 
 
Goal: Send an average of 75 percent of the nonhazardous waste generated at locations 
managed by IBM to be recycled. 
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Goal: Continual reduction in worldwide use of chemicals on the U.S. Toxic Release 
Inventory (TRI) list of chemical quantities. 
 
Goal: To achieve an annual water savings equal to 2 percent of total annual water usage 
in our microelectronics manufacturing operations, based on the water usage of the 
previous year and measured as an average over a rolling five-year period. 
 
Supply Chain Section: 
 
Short-Term Goals: Provide supplier diversity education to all non-U.S. members of the 
Global Procurement organization a Participate with NMSDC in the establishment of 
MSD-China a Identify high-quality diversity suppliers based in non-U.S. geographies 
 
Long-Term Goals: 
›› Achieve $1 billion in supplier diversity spend outside the U.S. a Mirror our U.S. 
supplier development programs in non-U.S. geographies 
›› Key programs include our Regional Town Meetings, 
Mentor Program, and Matchmakers 
›› Establish diverse supplier relationships in Australia and South Africa 
 
 
Measurement: 
 
We report our corporate responsibility performance with various financial and non-
financial metrics, or key performance indicators (KPIs), to help define and measure 
progress toward our goals.  
 
Section: Employees – KPIs 

- Learning and Training 
- Employee Satisfaction 
- Workforce Diversity 

 
Section: Communities 

- Global Contributions 
 
Section: Environment 

- Energy and Climate 
- Product Stewardship 
- Product End-of-Life Management Operations 
- Pollution Prevention 
- Nonhazardous Waste Recycling 
- Chemical Use and Management 

 
Section: Supply Chain 
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- Supply Chain Social Responsibility Audits 
- Supplier Diversity 

 
 
Philanthropy: 
 
Corporate Giving 
 
To make the most effective use of IBM resources and expertise, IBM has selected 
priority issues and key initiatives for investment. Our main focus is Education. We also 
provide smaller grants in the areas of Adult Education and Workforce Development, Arts 
and Culture and Communities in Need. In addition, we provide opportunities for IBM 
employees to support their communities and the issues they care about through Employee 
Giving.
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Organization: 
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Nike Profile 
 
http://www.nikebiz.com/responsibility/ 
 
 
CSR definition/perspective: 
 
Nike sees corporate responsibility as an integral part of how we can use the power of our 
brand, the energy and passion of our people, and the scale of our business to create 
meaningful change. 
 
The opportunity is greater than ever for corporate responsibility principles and practices 
to deliver business returns and become a driver of growth, to build deeper consumer and 
community connections and to create positive social and environmental impact in the 
world. 
 
 
Transparency/CSR Report: (FY 2006) 
 
Reporting provides information about Nike’s corporate responsibility performance and 
strategy. Corporate responsibility must evolve from being seen as an unwanted cost to 
being recognized as an intrinsic part of a healthy business model, an investment that 
creates competitive advantage and helps a company achieve profitable, sustainable 
growth. Nike’s long-term corporate responsibility goals are broadly embedded into our 
business. 
 
CSR Report Contents 
Nike  
Letter from Mark Parker, CEO 3 
Corporate Responsibility Strategy 6 
Workers in Contract Factories 15 
Considered Design & the Environment 51 
Let Me Play 74 
Nike Foundation 87 
Diversity & Inclusion 91 
Public Policy 108 
Nike Business Overview 117 
Governance, Accountability & Reporting 122 
Letter from the Report Review Committee 134 
Glossary 137 
Guidelines and Principles Index 139 

Total pages = 163 
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Examples of CSR Goals: 
 
Nike has set public targets for its Considered goals: We aim to have 100 percent of Nike 
footwear meet baseline Considered standards by 2011, all apparel by 2015, and all 
equipment by 2020. Achievement of these goals would mean waste in Nike’s supply 
chain will be reduced by 17 percent and the use of environmentally-preferred materials 
will be increased by 20 percent. 
 
 
Measurement: 
 
Supply chain – audit tools 
 
Code of Conduct 
 
Factories List 
 
 
Philanthropy: 
 
Corporate Giving 
 
We’re tapping Nike innovation to develop a new approach to philanthropy. 
We will invest a minimum of $315 million in grants, product donations and in-kind 
support through 2011 to give excluded youth greater access to sport programs designed to 
unleash human potential. 
 
In fiscal years 2005 and 2006, Nike contributed more than $100 million in cash and 
products to nonprofit partners around the world. 
 
Nike Foundation 
 
What we do 
We work to get girls on the international agenda and drive resources to them. We believe 
the best way to do that is to prove that investment in her unleashes the girl effect. 
 
Why girls 
Improve a girl’s life and many more lives benefit: her brothers, sisters, parents and 
beyond. As an  
educated mother, an active citizen and an ambitious entrepreneur, or prepared employee, 
she can break the cycle of poverty. 
 
Yet, despite her proven potential, in today’s developing countries she is more likely to be 
uneducated, a child bride, exposed to HIV/AIDS. And about half a cent of every 
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international development dollar is directed to her; 99.4 percent of funding goes 
elsewhere. The world is missing out on a tremendous opportunity for change. 
 
 
Organization: 
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Starbucks Profile 
 
http://www.starbucks.com/aboutus/csr.asp 
 
 
CSR definition/perspective: 
 
Contributing positively to our communities and environment is so important to Starbucks 
that it’s one of the six guiding principles of our mission statement. We work together on a 
daily basis with partners (employees), suppliers, farmers and others to help create a more 
sustainable approach to high-quality coffee production, to help build stronger local 
communities, to minimize our environmental footprint, to create a great workplace, to 
promote diversity and to be responsive to our customers’ health and wellness 
 
Customers want to feel good about the place they go and the coffee they drink. Our 
employees, whom we call partners, want to feel proud when talking to friends and family 
about where theywork. Farmers want to know that they can depend on us for a livelihood 
that’s sustainable. 
 
We have come to appreciate that throughout the world many people feel a sense of 
connection to us. Being their Starbucks is an honor. And also a responsibility.  
 
For us corporate social responsibility is not just a program or a donation or a press 
release. It’s the way we do business every day. 
 
 
Transparency/CSR Report: (FY 2006) 
 
This report is one of the ways we openly and humbly share our commitment to do 
business responsibly. To continue to earn the privilege of being your Starbucks. 
 
Total pages = 77  
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Examples of CSR Goals: 
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Measurement: 
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Philanthropy: 
 
Corporate Giving 
The Starbucks Foundation 
 
In 1997 Starbucks chairman, president and ceo Howard Schultz established The 
Starbucks Foundation to support communities where Starbucks does business. The 
Foundation’s initial focus was on funding literacy programs in the U.S. and Canada. It 
has since grown to include supporting education and youth leadership in communities 
where Starbucks has stores, and social investments in countries where Starbucks buys 
coffee, tea and cocoa. To date, the Foundation has provided more than $22 million in 
grants to benefit communities around the world. 
 
Our current program areas include: 
   
Global Young Social Entrepreneurs 
 
Social Investments in Coffee, Tea and Cocoa Communities 
 
Ethos Water Fund 
 
China Education Project 
 
Gulf Coast Recovery 
 
 
Organization: 
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Exhibit C: Public Surveys 
 
 

   
      Reputation Institute:  

http://www.reputationinstitute.com/ 
Trends in Political Values and Core 
Attitudes: 1987-2007; Political 
Landscape More Favorable to 
Democrats”, survey conducted by The 
Pew Research Center for the People & 
the Press, May 2007, p.56 
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Fleishman-Hillard and National Consumers League. “Rethinking Corporate Social Responsibility: Executive Summary” 
(May 2007) 
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