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Introduction:

The meaning of corporate social responsibility (CSR) has changed dramatically over the past two decades. Far removed from the philanthropic programs of the 1970s and 1980s, social responsibility now encompasses an obligation by companies not only towards decreasing the environmental footprint incurred by factory production, but also towards using their resources and profits for some semblance of social change. This new shift has encouraged many companies to develop intricate programs and mission statements dealing solely with CSR and CSR-related issues. These include, but are not limited to employee treatment, supply chain visibility, responsible sourcing and decreasing energy emissions. 
This dramatic transformation is particularly salient with gourmet coffee. As one of the most socially innovative groups of businesses, gourmet coffee has preceded its sister industries in certification systems and responsibility measures. I set out in this project wanting to study discourse within the growing trend. The following research, conducted by in-depth interviews with four leading gourmet coffee companies, is designed to briefly examine how specific companies within a socially responsible field define CSR and discuss CSR-related issues. This research is particularly salient given the abundance of literature on “CSR” and lack of consensus on what corporate social responsibility actually means. Additionally, this work examines how factors such as company size and ownership affect an organization’s approach to social responsibility.  The following pages provide the reader with a brief literature review on CSR’s newest stage, some background on the coffee industry and Fair Trade certification, as well as my methodology for completing this study, findings and a discussion of my work.  The conclusion summarizes my findings and addresses suggestions for future research on this topic.
Literature Review:

Much of the recent literature on corporate social responsibility documents the trend of CSR from a philanthropic venture to a more pro-active discipline. Many speculate that this pro-active behavior originated from consumer and industry demand following a series of scandals targeted primarily towards irresponsible sourcing and employee treatment at companies such as Nike, Gap and Chiquita Banana. The focus on such issues has become particularly salient given the trends toward globalization and privatization.
 “Bad corporate behavior, once exposed, is now understood to cost something. In other words, the fact that corporate social irresponsibility had been proven to be costly has been one of the most powerful drivers advancing the doctrine of corporate social responsibility.”
 The external costs of business, once placed upon society, have now come to be placed upon the company itself. Thus, CSR as a solely philanthropic venture is becoming obsolete. It is being replaced by active CSR efforts by business to mitigate as well as help solve global problems.

This new company-found responsibility has some interesting implications for the private sector. Facing government deregulation in the 1980s, active CSR ensures that businesses self-regulate their behavior. This means that many companies’ CSR policies are subject to influence by market forces. This has tangible positive and negative effects for the sustainability for CSR. David Vogel writes, “CSR reflects both the strengths and the shortcomings of market capitalism. On the one hand, it promotes social and environmental innovation by business…On the other hand, precisely because CSR is voluntary and market-driven, companies will engage in CSR only to the extent that it makes business sense for them to do so…Unlike government regulation, it cannot force companies to make unprofitable but socially beneficial decisions.”
 

Luckily, there is and most likely will continue to be, a “business sense” to CSR. Currently, there exists a great demand for the most effective and innovative socially responsible programs. “CSR has become a self-reinforcing and self-perpetuating process: If one major company decides to clean up its act, that puts pressure on its competitors to do the same, and if that leading company also puts pressure on its suppliers and vendors to abide by the same principles, CSR becomes contagious- a genuinely ‘virtuous circle.’”
 Stuart Hart describes this ‘virtuous circle’ as “Crossing the chasm from seeing societal performance as a trade-off or obligation to a possible win-win opportunity.”
 In an “Overview of Corporate Social Responsibility,” Business for Social Responsibility reports the benefits of CSR such as: improved financial performance (consumers care and will buy more of a product they know was produced responsibly), reduced operating costs (through improved environmental performance), enhanced brand image and reputation, increased sales and customer loyalty, increased productivity and quality (employees will be happier and more productive with a socially responsible employer with progressive employee treatment plans) and reduced regulatory oversight.
 Given these assumptions, companies are realizing the CSR not only placates consumers, but it also pays. “Business that consciously puts the needs of society above the needs of its shareholders may well end up making more money for its shareholders.”

Indeed, there may be a great push for social responsibility given the consumer demand for responsibly-made goods. However, there are many who believe that the profit motive does not justify a socially responsible company. Intertwined within CSR is social entrepreneurship: the belief that business should use its influence not only to mitigate the effects of its operation, but also to generate large scale social change. While traditionally reserved for non-profit organizations, I use the term “social entrepreneurship” here because I think it best encapsulates a great deal of the recent investment by business into social programs nationally as well as globally. Far removed from simply changing a business plan, CSR as social entrepreneurship involves a much more humanist aspect- focusing on local communities, employees and global problems. “The challenge for multinationals is to move beyond ‘alien’ strategies imposed from the outside to become truly indigenous to the places in which they operate. To do so will require companies to widen their corporate bandwiths and develop entirely new ‘native’ capabilities that emphasize deep listening and local codevelopment.”
 Hollender and Fenichell write, “It takes more than a commitment to comply with the guidelines of CSR to be a successful CSR company. It requires a commitment that is values-based and driven by a passion to use the company as an instrument to effect positive social change.”
 Companies now must look outside their financially-opportunistic nature to truly understand the social forces at work within the communities in which they operate.
I have chosen to interview companies within the gourmet coffee industry because I believe that there is a strong inclination for both CSR as a “business case” as well as CSR a “social enterprise.” This puts the industry at the brunt of the new CSR movement. The Fair Trade certification system, applicable to most goods but most closely associated with coffee, serves as an excellent example. Certified only by TransFair USA, the Fair Trade label describes itself as “an innovative, market-based approach to sustainable development.” Given the volatility of the coffee market, all Fair Trade Certified products assure that farmers and workers receive a fair price for their product (this iscurrently $1.26/lb). Most Fair Trade coffee is also organic and/or shade-grown which encourages farmers to be environmentally responsible through an even larger premium.
Without Fair Trade, coffee prices are subjected to market forces. In 2002, coffee prices reached as low as .17/lb.
 This was largely the result of increased low-cost production methods causing a large surplus of coffee in the market. As a result, many farmers abandoned their land and moved to the city for work. The Fair Trade system circumvents the volatile coffee market. It also requires that small farmers participate in worker owned co-operatives to democratically and fairly determine their needs. As the TransFair website reports, “By learning how to market their own harvests, Fair Trade farmers are able to bootstrap their own businesses and receive a fair price for their products. This leads to higher family living standards, thriving communities and more sustainable farming practices. Fair Trade empowers farming families to take care of themselves - without developing dependency on foreign aid.”
 As such, Fair Trade is more than a socially responsible practice; it is a socially innovative one. While Fair Trade is not the only means through which a coffee company may source responsibly, it is an effective example of the socially progressive policies that gourmet coffee companies undertake and develop. While there are not many other well-known certification systems for additional aspects of CSR, these coffee companies each maintain a sincere commitment to employee treatment, pre-financing programs for coffee farmers, environmental sustainability and community development both locally and internationally. Their programs reflect the specific nature of this drive and development.
Methodology:


This study was conducted through four in-depth interviews with senior staff members ranging from owner to VP of Corporate Social Responsibility to Director of Media Relations.  These four companies, although small in number, embody a representative sample of the variety of companies involved in the gourmet coffee business. I have chosen gourmet coffee and excluded large non-gourmet coffee companies such as Nestle and Proctor and Gamble for two reasons: 1. non-gourmet coffee companies do not currently face the same pressure as gourmet coffee companies to be socially responsible and 2. Non-gourmet coffee companies simply do not make themselves available to participate in studies like the one I have conducted. Additionally, I have ensured the confidentiality of each individual and thus will refrain from explaining the explicit metrics and programs which may readily identify each company and individual therein.  

The four companies involved in the following study are representative of the gourmet coffee industry as a product of their various sizes, the amount of coffee imported, ownership structure (public/private, employee owned and governed/CEO run), growth plans as well as various other CSR initiatives and endeavors. Company A, with whom I interviewed Christian Dobson, ran the smallest of the companies with only ten employees. Dobson is part of a small co-operative of other coffee roasters and imports 100% organic and Fair Trade coffee. He has an intense commitment to development projects in the communities where he sources his coffee. Dobson’s projects include, but are not limited to healthcare, income generation and clean water for the Third World countries. Company B is a 100% employee owned and governed co-operative committed to having 100% Fair Trade products. There I spoke with Nathan Richards. Richards’ company reports the largest Fair Trade coffee sales of any other organization and has the second smallest number of employees of the four companies I interviewed. Richards’ company has acted as the “mid-wife” for Fair Trade throughout its history. His company is the sixth largest co-operative in the country and one of the most democratic- each employee within the company (factory worker to CEO) receives one vote regardless of his/her rank within the organization. Hillary Campbell (Company C) is part of the CSR department in the largest organization within this study with over 100,000 employees. Her company is publicly traded, imports 25% of all U.S. Fair Trade coffee and boosts that 20% of its stores have energy from renewable resources. Campbell’s company is involved with a huge variety of CSR initiatives ranging from literacy to sustainable sourcing. Her company currently has 25 CSR directors each with a specific area of focus. Darren Miller, of Company D, represented the second largest company I interviewed. In addition to having 1/5 of its coffee Fair Trade Certified, Miller’s public company focuses heavily on environmental stewardship and remains one of the leaders in this arena. The aspect of his company that Miller chose to highlight was Company D’s annually sponsored trips for all nominated company workers (factory worker to CEO) to coffee-growing communities. Of the 11 executive officers in Company D, two work directly with CSR-related issues.
This sample, although small, remains representative of the different types of governance and CSR programs throughout the industry. All four companies are of different sizes and structures. Companies C and D have aggressive growth plans. Each was purposefully selected based on these attributes as well as their availability given the limited time of the study. While the interviews were not recorded, I provided each participant with a typed copy of my interview notes which they were free to amend or clarify. The data presented is thus verified by each participant and allows me to conclude the validity of my findings. 

Having some prior experience with social innovation, I was able to present myself in the interviews as both an observer and participant of social responsibility. The indicators of CSR which I chose to explore were the motives each company had with respect to CSR, the programs they are enacting as well as the discourse each individual used when discussing CSR-related material. I divided my research into three major categories: 1. What does it mean for a company to be socially responsible? 2. How is social responsibility carried out within your company? and 3. Views on the current state of corporate social responsibility. The appendix includes a copy of the interview guide used during each of the open-ended conversations. Each interview lasted from an hour to an hour and half. 

The largest limitation of my study remains the small number of interviews I was able to conduct. In addition to speaking with more companies, it also would have been useful to speak with multiple people within each company. Having one perspective and relying on that single view produces problems of generalizability to the company and the industry as a whole.
 While this report is not designed to provide overarching insights into how CSR works within the gourmet coffee industry, I hope it will provide the reader with some beneficial insights into how specific companies within a socially responsible industry maintain and develop their CSR initiatives.
Findings:


In constructing a description of CSR, each organization provided a different definition of what it meant to be socially responsible. There was, however, a clear pattern to responses depending on factors including company ownership and size. Both smaller, private companies (companies A and B) insisted that true social responsibility exists independent of the need for profits. While companies must ensure enough capital to foster their existence, Christian Dobson voiced that CSR was the “foundation of a company” as a “values-based institution.” Nathan Richards agreed. He described CSR as a business model in which all perspectives (from the farmer, through the supply chain to the CEO) were equally privileged. For Richards, this meant being 100% employee owned and governed (more responsible because of its more “equitable and transparent than other forms of ownership”), for Dobson it meant resisting Fair Trade Certification because of the leniency of its policies (this company uses Fair Trade or above Fair Trade standards for its coffee). CSR among these two companies was “360 degrees” and included a socially responsible policy for “everything the company touched.”
 Here, CSR must be the core of the management structure and not just a “bumper sticker” to be placed on the face of a company’s image.
 Dobson commented that programs which did not have “360 degree” policies were still described as socially responsible, but in “compartmentalized” ways. Through compartmentalization, Dobson described how companies choose areas in which they would like to be responsible and focus their attention accordingly. This permits them to overlook social responsibility other aspects of business. Agreeing, Richards gave the examples of a tobacco company giving millions to local schools and the Ford motor company creating a hybrid SUV. Are these companies to be considered socially responsible? Are their do-good actions enough to justify the harm they are causing society at large?

While the two larger companies I interviewed would agree that social responsibility encompasses more than simply covering-up various harms incurred by society from a company, the larger, public companies (companies C and D) gave some distinctively different responses to their formulation of what it meant to be socially responsible. When asked how her company determines what to incorporate into its CSR policy, Hillary Campbell replied that the company was currently overextended in CSR initiatives (ranging from sourcing and employee treatment to literacy awareness) and voiced the need to focus its efforts on a select few “top-line issues” in order to increase the company’s impact. “When a CSR effort is spread too thin- the message becomes blurred. CSR works best when securely linked to one or two causes.” This impact, among the two publicly traded companies, very much reflected consumer expectations and interests. CSR within these companies had as much to do with the innate desire to be a responsible citizen as it did with the innate desire of the company to ensure large returns for its multiple stakeholders. 

Most interestingly, while every company I interviewed mentioned similar activities as CSR “must-haves,” including responsible sourcing, distribution, employee treatment, renewable energy, greenhouse emissions and packaging, the way in which each CSR policies were formulated was much different. This included the use of motives and business incentives when conceptualizing CSR initiatives. When asked about the use of “cause-marketing” and CSR policies, the two larger, publicly traded companies responded that marketing and CSR policies may work in conjunction to further the interests of CSR. Both Campbell and Miller’s organizations currently use cause-marketing as a means of increasing brand awareness in the name of responsible business. Because of the companies’ large sizes, each has the potential to significantly increase the awareness of great causes as well as increase profits for the company at hand. Both mentioned that the products featured as “socially responsible” did not cannibalize existing markets because they were either complementary products or designed for a different consumer altogether. While Campbell’s company sold bottled water ($.05 of which is donated to help provide clean water to developing countries), Miller’s company partnered with a third party organization wherein a portion of the proceeds from a specific brand of coffee sold would be returned to the third party organization for reinvestment.
The importance of consumer image and influence surfaced repeatedly throughout the interviews for the two publicly traded companies and consistently not by the two private ones. Darren Miller spoke of the challenge in finding the balance between educating consumers on socially responsible options and developing socially responsible practices based on consumer demand. Miller went on to say that, “The ‘holy grail’ in socially responsible business is when consumers begin to make purchasing decisions using their values- when they pull responsible products through the supply chain into their supermarket carts, the whole game changes. Businesses will provide consumers with what they want and investment firms will follow along, investing in the businesses that are meeting consumer needs.” Interestingly, Yoplait’s pink-lid campaign (in which $.10 was donated to breast cancer research for every lid mailed back to Yoplait) was mentioned on two separate occasions, once by Campbell (from public Company C) and once by Richards (from private Company B). Campbell characterized Yoplait’s campaign as a “strong” because it directly linked the company to a good cause. This, she said, would have a great impact on the company’s socially responsible message to consumers. Richards, however, mentioned that Yoplait’s motives mattered in determining whether this was a purely socially responsible decision or not. The goal, he mentioned, was not only to raise money for cancer, but also to raise awareness of Yoplait’s brand. This gives the consumer a false sense of security when making purchasing decisions. 
The same “false consciousness,” Dobson mentioned, is true of the use of Fair Trade Certification labels on companies that carry very few Fair Trade Certified goods. Both Dobson and Richards voiced the danger in using identifiably responsible certifiers simply to placate the consumer’s desire to purchase responsibly-made goods. From the view of Dobson and Richards, the goal in a responsible company is not to raise profit, but to be “bottom-line neutral”- that is, to be socially responsible regardless of whether or not profits will follow.
 When income is the most important objective, a company cannot be fully responsible. From the view of Campbell and Miller, marketing may serve as a great tool to not only increase brand awareness, but also to empower the consumer to make a socially responsible purchase.

These differing opinions were largely reflected in the use of third party certification organizations (such as TransFair USA, Verde Ventures, Conservation International and EcoLogic) for Campbell and Miller. Choosing to focus on the “business” aspect of business, Campbell mentioned that Company C is not an expert in biodiversity and/or literacy awareness- nor should it be. Independent organizations focus on these issues for the livelihood, why not use them? This contrasts greatly with Dobson and Richards’ reluctance to use as many third party certifiers because their certification labels may often be obtained with “very little input.” 
Despite the different approaches each company used when discussing social responsibility, there existed a consensus among the responses on a surprising number of issues. With the exception of company A’s Christian Dobson, who insisted that shareholders, not size, was the largest determining factor with regards to social responsibility, each company reflected on the paradoxical nature of size on a company’s ability to effect social change. Campbell mentioned the influence of powerful members of society, often those in control of the large firms, in advocating important messages to industries about CSR initiatives, in this specific instance healthcare. While Richards and Campbell both mentioned the potential for large scale social change with big business, they each voiced a concern that the larger a company grows, the more difficult it becomes to implement social responsibility. Concurrently, Miller mentioned that a company’s unchecked growth cannot be healthy for society despite its socially progressive policies. “The only thing that grows unchecked in nature is cancer, and it grows until it kills its host,” Miller said. 
Every organization also revealed the lack of lucidity concerning the discourse of corporate social responsibility. This took the form of a lack of definitive metrics with which to measure CSR “success” as well as the fluidity and malleability of CSR’s definition by individual companies and consumers. Each company, regardless of size, mentioned “word of mouth” as one of the most dependable and reliable ways to determine not only the success of CSR initiatives, but also how to modify them in the future. This led to a “muddledness” of CSR that was readily apparent in each interview. While there are great pressures on some companies to quantify the success of CSR initiatives, Darren Miller commented, “Not everything that counts can be counted and not everything that can be counted counts.” He went on to say that it is difficult to translate values into numbers, and it rests upon each individual company to listen to its producers, and oftentimes consumers if publicly traded, to find out what they need and how to get it to them. The paradox with size again comes into view: the large and more resourceful a company may be, the greater the chance that “word of mouth” metrics may fail to reach the important decision makers. 
The four companies also exclusively mentioned internal demands as the leading pressure with regards to CSR.  Each elaborated on the realization that there are always more responsible ways of conducting business. This took the form of not becoming complacent with advanced measures in place,
 to convincing senior members of the staff and stakeholders that CSR is a necessary business plan.
 Apart from this, each company, both public and private, grappled with how to effectively communicate the company’s CSR policies to consumers in such a way that they will understand and accept the sincerity the initiatives. Campbell mentioned the fine line between communicating CSR policies and marketing CSR for the sake of sales- known as “greenwashing.” She went on to say that “the biggest challenge with CSR is sometimes maintaining the balance between the two.” Richards added that even if a company were somehow 100% “good,” consumers would not be pleased. For some, 100% “good” is too “good.” While there existed a divide once again between the exact internal pressures private and public companies faced (public companies often spent time convincing consumers that its CSR measures were sincere whereas private companies urged consumers not to become complacent with currently standing CSR policies), each of the companies did not identify any direct external factor as having a large influence on their social responsibility proposals.

Discussion:


These findings have important implications for understanding the collective conscious within gourmet coffee industry as well as understanding the schism between a socially entrepreneurial company and a socially responsible one. Regardless of the few who critique social responsibility as a passing “fad,” I argue that corporate social responsibility has become institutionalized. In discussing the longevity of CSR in the market David Vogel writes, “The main constraint on the market’s ability to increase the supply of corporate virtue is the market itself. There is a business case for CSR, but it is much less important or influential that many proponents of civil regulation believe. CSR is best understood as a niche rather than a generic strategy: it makes business sense for some firms in some areas under some circumstances.”
 Fortunately, gourmet coffee fits the niche. 

Much like philanthropic programs of the 1970s and 1980s, it has become a collective activity based on elite influence, common culture, and transcorporate networks.
 Very powerful companies are advocating for progressive CSR measures in the coffee industry. This has important implications not only for the advancement of socially responsible programs, but also for the expectation by consumers that these curriculums exist and do so effectively.  When asked what external organizations, magazines and memberships each company belonged to, there was a striking overlap. Surprisingly, not only was each company aware of the others’ CSR policies, they also cited the other companies for having admirable socially responsible programs. There is a strong understanding between these companies of what it takes to be effective and how each company may use this effectiveness to advocate its cause- whether this “cause” be social change and/or for increased profits. 

Despite the tendency for the division between the small, private companies and the large, public ones, there was an understanding between the different perspectives on why each company has implemented its policies accordingly. While both private companies voiced the concern for social responsibility in the publicly traded arena, both public companies understood the drive of private companies toward advancing social change. With the exception of implementation, each company also understood which activities were important focuses of social responsibility. While vastly different ownership structures, sizes and mission statements pervaded my research, every company had some policy regarding employee treatment, sourcing, the supply chain, pre-financing and community development. No company identified sponsorship or philanthropy as top-CSR issues. These are all the same activities; each company has simply interpreted their meaning and implementation somewhat differently. Undoubtedly, some programs have stronger initiatives and others rely on external certification to uphold these programs. However, the point remains that every company in this study has come to a consensus on which issues are at stake.

Correspondingly, I found a strong tendency for the “self-reinforcing and self-perpetuating virtuous circle” mentioned by Jeffrey Hollender and Stephen Fenichell. Every company was strikingly aware of one another’s policies due to the need to ensure that its specific program was one of the most innovative and effective of its kind. Because of the current marketable value associated social responsibility, the divide between a company as a tool primarily used for profit, and the company as a tool for social change becomes inarguably blurred. Nathan Richards described the benefit of the market’s influence on social responsibility as an “altruistic one-upmanship”- where, given the nature of the current marketplace, it pays to be decent. He went on to mention the “do goodism competition” fueling the coffee industry and beyond. Darren Miller mentioned the negative effects of this virtuous circle. The energy each company expends searching for the most effective program could be, he hypothesized, better spent working together to “find the right way to source instead of competing with each other on virtue and confusing customers.”  


I found this distinction to be one of the most prevalent divides between how each company discussed and defined what it meant to be socially responsible. While the culture of corporate social responsibility was seen as an “enlightened self-interest” furthering the strength of corporate capitalism through market forces and including social responsible practices as a strategic plan for company success,
 it was also seen as a “transformative force” with “new ideas to address major problems…[which] simply will not take ‘no’ for an answer, and will not give up until they have spread their ideas as far as they possibly can.”
 Throughout my interviews, companies verified both perspectives. Richards keeps its profitability between two and five percent in order to reinvest money back into social causes. Christian Dobson mentioned that the price he paid farmers reflected not only the price coffee beans were worth, but also hundreds of years of poverty and colonialism. Contrastingly, Darren Miller mentioned that the company, while dedicated to doing business responsibly, was not founded primarily to solve social problems. The other publicly traded company I interviewed, company C, would undoubtedly agree. As startlingly progressive profit-maximizing institutions, these two companies have set an impressive social standard for other publicly traded companies outside and within the gourmet coffee industry. While every company interviewed was for-profit, the mission of each company and the degree to which each company embodied a corporate social responsibility and/or social entrepreneurship perspective was the key determinant in how each shaped the discourse of its CSR policies.
 Conclusion:
In the absence of large-scale government reform, leading-edge businesses and not-for-profit organizations all over the world have responded not just to the current credibility crisis but to the greater long-term challenge of being part of the global solution by evolving a new corporate model that shifts the paradigm for the role that business can play in society. This is the next wave. It is not a public relations ploy, a new financial model, or the next management and leadership trend, but a broad social movement, centered in the corporation.                                      

                                                                  -Bornstein, x

Bornstein’s words, spoken in his book How to Change the World, encapsulate the progressive tendencies, both profit and socially driven, of the representative companies in my interviews. While failing to determine exactly what corporate social responsibility means to an industry, this study embodies methods of defining corporate social responsibility in more socially entrepreneurial terms than ever before. 

Given more time and resources, I would have liked to expand the study by incorporating more interviews both with individuals within the companies I spoke with as well as with supplementary companies within the gourmet coffee industry. Additionally, I would have liked to place more emphasis on how each company’s discourse becomes reflected in specific CSR initiatives and policies. This would have increased both the validity and generalizability of my conclusions and research. This also would have allowed me to isolate more concretely the independent variables within my study: namely company size, ownership structure and mission statement. 
One of the greatest weaknesses of this study was my inability to identify a single factor as determinant of a company’s CSR policy. The size of each company was inextricably linked to its status as a privately or publicly owned organization. Additionally, three of the companies under investigation were all very close in age and ownership structure. This did not allow me to deduce if age and/or ownership patterns had any effect on a company’s willingness and ability to carry out socially responsible practices. Undoubtedly these factors may not always be controlled. The gourmet coffee industry, as a relatively young industry, may not have organizations that significantly vary in age. Moreover, most publicly traded companies have somewhat aggressive growth plans in order to retain greater returns for shareholders. 
If possible, future research should attempt to isolate size, age and ownership as variables affecting a company’s discourse and implementation of social responsibility. Additionally, to deduce more accurately the movement of CSR as a socially entrepreunial  force, I would suggest looking across different industries to compare fledgling CSR programs, established CSR programs and the emerging trend, if any. This may be complemented by a study of multinational and local companies’ growth plans and CSR areas of focus (community development v. sponsorships etc.). 
I would again like to emphasize the outstanding nature and determination of each company with regards to innovating business into a social agency. Public or private, these four companies have some of the most aggressive programs advocating responsible business and business as a vehicle for social change. Each embodies the new institutionalized wave of social responsibility away from passive measures of responsibility including emissions reduction to active agendas seeking to solve societal dilemmas without which this project would not have been possible. 
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Appendixes
Appendix A: Interview Guide

Interview Guide: 

Subject: 

Company: 

Date and Time: 

Place: 

Taped: 

Introduction: 

Who am I/Why am I here:
I am a sociology and anthropology double major at Amherst College engaging in a research project for one of my classes entitled social research methods. The topic of my choice, spurred by my participation in an organization committed to social change via business models, is corporate social responsibility- how it is understood between companies, what factors come into play when organizing a socially responsible practice and how effective these policies are with regards to actualizing social change. I am interested in seeing where CSR has come and where it is going in the future and whether or not corporations will become agents for real social change. 

Why ​​​​__________________________________

Confidentiality

Offer Summary/Clarification/Elaboration

Nature of interview: partially structured, feel free to elaborate or add anything I may have omitted.

1. What does it mean for a company to be socially responsible?
a. What steps does a company have to take to be deemed socially responsible? What activities does this involve?

b. Are there different degrees of being socially responsible? What impact does this have for corporation’s socially responsible message?

Example: A company carries 50% Fair Trade coffee.

c. Does the size of a company affect its ability to be socially responsible?

d. Is the line between cause marketing and mission-driven responsible practices? Or can there exist a synergy between the two?

e. Is there anything that most companies could be doing but are not with regards to CSR?

1. Pre-financing

2. Fair Trade

3. Employee Treatment

4. Philanthropy

5. Sponsorship

6. Environmental Work

7. Supply Chain

8. Distributors

9. Community Development at Home

10. Community Development Abroad

f. How may coffee companies to be socially responsible without the Fair Trade label?

g. Do companies have an obligation to farmers who do not fit Fair Trade standards?

2. Narrative of Company’s CSR Policy
a. How do you determine what should be incorporated into your CSR policy? 

b. How do you measure your CSR’s effectiveness?

c. How do you know when/how to modify your practices?


d. Are your projects scalable?

e. What pressures is your company facing with regards to CSR?

f. What aspect of your CSR policy are you most proud of? Why?

g. Where does CSR fit in with the management structure of your company?

h. Do you report to anyone? What, if any, professional staff do you work with?

i. How often does your board of directors meet?

j. With whom else internally do you generally discuss your CSR policy?

k. With whom outside your company do you discuss CSR issues? What organizations where CSR is discussed do you belong to? What materials do you use/subscribe to?

l. How many people work for your company?

m. How do store franchises work? Who owns them? Who do people report to?      

     How are they all regulated? 

3. State of CSR
a. What have been the major developments with regards to social responsibility and the coffee industry?

b. What are the major obstacles facing coffee companies and CSR policies?

c. What other coffee industry socially responsible programs do you feel are doing a great job? Why?

� Vogel, 8.


� Hollender and Fenichell, 45. 


� Vogel, 4. 


� Hollender and Fenichell, 46. 


� Hart, 16. 


� http://www.bsr.org/CSRResources/IssueBriefDetail.cfm?DocumentID=48809.


� Hollender and Fenichell, 30.


� Hart, 23. 


� Hollender and Fenichell, 50.


� http://www.fairtrade.org.uk/pr040502.htm


� http://www.transfairusa.org/content/about/overview.php


� Generalizability was maximized through speaking with lead representatives for CSR and/or the public within the company. 


� Dobson.


� Richards.


� “Bottom-line neutral” used by Richards.


� Campbell and Miller. 


� Dobson, Richards and Miller.


� Campbell and Miller.


� Vogel, 3. 


� Himmelstein, 14-15. 


� Himmelstein, 29.


� Bornstein, 1. 
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