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MEETING SUMMARY

EOWG Stewardship Indicators Technical Subcommittee

Telephone Conference
March 31, 1993

Participants: Joel O'Connor, Libby Driscoll, Marna Gadoua, Barbara Knuth, Sally Lerner,
Sue Mihalyi, Teresa Monahan, Lois New, Jennifer Rae, Samuel Sage, George Werezak, Tim
Yagley

Welcome:

Joel O'Connor welcomed Libby Driscoll of Health and Welfare Canada to the subcommittee
and had everyone introduce themselves.

The proposed agenda was reviewed and unaltered. Joel said that he will be presenting a
summary of the subcommittee's progress to EOWG on April 28-29, 1993. The indicator
matrix will be a useful summary tool for such a presentation.

Discussion of Matrix of Indicators:

The subcommittee generally agreed that the scope of the indicators under development were
appropriate and that the topics of motivator and intentions were well covered in. Barbara
Knuth's proposal. The only voiced reservation was that if possible, the matrix should be
broken down into six specific indicators and not eight.

Discussion of Indicator Scopes:

Effectiveness Among Interactions Between Public, Industry, and Government

Samuel Sage and Louise Knox have been working on this indicator and will be ready to make
a presentation at the workshop. Samuel and Louise will be asking workshop attendees if they
feel there is enough data to. support an indicator. Samuel will have a summary of available
data prepared for the workshop. Samuel also hopes to get a more defined indicator scope at
the workshop breakout sessions. He feels there will be no problem with meeting the 12/'93
deadline for providing the indicator.

Joel encouraged Samuel to strive for a crisp rather than vague scope.

Corporate Volunteerism

The scope for this indicator has been well defined in previous meeting minutes. George
reported that he has been extremely busy since the last subcommittee meeting and has
produced nothing new on the indicator. He faxed the indicator materials to Tim Yagley, and
the subgroup will teleconference next week to polish the indicator.
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Suggestions included:

The goals and objectives of this indicator should be transmitted to Barbara so she can
incorporate them into the survey. Surveys containing corporate volunteerism questions
would be distributed only to targeted individuals.

2. The corporate volunteerism subgroup should discuss proposed survey numbers with
Barbara to make sure they are adequate for the subgroup's needs. There might be the
need to increase the operational budget of the survey if additional numbers are needed.
There is still time for this coordination since the timing of the survey has not yet been
determined.

3. Another group has studied corporate volunteerism, setting a precedent for this type of
study. An article on this study, "Framework for Assessing Discretionary Corporate
Performance Toward the Environment," Environmental Management, Vol. 15, number
2, 1991, pgs 163-178, will be included in the meeting minutes package.

Environmental Volunteerism

Sally reported that some data for this indicator would be gathered via directories and the
survey will include questions on volunteerism such as motives and changes in activity.
Leaders of environmental organizations have already been identified as a subset for survey
focus.

Suggestions included:

1. It might be possible to update the directories in the process of gathering information.
Atlantic States Legal Foundation has the software to do this.

2. Many NYSDEC-associated stewardship activities occurring that are not listed in any
directories. Various agencies should be contacted to also acquire this type of
information. This type of information could be added to the directories, but only with
the permission of the individual groups since many of them (for instance classroom
groups) may not want the publicity.

Population Density

Information on population density is being tailored to the Lake Ontario Basin, as a
subindicator. A preliminary- presentation could be made on the subject with a qualifier that
not much work has been done with this subindicator.

Suggestions included:

1. The survey should be developed to include some population questions. The
subcommittee can get information without turning this topic into a full indicator.
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2. Population density should just be an ancillary measure.

3. The survey will include questions on demographics and existing government
information on population density can be summarized for the subcommittee's
purposes. Individual demographics information is important for making e.g. urban vs.
rural comparisons.

Remaining Proposed Subindicators

Barbara Knuth will consider the remaining subindicators when framing the survey.

The subcommittee debated removing the subindicator categories from the matrix for
presentation simplicity. Some subcommittee members felt that including them would diffuse
the focus from the main indicators. Others felt that excluding them might cause workshop
participants to reinvent the wheel. The compromise will be to briefly explain to participants
the subcommittee's process for reaching the current indicators, but not spend a great deal of
time rehashing previously discussed indicators not now under consideration.

Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) Indicator

Samuel Sage has gathered the TRI data for all counties in the Basin. Once charted, this
information shows a decline over the past four years of toxics released. Data for 1991 should
be available before the workshop. Samuel is working with EPA to try and present this
information in a GIS format.

Suggestions included:

1. Canadian TRI type data is under development now but will not be available until next
year. This information should be included in the indicator.

2. The I.akewide Management Plan might have information that would be useful for the
indicator. This should be investigated.

Toxicant Loss Indicator

Joel is considering $20k for a pilot program for this indicator. A firm from Virginia will be
conducting the program for only PCBs and mercury during the pilot phase. For instance, the
firm will study the life cycle of products and toxicant loss, to estimate the rates of loss of
PCBs from capacitors rusting in upstate New York. The essence of this proposed pilot
program still needs the review of the full subcommittee. Joel will distribute a summary of
the proposal.

Suggestions included:

1. A Canadian task force looked at this type of information for the IJC. The final
product should be available in the next two weeks. This information will be
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forwarded to Joel so he can provide it to the Virginia firm.

Discussion of Survey Strategy and Funding

The subcommittee agreed that Barbara Knuth's survey would be our major measurement
instrument. The subcommittee intends to ask EOWG to fund the survey effort. Section three
of the proposal outlines a $40k budget for drafting survey questions, conducting a pilot survey
effort, and drafting the final survey. Barbara Knuth is currently developing a list of targeted
recipients for the pilot effort. The pilot effort will involve a sample size of approximately
400 individuals. This is in line with what had previously been proposed.

Once the survey has been approved by EOWG, the final proposal will have to be approved by
Cornell University. The Cornell approval should take a week or two.

EOWG, which is meeting in April, only meets once a year. Joel agreed to present the pilot
proposal, in broad terms to EOWG at its April meeting. Ideally the proposal will be ready
and approved by EOWG soon after our May workshop, and by Cornell shortly thereafter.

Barbara will further discuss the survey scope with other subcommittee members in preparing
the workshop materials. Barbara will specifically work with Jennifer Rae to explore linking
the survey into some Health and Welfare Canada projects since interagency efforts usually
receive widespread support. Jennifer is the co-chair of the Human Health Indicators
Subcommittee.

Discussion of NYS DEC Scoping Sheet for Workshop:

Not all of the subcommittee members had received scoping sheets, but they agreed to review
the elements of the scoping sheet.

The purpose of the workshop is to solicit comments and suggestions regarding the indicators
from key publics who would potentially use indicator information. The subcommittee wants
to structure the indicators so they will produce an effective measure for all those who wish to
use the information. The subcommittee is also open to suggestions of omissions in the
proposed indicators.

Invitations have been sent out for the workshop. Response has not been as enthusiastic as
hoped. Invitations were sent out to representatives of RAP committees, government personnel
associated with Lake Ontario issues, industry, academia, and involved individuals.
Approximately 75-100 invitations were mailed in the hopes of receiving 25-40 positive
responses. If the number of positive responses is low, additional invitations will be mailed.

The subcommittee members had several questions regarding the workshop:

1. Was the location of the meeting included in the invitation?

No. That information will be provided to invitees in the next mailing. ASLF will also
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be calling invitees that have not responded.

2. When will the pre-meeting mailing go out?

We are shooting for the last week of April. We will call people next week, send a
mailing to those who positively respond, and then send out the pre-meeting mailing.

3. Where is the workshop going to be held?

The workshop will be at the University Inn at SUNY, Buffalo. Non-agency attendees
will have their accommodations paid for by the subcommittee.

Joel, Samuel, Lois, and Barbara will hold a teleconference to review the scoping summary
prior to distribution to the full subcommittee. Each indicator developer will be expected to
have a presentation ready for the workshop.

The deadline for providing Samuel with materials for the pre-meeting mailing is the middle of
April.

The next subcommittee meeting will be a teleconference prior to the workshop. Please call
Joel (212-264-5356) if May 4, 10:00 - 1:00 is not a good time.
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ABSTRACT/ This article roviews the existing models of cor-

porate social responsiveness and develops a theoretical

framework with which to examine corporations' discretionary

performance with respect to one social issue, that of the en-

vironment. Discretionary indicators of corporate response to

environmental issues are developed and testers within this

framework. Twelve companies from five different sectors were

selected for the survoy, based on prior knowledge of their

commitment to environmental concerns. Primary data was

collected from personal interviews, and secondary data was

During the past two decades, the increase in envi-

ronmental degradation has become a predominant

public issue. During this time, husinesses have been

subject to greater social pressures and demands con-
cerning their responsibilities towards the environment

than ever before. Windsor and Greanias (1984) note

that in the 1970s and early 1980s, a new kind of busi-

ness climate arose. The principal factor affecting the

change was the growth of general government regula-

tion of business. Behind the rise in regulation lay a

public cynicism towards business taut a new set of crivi-

ronnitmoll activists committed io tasking vninpanies
responsive to noneconomic cnnsiderations. At lirst,

corporations reacted defensively, but increased promi-

pence of social and political forces led some businesses

to realize that they must -pay rnore attention to their

surrounding environment, 'fire re.sult of this en-

hanced awareness has been the emergence of new cor-'

porate behavior patterns.
This study examines current levels of cxirpnrate re-

sponse to environmental concerns. nie objectives of

the research are twoi'nid: first, to clevelop.a framework
that is classificatory in nature, and can be used to eval-

uate corporo-,t.e response m environmental i-owes: and

second, to apply the classification to the responses of a

cross-section of industries, using discretionary corpcl-

rate variables as indicators of responsiveness. In order

to examine corporate social responsiveness, one must

KEY WORDS: Environment; Discretionary indicators: Corporate 50dai
responsiveneas
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obtained from company documents, annual reports, end

other forms of publically disclosed information. Empirical re-

sults varied, but certain voluntary indicators, such as compo-

sition of the board of directors, the environmental affairs.

function, community support, and the annual report are con-

sidered to provide strong indications of discretionary corpo-

rate performance. Philanthropy and company products

proved to be less satisfactory indicators of corporate com-

mitment to the environment. The aggregated results revealed

a correlation between the final rankings of firms' discre-

tionary environmental performance and whether those com-

panies are process or product oriented. Linkages between

discretionary elements and those of economic and legal re-

quirements were not explored.

look beyond the traditional legal and ecom mric criteria

for assessment of performance. Discretionary respnn-

sibilities are neither required by law, nor are they ex-

pected of business in any ethical context (Carroll

1079), No attempt will be made in this study u1 corre-

late discretionary  with economic, legal, or ethical

aspects of behavior, but rattler, the tix:us is on estab-

lishing and applying a framework for discretionary re-
sponsibilities alone.

Review of Existing Conceptual Frameworks

A number of erilliirical stitclies have examined cor-

porate reslxnase to social issues. The overriding re.-

search Canstraint to observing corporate involvement

in s,x:iai or environmental issues has been the lack of

consensus as to what constitute1, a valid measurement

of corporate responsiveness. Two of the hest concep-

tual models in the literature are those developed by

Sethi (1979) and Carroll (1979). Sethi (1979) divided

corporate response patterns into three levels of action:

(1) social obligation, (2) >social responsibility, and (3) so-

cial responsiveness. Social obligation involves corps- .

rate behavior in response to market farces or Icgal

ennstraints. The criteria for legitimacy in this area are

exclusively legal and economic. Social responsibility

implies bringing corporate behavior "up to a level
Where it is congruent with current prevailing soc4l

storms (.Sethi 1979, 1%. 66). This r.•aregnry does not re-

quire a radical departure from the norm; it is simply a

step ahead—before new societal expectations are rodi-

tied into legal requirements. Sethi's third stage ref ad-
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aV ation Of cOrpoa-Ate behavior to social needs is ex-
presscd in t13ruLs of iociitl rCJI)<J[ISJYCIIC55. 'I'lle issue
here 13 opt flow the Corporation should respond tU so-
cial pressure, but what its loaf;-term rote in a dynamic
society should be. The corjxnation is expected to atl-
dcipate ibis Idianges clue to the: emergence cif social
pmhlenlc in which the txlrlxMttion must p1;Ly an iln-
portam part, and act in a pruacLive planner. Sethi ap-
plied " analytical model to the analysis of the cont-co-
versy that arose in 14170 concerning the sale of infant
fortnula foods in less developed countries (LDCs). it
was believed that there was a connection between
bottle feeding and infant hcalth problems. Ito that year
a United Nations forum on nui.rition, PAC (1'F(KeiJ)
Calories Advisory Group) claimed that aggressive ular•
keting of a No-tic inf"MIL fiarntuLl IM-oduct in poor
amlltries was r6ponsible for .► sharp drop ill breast-
feeding there.'171e World I•Icaltll Org<u1iratit'll passel
a Lock! tin markedug breast-milk subsiumes iii cortitt' tc1
ARIL 1114 decline in tweast-lica:cling, At. first, ottJltina-
tionals responded only to the prevailing laws and
toarket conditions, a reslxmse of q '.uI lil,~auoI.
Then it lew, such as Nestle and Abbott sent represen-
tatives to the 1'AG meetings, marking a decision point
between the social obligation and responsibility stages.
Abbott then moved to an approach that helped to alit-
ig*ate negative impacts in the 1ZCs by committing
$100,0(34 to a breast-feeding campaign. This signaled
a shift to the social responsiveness stage.

Carroll (1 179) expands oft Sethi's fraalework, de-
veloping a three-aucnsional model of corporate her-
fortnaucc. 'Tile first dimension represertty the type of
social issues of concern, and covets x wide range of
issues from environmental to product safety. Cat-roll's
second dimension emphasizes the dynamic nature of
the corporate response pattern as, a c:olttinuunl from
reaction and defertse (do nothing), through accxanttto-
dation to eventual proaction (do much), 1'13e third di-
mension cuttsisL% of four categories: ecuttoiltic, legal,
ethical, and discretionary responsibilities (Figure 1).
Thcse four categories arc by no ineans mutually exclu-
sive, nor are they meant to pottt;ay .c continuum with
economic concerns out otle end and social concerns oil
the other. Accoording to Carroll (1979), the relative
magnitude of cacti responsibility is suggested by the
relative area given too each on the social responsibility
dimension of Figure I.

Tile ec 6noinic component. of Carrull's model repre-
sents husiness's obligation to be productive acid profit-
able. The legal component suggests that Lilt: L Dnomic
responsibilities need be approached within the con-
fines of written law. Ethical responsibilities represent
the unwritten codes and values implicitly derived from
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Nitro 1. iarmll's C;ul-1mratr Scx:ial Perfontiaaee Modcl,
Source: Archie Carrot!. 1979. "A 'f'Ihrm-Uialcnsional Con.
cclltttal M-1d of Corivinito I'erlilrm:ncce." Ac-Ldetlly of
M:magemenl Review, vol. 4, no. •1, p. 503. .

society, lu 4:01111-MM., diyctx:uoualy res lit a isi hiblies are
tfl0$e that ere, beyond the legal and econrnnic criteria
and are not gen4rally cxjected ok' basines.s ill an It&
ical sense. 'Thus, if a con►pany does not. parue:ipaLe it) it
discretionary area, it. is neat c:onsiclet-cd unethical (Car-
roll 1979). Individual companies Slave a great deal of
discretion ill selecting environmental issues to which to
respond and what the magnitude of the response will
be, before regulations eliminate the voluntary aspect
or rekpollse.

Carroll ilhtst AL s the use of his classification system
with Anheuser-Busch's test-ittarkedng of a new adult
beverage called Chelsea. Because the beverage con-
tained more alcohol than the average soft drink, cott-
sunier groups protested by calling the beverage
"kiddie-beer," and insisted that the company was being
Jtneially irresponsible by Making such a drink available
too youth. The company's first reacdoit was defensive
—.claiming that it was not dangerous and would not
(tad youngsters to stronger drink. The company's
later response was to withdraw the beverage frInnl the
marketplace and reformulate it so that it would be
viewed as safe. The company concluded that this was
the socially reslxonsible action to take, (,riven the criti-
cism. According to Carroll, the contjxuly found itself
in tilt consumerism segment of his model, and the so-
cial responsibility was ethical (tile pixxititi. itrtriKluced
W-.15 legal, in that it coidbrnted to the maximum .tier)~
holic content. standards). As it became clear that so
much protest might [turn an ethical issue into an cco-
nomic one, the comlylny tnroved along the responsivc
mess dimension in (:arroll's model f vin reaction and
defettse to accommodation.
The literature described above addresses the nature
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a.,lJlaLion of wrpOl'alc lx:haviur to sodal needs is ex­
pl't~SliCd in terms oj" 1I0t:i ... 1 n::lI)()llsivcm:ss. The i!).~uc 
lu:re i~ not how the <':(Jll)()I"~uj()1l should respond to so­
cial pressure, uut what its long-term !"Ole in a dynamic 
society 6hould 1Jc. The corpoi-dtiull i~ expected to an­
ticipate: lh~ dl.lI1gCS ciue tn lhe clIlcrJ;ellc.e (If S<.lci,,1 
pmhlenls in which the [~ot"p()mlion IULlSI. play all im­
portant pa~l, and act in a pruactive manner. Sethi ap. 
plied his analytical mode) tu the analY!iis of the C()lILm· 

verlly'that arose in Hl70 c(}llceming the ~ale ClI' il1[~mt 
, fonllula foods in less developed coul1u;es (LDes). It 

was believed thal .. here was a (;()ILrlL"CljOI1 belw~ell 
bottle reeding ;md inratll health pmlllems, III lhat yC~II' 
a Uniled Nat,ions forum on nUl.rition, PAC (Prolci)] 
Calories Advi:sory Group) dailllecia.h:lt aggl'essive lI1al'· 
keung of II Nc..~tk' int-:ml f()l'J1l1l1a pl'Clduct ill POOl' 

(:ounuiell W(ll) l'e:ipull5ihle I'm a ~hmv drop in Ort~aSl­
feeding there .. J1H~ Wodd Heallh OI·g<lIli:f.<tlklll pas!lcd 
a L'mk! (III 'llarkt'UlIK brea~I-Blilk ~lIhslil,III(:~ ill Imlt,:t'lo 

11:111. the d{:dilJc ill l)l'cast-Ic.:,:di,lg. AI, JiI'Sl, IlIuhil1"­

tiona Is n:spol1c1P.f1 only lo tile pre"llilillg laws <lml 
market collclill(ltlS, ;t l'L-spol1se of ~od,al ublilFltiol1. 
Theil a ft~w, stich as Nestle and Ahbott ~Cl1t represel1-
t:uivcs to the J'AG JIlCctillg:l, marking a llt:.:d:;ion poiut 
between the social ubligatinl1 anel respollsibility stages. 
Alhott then moved to all appl-o;lch Ihm hdlJed to mit­
igate neg-.Hive impatls in t.he LDes uy cUJllmiuing 
$100,000 lO a breast-feeding carrq)Clign. This signaled 
a shift to the lIOCial responsivetlcss stage. 

Gan-ull (1979) expands 011 SeLhi'1I t'nullewOl'k., de­
veloping a tht'ee-<.1imcnllional model of corlX'fale per­
fOI'lllClllce. Tbe tinl dimensioll repl'<:scIIL~ the type of 
social i.~l;ues of concern, and C.OVeJ'S a wide range of 
isslIes frum environmentaJ to pmduct safety. CalToU's 
seeond dimension emphasizes the dynamic nature ()f 
the COl'purate rcsp()ll~e pattern as. a cOJlLinuulll from 
reactiun and defense (do Ilodling), through llCX:t.IlIJIIlO­

dation to evenLual proacticlIl (cio mIlch). 111c third di­
mension COllSisL~ of fom categories: ecollomic, legal, 
echical, <Iud discretionary respollsihilitic..'S (Figure I), 
These fOUl' categol'i~s i1J'~ LJy no mean1j lI1lltU<llJy exclu­
!live •• ,or arc they meant, to port\'ay ;\ cuntinuum with 
ccnnC)Jnic concerns 011 one end anel social concerns Oil 

the other. Acwrding to Carroll (1979), tIll: relative 
rna~7J1.itllde of each respollsibility i.~ suggested by th~ 
relative at'ea given 10 cach on the sociul re<;JJ()Jl.~i\)iljty 

dilllcrulion of Figure I. 
The eciJuomic component of Car,'oll'5 model repre­

sents husiness's oblig-dlion to be productive and profit­
,able, Th.e leg-oil c;;umponcnt suggests thal Lhe ( ... mnomic 
responllibilir.ies need be ~ippro~hed within the COII­
tines of written law. Ethical rcspom~ihilities I'epl'esent 
the unwriuen codes and values implicitly derived from 
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RgUrB 1. CilrlUU'S CUI'JJtlnllr: Sex;ial Pel'fOJ'11I3I1Ct! Muriel. 
Source: An:hi(~ C'IlToU. W79. "A Thrr.t~I)imclJ5iomtl <..:on· 
cC))l\LHI MtKIt:i of <:()l'I1/I1':II~' 1'('r[(lJ'Il1;tm:c," Ac;ldcmy or 
M'II1;'g{'IU<.'nl Review. \luI. 1, IIct, '1, p. 1io:t 

society. III e:O,\II.I!i\. discrcliollHl'Y l'CsllIIll:til,illl.iL::; ilrIo: 

tho~e (hat ~iL'e, b~y"lJd the leg'AI ;md e<:onmllic e.-iICrla 
,mel lll'e Ilot geltel',llIy expected oj' bu.'1ines,~ jll all eth­
ical !\etl~. Thus. ir .. company does 1101. pal'LidpaLe ill (\ 
discretional,), HI'ea, iI. iii 1I(lt wnsidcrcd unethical (Car­
mIL 1979). J ndividllal I,;ompanies have a RI"eal deal of 
discrerjnll ill selecling environmental issues tel which lO 

re.~lx>lld and what the magnitude of the response will 
be, hefOl'e rexulatiullS eliminaLe the volunt."lry aspect 
nf I'C!;I)lJIlSI:. 

Can'ull illllm .. "t~$' the use of his classification systcm 
with Anheuser-Busch':; tc..'Sl-IParketing of 11 Ilew adult 
bevel'age calJed Chelsell. Because the beverage con­
tained more alcohul than the average sort dl'ink, con­
sumer groups protested by calling the beverage 
"kiddie-lJeer," and insisted that the comp(lny was being 
socially j .... esponsible Ly making such a drink <JYail;lble 
lu youth. 'rite company's lirst reacti01! Willi t..Ie:fe:lI5ive 
-':'dainling I.hat it. was nnl dmlgen:ms .md would not 
lc~lcJ YOllngslers to sU'cmget drink. The company's 
lat.e .. l'e.sPQllse was to withdraw the beverage from t.he 
mark.etplace aud refol"lnulate it so that it would be 
viewed as S3re, Tile: company cuncluded that this was 
lhe socially l'espollsible action to lake, gi\l'ell the criti. 
cism. Accorrling to ('~I"I'()II, the cOllllxiny found il:;eJf 
ill Uu: cunsumerism segment of his model, and the so­
dal rcsponsibility was ethical (the pt'Odu(~t illLrllouu:d 
w,,~ legal, in Lhat it COIl[<Il'mOO to lile maximunl .dc()­
hnlic conl.ent. $(.al)d~u1.h'). Ali it Lxxurne dear Lhal 00 
much protellt might turn an ethical issue: iUlO an eco­
nomic one, tbccomly"my moved along dIe responsive-­
ness dimension in Cal'roll'$ model from l'c:actiull and 
de1ellliC tu accommodatinn. 

The literature described above addn:!slIell the nature 
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and categories of corporate social performance. There
is a second body of literature that deals with the evolu-
tionary nature of a particular type of response, Sethi
(1979), Ackerman (1973), and Bauer (1978) evaluate
corporate response over a period of time, since dif-
ferent issues lain importance to different industries
within different time frames. Sethi (14179) divides the
elapsed time of an issue into four stages: (1) pre-
problem, (2) problem identilicat.init, (3) problem
remedy, and (q) prevention stages. Sethi ao:knowledge's
that there is some overlap, because social problems do
not fall neatly into discrete groups, nor ran they be
solved in distinct succemive. steps: Ackernmll (1973)
classifies corporate social response in three broad
Stages: (1) the recognition of and commitment to re-
spond to an issue, (2) the acquisition of specialized
knowledge and skills to deal with it, and (3) the imple-
mcntation of the response and its integration into
standard operating procedures. Bauer (I OR) siiggecrti
three similar stages of responsiveness; (1) identifica-
tion, (2) commitment, and (3) implementation. Bauer
senses that the implementation is complete not when
the particular goal is accomplished, but when the
change in behavior is such that the goal will be accom-
plished and will continue to he accomplished through
the institutionalization of the process. 'Thus, the re-
sponse process is complete when the new management
procedures are in place and can be monitored and
evaluated as to their effectiveness. Wartirk and
Cochran (1985) nol.e that C:arroll's framework :a n Ix.
complemented by the addWoo of a smiat issues man-
agement dimensinn with three levels; idendlicarion,
analysis, and response development. Clarkson (1988)
adds "implementation" as one stage of social i*sues
management. to Wartick and Cochran's (1985) frame-
work.

In order to quantify the locatinn of a particular
company within the "environmental" issues portion of
a framework, a set of indicators and .a measurement
scale tqr each indicator must be developed, with leer
examination of oil refining companies performance
with regard to air pollution, Logsdon (1985) was one
of the first to look at indicators of corporate response
in the environmental field. Logsdon exanti ied four
components of response: techniml (actions in reduce
refinery air pollution), informational (annual reports
and corporate policy statements), administrative
(changes in orgznivatic: ind structure to assign respnnsi-
bility for the issue), and political and legal actions re-
lated to air pollution. Logsdon applied two response
patterns, resisting or accepting, to the issue of air pol-
lution, over a 35-y.ear period. Her categories of re-
sponse are exceedingly broad and difficult Io quantify.

Corporate Social Responsiveness 165

At the same time, her camt.inuum of response is lim-
ited to two levels over a period of time.

Theoretical Framework for the Study

'1-o sttmrmuizc, the literature provides evidence fl or
at least four dimensions in a theoretical framework of
corporate responsiveness. Taus study will utilize
aspects of all four and incorporate elements of Car-
roll's (1979) conceptual morsel into a framework de-
signed to measure corpoi ate responses to environ-
mental issues. The lull range of one dimension, that of
corporate responsiveness, will he used to measure one
component of each of the three other dimensions (the
di.m.retionary component from social responsibility, en-
vironment from social issues, and the implementation
stage from issues management).

Discretionary indicators implemented in response
to environmental issues will be ranked on a four-point
scale of corporate responsiveness. Carroll's continuum
of response from "do nothing" to "do much" (reaction
to proaction, Figure l) is modified in terrninolcYjb7 and
definition to dassify (lie corporate indicators on the
following fnur-point scale:

0, Defensive: do nothing or denial
1, Appeasing: do the urinicnurn required to rnpintain

a gooxl public image
2, Progressive: issue=5 approached with clesire to im-

prove social conditions
S. Proactive: anticipatory; heing a leader among all

industries in advancing; social conditions

Itigitre 2 represents the schema from which the
theoretical 1'r,lmework for the present study is drawn.
In the present svidy, "resgx)nsivcncss" will denote a
company's response to a certain stimulus Mid will not
be used as a level of ranking; or clasxsifir. ition, as in
Sethi'-_i work.
Some indicators do not demonstrate sequential pro-

gression from nrre level to the next, but rather glus-
trate independent stages of development. In other
words, a company may exhibit appeasing and proac-
tive responses to an indicator without fulfilling the rc-
quirements for a progressive response. This .occurs
most frequently when, for example, the two lower
levels of responsiveness are neasured on one scale
(such as dollars) while the third is measured by a dif-
ferent characteristic (the presence or absence of a pro-
gram).
The indicators were selected to he as general as pos-

sible, so that they are applicable to all sectors of in-
dustry. in .a few casts, an indicator is not applicable,
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and (:alcg()rie~ of c.orporate social performanc:e, There 
is a second body of litemlu\"(:! that deals with the evolu­
tionary nature of a particular type of respon:it:, Scthi 
(1979), Ackerman (1973). and Bauer (1978) evaluate 
corporate response over ;( period of t.ime, since dif­
ferem issues /{ain importanc.e to diiTerent indusl.ric!I 
within clifi'crent time frames. Sethi (HI79) divides the 
elapsed time of an .issue into rOllr Slagl.'S: (1) pre­
problem, (2) problem identilkatioll, (3) probl~m 

remedy, anrl (1) prevention stages. Sethi ad.n()wledge.~ 
that. rhere is some overlap, because social pNlblems do 
not fall neatly inlo uiscrctc groups, nor r.an they be 
50lv(;lt ill uisurll.1. lIucce~sive sr.eps. Acket'man (1973) 
classifies corpurate social re~pc.lIlse in lhree bl'oad 
IItages: (1) the J'eCOgnitioTl of and commitment to re­
spond to an is.~ue, (2) the acquisition of spct:ialized 
knowledge and skills to de".!.1 with it, and (3) the irople­
mentation of the re"'lpOIl~e Hnd its integration inrn 
1Itandard operating procedures. Bauer (197R) .~lIgges,!: 
three $imlla .. stages of responsiveness; (I) idemifica­
tion. (2) commitment, and (~) implementation. Bauer 
~eU:i1:S lhat the implemenmr.ion is complete Jlot when 
the particular gy>al is accomplished, but when I.he 
change in behavior is such that the go.;ll will be a<.'COm­
pUshed and will continue [() he accomplished lhrough 
the inslitutionaliz"ltion of the process. Thus, tIle rCo­
sponse proc.ess is complete when thc new management 
procedures are in place and can be monitored ,lOci 
evaluated all rn t.heir effectiveness. Warlick 1mcL 
Cochran (1985) note that Carroll's fnmll~wol'k "call he 
complemellted by the addilJolI or it social i!;SllCS mim· 
agement. dimen.~ior~ with lhree levels; identilk~r.i()tl, 

analysis, and response development. Clarkson (1988) 
adds "implementation" as one'slage of social is.'\\Ies 
managemellf. to Warlick and (;ochmn's (19R!) frilme­
work_ 

In order [0 quantify the lor.ation of a p<lnicular 
c?mpllny within the "environmemal" issues pm1ion of 
a framework, a sel of indk:atonl ancla meaSllremc:nt 
lICille for each indit:ator must be developed. Wi~h her· 
examination of oil refining comJlani~!\' per-form:mce 
with regard '0 air pollution, Logsdon (19B5) was (lilt: 

of the first to look. at indicaton of corporate response 
in t.he environmental field. Logsdon examint:d lour 
components of response: technk-~")I (actions 10 reduce 
refinery air pollution). informational (annu.11 reports 
and corporate policy !ltatements), ~tdmini~tl'ati\le 

(changes in ol'ganh·.atit:'Illi1 struClurc lo alisi~,.n re.\ponsi­
bility for th~ j~!;He), and political and legal action~ re­
lated to air pollution. Logsdon applied two l'eSp<lnse 
patterns. resisting or accepting, to the issue of air pol­
lution, over a 35-Y,ear period. Her categnries of J'e­
spon!(e :\re ex(;ccdiri'gly broad and difIklllt Ie) tlllilfltily. 
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Al the same time. hel· ('A)lItiJll1um of response is lim­
irl.>d to fWO levels ove(' a period of tim~. 

Theoretical Framework for the Study 
To SUlll1l1at;lC. the liremrul'e provides evidence fbI' 

at leaM fOliT dimensiol1J\ in " theoretical fr.mlcwork (If 
corponile responsiveness. This study will lltili7.e 
aspects of all four and incorporate elemem~ of Car­
n~lI's (HI79) wnceptual m()(lei iuto a framework de­
sib'Tlec:i to me,"Slll'e corporate respnn. .. es to environ­
menml issues. The full range of one ciimension, (hal of 
corporate responsiveness, will be llsed to measure one 
c,)mpoJlcnt of each or the 'hree ()t.her dimensions (the 
discretionary component frum sucial responsibility, en­
vironment from s(lc.i(11 issues, ar\d the irnplt!menrar.ion 
stilge (i'om issues management). 

Discretionary indicators implemel1led in response 
to environmental isslles will bt: mnked on a four-point 
scale of corporate responsiveness. Carroll's colltinmlln 
of response from "do nothins" to "do much" {J'eac:tion 
(0 proaction, Figure I) is modified in terrniuolq,ry and 
definition to dall.~il'y the corpordte indicators on r.hf! 
following i'olll'-poillL scale; ., 

O. Defensive: do nothing or denial 
1, Appea.'Iing: elo the lIIinimum required to Inilintain 

a good puhlic ima~e 
2, l','ogn:ssive: i.'ml("_~ approached wilh desire to 101-

pl-ove social COI1<litlons 
3. Proactive: anticipat()ry: neing a leader among all 

industries in a<iv;1ueing social conditions 

Figure 2 "epre~eJ\ls the schema fl'Olll which the 
lhcorctic.aJ I'rmnework for Lht: present slllrly i~ drawn. 
In the I)l'e.~enl suuly, HrcsJ>()nSiVeIlCs.~" will cleJl{)le a 
company's I'esponse to 11 n~rtain stimulus and will not 
be ustd as a level or ranking (lr da.'!Sifir.ation, as in 
Set.hi·~ work. 

Some: indicuwTlI do nnr demonstrate sequeutial pro­
gression from oue level to the next, hut rather illus­
trate independent slagel! of devpl()pment. In other 
words, a company may exhibit appeasing and proac­
tive responses to an indicator witholJt fulfilling the re­
quirements fo .. a .progressive response. ~f11jS .occur.;; 
mmt frequent.ly when, for example, the two lower 
levels of responsiveness are measured on {me sec1le 
(such as dollars) while the third is mca.~lITerl hya dif­
ferent ch.,racteristic (the presence 01' absenc:e of II pro­
gmm). 

The indicatol'$ were selected to he as generdl as pos.­
sible, so that they m-e applicable co all sectors (If in­
dustry. rn n few t1iSCll, an intlkittor is not applicahle, 

e('ology and "nvirnnm"nl-' 
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Num 2. Schema outlining the framework for the study.

thus necessitating a NA (not applicable) response.
Since no single indicator cati be considered sufficiently
complete or utianibiguous, Lof sdon (1985) recom-
mends dint an aggregate measure be calculawd in the
summary results to provide a stronger basis oil which
to assess corlxn•ate response to environmental issues.
Such a procedure will be followed in Uic present study.

Description of the Indicators

The following nine indicators of discret.innary moti-
vation have been selected for this study: (1) Lw_iard of
directors, (2) the environmental affairs function
(EAi ), (3) internal recycling, (4) prcxiuct waste recy-
cling, (5) energy conservation, (G) philanthropic dona-
tions to environmental causes, (7) community support,
(8) envirommental impacts of company produc:u or
services, and (9) environmental staletneli s/sec:tiun in
the annual report. The rationale for selecting these in.
dicauirs is discussed at some length below, with the
levels on the four-point scale being defined for each.

lrulicalor 1. hoard n/'direriort. In his discussion of the
Exxon Valdcz oil spill, Rubenstein (1989) points out
that conilmnies are spending considerably more lime
in the bnairdroo n diso:ussiug what they are doing it)
the environment and what the environmenL may be
doink, to their economic returns. This suggests that Lite
board, composition and activities deserve investigation
as an indicator of corporate responsiveness.

Joues (1980) considers a change in .the structure of
the board of directors due to a response to, sarLal issues
m an indicator of improved corporate social responsi-
bility. The present study. will examine whether envi.
ronmental intetrsts are repreWiELed tit the board.
Menihers of the hoard cat, be ritticr internal or ex.
ternal appointees to the board. Internal directors rep-
resent employees of the Firer whose train responsi-
bility to the ox»npany is in the area of environmental
concerns. These enlployeeR would he found at Lite se-
nior corporate level. An outside director is an inde-
pendent appointee to the board, who is not a large

stockholder, and whose company does not do business
with the corlxirations in question.

PL'effer (1972) interprcts the presence of external
directors who are financiers as a company's measure
of cooping with capital markets and lawyers (on the
bond) as a treasure of coping with regulatory
agencies. In 13feffer's terms, having an outside cnvi-
ronmental appointee at the N ird level represents a
company's attempt to deal with environmental issues.
by analogy, the appoiminent of internal directors ful-
fills these same conditioos, but an internal employee is
bound to be more constrained in his comments on his
company's perlbi-inanee than an external director. As
Strand (1983) suggests, representation of constituent
groups on the board of directors provides evidence of
corporate concern for (ertvirmintental) issues.
Bowman and Ilaire (1975) support this concept., iden-
tifying the presence of outside, nonbusine; directors
as an attempt to bring to Elie (ward a connection with
powerful 12o1-ces that could pcotcnt.iully constrain the
lirni's activities. In addition, Pfeffer (1972) maintains
that board cconiposition is not tandonily designed, but
rather, is the result cif' a rational Organizational rc-
sponse to the conditions of the external environment.
Compatues are voluntarily making changes in . the
boardroom by appointing representatives to the board
witli a broader diversity of backgrounds, and -by
forming coniniiuees o1' Elie board to evaluate the per-
formance of specific areas of concern to the corpora-
tions (Weidenbaum 1987). Weidenbautn indicates that
directors take snore initiative at the committee level
than in board meetings, suggesting that the establish-
ment of an environmental committee of cite hoard de-
serves consideration.
'rhe status quo of firms is not to have appointed a

director whose main function is environmental-con-
cerrts, Eluts marking Elie lowest ranking fiir thii'indi.

ratcor. An environmental policy committee at the board
level represents the appeasement level, since such a
committee can be foriucd without. the presence of ei-
ther an internal or external environmental director. At
present, the appointincnt of an internal environmental
director represents a progressive approach. Since ex-
ternal directors are less constrained in their commerim
than an internal director may be, the appointment of
art external ditirctor represents the pruactive cornink
relent by tftc company to environmental concerns.
The ranking used sit this study of board composi-

tion and activities, corresponds to the Lheoreticatl
framework as follows:

0, no environmental directors or policy coninlittee
1, environineiltal policy cornmittee of the board
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thus necL"ssit.aring a N A (not applicaLJle) response. 
Since no single indicator cau be wnsidcrcd lIuflicienlly 
complete 01' una.lllUiguou5, Lugroon (1985) recolll­

mends tllat au aggregate measure be (:;Jicul,".ed in lhe 
summary rcsults to provide a strongcl' basis Ull whic:h 
to asses.."1 mrpCl,..U.e l'espouse to cnvironmental i,,~ues. 
Such a procedure will be followed ill UIC prL'8ent IItIloy. 

Description of the Indicators 

'111e lo11owillg lIillC intliGllors of disc:n:l.ionary mut i­
vatioll have been selected [01' this ~IUlJy: (I) bfJard (If 
dlrc{:tor~, (2) the environmental affairs function 
(EAF), (3) intel'tlal rL'Cyciing, (4) pnxiuct waste l'ecy­
ding. (5) energy conservation, (6) philanthropic don:!­
UOIl!I to ~nvil'Onmental causes, (7) cOl~1JtunilY support, 
(8) e/lvironmental impacts of company produc.u: or-
5crvice~. and (9) eriviromnental statemeuiS/sCt:tiuu ill 
the annual report. The ratiOtl<lle for sdc:c:ung lhcse in­
dit;atems i,os discussed at some length below, with the 
level$ on the: fOllr-point sc.'\ie being dciined for each, 

J,uliculoT 1. B(xzrd f?f mnr./or.f. In his di~lssion of the 
Exxon valdez oil spill, Rubenstein (191'19) poinl6 (}ut 
that compallies arc spending (:nnmclenlbly more time 
in the hoardwom dist:ussillg wllal Lhcy arc doing to 
the environUlent and whm the ellvil'olJlllcnt lJIay be 
doiug lO lllcir eam()mic returns. This suggests that lhe 
lxmrd composition and activiLies deserve investigat.ion 
as arl iudiL'alor uf" corporate rellpol1l1iveness. 

Joues (1980) (".Qllsiders a (;h(m~e in the structllre of 
the board of din..'uurs due to a re~p(]n!!e to !l(X'.i.'l1 iAA\J~!\ 
a., all illdic,..ool' of improved t:orpomtc social responsi­
bility. The present study. will examine whether Clivi­
rOll mental Intel1~slJ; 'U~ "eIJ[,~llled Ull Lhe board. 
Member'll of t.he hoal'C'1 <"-III b~ I:'ilh(:r intt'Tmit or ex~ 
terna! app()inte('_~ tel the board. llllel'tlal diredurs rep­
resent employees of the firm whose main n:sponsi­
bility lo the mmpany is in tbe area of environmental 
concerns. These employeell w(n,lcl h~ JOlllld at the lIE)­

nior mrpo!"at.e level. An outside direclor is an inde­
pendent appointee to the board, who is [Jot a large 

stockholder, and whose company does not do business 
will! the cOT}xlrati()ns in question. 

Pl'effer (1972) inl.Crprcls the presence of external 
directors who are fillatlC::jcl~ as a company's measure 
of <:oping wilh capital markets and lawyers (on the 
bO<lJ'd) (IS a measure of coping Witll regulatory 
agencies. In Pfdfer's lei· inS, having I:In outside envi­
ronmental ap(JOinlce at tbe b()~lrd level represents a 
company's aUempt to deal with environmental issues. 
By analogy, the appointment of iUlernal directors ful­
fills these same c()ndition~, uut all intcJ'ual employee ill 
bound lo be mOl'~ c()nsU'(Iim:u in his comments on his 
company's perl()l'IllanCe lhall ail external director. As 
Strand (1983) suggests, tcpresentation of corulituent 
groups on dle board uf dircClImi provide5 e'olidence of 
corporate concern few (etlvircltlmcmal) issues. 
Bowman and Haire (1975) support this concept., iden­
Lirying the pl'esence uf uutsidc. nonbusine.·is director!! 
a.~ an alJ.empt to bl'itlg to lhe buard a (;ormenion with 
powerful {()I'~!\ that could Jlult.:ntially constnJ.in the 
firm's activit.ies. In addition, PfelTel' (1972) maintains 
thal bnal'd col'!lposilion is IlOll'<lndomly dt.>signed, bUl 
r.lLhcr. is the result or a n\tj()mtl urgani;,:aLional re­
sponse to the c.:otldilion:l of Lhe external environment. 
Companies arc voluntarily making c.hangp_" in . the 
boarorcxml by appointing representatives to the buard 
with a broader diversity of backgrounds, and . by 
forming COlllluiUef:S of lht! buard to evaluate the per­
fonnan<:e of specific areas or COJ1cern to th~ cc)rl)()t"<I­
cions (Weidenbaum 1987), WeidcubauIIl indiGltes that 
directors Iltke more initiative al the committee level 
than ill ooard meclings, suggesting that the establish­
ment of an environmental committee of t.he hoard de-­
serve!! con~idel'atiol1, 

The status <Juo of firms is not to have apl)Ointed a 
direclor whose main func.cion .is environmental-con­
(;CI'IIS, Lhus marking lhc: Iowcst r.mking lilr thi'dndi­
calor. An ellvil"Ollmellt .. l ~olicy L'OllImiuee at lhe board 
level represents the appeasement level, sincc suc.:h a 
commiltee can be [onuL-u without. the presence of ei­
ther an internal or external environmental director. At 
I>t'e~ellt, the appoint.ment of an internal environmental 
dirc(:tor repl-escnL" a pmgresllive approar.h. Sinc.e ~x­
lemal dil-eclors arc less constrained in theil' commeJ1t.~ 
than an internal director may be, the appointment of 
all external din:t;lur repra:ellLs the prua<.:livc cUIIlmit­
menl hy Ihc company to environmental concerns. 

The r-.mkiug used ill this study of boarel composi­
tion anti activities, t:uITCspunds lU the theoretical 
framework as follows: 

O. no environmenlal directurs or policy (·.ommittee 
1. envirollIllentai polky commil.tee of the board 
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1, internal director appointed to the board 2, establishment of an environmental committee
3, external director appointed to the Ward 3, full-time environmental aff=airs department

Indicator 2. F.nvirmtmmial affairs fundinn. Chaganti
and Yhatak (198:3) studied the role of the environ-
mental affairs hinction (EAF) in four unrelated com-
panies, and charted its progress from inception to in-
stitutionalization within four firms' Lorportte struc-
ture. The environmental affairs function is concerned
with the management of the physical environment by
corporations, and deals with the different levels of en-
vironmental decision-making in Companies. !tt soruc
cases, the onus is on individual managers to take envi-
ronmental responsibility for company operations. In
others, corporate (senior) management forms a rom-
mittee or department to oversee all environmental
issues relating to the company. From the survey, it ap-
pears that environmental c6himittees consist of repre-
sentatives from policy, engineering, public affairs,
communications, and legal departments. These com-
mittee members carry principal commitments to other
departments, with environment=al affairs representing
only a portion of their corporate obligations. Strand
(19853) suggests that the establishment of slew dcpart.-
ments, such as an environmental affairs department,
indicates it corporation's willingness to respond to so-
cial issues. An environmental affairs department
(EAD) is headed ,by a •meniber of corporate manage-
ment (vice president) and has a small permanent stall'
that oversees all environmental concerns perwinitag ter

the company. EAD responsibilities include: overseeing
the detision-malting process at the operational level,
communicating environmental information to all levels
of employees, and scanning current trends to be alert
for potential problems that are signilicant to the com-
pany. The department also is in a position to choose
and oversee environmental projects undertaken within
communities.
The issignment bf middle or senior managers to

oversee specific environmental issues Qan be regarded
as a public relations approach, and thus is assigned the
ranking of appeasement. The more progressive ap-
proach would encourage the establishment of an envi-
ronuiental committee, while the proactive level is evi-
dent with the establishment of an environmental af-
fairs department. To correspond to the theoretical
framework classification, the EAF has been ranked as
follows:

0, no assignment of responsibility for environmental
concerns

1, assignment of management to frillnw environ-
mental issues

Indicator 3. Infernal recycling. Internal. recycling pro-
grams within a corporation indicate the level of com-
mitment by both employees and management towards
reducing waste. Materials with potential for recychag
at the Present time include: tine paper, cardboard,
newspaper, mixed paper, glass, cans, and food waste.
These materials exist in large quantities in corporate
offices and cafeterias and have been widely Publicized
as being recyclable. The materials were classified oil
the scale in accordance with the economic. return and
the ease of handling the material involved. For ex-
ample, procedures I*or collecting line paper and card-
board from corporations are in place in most large
cities in North America. They are easily collected, and
can be sold for profit in the market place. For this
reason, these materials are ranked at the appeasing
level. Mixed paper, newspaper, glass, and cans arc less
convenient for c iltnixinies to recycle and rank at the
progressive level. Food waste from cafeterias is the
most difficult to recycle and represents the proactive
stage of commitment. Thus, the higher the classifica-
tion, the less the convenience and economic returns
associated with the material involved. These levels are
by no means mutually exclusive. On the contrary, any
firm can exhibit positive responses to any one or all of
the indic=ated levels. The intcrrial recycling programs
werr 
rankrel 

its 
Follows:

0, no internal conservation programs initiated
1, recycle fine paper and/or cardboard
2. recycle one or more of mixed paper, newspaper,
glass, and 

cans

3, recycling of food waste from the cafeteria.

Indicator 4. Prahecl mule recycling. Dowd 
(J985) il-

histrates how industry can undertake housekeeping
procedures to recycle waste products without incur-
ring additional expense, This represents the appeasing
level of ranking. Minor expenditures made on waste
retlutxiou anal recycling arc considered prescriptive, il-

lustrating some initiative to improve environmental
conditions. Finally, major investment decisions toward

waste reduction and recycling; are considered proac-
tive. Certain problems can be anticipated with this in-
dicdwr. First, many major expenditures are not. tcitally

the r:sult of discretionary policy but are the result of

threatened or actual legislation. Second, product waste:

recycling measures are commonly undertaken for eco-
nomic, rather than discretionary environmental
reasons (Campbell and Glenn 1982), and this indicator

recycled paper
ecorop and environment
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J. inr.ernal director tlppoimed to the board 
3, external director 3(>poinled to the \)Olll·d 

lndit:ator 2. F.1U1irlnlm.P.fl/nl n.JJn.irs fimr.tum. Ch(lganli 
and Phatak (19A3) studied the TOle of the environ­
mental afl'i\jr.s function (F.AF) in four unrelated com­
panies, and charted its 'pl'ogl'ess [rom inception to iu­
stitutionalization within four finTls' (;orpomtc stnlC­
ture. The envif'(.lnmental affairs funr.tion is roncemed 
with the management of [he physical envil'onment by 
corporations, and cle-.. .!ls with the .different levels of en· 
vkonmental decision-making in compallies. In SOIll~ 
c.nses, the onus is on individual IIL1.nagers to r..,ke envi­
l'Onmental responsibility for company opel'alions. In 
others. corporat.e (senior) management forms .. r:om­
mittee or depc1rtment to oversee all environmental 
L'!.'IUCS relating to thc company. From thc survey, it ap­
peal's that environmental cohlmiuees consist of repl'e­
sentatives from policy. enbrineedng, public aff.lirs, 
communications, and legal departmcnLS. These com­
mittee members carry principal commitmen[~ t.o other 
departments, with ~nvimnmf'!nt(ll a{lain; representing 
only a porlion of their corporate ohligations. SU'ami 
(1983) stlggellts that the estahlishment uf new depart.­
ments, such as an environmental affairS depanmcnt, 
jndiclltcS It corporation's willin~ess to respond to so­
cial issues. An environmental affairs department 
(EAD) is headed ,by a ·member of corpor,itc manage­
ment (vice president) and has a small permanent J~t..1.tl 
that OYCT5CCS aU cllvil"onmenlal Cllllcel'nll pert"illiug I.(!­
the company. EAD responsibilit.ies inc.hJ(l~: over:o;~eing 
the docisi.on~making proc.esll at the operC1tlonal level, 
communicating environmental infol'mation Lo alllevdll 
or' employees, and scanning currl!nt u:ends to be alert 
for potential preblems that are significant to the com­
pany. The department also is ill a position to choose 
and oversee envit'(mmental projects undertaken within 
communities. . 

The assignmcnt of middle or senior managers to 
oversee specific environmental iSII\Je!I Cc1.n be regal'ded 
as a public relations approach, and thus is assigned the 
ranking of appeasement. The more pl-ogl·e.'>~ive ap­
proacb would cncouTage the C5tabJi5hmcnt of (In (!nvi· 
rorunc:ntal cm:nmiuee, while the proac.tive level i~ ~vi­

dent with the establishment. of an ell~il'o!lme!lt'll af· 
[ail'S department. To correspond to the theoretical 
framework dassifscatiou, the EAF has been rnnk.ed ;IS 
follows: 

O. no assignment of responsibility for envir<)nmental 
concerns 

1, assignment of management to follnw environ­
mental i$sue.'1 

recycled paper 
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2. e.~~lhlishment of an environmental commitlCc 
3, full-time environmental affair:! dep,Htmclll 

Indicnl.lJr J. In/en/at recycling. Intcrnal rccyding pro­
grams within a corporation indicate the level 01" com­
milmcnt by boLh employees and management toward, 
reducing wastc. Materials with potential for recycling 
at the Iwesent time include: tine paper, cardboard, 
newspaper, lJIix~d paper, glass, cans, and food waste. 
The~e material .. exisl in laTge tluantitiesin c.:or·porate 
offices and cafeterias and have been widely pUhlirl7.ed 
as being recyclable. The materials were classified on 
lhc SG;tk ill ~Kcorcli\ll('e with the ffonomic. return nn~ 
the (~ase of handling the IIl<llerial involved. For ex­
ample, procedures for collecting tine paper and card­
board from corpol'ations are in place in most large 
cities ill North Americ.a. They are easily collected, and 
c::m bc sold for profil ill the market place. For this 
reason, these materials are rank.cd at the appeasing 
level. Mixed paper. newspaper, glass, and cans an: It:ss 
wllvt'lliem [01' <;omp.mies 10 rfcyde <lnd rank at the 
pl'(~I'e~sive leveL Food waste from t:~lfeterias is the 
most difficult to rCl.:yde and represents the proactive 
stage or ('.ommitment. Thu!\, the higher the dassifica­
tinn, the less the convenience and economi<: ret.urns 
associated with the mlltcritd involved. The:;e levels are 
by no means mutually exclusive. On the contrary, any 
firm can exhilJit posiLive responses to anyone or all of 
the inciicUled levek The internal recyclillg programs 
wen:: l'illlket! ;\s l'ollow:\: 

0, no intel'fl<ll mn!lervation progr.lms initiatC!:d 
I. rCLyde fine paper and/or cardboard 
2, recycle one or more of mixed paper, newspaper. 

glaS$, and cans 
3, recycling of lood waste fTOm the cafeteria. 

bldicator 4. Prod'llc.J wtl5le n:c.1cliTig. I)owd (l9R5) il· 
lustrates how industry can undertake h(,use'keeping 
proct'tiures to recycle waste produce." without incur­
ring additional expense. This represenUi the appeasing 
level of nmking. MillOl' expenclir.ureR made on waste 
re~hKtion ,\lId l'ecycJing arc considered prescriptive, il­
lustmting some iniriat.ive to impmve environmental 
conditions. Finally, major illvestmellC decisions toward 
waste redu(,tion and rCLyding are c.:onsklcred proC1C­
tive. Cel1ain problems can be anticipaled with this in­
dkat.O ... First, many m~jor expenditures an: nOl. totally 
the r,~ult of discretionary policy but are the result of 
threatened or actual legislation. Second, product waste 
recycling measures lire commonly undertaken for ct:u. 
nomic, r,lIbtt than dillcretionary environmental 
rea.'IOn,'I (Campbell and Glenn 1982), and this indicatol' 
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may, therefore, belong in the economic dimension of
the framework. Corporate process waste recycling and
reduction prugral1% wero evrluaee d as following:

0, no manufacturing process waste recycling or re-
duction

1, iii-stituLe housekeeping proccclures that reduce
waste with uo cxlxttditure involve(]

t, minor expenditures made towards waste reduc-
tion and recycling.

3, m;tjor investnaetntS made towards waste rc:clu(:tiou
and recycling

Iulicatur 5. EtierV renue valirin, F.nerhry conservation
has been used fly C,larku-)n (1988) cos aii inductor of
corporate Ioerfornianee in his Canadian survey. A
number of studies ]lave documented the savings in en-
ergy consumption due to applications of small changes
in operating procedures and cyuiputcnt (Vinto 1980).
Employee education programs on energy conservatiott
and procedure modifications in offices and operation
sites, such as the use of energy-ellicient lighting and
building temperature controls, indicate minor expen-
ditures with high hay-b;tck lwtcutit►1. '1'Irrse activities
by firms represent the level of apixiLw.nient in the
present sunny. Major expenditures toward energy con-
servation, such as the purchase of" energy-eflicient na;a-
chincry, represent the prugressivC. level. The proactive
approach encoutagcs the cstablislunenl of energy
tttanagellicrtt programs, which incorporate cnerly
cuticerns into .operational procedures. The energy
cotiservatiun indicator is ranked as I'ultuws:

0, no enerl,•y conservation policy
1, minor expenditures towards energy conservation
Y, major expenditures towards energy conservation
g, energy nnanagement. program

Indicator 6. Plnnfandara sic donahato to environmrm".
causes. Corporate philanthropic progiants have been
examined in the past (Levy and Shatto 1980, Kedia
and Kirov. 1981) as an indicnior of corporate sox.ial
responsivuricss. Hulutes (1977) found that difretecnt
industries showed difTercnt levels of WIninitnient to
charitable donations, suggesting that it is important to
look at philanthropy as an indicator of environmental
response. Motivation towards philanthropy has always
existed, due to the benclicia] tax deductions that exist
for corporate giving to recognized charitable causes.

Mescon and Tilson (1987) suggest that charitable
donations are cite ache-lionured trtdidon of returning
Part of a (:otnpany s profits to the community. They
point out, though, that there is a growing corporate

tK3- 111 2b4 ZIZA;;r2i/3I

movement t2warols prolessionalizing the contribution
function. The underlying strategy of this new style of
philanthropy is f'or a company to obtain a tangible re-
turn for its contribution. In the present study firms
will be ranked on the relative importance environ-
mental programs play in their donation policy. The
absence o]' donations to environmental causes implies
definite resistance and ranks at the defense level. The
percentage of total donations made to environmental
causes differentiates the appeasement and progressive
levels. Of the studies that have looked at philanthropic
expenditures, none have provided guidelines for high
and IoW levels of dotlatluns. Therefore, responses
front the qucstiunnairc were used to establish these
levels. Sutall recoguition of environmental programs
(lass than 1.070 of budget) represents appeasement.
Donations above lids level illustrate greater Commit-
ment to environmental issues and are considered pru-
gressive. Establishment of the environmetu as a leghi-
mate category of donation recipients (along with
heult.h, education, culture, sports) is considered to be
liroactive in this study. Philanthropy is incasured on
the I'ulluwing scale::

0, no donations to environmental causes
I, environmental donations represent a low pe7-

cetrtage of budget
X, environmental donations represc it a signif aint
. locrcentzge of budget
'f, cnvironmenLd programs recognized as one cate-

gUl'y of dUIlaLiOUS

lndieaterr 7. Cummrnaity .suppo i, Mactaggart and.
Others (1977) point out that several .companies have
developed policies of supplementing monetary sup-
port with gifts in kind to the community: lending pro-
lcssional staff, and providing facilities, supplies, and
transportation services. Olivastri (1989) comments that
firms' annual reports now often mention both finan-
cial support to ettvit-011.111ental groups, as well as the
tinns' ptrticipatiun in community cnviruniucntai
events. Levy and Shatto (1980) recognize that time do-
nated by company petsomic] to charities can be in-
cluded as a measure of corporate philanthropic ac-
tivity.

In the present study, a company's community sup-
port is evaluated at several levels, to complement phil-
anthropic results. Support of the community by pro-
viding physical resources (meeting ruoins, audiovisual
equipment) corresponds to the appeasement or public
relations stage of development. A more progressive in-,
dicatiuu is represented by the involveulent of staff in
environmental prugrams, varying from local group in.
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may, therefore, helong in the economic dimension of' 
the framework. COl'p~,)I'ale process waste J'et:yuillg allrJ 
I'eductioll PI'ugt'nlTls wr.l't~ c~v.lllJalc~1 as fullowing: 

0, no manut;J(:tul;ng pmc:ess wast.e ,'ecycling or re­
duction 

I, hl.~tjtuv.: housekeeping procooures thm reduce 
waste with 110 expcudilU.-C involved 

2, min()r expcnditun:lI made lowarcill Wll!lt~ redl1C:­
tion and recydillg 

:;, Ill.UOl' illvesulH~I\IS inade Lowm-ch w<I:;te r(,~dU(:li()n 
and I'e<::ydillg 

111,dicaio'r 5, En.etl!J ClnA.fetl!fJiilJ1t, Ene'-b"Y cOllservaljoll 
ha. .. been ll~ed hy Clal'klll')l\ (19B8) .,,~ ;111 indi{:(\lur 1)(' 

corporate pel'lclI'mance in hi~ c.anarli;ul slIl'vey. A 
number of st.urlie!! 1~lve documented the &'lvings in en­
ergy consumptiun due 1.0 applications or small changes 
ill operaling procedures ,IlIU equipment (Vinto 1980), 
Employee educatioll progl'&ll1lS Oil energy conservalion 
and pmccclure 111(xlificatiull., in nffices and opemtioll 
sites. such as •. he use of enel'gy-ellieienl lighting and 
building t.emperature <XlnU'ol~. illdicale minor ex.pen­
diLurcs with high pay-lJat:k potclltinl. 'fhes<:: nClivities 
hy firn13 represent the:: level of appe;1.~11I~l1t in I.he 

. present study. M"jor expel1ditlJl'e~ tow,lrd energy COII­

sel'vation. sud! as lhe pllrdlase of ellel'gy-elTldelll ma­
chin~l-y, n.:pre5{:lIllhe pr()gre.~sivc..~ level. Tile prml(;live 
apVl'Oach em;oUl-agcs the cSlablislunelll uf t:Hcrgy 
m;magl:lIIclIl prugrmU:i, which int:orpuralc cllcq,ry 
cOllce1'lls inlo operalional pn'K:edu n.'oS. The energy 
cuu:;crvauuIl indicalu(" is ranked as fulluws; 

0, no encl-gy cOllscrvaliun puiic:y 
I. minor expenditures towards energy conservation 
2, m4jor expenditures towards energy conservation 
3, enel'gy management program 

indicator 6. Philmllhmpic dOtUllitJtlf /,() ImtlironmmIaJ. 
cawe.s, Corpordte philaulilropk programs haye been 
examined in the past (Levy and ShaLlu 1980, Kcdia 
~~Ild RUIl1:/. 19S I) a~ all indiGl'.OI' or col'p0l'ate ~()cial 
J"C.'sponsiVCIIeliS, Hulmes (1977) found lhat different 
indusu-ics showed dilTerent levels of t:uUlllIium:nl lu 
charitable dunatiuns, suggesting tlial it is ImpOrLaIlL lu 
look at philanthropy ag an indicatol' of environmental 
responl!e. Motivation towards philanthropy has always 
existed, cluc to Lhc Uclldkial lax deductions thal cxi:;t 
tc)r corpordtl' giving tu r(:U)gui;tcd charitable UlUSeS. 

Mcscoll and Tilson (1987) suggest that charitable 
donations are tht: lilm_'-hUlwrcd tmdiuol1 of n.'tuming 
part of a c:olJ1pallY's pJ'OHts lo the c:ommuJlily. They 
point out, though, that lhere is it gruwing curporak 

movement \,I)Ward3 pmf'essiollalizing the conlribution 
fUIICtjOIl. Tht: u.11l1crlying stralcb'Y of this new !ltyle of 
philanthropy is LUI' a company to obtain a lan~ible re­
turn for its c:unu-ibutioll, In the present study firm, 
wiU be rdllked un the relative importance environ­
mental ptOgr-dIlIS pl4y in their donat.ion policy. The 
clbsence of donatiollS lo enviwllJllt:nLal GiUSC5 implies 
detinile resistance and t",ulk.s at lhe defense level, The 
percentage of lOlal donatiulls made to environmental 
causes differt:uliales thc appeasement and progressive 
levels. of the studies tJlat have looked al philan1.hl'Opic 
cxpcnditul'P'S, Ilone have provided guidelines for high 
and low levels of tlO1l4UOnS, 'Ibcrefore. responses 
from lhe qucstiunnaire were used to establish these 
Itvds. Small recognition or enviroJlmental program!! 
(l~!iS than I.n% of budget) represents appe<1sement, 
Donations above lhis kvel iIlwtralc great(.'T cummit­
ment to envil-Ollmental jlSlille.~ and are conliidered pru­
gressive, Establi3hl1lem of the envil'Onmem as a legiti­
llIate categOl'Y of donation recipiell1./I (.dung wif.b 
heilh.h, edU(~atioll. culture, sporls) is considered to be 
pl'oaclive in lhis study, Philanthropy ill IIlcUliur(."C! on 
lhe lolluwing scale: 

0, no donations to environmental causes 
I, environmental dUllalions represenl a low P('7' 

ceuUtge uf budgel 
~, cllvinllllllcnta] donalions rc~)rcscnt a signilk<.ml 

l>trCCIlli1gc uf Iludget 
~, environmental programs I-ecognized as one cate­

gury of dUJlaLiu1I5 

l'tUiicaJ()r 7. Commutlity mppQt't, Mactaggart and 
. others (1977) point cmtthat sevefalcomp-clnies have 
developed policies of supplementing monetary sup" 
p0l1 wilh gifts in kind to the community: lendi!lg pro­
fe$'iiionf}1 smlT, and pr'oviding facilities, supplies, and 
transportation services, Olivastri (1989) commenL, that 
lirms' annual report.') now often mention both finan­
dal SUplX)rl to envirollmenlal groups, as well as the 
firms' partic..:ipalion in community cnvironlllcIllal 
event!;_ Levy and Shatto (1980) recognize that timl'! do­
naled by company pel'Solutd to dlarilies can be in­
duded as it measure of curpurdlc philanlhwpic ac­
tivity, 

In the present study, II company's community sup­
port is evalualed at several levels, to complement phil­
anthropic result::;. Support of the wmrnunily by pro­
viding physical rt:soutt.-e:; (met:lulg ruums, audiovisual 
equipment) corresponds to the appeasement or public 
relatiuns stage of developmcnt. A more progressive in- . 
dicatiUIl is J'ept-esented by the involvc:ment of :;laff in 
cnvirunnlt.'Ilt~tl prugrdU1S, varying from local group in-
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vnlvement. to senior executive appointments to govern-
ment task forces. The proactive stage is represented by
a company's• partnership approach with committed
groups to environmental projects. An example of this
type 'o1' approacli would be an agreement between a
company and a local or national environmental orga-
nizaLiort to fund an conservation or environmentally
oriented program. The. degree of community support
is not sequential, and therefore a firm can have staff
involved in environmental programs without having
provided physical resources to the community. Com-
irtunity support is ranked as follows:

U, no indication of community suplx,rt
1, lending physical facilities (meeting rooms, audiovi-

sttal equipment.)
2, stoff-involvement in environmental issues
8, partnership approach with t:nvironinental groups

to (nminunity projects

ltzdicator N. Corapoirty producu or services. A number
of companies in Ontario arc producing anti rnarkctirrg
a group of "environmentally 1'riendly" pnxhtcts. More-
over, Rnvirnnment. Canada has developed a logo that.
it will issue as a seal ol'approval'for specified environ-
mentally compatible protlucls (kvscnixn 1989). West
Germany pioneered the coiritept of environmentally
friendly products in 1978 with .its ".blue angel" logo
and seal of approval.:• Canada is only the second
country to attempt such a'program. The validity of the
term cnviranmentally friendly products was somewhat
controversial at the time this report was prepared.

Firms that do not have any environmentally
friendly products. represent the defense stage, im-
plying nonacknowlcdgmcnt -of" environmental con-
cerns with their products. Existing products that are
marketed as environmentally compatible products
represent "doing; the miniinuni' and thus rank as ap-
peasing, Companies that have developed new
produca in reslxinse to environmental concerns rep-
resent a progressive level of commitment. Service com-
panies can also be measured on this scale, since scone
services, such as recycling in the delivery of waste man-
agement service, rari be considered as environmentally
friendly. Trying to minimize all the impact nn the en-
viromttent, using; a cradle-m-grave approach through
production, consumption, and disposal of a company's
produeta would be considered proactive.

Companies were asked if they would refer to any or
all of their products as being environmentally friendly.
Their responses were ranked according to the fol-
lowing;:
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U, no attempt to develop environmentally friendly
product.,

1, firm's standard products or services marketed as
environmentally friendly

2, new products Or services developed in response lo
environmental concerns

3, company minimizes the impact of one or snore of
it, products on the environment, at the produc-
tion, consumption, and disposal stages.

lnolicalor 9. Emrirowynerual statenteras/sectian in the an-
nunl report. Olivastri (1989) questions whether annual
reports are good indicators of corporate respcmse to
the environment and concludes that, despite their
weaknesses, the utility of the annual report lies in the.
fact that it is One Of Lite few pieces of information, out-
side of advertising, that is a publicly available record of
a company's activities. Several previous empirical
studies (Bowman and Haire 11175, Abbott and Monsen
1979, Logsdon 1985) have used companies' annual re-

ports as indicators of the relative emphasis a company
puts nn social issues. In the present study, the ap-
peasing, "doing the minimuut" level, will be defined by
erivirontoental cattcerrns being mentioned in a limited
way in tite annual report. ]cowman and Ilaire state
that a firm can express its concerns once in the presi-
dent's letter. After that formality is out of the way, the
firm may say tin more. This suggests that if a company
chooses to comment further, a progressive stage
occurs when comments are integrated throughout the
report. 'Integration places environmental consider-
ations in the same text with operations, innovations,
aml financial highlights. 11)e presence of'a specific. en-
vironmental Section, corresponding in length and sub-
stance to secl.inns devoted to product description or
<ximptny innovadon, represerits proaction in the cotn-
pany's reporting on environmental concerns.

A content analysis iii' die annual reports is also un-
dertaken to aid in quantifying the level of perfor-
tnartcc of Lite cotrtpattics sul-mycd. The perccotage or
pages conmiitted to environmental comments will be
calculated, relative to the total number of pages in the
descriptive or nonfinancial segment of the report. The
correlation between the COMent analysis and the
survey results will be established. Content analysis can
only be considered an approximation of Lite level of
corporate responsiveness to environmental issues,
since it is often difficult to ttcfine what, is or is not a
sentence or comment on environmental subjects
(Attpperle and others 1995). All environmental com-
ments recorded were positive statements, none being
critical or contradictory towards environmental issues
or legislation.

recycled paper ecology and envirlonment
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volvement. !O senior ex.«lItive appointments to govern­
went U\ilk. fun:cli. The proactive stage is repreSenr.ed hy 
a company's partnership approach wilh committed 
groups to environmental prqjer.u. Ail ex..'lmple 01" r.hi.~ 
t.ype ·or approach woulJ he an agreement betwecn a 
company and a local or national environmental orga­
nizaLion lo fllnd an cunservation or cnvironmenl~lly 
oriented program. The. degree of community SUppOl't 
is not sequential, and therefore a fkm can have srafr 
involved in environmental pl'OgJ'ams without having 
provided physical resources to the community. Com­
munity support i. .. ranked a!\ follows: 

0, no indica don of community sUPlxlrl 
I, lending physical facilit.if"_~ (meeting rnnms, iludiovi­

sual equipment.) 
2. !it4!fr-involvement in environmental isslles 
3, pmtnership approach wilh t:nviromnenHII groups 

to mmmunity projects 

Indicator 8. Comtxmy products or sr.-Mas. A number 
of companicli in Ontario arc producing and marketing 
~1 gl'lmp Ilf"E!nvimnmenlally f['icndly" products. More­
over, f.nvirnnmenl. Canada mls developed :.l logo 1hat 
it will issue as a seal or approval for specitied enVirtnl­
me:rltaJly compatihle: prodm:!o=> (Ro:;~ul«l1 19R9). WeSL 
Germany pioneered the C()~CPl of environmenlally 
friendly products in 1978 with .its '~blue angel" logo 
and seal Clf approval:· (:anad~ is only the seCond 
country to att.empc such ~l ·prOgrAm. The validity of lhe 
tcrm environmentally fricndly pTodu~l$ was somewhM 
controvel'liial at the rime this report was prepared. 

J~irms thllt do not have uny envinlllmentnliy 
friendly pl'oducts repreJlent the defense stage. im­
plying nonacknowlcdgmcllt· of cnvironmental <.:on­
cerns with their proc:iucl.!l. l~xisting products that arc 
marketC1.\ as cllvircmI'rlelltally compal.ible prodllCls 
Tcprt.'lICnt "doing the minimum" and tllus I<mk as .tp­
llefl!ling. (~ompanies that hllVC developed new 
produc.:tlI in rl'Spunsc to c:nvirornnl'IIIC11 ('om:er1l.'; Tt'P­
resent a progressive level of commitment. Service com· 
panies am also be measllred on (his scale. since some 
services, slich as recycling in the delivery (II" wU!lte man· 
tlhrement ~ervke. niH be considered a.~ environmemaUy 
friendly. Trying to mlnimb',e illl the impact. on the en­
Yironment, using a Cl'adle-ttl-grnve approac.h rJlrongh 
pTUd~J(::tiOJl, cOrlSumption, ancl dL~posal of a cnmpany'll 
products would be considel'ed proactive. 

Cnmpanies were asked if they would ref~r to any or 
all oftheir products as being environmentally friendly. 
Theit' responses were ranked according w the fol­
lowing: 

recycled paper 

tl<::S~ 
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0, no attempt to develop environmentally friendly 
produc.t.~ 

I, lirm's sranclard products or services marketeo as 
environmentally friendly 

2, new (Jl'Otiu<.iS Or services developed in response (.0 

envirnnmenull cnncernli 
3, company minimizes the impuct of one or more of 

it' product." em the environment, at the produc­
tion, consumption, and disposal stages. 

lTulicaf.ur 9. Enrri7'{1ll1f1tmJal slate11letltslsect;fYn. in the mi­
nun/. u(1ort. Otivastri (1989) qucstionli whether annual 
reports are goocl indic.aton of corp()rate response to 
the: environme:nt and condudcs that, despitt: their 
w~knp.~.<\e!l, r.he milir.y of f.heannnal report lies in the. 
fuct that it is one of the few piece~ of information, out­
side of advertising, that is a publicly available rccord of 
a company's activities. Several previous empiriC-'ll 
5tudie!l (Bowman 14l'ld Hair., Hl7/S, Abbott. and Monsen 
1979, Lo~don 1985) have used cumpanies' annual re~ 
port!! a.~ indicatoT'S of the relative emphasis a company 
pIJ{S on social issues. In the prellent !!tudy, the ap­
("*.asing, "doing t.he minimum" level, will be dcfined by 
cllviwl1meutal COllcern:l being mentioued in a limited 
way ill the aJIIlLlal reporl. Uowman and llaire state 
that a firm can express its ccmccms once in the presi­
dent's letter. After that formality ill out of the way. the 
firm may say 1\0 more. This suggests that if a company 
c:hoo8es tu comment further, a prUI.'TC:55ive stage 
occurs when comments are integrated (.hrollghmn. the 
report. "Integr.ition places environmental consider­
ations in tllC same text with operations, innovations. 
and lill~l11cial highlights. 11le presence of a spedfic. en­
vinmmentalsectioll, cOfrC!sponding in length and sub­
staJlc.e to secl.inns c1eV()led to produc.t. cle~criptiun or 
company illtlOVa.U<)O, reprel'lerlLS pl"oacrioll -in the com­

pany's repol'ting on environmental mnc.ern5, 
. A mntp.nr. analysis or the aOllllal repOl'(lI is also un­

dertaken to aid in quantifying the level or perfnrM 
lIImlCC tlf tht: (;Ull1pallic:s :suIYt:yt:d. The percentage or 
pagel! committed to environmental comments will be 
t;alculated, relative to the total number of pages in the 
descriptive: ur nonfinancial segment of the l'ep<nt. The 
correlOilion bc!lween the cornell( analysis and the 
survey results will be established. Content .malysis am 
only be considered an approximation of the level of 
corporate respunsiveness to environmental issues, 
since it is often ditlicult to define! when is or is not a 
sentence ()r (:omment on envitonmental subject& 
(Aupperle and (lthers I DR5). AJI environmenu\1 com­
ments reconiefl were pmdtive lIGttementli, none being 
(,itic,,1 or ccmtrllc!icull'Y towards environmental issues 
()r legislation. 

e.;ology and envi ..... lment 
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Table 1. Corporate information of companies surveyed

CDN Sales C. anadian
Canadian 1988 cmployces 1988 Main prcAucts

C:ornpiny head office Ownership (S billions) (00W) or scrvicca

Abitibi-Prier. 'Toronto Canadian 2.6 12.3 l-urest prrxiuctx
Alcan Montr1ral Canadian 2.76 3.5 Aluminum
Ault lrcxxlr. Mississauga Canadian :4.5 15.0 Dairy products
Campbell Soups MississauKu 70% foreign 0.35 2.2 Convcnicncc Foods
Dow Sarnia 100% foreign 1.56 3.7 C:hernkals
DuPont Mississauga 75% foreign 1.37 4.0 Chemicals
inro Toronto 54% foreign 1.2 14.0 Nickel
Labatt LAmdon 011iddRrtr 1.6 4.8 peer and wine
Laidlaw Ilurlingtoll Canadian 0.32 5.9 Waste disposal and

rranspnrorion
Loh6w Toronto Canadian 8 35.0 Distributor of consumer

products
Nolanda Toronur Canadian 6.2 31.0 Minerals, forestry,

Nnd CrlCrgy
Poncho & GaMbk Torruliar

Ino% foreign 1.1 3.5 CU11SLUIIC1' Invrlucts

To correspond to the theoretical framework classifi-
Cation, the environmental content of the annual report
has been ranked as follows:

0, no mention of the environment
1, passing mention made of environmental concerns
2, environtnertud curninerits integrated throughout

the annual report
3, specific section on the environment

Methodology

Primary data for most variables were collected from
personal interviews. Secondary data were obtained
front company ducurtictrts, annual reports, public
communicatious, and other forms-of publicly disclosed
information. The research tnetltodology used w-as
comparative case analysis. Post and Andrews (1982)
rcinark that. tic method shows- greater explanatory
and predictive power than a single case study, and De-
Fillippi (1982) observed that comparative case studies
ensure tfle retention of the richness of the case study
along with the empirical generalization of the compar-
adve study.

Twelve companies were. selected for the sample,
based on prior knowledge of their commitment in en-
vironmetltal concerns and a number of other criteria.
First, only companies with demonstrated achievement
of a high level of corporate social response for sit least
one indicatur were selected. Second, only companies
operating in Canada were sampled, to ensure unifor-
mity of legislative and regulatory practices. Finally,
companies were drawn from five dU erent sectors of

economic activity, in order to deterrnine whether the
indicators Chosen were appropriate fur inure than it
single sector. Table 1 provides summ:n'y information
on company location, ownership, and size. All compa-
nies selected are among the largest in their- respective
sectors, with sales ranging from $32 million to $8.3
billion annually.
Ibe multismtoral apprirach has proven to be eftec-

tivc by Mercnda (1981) and Chagand and Phatak
(1963) in their studies of Firms' corpuriic: 'sfx:ial in-
vulvcment from different sectors. Post and Andrews
(1981) hold that indicators of corporate response can
be compared. across sectorial litres when the research
questions arc defined in terms of (environmental)
issues, rather than in teens of industryspeciflc pro-
duction. Mather than formuUte a questiuntl.{ire
around activities such as food production, smciting
procedures, or pulp and pal>,er production, questions
should be based on issues such as water and air pollu-
tion, which are aiTected by activities in a variety of
sectors.

Certain difficulties arise when assessing diverse
companies drat are held by a parent company. The
decision must be taken as to examine the issues as a
single entity (as with Noranda), or break clown the
holding company into its component parts (as done
with.john Labatt Co.).

With multinational firms, local executives with the
Must knowledge of lice Canadian operation were in-
terviewed. Certain difficulties were encountered using:
multinationals in the surety. Some. such as Dow and
Procter and Gamble, arc 100% foreign owned, thus
taking the decision-making factor out of Canada. Fur-
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Table 1. Corporate information of companies surveyed 

Canadian 
Cornp.my head office Own~n;hip 

Abitibi-Prkc '1"OI'Ol1tO Calladian 
Alc:m MClnlf1:'l11 C;madian 
Aull Foolill Mi!\Si.'lSauga C"lIladian 
CanipbellSoups Missi~allK".a 70% for~i!pl 
Dow Santia . IOn% foreign 
DuPont Mississaulfd 71>% foreign 
Inm T()nmtll 54% foreign 
Lab\ltt UJIldoll C;lrIl'di<m 
Laidlaw Durliugtol1 Canadian 

Loblaw Toronto Canadian 

Nunlllda Toronlu Callildhlll 

l'mt;l~I' & Gamble Tnl'l>nln lOW}!', fOI'c:i~1I 

'1'0 corresponu to the lheorcticru framework dassili­
GlUml, the environmental cuntent or the 31ll1unll'epnl't. 
hHll been ranked as follows: 

0, no mention of the environment 
1. passing mention made of envit'onmental concerns 
2, environmenuU comments illtegrdled throughout 

Ihe anllual report 
3, specific section on the environnlent 

Methodology 

Primary data for most variables wet'e collected noon} 
personal interviews, Sc(:ondary dat:. were obtained 
from cOlupany uocuJUents. aUllual reports. public 
collllUunications, and other forms/of publicly disclosed 
infonnatioll. The ITscan:h IIH.:Lhudology useo WdS 

~nmp<l.rative case analYlljll, Post lmd Andl'ewlI (1982) 
remark tilat. the rnethml sbows b'Teal.cr explanatory 
and predictive powel' than a single case study. and De­
Fillippi (1982) observed that (Omparativ(! GL'If! studies 
ensure the l'eLeuUoIl of the liclmess of the case study 
along with the empiric.al genemlizatioll of the cOlllpar­
adve study. 

Twelve CQmpanies were selected ulr the sampll'!, 
based on prior knowledge of their commitment In en­
virQnlUenl4ll c:oncerl1$ and a number of other cl'itel'ia. 
First. only c:ompanies with demonstrated achievement 
of a high level of corpomlC s(Jcial n:spuusc 1'01' .it least 
one indicawr were sclcli.cd. &:cond, only cumpauie:l 
operating in Canada were sampled, to ensure unilor­
miry of legilliative lind regulatory praC'.1ice~. Finally, 
compallies wel'e drawn from five dUlerent sectors of 

CDN Sales Canad i.m 
1988 ~l'IIployC(:s 1988 Main products 

($ billions) (QOOs) IIrllCrvu::C2I 

2.6 12.3 l'(J1-e~l pn>duClJ> 
2.7(, 3.5 Aluminum 
a.s 15.0 Dail'Y products 
0.35 :Z.!l Coovr.:ni¢ncc food!S . 
1.56 3.7 ChemK:al~ 
1.37 4.0 Chemicals 
1.2 14.0 Nickel 
1.1> 1.8 Heer and wine 
0.32 5.9 Wasle disposal and 

tran~pnrt.,tiC)n 

ItS 33.0 Distributor of consumer 
produtts 

/i.2 31.0 Minel'als. forel;try. 
and energy 

1.1 :.\.I\ (;UI\~UIIIC:" (Jlvdut;\a 

economic activity, ill (wcier 1.0 del.ermine whether the 
illdicator.'! chosen were appropriale fur lnore than it 

single sector. Table 1 pmvides summary infOlmation 
011 company locaucm, ownership. and sire, All comfY"­
nies selected are among the IUI'gesl in their "especLive 
sectors. with sales ranging [rom .$32 milliun to $8.3 
billion allnually. 

The tnultisectoml approach has proven to be eilee­
tive by Merenda (1981) and Ch<'1ganti and Phatak 
(19R3) in their studies of firms' curptiritc '!lfJci~1 in­
vulvement from different lIec:tors, Post and Andrews 
(19X2) holel thnt indicators of corporate respons~ can 
be compared across sectorial lines when the resc'arth 
qucstioll5 arc detined in terms of (environmental) 
issues. rather than ill tenlb of inuu:!trY-:lpedfk pro­
duction. RaL11er than [ormul.:.'Ile a qUC:lliQllilail'e 
arouno activities such as limo production, smelling 
proceduI'ell, ot' pulp and paper pl'()(luction. que$~jons 
ShOllkl be Uascu 011 i:;suC5 such as water ano air pullu­
tion. which are all'ected by activities in a variety of 
sectors. 

eel'tain dilTIculties arise when i\Ssessing diverse 
companies th.at are held by n parent company, The 
decision must be taken as to examine the issues as a 
lIinbrlc entity (as with Norand~), or break down the 
holding company into its (,'tlmporrent pal'lS (as dune:: 
with John Labatt Co.). 

With multinational firms, load executives with the 
most knowkdge of lhe Canadian Opc:r-dtiOIl were in­
terviewed. Certain uiffic.;ullic:! were eucountered using 
multinationals in the su~y, Some. such as Dow and 
Procrer and Gamble. arc .100% fureign owned, thus 
tak.ing the decision-making I'actol' aUl of Canada, Fur-

I 
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Table 2, Discretionary indicator 1: Board of directors; Table 3. Discretionary indicator 2: Environmental
cornwsition and Doliev committee affairs function

Ct,mpany

CIL

Z
Tndirtux

Policy committee I
internal director 2
kxtemal dircanr

Total 0 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 0 2 0 1 NIA

thermore,-the trend towards global curporadons, such
as Alcan, ix not represented in this study, which just
examines Canadian responses to the indicators.

Analysis of the Surrey
Indicator 1. Board of directors. The appointment of

board members who represent environmental in-
teresti is a significant. indicator, albeit the total snores
were very low. Board memhers are becoming more
concerned about directors' liability and want all areas
of corporate concern and conflict well represented at
the board level. Only Noranda has an environmental
policy committee at the board level (fable 2), and
Laidlaw is the only firm surveyed that has appointed
an internal employee with environmental respnnsibili-
ties to the board. Dow Canada and Procter and
Gamble both are 100% owned its the United States
and do not have Canadian hnnrrls. instead they have
management committees comprising senior manages,
who serve as a guiding body for the Canadian compa-
nies. Dow Company, the US parent, has an environ-
mental policy committee at the board level, but this is
not included in the evaluation of the Canadian opera-
tions. The question of ownership illustrates the diffi-
culty of applying this indicator to multinationals oper-
ating in Canada.
The ranking proposed for this study may well

change in fixture years as the board 'of directors com-
pckition takes on greater importance for firms frnm
an environmental lioint of view. In the future, the ap-
pointment of external direcwrs may only represent a
progressive level.

Indk4kr 2. Environmentel affairs function. All the
companies surveyed have assigned staff responsibilky
for environmental mewures, at middle and/or senior
management (Table 3). Most companies stressed the
decentralized nature of their companies and the im-

GAinpany

Indirsdor

management Imigucrl l l I 1 I I I l l l I i
(;omntiucc 2 'd 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Departnx.ut 3 1 S S

Total 1 1 1 I Ii 3 it 1 6 li 6 J

1mrtanre not only of having a senior executive respon-
sible, but also of delegating this respx)Irsibility to their
line managers. Five firms have environmental affairs
committees that function as the central locus of re-
sponsibility. Four others have envimnmenol rnntml
committees at the operational level, while the executive
vice president's office holds central respxmsihility for
environmental concerns in their environmental de-
paranent. Campbell Soup Company Limited indicated
that their US parent company has an environmental
allairs department as part of another department and
that the Canadian operation is in the process of estab-
lishing a similar function.

The environmental affairs function is a significant
indicator, showing the level of commitment of the
firms to environmental issues. Even if the companyin-
fcistrucLure indicates a high degree of decenanlim-
tion, the most responsive firms have centralized oripi-

nizations that oversee the issues at a senior level. As
the literature shows, centralized authority is essential
for strategic issues (Chaganti and Phatak 1983, Post
and others 1983), whereas deceticnali7ation of the re-
sponsibility is essential for operational issues (Ack-
erman 1973, Post and others 1983). In view of this dif-
ferentiation, the indicator requires redefinition for fu-

ture use.

Indicrtlor 3. Internal reeycHng. Nearly all compumies
surveyed carried out some form of recycling of fine
paper and/or cardboard. These companies have con-

tracted with outside services to pick up and r x ycle the
materiala. Three-quarters of the firms also undertake
some Ibrm of mixed paper, newspaper, glass, or can
recycling, None undertook recycling of food waste
froin the cafeteria (Table 4).

internal recycling can he a positive indicator a cor-
poration moving towards internalizing its environ-
mental concerns. The practice is not uniform, though,

recycled paper ecology and environment
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Table 2. Discretionary indicator 1: Board of directors; 
composition and policy committee 
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thermol:"e.-the tn::nd towards global cUr'poratioml, ~\Jc:h 
as Alean. ill not represented in this ~tudy, which jllS( 

examines Canadian responses to the indi(:lltnrll. 

Analysis of the Survey 
Indicatqr 1. )Joo.ycl of diTtctm'S. The appoimment of 

board membc" who represent environmental in­
tert,>sU is a tlignificant indicator, albeit the tot.al ~r.ores 
were very low. Board memhers :It'e becoming more 
conc:erned about directors' liability and want all areas 
of corporate concern and conflict well represented at 
the boal:"d level. Only NOTanda has an environmental 
policy commiuee al the l)()l;\rd level (Table 2), a~(1 
Laidlaw is the only firm sUl:"veyed that ha.~ appoimed 
an internal employee with environment..'ll responsibili­
ties to the board. Dow Canada :lnd Procter and 
Gamble both are 100% owned it. the:: Unitec.l Stales 
and do not have CaruuHan ooar-r1$. 'rmtead they have 
management c{immittees comprising senior manageI'll, 
who llerve as a guiding body for lhe CHnadian compa­
nies, Dow Company, the US parent, has an enviroll­
mental policy committee at the bo~t["(1 level, but this ill 
not included ill the evaluation of the Canadian opera­
tions. The question of ownership illu.nrate" the diffi­
culty or applying this indicator to multinationals oper­
aang in Canada. 

The ranking proposed COl:" this study may well 
. change in filture years as the board 'of directors com­
po.~ition takes on greater importance for tirms from 
an envh·onmenral point of view. In the h.lturc, the ap .. 
pointment of ex.ternal directon may only represent a 
progressive level. . 

Indieaior 2. EnvjronmtnttJi affairs /unction. All the 
companies surveyed have assigned staff responsjbili~y 
for environmental measures at middle and/or senio.· 
management (Table 3). Most cumpanies streSlied the 
decentralized nalure of theil:" companil:!! and the jm~ 
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Table 3. Discretionary indicator 2: Environmental 
affairs function 
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IXlft,mc:e nnt only of having a senior ex.ecutive respon­
sible, but also of delegating this .·eslxmsibility to their 
line managers. Five fi ... n~ have environmental affairs 
(:ummittees lhat fun<.1.ion as the central locus of re­
spcmsibility. Four others have environmental r.ontrol 
committees at the nperationallevel, while lhe executive 
vice president's office holds centrnl resJXmllihi[ity for 
environmental COncerns in the)1:" environmental de-­
pal't.ment. C'.ampbell SO'i1> Company Limited indicated 
that the)1:" us parent company has all environmental 
allairs department as part of anOlher department and 
that the Canadian opel:"ation is in the process or estab­
lishing a similar fimction. 

The environmental affairs fUllction is a significant 
inrlicatot·, showing the level of wmmitment of the 
1i.'llls to en'ViroHllleutal issllt:s. Even if the company-in­
fri.istru<.1.un: imlkatc:s a high degree of c1ecenl.rali7~­
titm, the most responsive Jirms have centJ"aIi:,-,~d org;J­
nizations that oversee the issues at a senior level. As 
the Iiternt.ure shClws, centralized atlthority is essential 
for strategic issues (Chaganti and Phalak 1983, Post 
and others 1983), wherea.'I dec.~nU'l]i7.ali()H of the re­
spon!!ihility is essential for operational issues (Ack­
ennan 1973, Post and others I 983). In view of this dif­
ferentiation, the indicator r'equil'es redefinition for fu­
tl,lrc: usc:. 

/ndir.ator}. Internal recyding. Ne-drly all comp<mies 
surveyed carried out some form or recycling of fine 
paper and/or cardboard. Thp.M! r.ompanies have con­
tracted with outside sCl"Vices to pick up and rec;yde thl; 
mat.erial!!. Three-qll<"lrteI"S or (he f1."flIs also undertake 
some form of mixed paper. newspaper, glass. or can 
recycling. None undertook recycling of food waste 
fmID the cafetel'ia (Table 1), 

Internal recycling c.an he a pO.'litlv~ indicator a cor­
JlOl'<uion moving towards internalizing its environ­
mental concerns. The praclice is not uniform, though, 
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Table 4, Discretionary indicator 3: Internal
recycling

Cooglany

V N

111ditalor

Fine lxlper,
cot'dimard 1 I 1 I I 1 1 I I I l

Mixed paper, ruin,

Itewsp:gxr, &ss 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
)•unto wasia from

t alit rid

•Taal 3 9 ~ y iS 8 t 1 9 II I R

since scmre txrtnpauies recycle one material its ogle op-
etadonal site and another Material at a second site. 111
the erase of Dow G inada, for example., toot. ctnnpany
hax cardboard recycling; at. every site-, fine paper recy-
cling programs at several, .and soft think can recycling
at two.(Richlnond Hill and Fort Saskatchewan). '1'Itus
each cutripany sloes not necess-arily have uniform recy-
cling pl•ocedures throughout its nlxritions.

Indiactor 4. Product ulrute reryclir:g. Companies were
asked directly whether they had undertaken house-
keeping; procedures to encourage product waste recy-
cling;, as well as rnlaking minor or major expenditures
towards the scune goal. All companies had some
housekeeping procedures, and most firms have !Wade
major investments in waste reduction (Table 5). llu-
Pont reported annual expenditures of $5 million and
Abitibi-Piice $45 million aver dic last live years oil ett-
vironmental protection procedures.-Dow Canada re-
ports a capital expenditure -of $17 trillion last year,
and Noranda, $45 million in plant modernization ex-
penditures. Campbell Soup Co. report% minor. exper-
dltures, while Laidlaw considers the iodic ator nUnal)-
plicable, since it. is a set-vice industry. Procter and
Garuhle did not identify ur..jot• or minor expenses, but
.simply stated that developing; packaging is an expen.
sive on-%coins% rescm-di process. 'their restxnrce was
romidered to represent major exioenditures.

l w&atar S. Encrgy ranw-ma i m, Nearly every com-
pany surveyed indicated a high level of concern ti)r
energy . conservation. Most proclaimed that efficient
energy use tuade good business sense. Energy pro-
grant.% were all initiated in the 1970s when the world
experienced an energy crisis, and Uie pr•cx'edures have
been maintained ever since. Expenditure levels were
inferred frum the survey responses, placing education

Tahlt9 5. Discretionary indicator 4: Product
waste recycling
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prograins, energy audiLi, lighdrig; and temperature
(:11111rf1Ii m tic minor expenci ture Clacsillcal•i011. The
purchase of energy-el•licictu equipment. is inferred U)
represent major expenditures. Nearly all funs tttct the
c•t•itelia for Ix)t.h some form of minor and major ex-
1)end1tu1'es Inwards energy conservation, while thrce-
(gtuart.ers have energy management. programs in oper-
ation f ('able 6).
1-he questions involving energy-ciiicient lighting

and temperature controls became 1iroblentalic where
Corporations are tenants rather than owners c)I' their
buildings. Since glee tenant Pays for the cost of 111ifi6cs,
there is little financial gain tog, the developer to imple-
ment energy-savings programs. Recently, however,
low energy Consumption has been used by the devel-
opers as a sales tuol (Vinto 1980). The majority of the
tenants leasing office space today are well aware of the
increasing; utility costs that can be added to total rental
space amts. 1'r•cw-1er and Gamble indicated that its
choice of to t-nilon for a new head ollice was influenced
by their builder's energy commil:ments and was there-
Core considered to have achieved the appeasement.
1CVC1. QUCSLiUt1S illVolVtrig tole issue of alternate fuels
For company vehicles also weVe. difficult to appraise,
since some companies use common carriers (e.g.,
Procter and Gamble) rather than their own Cheeks for
ti ansportadon. DuPont uses alternative fuels Such as
propane, in the company trucks, where the hig hwaya
ofYer heel service. DuPont trucks that travel the Trans
Canada highway may he propane driven, whereas
snore remote routes do not have propane outlets For
such ti-kicks.

hulivaror 6. Philand&rvpic 4watunis to envirannierttal
carves. Most firms indicated that their total philan-
thropic budget was set-at approximately 1% of pretax
revenue. _just over half the 17Irlr5 surveyed showed ac-
nial conimitmeni to environmental programs fr•uni
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Table 4, Discretionary indicator 3: Internal 
recycling 
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since SOIHe CUIIlPilllic5 rt.'(;yde olle lllal~:rj;1I moue <lp­
el'llUonal site and atH)l.her malcl"ial at a Hff.ond she. 111 
the casc of Dt)w (~m,(h~, l()r example. tl,,:. (;Ulllpany 
has C<1rdboan.l recycling at. ~"'~I'y i\ih~. line p'lper I'ecy­
ding program:; .tt scveral, ,mel s<)rt drink. Gin n~cyding 

at two (Richmond Hill and Forl Sasblt:hew:m). Thus 
e"dcit millpany does nOl ne(e.%arily lI:ive Ulliform I-ecy­
cling pmcedtl("cs throughout itJj nperittioI15. 

lndiallor 4. Product w(~·te Tecycli~JK- Companies WCI"C 

asked directlywhctheT they had ultdcrla.k.cn house­
keeping pnn:cdures to encourag·(: product W:l.Ste ra:y­
cling. 35 well all l'II<lking minor or majtw expeJlditures 
tuwards the t;iuuC goal. All r.omp:l.)i~.~ Imd some 
housekeeping procedures, and most fimls have made 
majol' inve.~tmelltll ill wasle reduction (Table 5). 1.>\1-

Punl reported annual expendilure! of $.5 million and 
Abilibi'Plice $15 million OVet' tI.e h,sl Jive yem'S Oil eu­
vironmental protectiull lJToct!dure.~,' D()w Canada re­
ports a capital expenditure of $17 million last yea r, 
and NOl'anda, $45 millioll in plant moderuiLatiul1 ex­
pcnditul'CS, c'am phel\ Sou p {;o, reports III i nol'. ex )Jt:II­
dilures. while Laidlaw c.onllirierl> lht' iJldkalor nonap­
plieablc, since il. i5 a service illllush-y, Pmc:Lel' and 
Gamble did not identify m;~jol· or minor t!xpell8es, bUl 
~mply stated lhal deVeloping packaging is an eX\JeJl~ 
sive OJl-S,)iIlK t"';<,':Il·dl p.·ocess. Theil' respm I~C was 

.. c.nnllidered to represent lII~j()r expenclitlll·es. 
bulicatcr 5. Eflrrgy COnt4!rrKJ.tum. Nearly every com­

p:my 1'\Il'Veyeu imliL'ltcd :l high level or cOIJ(;crn ("01' 

eneJ'b"Y . conscrvation. Must proclaimed llmt efficienl 
energy usc mClde good hllsil1e~ semc. E.ncl"gy pro­
gral1\.~ were all initiated in the 197().'I whell lhc wol'id 
cxpedenc:ed an el1~rgy crisis, and tJle pl'()(~e<IUI·es h~,ve 
been mainlained evcr since. Expelldil.ure leVels were 
in.ftl't'ed frum the lIurvey l"esponses. pbcing educ::Irinll 
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pHlgrilll1.~, energy <ludil..'I, liglning and temperature 
c:'llIlrClI!i ill !Ill: llliJIOI' CXjll.'II(Iilllre d .. :;silic;lI.ioli. The 
purchallc or ellt~I'g)'-cmdclll t.:quipment ill inlb'red 1,0 

represellllll~iur expencliture!!, Ne .. r1y alllinn5 mel the 
t:l"il<:ri'l for bot.h some fot'1ll of minor and major ex­
pelldfLLII'~~ IHward.~ cneq,ry cOl1sel'V;l.tiOll, while lhrce­
IjlUlrt('J'!I hav~ ellcrgy rnanagemen(. programs in oper­
ation (rable G). 

The que:ltioJ1.\ involving enel"gy-cllicient lighting 
and te.ml'~r(llul"(; controls became l>rolXelImllc where 
corpurauons are tenants l'alher than uwnel'!l or their 
buildings, Since lhe.: tenant pays for the cosl of uLilitics, 
there is Iiltlc financial gain lor the developer to imple­
melll cllt:rgy.~avings progr-dlilli. Recently, however. 
low energy ool1~uml'liutl has been u!led by the devel­
opers as a sales too] (Vintu 1980). The majority of the 
le'lants leasillK uffice space today are well aware of the 
increasing utililY costs that can be added to tutal rental 
Hpat:e (:(),~IS, l'I·,It:l.el· alld Gamble indicated that it.'I 

<:hoicc or iIx:allon for ~ new head ollice was influenced 
by lheir I.lUilder's cncrb'Y cummitments and was (here­
/()re considered to have adlieved the appt'.<,sement 
levd. QUt:sliulIl> illvolving lhe issue of allernate fuels 
ror company vehicle!!. aJ!IO were diffJCu!t to uppraise. 
~jl1ce some compallit:s usc cummon (,';lrriers (e.g., 
Prudel' aml Galllblc:) rd.lhcr than their own trucks for 

. lran:;portaLion, DuPont use~ alternative fuels such CIS 

pl"Op'lfle. ill the c<lmpany u'ucks, whel-e the l.ighw~y5 
oller fuel sel"'vice, DuPont trucks tbat tr.well.he TI'ans- _.' 
Canada highway l1lClY be propane driven, where-.ls''''"'· 
Illm'e rmnol:e routes d() 11m have pH)pane outlel.S for 
such trtu:kll. 

bu'ialioT 6, PhiJanil»:upic (Wnatunls lu euvinnl7llCllUAl 
tatLt/!.t. Most lil'm~ indkated lhal lheir tutal philan­
thropic budgcL was set'al appl'oximalely 1% of pretax 
rcvenue. Just ovel' half the lim15 surveYl-d showed ac­
IUlIl r.ommit.mp.nl 10 eJlvil·onmental program!: [1'0111 
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.Table 6. Discretionary indicator 5: Energy
conservation

g

Indicator

Millar expenditure I 1 I I I 1 I I I 1 I

Major expenditure 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Energy. tcanagemcut

prugm,n 3 $ 9 4 3 S. 3 3 3
Tonal ti 6 3 4 6 fy 6 G 3 6 5 3

their philanthropic budget (Table 7). Of these, live
firms donated more than 1% of their philanthropic
budget to environmental concerns and indicated that

the environment was a donation category in their phil-
anthropic policy. Dow Canada has an cnvironrttent,
donation category, but would not dim lose any empir-

ical information on the amount donated. Since it is ob-

vious that Dow must cont.rihute something to the envi-
ronment, they have been arbitrarily assigned a conser-
vative figure of no more than l %. Procter and Gamble

was the only company that donated more than 1% to
environmental programs, without having established
the environment as one al' its donation categories. Du-

Pont does not consider the environment as a charity
(such as hospitals or education), and therefbrC uses

other budgets for environmental causes. Of the firms

that donated at all to environmental causes, only one

firm (Labatt) indicated giving less than I% of its total
philanthropic budget to the environment. Sines the lit-

erature does not afford any empirical guidelines for

ranking donations, this level of less than I% of budget

serves na the level of appeasement for this indicator.

These results are not totally indicative, though, of all

corporals commitment to environmental pmjects. A

large lu&rc .ntage. of support to, environmental causes
comes from indirect funding (budgets other than phi-

lanthropy) of community protects, which will be dealt

with in the next indicator.
lndicndor 7. Community .%-uppnri. Many firms stated

that their policy is to help in community pr(jests
where their facilities are located, when requests are
made, These activities take places at: the local level, with

local initiatives, of which the head of ire is not always
apprised. Many companies help with Inca] groups but

could not. state specifically that environmental con-

cerns were among them. Eight of the firms enrour-
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Table 7. Discretionary indicator 6: Philanthropy

cnmpany
u

EL
a 

I

O 
Y S

<a 5,I
Lldicator

1'yt, of budget 1
-1%411'1 ludgo 2 2 2 2 2 2
Ltivilonine- tal category 3 3 3 3 3 3

Taal 5 0 0 o 4 0 5 1 5 5 5 2

aged employee involvement in colnlnutli y activities,

end of these, half, (Loblaw, Dow, Inco, Norauda) have

senior executives who have community environmental
ccttninitments (Tattle 8). C;orninunity initiatives are wit-

nessed in seven of the corporations' activities. DuPont,.

in collaboration with the Ontario Ministry of the Envi-
ronment and the Envirinunerllal and Plastirs lnsLitutr
of Canada (El'lC), has launched a piloL JR-0 C in

Durham to expand plastic..  recycling to includr. rigid

plastic containers (HDPE) and rdnl (PF.). Similarly,

Noranda has undertaken a tripartite agreement (with

Environment Canada and the World Wildlife Fund) to

support the Wildlife Toxicology i'und that will directly

aid in pmterting wildlife from the harms caused by

toxic chemiails. Inco, participates with the Ontario

Ministry of Natural Resources and a Sudbury conser-

vatian grotrlt in the transfer of goslingta from Toronto

Island to hut's tailings haain in Sudbury. Inco has

.started a "greening" of Sudbury program in which

tree seedlings are started in mirted-cwt areas (depth

1600 in, constant 25°C), and then tramplatlt"I in the

region. Dow Canada has extensive wetlands protection

proiects, at lx)th its Sarnia and Fort Saskatchewan lo-

cations, and the Loblaw Company has recently spon-

sored a national conference on the environment. Abi-

tibi-Price was the corporate sponsor of Focus 2000, a
high-school forum nn sustainable development and is
actively involved in a community forest management

project. Laidlaw operates Amnesty Days, a program

providing chemical technicians and transportation for

communities to dispose of their household liquid toxic

waste.

Dow Canada was quick to point out that urns give

to programs from which the company can receive

something in return. Alcan, for example, gives to uni-
versity programs that collect data significant to Alcan's

interests, he it environmentat or not. As Mescon and

Tilson (1987) predict, philanthropy is not Necessarily a

recycled paper ecology and enviriximent
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their philanLhropic budget (Table 7). or these, live 
firms donated more tJlllll 1 % of their phihmlhmpic. 

. budget to environmental ('()nc.ern~ ~md indic.att~d that 
the environment was a donation category in their phil­
<lTlthrnpic policy. Dow Cflllacia ha~ an cnvinJrlmelltal 
donation ('.ategory, bUL would not di~lose any empir­
ical infonnation on the amount donated. Since it i .... ob­
vious that Dow must cont.rihute lIomcthing to the envi­
ronment, they have been arbitrarily assib'lted a conset'­
vadve figure of no more than I %. Procter and Gamble 
was the only company that donated tllOl'e than 1 % to 
environmentlll pt"Ogl·ilm.~, without having e~tablished 
the environmelll as one nl" itA donation CRtegories. DIl­
Pont does not consider the environment as a charity 
(such as huspitals or educ,ltion). and therd(m~ lists 
()ther budgets lor environmental C;luses. Of the firms 
that donated at all to ~llvironmental CflUlIelI, only one 
linn (Labau) indicdted giving less than I % of its (!lUll 
philanthropic budgello the environment. Since the lit­
erature doe~ not afford allY empirical guidelines for 
ranking donations. t.hi~ level of lc:s!i than 1 % or b\ldp;et 
serves a, the kvel of appeasement fur this indicator. 
'f'hese result., are nol totally indicative. though, of all 
COl'pordLe c.;Ollllllitment to cnvironment<ll projecL'I. A 
large )lM"c.~nt:lge of support to' environmental ('.auses 
comes from indirect funding (budgets mhe!' than phi-

. lanthropy) of community p~jeclS. which will he de-all 
with in the next indicator. 

IndiCaJm 7. Commu:nily ,m/>fJnrt Many firms stated 
that their polky is to help in community pr(tiec{~ 
where their fadlitie$ are located, wIlen re<luests are 
macle. The.se activities take piau: al.l.he local level, with 
local initiatives, of which the ht'~d ol'lke is not always 
apprised. Many cornpatlies help with local groups but 
could nm stat!! specifically that environmental COil· 
CL'rI1S were among them. Eight of the finm enr.tlUl"-

recycled paper 
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Table 7. Discretionary indicator 6: Philanthropy 

Indkalor 

.~ 1% of budget 
~ 1% c\!' hutlgcl 
Exlyj,,)llIncnlal (;uq!;nry 

Tnl;.1 

Compaoy 

~ 2 
~ ~ j 

5 0 0 0 1 0 5 
------~----------

2 2 2 2 
~ 3 3 
:. 5 5 2 

'Iged employee invulvement in community nc:ttvJtlt:s. 
and of thesc. half. (Loblaw. Dow, Im:o. Nor.mda) have 
senior executives who have c(lmmunity environmental 
commitments (Tablc 8). Community initiatives ure wit­
nc:;.,ed in seven of' the c:nrp()r.ltions' activities. 1)\IPont. 
in collahor.ltioll wilh the Ontario Mini8t.ry of the Envi­
I'Onment and the Envinlmll(:lllal and Plastil'.lI Institl.ll.r 
of Canada (t:1'1C). has launchcd a pilol PH!jecL in 
Durham to expand pla!>l.ic: recycling to include rigid 
plastic r..ont.ainers (HDPE) and mOl (PF.). Similarly, 
Noranda ha~ I.Indcnaken a lripat'tite agreement (with 
f.nvironment Canada and thE! Wodd Wildlife Fund) to 
support the Wildlife Toxicology fund that will direcdy 
aid in protecting wildlife from the hanns caused by 
toxic chemicals. Inco p<ll1.icipates with the Onturio 
Ministry of Naturdl Resources and a Sudbury conser­
vatioll g("l111P in the transfer of goslings f1-om Toronto 
Island to I nco'!; tailing~ hil.'1in in Sudbury. lIlea has 
st.arted .1 "greening" of Sudbury' program in which 
tree seedlings are st.art.ed in mined-out al'ellS (depr.h 
1600 Ill, conSTant 25'C), and lhen lransphlll.e<1 itt the 
region. Dow Canada hao; extensive wetlands prott.c.rion 
pr~ie<:ts, at both il:i Sal'l\i.'\ and Fort Sa.'1katchcwan lo­
cations, and the Loblaw Company has re{".ently spon­
~orcc.1 a national conference on the environment. Abi­
tibi·Price was (hc corporare spon .... or of Focull 2000. a 
hi~h·school forum 011 !;ust.ainable development and is 
ac-tively involved in a r;:ommunity furesL management 
project. Laidlaw operates Amnesty DdyS, a program 
providing chemical Lechnicians and transpllrl.ati<ln for 
communities to dispose of their household liquid t.oxic 
w..tste. 

Dow Canada was quick to point out that linlls give 
to programs from which the company can recelve 
something in rellirn. Alcan. for example, give:; lO uni­
venlity progt'3lnS t.hat collect data sil,,'nificant [0 J\lean's 
interesLs, be it environmental or not. A:i Mescon and 
Tils011 (1987) prellicl. phila,'l.hropy ill IlOt. llca:ssarily a 

e('ology Bnd enviri"irrtent 
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Table S. Discretionary indicator 7: Community
support -

e:(anpally

1ne11rator

Table 9. Discretionary indicator 8: Company products
or services

Cnnnpvly
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' 111111t'~If(Ie'

Physical I u)(11-a`s 1 1 1 1 1 I Snan(L•erd products

personnel 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 `l• Ne%%~ pr(tt1uc.Ls

Pruutcrship 3 9 3 3 ;1 4 3 Cradle-111-1;rave

Toull 5 0 0 0 ti 5 ti 'l. G Ii ti 1 aplgulrh
Total

clear ilftlii~ttor of a company's Commit nlr.nl. to any one
concern. 'Mic indicator does not tell the complete
story and should be supplemented with information
from activities in the community. A further study
could examine prornutional and operating; budgets iur
environmental ccnnrnitrnem.

Conitnunit.y support provides a significant. indica-
tion of Firms commitment to cnviruninetital issues that

would nut be otherwise recognized. Although these

projects are often regional, they do iudieate a corpo-

rate level of awarerre_ss that is pervasive throughout the

infrastructure. This has positive implications fur envi-
ronmental responsiveness within a firm.

Indivaac r 8. Cvn"ny fn-oducu or ssrvi,,rs_ The major

difficulty encountered with this indicator is in the way
that companies viewed their products. Alain considers
most of its products compatible since so much alu-
minum (cans, building materials, packaging, electric
cable, automotive parts) is recyclable. It also claims that

aluminum is not as environmentally threatening as,

plastics and toxic. products. Ault Pxxis considers that

all its products are environmentally compatible, since

all milk products are natut al and nontoxic. Campbell

Soup Cu. says that all its products arc biodegradable,

and Inco indicatc4 that the 5-cent coin is its only pure
nickel product. None the less, these companies all

qualify for the appeasing level, since no auempt has
bmit trade to improve products' environmental per-

fortuance (Table 9). At the progressive level, Abitibi-
Price has developed padded envelofw.% using recycled
paper instead of bubble park and industrial towels

made from recycled paper among its environientally

compatible products. Dow has developed plastic

products that are recyclable, and a form of styrofoam

insulation that does not affect the nzone layer. This

insulation also uses less energy to produce than glass

insulation. Loblrws has a well-known cuvironmenually

l
2

I 1 t
x 1 2 2 2

1 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 2

friendly produc ut program of 101) prcxhicts, including
organic plant fertilisers, unbleached coll'ee filters, and
recycled paper products. litter and Gambles pack-
aging ronn ibutes to source reduction of waste, since its
pla%lic lxxt.les cart nuw be refilled from pcniches (En-
viru-pac) and many boxes (fide) are watte front recy-
cled paper. Laidlaw:c operations were considered pro-

gressive, since new procedures in waste inatiagcment

were brought into effect to accommodate and en-

courage recycling; and hazardous waste disposal. This

indicator is difficult to apply to the: service industry,

since it is difficult to assess cradle-w-grave delivery of

scrvlcCS.

The survey responses bear out the confusion that

exists concerning the concept of environmentally
friendly products. A product such as paper may be
rmycfable or bitAcgradabie, but the product ttiay

create excess landrill (e.g., disposable diapers) com-

pared to the next best alternative. Also, the production

stage is often detrimental to the environment. Compa-
nies view their products as compatible, while society

often views the process of developing those products

otherwise. Original attempts to develop a cradle-to-

grave definition for these products has proven diffi-

cult. Environment (,anada presently endorses three

categories of environmentally friendly prcAucts in its

Euvirotunental Canada program, having developed

guidelines for refined lubricating oil, construction tua-
terial made from recycled wood-based cellulose' fiber.

and products made from recycled plastics. Six tether

gt►iclelines are in draft h)rm. I believe that comfony
products should be discussed in qualitative terms until'

a generally applicable definition of the concept of en.
virunnientally friendly is reached.

There is evidence that companies cvnsider their

products more environmentally compatible becartse of
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Table 8. Discretionary indicator 7: Community 
support 

Company 

a. ~ ::! 
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deal' jlldk:'ltOI' of a company's c.;{)l11ll1jllll~lI1. tu cUIY one 
com,:em. Thill inclkator does nOI lell the complete 
story and should be supplemented with infol'lllation 
from aCliVities in the community, A [urlheI' sludy 
could examine Pl'OlIlotiotlal and operating budgets for 
environmental o>lllluitimmlo 

Communi!.y 1IUpport pmviues a signHic.1.nl, indica­
tion of finns' commit.ment tu crlviruumehlal issues that 
wouJd not be utherwise recogni7.ed. Although lhese 
Pt'ojects arc often rCglOlml, I.hey do illdicate [l corpo­
rate level of awarent:ss that is pervasive throughout the 
infi·astl"\.lcture. nli .. has positive implications fur envi­
ronmental respon:livcness within a tinn. 

buJiaUor 8. Ctmtpa1lJ jm}(lw::es ur JI:TT;i.t;f~s. The m~ior 
c1illiculty ent:oulltcl'ed with Ihi~ indicator is ill the way 
that companies viewed their products. Ak~'}n con~id~rs 
most of its product.s compatible sin<:e so much alu­
minum (ams, building m<llelials, packaging, electric 
cable, a\l~omoLi\le parts) u rc(:ydaule, It ;:.Iso c.laims that 
aluminum is nol as environmentally threatelling CUI 

plastics and toxi<: pro<iucLS. Ault F(xxis c:onliidcrS thal 
all iL'I products are envirnnmenlally compatible, lIince 
all III ilk products arc nahw.\1 and nontoxic, Campbell 
Soup Cu. say~ Ih;u ;:all il ... P1'Ouw,:u al'e biodegradahle, 
and Inco indi("dtc.'I lhatlhe 5-(.ent min L'i it:; only pure 
nickel pruduct. None the less, lhese companies all 

, qualify for the appeasing level, since 110 auelllpl has 
lx.-en Illa.de to improve prmlucls' environmental llel'­

fottuance (fable 9), At lhc pl'ogressive level, Abilibi­
Price has developed paddeJ euvelollell using l'ccydeu 
paper instead ot' bubble pat:k and industrial towels 
made from recycled paper OItnong ,its environrncntally 
compalible pl'oduc:ts, Duw has developed plastic 
product:; lhat are I-ec.ydablc, and a form of styrofoam 
insulation tb.!.! cines nOl affect the m:Olle layer. This 
insulation alsu uses le~!I energy to produce than glass 
insulation. L"hlltws ha~ ~ well·known cnvirontnelltally 
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Table 9. Discretionary indicator 8: Company products 
or services 

Cmnp·1llY 
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friendly {)I'O(\\I(;11I progr.ulI of lOU pl'OchJ(:t~, including 
organic vlanl feltilil'.er~, ullbleached co/lee filten, and 
rccyd~d papel' pmducts. Pr()cter and Gamblc's pack­
Clgill!; (:(>I1uibutelilo ~()UI'Ce reduction ofwtlste, since its 
pla~1 ir: h()lt.lt~s Gill now he I'dilled l'mm pouchc:l (En­
vim-pac) and many hoxes (Tide) are mad(~ fWIII rc(.),­
ded papel', Laidlaw's operations were considered pTO­

gr(, • .,:c;ivt!, ~incc: new proc,edUrL'l; ill waste IIliUlilgemcnt 
were brought. into cfrecl to aecoOln1od.uc and ~n­
oouJ"age recycling and hazal'dous waste: disposal. l11is 
indicat.nr is difficult to apply to the service industry, 
sill(e it. is diffkull lo asses:! cradle-tu-grave delivery of 
services. 

Thc survey responses hear out the confusion thal 
existS concerning the wllcepl or environmcntaUy 
friendly products. A product such as paper may be 
reqclablc or IJilxh:gJ'adilb1e, but the product lUay 
(:l'eate cxce,SS lanrlfill (e.g., disposable diapers) com­
pal'eriw the nexl beSl allerl1alive. Also, the pl'oduction 
stage is otien dctrimcntallo lhe environment.Compa-
nics view lheir' produc:t~ as cODlpaLible, while suciely 
of~el1 views the proc(:ss or developing tbo5e products 
othcrwise. Original .1IWmplS to develop 'l Cr.J,illt."-LO­

grave definitioll fur lhese pmduct.s has proven diffi­
cult. Environment Canada presently endon>C5 three 
categmic!l of cIlvil'OlJllIclltally h'icndly products in it." 
lO:uvironmental C:m<ld<l {l1'ogram, having devc:loped 
guidelines for rcfim .. d lubricating oil. aIDstruclion ma­
terial made from n:( .. )'d~d wood-ba.'Ied. ceUul~ fiber," ,. 
alld products made from recydL"d plastics. Sill; other 
g\lidelines are in draft {fJrm. I believe that company 
products should be discussed in qualit.ative terms unlil ' 
a getLer-ally applicable definition of the ~ncept of en· 
virOJllUelllally fliendly is reached. 

There ~ evidence Ihat companies cuusklet their 
product!! more environmentally compatible became of 
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the packaging. A future study could include the effect
of the companies' pressures on suppliers to provide

more compatible products. Purchasing policy could
provide an indication of corporate re3pt)nbivettess.

Irrvlit~trrtr 9. F.nr)irnnmrnial .slalemenlslseclion in the rarr.-

nual reports. One third of the companies made no
mention of the environment in their annual reports.

Two, mentioned the environment briefly, while half
the companies surveyed integrated the environment in

the president's message to the shareholders as well as

throughout. the.report ('fable 10). Three of these com-
panies included separate sections on the environment

ill their annual report. This alust.rates the companies

increased concern and commitment to the cnviron-

ment. Content analysis was undertaken for the same
annual reports, with the percentage of pages com-

mitted to. environmental concerns being calculated,
relative to the total number in the descriptive or nonfi-
nancial segments of the report. Statements such as
Alcan's "confronting our nwn environmental chal-
lenge," and "to take practical steps to prevent or abate

all forms of pollution which result from our opera-
tions;' are. representative of the environmental content
in the annual reports. All environmental comments
recorded were positive statements; none were re-
corded that were critical of or contradictory towards
environmental issues or legislation. Content analysis

substantiated the questionnaire results, and with one
exception, the higher the environmental content, the

more integrated the environmental comments. Both
lnoo and Noranda, exhibit a proactive approach to cn-
virontnentxl reporting and record higher rontcnt
analysis of environmental rommenrs in their annual
reports. Akan exhibits a high content. of ettvirorr-
mental material in its relx)m, but clues rw>t hi1Ve it 513c-
46fic section on the subiect, thus producing ctantradic-
tory results. With all other firms, the content analysis
reinforces Cite findings of the ranking levels. Since the
annual report is one of the few publicly available docu-
ments of corporate commitment„ this indiritor is valu-

able in assessing corporate responsiveness.

Summary of Results of Discretionary Indicators

The scores for all indicators were totaled for each
company, the results standardized by dividing the total
by the number of quantified responses, and the com-
panies assigned I iAs based on their average scores
(Table 11).

The results have been retabulated in Table 12 to
better illustrate the levels of rankings and the compa-
nies' Oriemations. The resulu fall into three natural
divisions, which suggest pmartive, progreSisive, and
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Table 10. Discretionary indicator 9; Annual report

4111}itrl y

o

S,

F
V tii

Indicawr

Few references 1 1
[ntegratc ccnnnx.nts X 2 2 2 2 2
Specific section 9 9 $

'1 otai 1 2 0 0 2 2 5 0 0 1 5 5
C,ontcrtt analy3W (1.1 9.4 0 I) 3,4 5.5 10 0 0 2 7.5 6.2

*Pearson product mutnetn correlation axlTident = 0.81

appeasing classifications. The results in Table 12 also
indicate that process-oriental companies front this
sample have higher average scores than do product-
or consumer-oriented CUrrrl)aniCS. The distinction be-
tween product and process innovative procedures is a
useful one because process innovation relies on the
purchase of technology openly tin the market, whereas
the confidentiality of product innovation tends to keep
innovation in-home (Oakey and others 1982). Proccss
companies in this study are those in which processing

activities are the focus of environmental concern and
whose products arc nM consumer-oriented (e.g., Nor-
anda, Inca). On the other hand, the actual products

provide the focus for environmental issues for
product-oriented firms. Both production and distribu-
tion c miparies are considered to be product-oriented

(e.g., C.:atnphell Stapp, Lolilaw). In this study, five of
tits tol, stix -dares belonged to companics that are pro-
reSt-oriented (fable 12). Conversely, five of the
bottom six scores belong to consumer-oriented compa-
nies. Alcan fits into both l)rmItict and process categn-
ries, since Alcan siding; is known as a consumer
product, but in fact, most of Alcan production is di-

rected towards secondary manufacture, The fact that
process-oriented companies exhibit higher results in
the present study may well be explained by the fact
that these companies, as Oakey and others (1982) sug-
gest, innovate more readily and have been the target
of greater social and political pressures for a longer
period of time than have product-oriented companies.

Regulators have focused on the nonsustainabic effects
that natural .resource extraction, manufacturing, and
solid and chemical waste disposal have had on the en-
vironment. The companies involved in these processes
have become sensitive to environmental issues and are
then-Tore more likely to have integrated environ-

recycled paper ecology and environment
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the packaging. A furure study could include the: c:::ffel.:t. 
of the companies' pressures on suppliers. to provide 
more cumpatible products. Purchasing policy could 
provide an indication of corpordte re5pc')n~ivene88. 

I1l1iicttllly 9, F:nTJtrmlttumtal .ftatementslscc~iDn in llu: (1Tf,­

nWll rtporl.s. Oue third of the companieg made nn 
mention of the environment in their anmlal report.,. 
Two mentioned the cnvironmem briefly, while half 
the companies 6lll'Veyed Integrated the environment ill 
the prellidcnt's message to the shareholc1ers as well :u 
throughout the. report (Table 10). Tll1'ee of these COOl­

panics included separate sectjons em the environment 
in their annual report. This ilIlistntes t.he r.ompanies' 
mcrc<t:K;d concern and c.ommitment to the environ­
ment. Content analysis was undertaken (or the same 
imnual reports, with the percent.age of pages com­
mitted to. environmental cOncerns being calculated, 
relative to tne total number in t.he deflc.rip,jve 01' nonfi­
nancial segments of the report. Statements Stich as 
Alcan's "confronting 0\11' own environmental chal­
lenge," and "to take practical steps to prevent or abate 
all forms of pollution which result from our opem­
lio,,!;," ilY~ l·epresenL,t.ive of the environmental contenl 
in the annual reports. All environmental cOmments 
recorded were posilive sratements; nnne were re­
corded that Wefe critkal of or coIlu"adictot'y lOwards 
environmental issues or legislation. Content analysis 
substantiated the quesLionnaire resulLs, and with one 
exception, tht: higher the environmenwl (.On tent, the 
more integrated the environmenlal comments. Both 
Im:o and NOl'ancLa exhibit a proactive approach to cn­
vironnlenll'll repOl'fing ~nd record higher (onLent 
analysis of environment.al r.ommenL'I ill their annual 
repOl'tS. Alcan exhihits a hi!{h n>ntcnl uf envircm­
mental material in iu rL!p0rL, ImL dues Jlot Imve, .1 :11'<:­

cifjc !lection on the sll~ject, thus producing (Illllradi,'­
tory results. With all other firms, the content analysis 
reinfoTC~ I.hc findings oj' the ranking levell!. Since the 
annual report is one uf the few publidy avnilllhie docu­
ments of corporate commitment. Lhi:; jrlcli(Jltol- iJ> valu­
able in assessing corporat,e responsivenclls. 

Summary of Results of Discretionary Indicators 

The scores for all indicators were totaled for each 
company, the re~ults standardized by dividing (he total 
by the number of quantified responses, and (he com· 
pa.nics as:siglled l'al\1:.5 ba.iled on their average scores 
(Ta~le 11). 

The l'el!ult.<; have been retabulated in Table 12 to 
better illustrate the levelx of rankings and the compa­
nies' orientaliolls. The 1'~.8ult.~ fall into three nat.ural 
divisions, whkh 5l1gge~1 p~c.,j\lP', pmgrp.~~iVf~, ;Inri 
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Tabla 10. Dlscrelionary indicator 9: Annual report 
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appeasing classificatiolls. The results in Tahle 12 also 
indicate that pr()cess .. orientcd companies from this 
sample have higher average scores than do product­
or consumer-oriented companies. The distinction he­
tween product and process innovative proccdlln:s is a 
useful one becmlse pl'ocesl! innovation relies on the 
purdlase of technology openly on Ihe market, whereas 
the confidentiality of proclucl iUllovation tends to keep 
innovation in-h()lL~e (Oakey and ulJlt:n; 1982). PnX:C55 

companies in this study are those in which pl'Oceuing 
activities are the foclIs nf environmental conccnI and 

. whOSe! pmducllI are not consumer-oliented (e.g., Nor­
anda. rnco). On the other hand, the ldt:tual products 
pmvide the fOCllfl it)!' environmental issues for 
prm.lucL-ol'iented firms. Roth production and rlisuibu­
uon companies are considered tI> be prorluct.nriented 
(e.g., Catnphell Soup, Lohlaw), In thi.~ study, five of 
I lit; {OP ,'Ii x "':Cll'es bd,mgcd 10 <:\)lllPLlllics that .\re pro­

c'e!;!Hwienfed rr:lhle 12). Conversely, tivl! of the 
bottolll six scores belong to consnmer-ol'iemed compa­
nies. Alcan lits ilun both pmdut:l and process ("..at,ego­
ries, since AIt:~1Il siding is k.nown as a consullIer 
pl·oduct. hut in [act, mo5t of Alcdn produuioll is di­
rc(1.ed towards secondary manufacture, The fact that 
pru(;CS5~lrienled companif'.8 exhibit higher results in 
the present study may well be explained by the fact 
th,}t these companies, as Oakey nnd others (1982) sug­
gest. innovate m()re readily and have bcl:n the Larget 
of greater social and political pressures for a longer 
period of time than have }>l'Oducl-orienled companies. 
Rc:gulato~ have focused on the nonsustainab!e effects 
that natural .resource ext.raction, manufacturing, and 
solid and chemical waste disposal have had on the en­
vironment. The companies involved in these processes 
have become sensitive to environmental iMm:s and ,lrc: 
1I1el~fore mo1'~ likely to have integra,ed environ-

cI'nlogy nnd environmenl . 
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Table 11. Results of indicators on the discretionary scale

Compalty
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Table 12. Relationship between company rankings
and their orientation

Av.
5(:01'(: Rattle f.amgruiy

Prmc,tivc 4.1 1 Dow ]xt
3.8 2 Noranda I'

Pri3gressive 3.4 3 incq 1t
8.71 4 Abitibi-Price Y
3.1 5 Laidlaw 1'
3.0 H Loblaw f
2.9 7 Procter and Gamble L
2.8 8 DuPont

p

Appeasing 19 9 Labatt (;
10 9 Alcan
1.3 11 Campbell
1.3 11 Ault C;

V = pr(rcav ut•it:ntcd; C - protlutt oriented

mental concerns throughout their operatiolls. Con-
versely, there results of discretionary 

activities 
may I>e

the result of process-oticnted firms feeling obliged to
improve their 

cot•lwtate image. singe 
their environ-

mental record has 
ltecome 

questionable in 
the eyes of

the public. At present, consumer pressure is mounting
regarding the type of products 

requited by society.

This 
would 

suggesL that 
pr(x:luct- or 

cot)sutncr-ori-

ented co)ttpanies at-e at an earlier stage of response
and are starting 

to integrate 
environmental concerns

more within their organizations. III Lite Future, Lite rel-
ative positions ol', process- and product-oriented firms
tuay well change, as the latter 

increase their 
response

to outside pressures. 
Moreover, the levels of 

ranking

for each 
indimtor tnay change, 

as an 
action that 

is

deemed proactive wday may be considered appeasing

in dle future.

The overall ranking of companies is not overly sen-

sitive to the sununution 
rnediod used ill 

this Study. 're

check lie 
ruhustttess of-these 

rankings, a second suin-

uraLion 
method 

was applied 
to the 

data in 
Tables

2 •10, '!'his 
method 

sclecled Brach 
company's 

highest

sc OM rather 
than summing 

the scores in each 
table.

Wheit the 
aver age of 

the highest 
scl)re from each table

was calculated, Lite rankings were virtually identical in
terms of the major groupings found in Table 12.

Conclusion

'f'hc theoretical framework proposed in this amide
provides a suitable working mode] for assessing discre-
tionary environmental measures that have been taken
by the companies 

surveyed. Since the 
discretionary in-

dicators in this study have not been correlated with
econoniic or legal rmponsibilities, the results do not
hold any 

predictive power for 
the surveyed 

companies

in these 
tatter two Categories. In 

fact, the 
mliking of a

ronlpany in 
these other 

areas of 
responsibility could be

quite 
different from rankings 

on the discretionary

scale.

The 
results 

obtained Front using the suggested 'in-

dicators are meant to be descriptive rather than pre-
dictive. Lven 

so, the 
results are 

varied in tlu-ir 
repre-

sentativeness of a 
company's performance 

regarding

the; 
environntcnt. The 

board of directors produced

low results as an indirnor, but this is a significant area
of 
development for discretionary activity for cornpa-

nits 
and should 

be pursued. -Phe environmental af-

fairs 6,11Ktion is 
also an 

important indicator of compa-

nies' 
commitment to institutionalize environmental

concerns. The 
examination 

of the annual report

should 
be included 

in any study of corporate discre-

tionary 
performance, since it is one of the few pieces

of 
publicly 

available reporting 
oil the companies' active
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Table 11. Rp,8ults of indicators on the discretionary scale 
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mental conCerns rhroughout t.heir operations. COIl­
versely. lhc.~e results of discretiotlary activilics may be 
the result uf pmces.HH1CJlLCd lil'lns feeling obliged to 
improve their corpurate im'lg'e. l\im:e t.heir environ­
mental record ha.~ become quest.i(mablc in lhe eyes of 
the public. At present, cunllumer pr-e,'!Sure is lnounting 
n:gardillS' I.ht: lype of 1)IOOUCfS required hy society. 
This would suggest that pmduct- or cOl)sumcr-ol'i­
ented companies al'e aL un ~ll'liel" stage of response 
and are slarting to integT'clte environmental conccrnll 
more widlin their orgallizations. In the t'ut\ll'e, the rel~ 
alive positions or process- and product-()I'ic:ntcd fil'm.s 
may well c:hang-e, as the Jauer incr~se thc:.ir re!lpon$;e 
to ouLs.ide p.'essurcs. Moreover, the levels uf rank.ing 
rOl' eacb indicator may dlange, as all actioll that is 
deemed proactive today Illay he considere(] <J.vPC-d.sing 
in the fUlure. 

TIle ovcniU r;lllk.ing (If compalli<:s is not overly liell-
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I'roacr JIr 
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5iuve to the SlIUlIrtillio)l method used ill I his stLidy. To 
dleck the robustuess of-lhese ranking-so a sc::t:Ond ~um· 
malinn method was applied to the delta III Tables 
2 ,J(). This mctlmd sclecl.e~J t:<I<:h c()mpaIlY'~ highest 
SC(ll'e l'<llheJ' thall summillg the scores in each table, 
Whe;. the av~ml.gc of the highesL score from each table 
was calcuLated, the ran kings were virlually identical in 
terms of the major groupj~gs found in Table l:.!. 

ConclUSion 

The theoretical framewot-k proposed in this article 
pl"ovidelO <l :;uitable working model for asse,sillg disCl'c­
tiona!')' environmental meaSUres thaI have been taken 
by the companies surveyed. Since the discretionary in­
ditawr~ in this study have not been correlated with 
economic: or legal I·cspon.sibilities. the results do not 
hold ally predic.tive power lor the surveyed t.:ompanies 
in these latter lwo c..ategot'ic.~. In fact. the ranking of a 
company in these otlicr areas of responsibility could be 
lluil<: different from raukillb~ on the W5cret,jollary 
scale, 

Tht: rellults otJlained from using t.he suggested iu­
diGltors arc me<lnt to be d~riplive rather than pre­
dictive. livel1 so, the rellults are vuied in lbdr repl'e­
sentativelltllli of a company's performance regarding 
tlle cnvironment. The board of direclImi produced 
low results as an indic..f.Itor, but this is a significant area. 
of develt)pmellt for discr-euomu'Y activity for compa­
uies ;lIld should be pursued. "I'he cnvimnmenr.al af­
fair!: function is al$O an import<:lnt indicator of compa­
nies' conunitment to institutionalize envirunmental 
wllcems. The examination of the annual report 
should be induded in allY study of mrporale di5cre­
tional,)' performance. since it is One of the fc:ow pieces 
of publicly availahle reporting ou the COIllPllllil."ll' activo 
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ities. Corporate recycling prog;ranis are eviential to en-
vironmental issues, but the line between discretionary
and regulatory-driven decisions becomes less distinct,

Company prnthicts and philanthropy, on the other
hnntj, produced survey responses tha( are misleading.
Environmentally friendly pt'0dUE;t5 must be dealt with
in a qualitative way until a standardized definition is
agreed upon. Philanthropy, as an indicator, cannot, be
examined in isolation from community support, which
is evolving; as a very important indicatur.

Further studies of discretionary activities should in-
clude tltr cxamination of promotional and operational
budgets as'applied to community projects for indica-
tions of environmental ctimmitment. An essential cx. m-
plementary study to this article would examine other
emiegorieet of corporate social responsibility, such as the
legal, economic, and ethitmi, as outlined by Carroll
(1979). linkages between these attegorics and the dis-
cretionary element provide an important focus for fu-
ture research, Finally, the framework shoulrl he ap-
plied to other companies that du not have a known
record ill envinrntnentit) issues attrl to sm,111cr llrltts
fret all categories of corporate r•esgx>rtsibility.
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ities. Corporate recycling programs are elt~ential to en­
vironmental issues, but lhe line hetween discretionary 
and regulatory.driven cle.c.isions l>eeon~e:; less distjnc:t .. 

Company products alll..1 philanthropy. on The other 
h~nti, producl'tt survey resp()n.~e" that are misleading. 
Environmentally friendly products must be dealt wil.h 
ill a qualitative Wll}l until a standardized definition i!) 
agreed upon. Philanthropy, as an indicator, cannot be 
e~aminecl in isolation from communil.y SlIppOrt, which 
is evolving all a very impoltam indicator. 
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clude Lhe examination of promotional and operational 
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Dow's Cleanup Czar Opens the Gates'

Twoyears ego, David T. Buzulliwasnamed Dow 
Chemical's first corporate

vice president.lor environmental issues. 
Now, Dow has a program to cut its -

key toxic emissions In half by 1995. it also 
shares its product plans and

other sensitive material with a group of outside 
environmental advisers. Some

company critics still aren't impressed, saying 
Dow continues to block

important legislation. But ocher outsiders say they 
have been encouraged by

the changes. Dow, they say, deserves credit for 
choosing Mr. Buzzelll, an

important line manager, and then giving him 
enough clout to do the job.

Indeed, Mr. Buzzelli is representative of a 
new breed of environmental

manager. "The stigma is gone," Mr. Buzzelli says, 
from a job that

used to promise little influence and no future. 
By John Holusha.

David T

Buzzelli of

Dow Chemical. —

`, J(/. 9 z E /7.7.

Audits-Across the Sea

E
NVIRONMENTALiudits However, Mr. Buzzelli does not

are becoming one of the ma= have a small army of auditors

Jor tools used bymanufac-. who sally forth from Dow's head-

• turers to insure compliance with quarters in Midland, Mich., to
the increasingly complex web of chick on the company's opera-
anti-pollution laws and regula- [ions in 33 countries. Instead,
tions:.. teams of line managers from one
,At Dow, each operating unitan- geographic unit go into the plants

- dergoes a company-run audit ev- of.another unit to conduct the re-
~ery two years. Last year, more views. Americans, for example,

than 120 audits were performed at usually audit European plants.

Dow facilities worldwide, said Da- — The audits, which generally -

vid T. Buzzelli, the company's take about a week-, are used at

vice president for environmental, several levels. Local managers

health and safety matters. are expected to correct any defi-

•Like the financial audits they ciencies that are uncovered. And

are patterned on, environmental senior management uses them to

audits compare a facility's opera- make sure that local managers

tions with company and regula- are moving quickly enough to

tory standards. Mr. Buzzelli said solve any. problems.

the audits are"very, veryspe. "We have a long history of tight

ciflc " measuring discharges of internal standards," Mr. Bunelli

chemicals and checking to see said. "Usuallyour internal stand-

that a spill protection device is in ards are tighter than federal and

place if one is required. state regulations."

Ncr..> '{ork Tines, Pg' . ) 
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D6w,;;'·01Jemical'sCl . ". . .. ,: " " 
.:'" c ,.~L.~,;,.,~J::L,,, ";.;,, , ,(;:);, .:/,.'},i'i,,'i'::.,;", :\'f1, e_?J!lE 1?j~~ 9:f t- '. , .... , 

, " n ocil' -'["t1J1'-'lJ~ G' ... ~; 
• 

,. _ '. 1 q,~" ;: \ ~ . . ' 
.'.>;?tb 

');; I .:"} Strong' stuff 'fOr'a-compan,ywhose I,' .::;, ~. ~,~ .,~ ~;','",; .. : ,e, . , '(",~r 
the' clout to -oriri'g~";' ~i;l~ : ~:~~~o~~i~~~~~~ ~uaJn~t1~~:~:~t~ . 'E" ~NV,IRONMENfAi.:' . ad~o~~~ek b "~VIRONMENTAL ste;ar~. , 

. • '. ,';',,' : ,! ." ~!~;,1,~,'r! J nam War. B,ut Mr., BuzzeJll Insists i a,r~ not compromised by their., shIp. is one of the biggest 

en Vlronment 'I· t' ·'·~:r,1 :\ that Dow, the natl~n s second·largest .! (lartlclpatlon on panels like the t, management challenges.iof 

, • .' , , ,", ~, ~S}I.S, •. ;, ,(:,1 
: chemical cpmpany after Du Pont and ~ ohe at Dow, he said. "If nothing else, II the 1990's," said Stephen Poltorzyckl, 

1 . d' •. ",. ;:,; \J,H;;~\:il ~:i ';,the makel'of such. best-seiling con· ! It never hurts to le~rn more about ~ .' a dlre€tor of Little's environmental 

", n as\a VlSerS.', "ii'tl:!,.;,'., ~;.'; 18umer, products as Saran Wrap and, ~hat they are dolng,'· Mr. Roy said. I' consulting operations. The jobu~ed to. 

'.Ii ,'.' ,. , " ' "', i;:.Ffli;,'i ,:Zl~locbags,haschanged. Thecompa •. '. Thei~even.member council . In· , , be. part :of manufacturing, E\dded 

, .;, ByJ,OHN HOLUSHA,' :}:ii:;\}V ",.l,ly s futur,e.;he S1!ld, depenqs on how c1udesi~ee Thomas,aformer admln· I .·Ladd.Gr.eeno, anotherconsultant.:at 

". ',' " ... ,. , .' .. ' .:,'j ,lwell It mariages·lts environmental Istrator ofthe E.P.A.;' Joanna Under· .... Llttle Now he said "It Includes're • 

. ' ':;, ' ." , \ ;:' MIDCAND'MI;;h:':tj j:responslbilltles:and.how convincing wood, president of Inform Inc:,Ei New: i search and development, sourcing, ' . 

. ::>.;; FOU~ ti~es a ye~r .. David 1-. :Buz~;t!;I,~s"eftorts are to.the public. ", .. ' . , , , York~based envir~nmental' re~earch.', sales and marketing, communl,ty're., 

..•. :'; ,:" . zelh, ~ vice president ot the Pow) .. i :r··En,vlronment Issu~s are a key taco organization, and Anthony I~orte.se, J: lations and stockholder relations;.The 

:<, J- I Chemical Company. preparesk }Qr; In th~, f1nancl~,~ success of. the deanotenvlronmental progr~rn~' at., . Dave BuzzeJlls are being asked to cut 

<, . \ for a meeting that could have amajor. ,'1: .:~company! he,sald.~ this Is not about :Tufts ,university., ,~ .;.. . ,;.; . """ a,cross many areas." . i' .':"~" 

.; ",.':i' fmpaclon the company~s operations. + :,a1tr~lsm. We. concluded that people '. W~atever the true depth of Dow s, Indeed, Mr. Buzzelli says he Is part 

. : ,'r To get ready, he gathers .1nformaUon,:.1: .: :whOdo not pay attention. to the"envi' -comrtltment to the envlronment,.Mr .. !:. ,executlve.and part pitchman, sp,~n.~. 

:.' :. <}n manufacturing plans .and product ({ j I~~nmellt wlll~ot be successful. . ' .Buz~elll represents a new, breed off' Ii,:; Ing about: half ,his time ,0/1 Inte~Tl.al 

'. ',qfferlngs, Including material;:, the',;!!:., !r; No~ everyone Is convinced Dow has enVironmental ,rna .. '1ag~r, st~erts 0.t,;.1.1~~~company aftalrs and the rest mee~lng' 

.:. :. c;:ompany considers confldentlal;:1 \:,,;"f;'I, ,. ,gone,~coml>letely green. Daniel J. Indu~try say. ' ," ..' "i"'il~· t\:!~b nubllc DQllcy and envl[9nr,nem~.L.., 

'" .' . But ~hls Is no ordlnarymeetingofi,\,::W~lss,aleglsla
tiveaffalrSdlrectorof ," Int the past, .. many companles,{, p;groups,glvlngtntervleWsandmaK~ng

: 

: executives. Instead, Mr. Buzzelli. wllly:,t~eSlerra Club,~ald Dowis a leading dumped the job ona staff type; with:,) :,;;speeches.;,r:,~e}lrs~:!.year J gaye 50 : 

'share the company's plans wi,th:a i,"\ :ll1ember of the, Chemical, Manufac7 lI~tle Influence and no future. But MrW: ~~ spe~ches,'" hetsald; ',t:Reacl'\~~g~out": 

, panel of outsiders comprising DOW'Si,"i "turen AssoC!~t1on, which he said rou· B,uzzelll was an (mportant line ,man.:: . :'ihasa .~Igh prlqrlty," ,i, <: ""'.;"" .' 

i Corpo:ate Environmental Advisory' .. i ,tinely lobbies agalns,~ laws aimed ~t ager, serving as president of :'Dow t; );;;\ It Isa role. well suited to Mr.: Buz· : 

. . CounCIl.. . I. '!~', . ,r~duclng emissions. The comp~ny s 'Canada, when he was tapped In Au· .. ' ,.'·zelll,.who Is 51. years old~Although a' 

c',; , ';.' . Inviting environmental advocates,'" engilleers.' have . realized they can . gust 1990 for his :current post. /'The ;)) chemical engineer by baCkground, he 

; ;:.'.!; to ex~mine the way It conducts bUSi.','; ,save money by reducing pollUtion, but. i ',stigma is gone,'" said Mr. Buzzelll,,:j ,;speaks glibly, and without technical. 

;' ness IS something new for Dow, which ..... : unfo~tunately that~?es not extend tO i \who now reports directly to Frank P'1 [+jargo~; Of medium height and bl;1ld~ , 

'; ,In the mid·1980·s 10ughtthe Environ •. ;>,:~~eIr:policymakers, Mr. Weiss said. :.J.>_oPI?!f,l2..()~~ss.~lef,ex~c.u.tIX~'J.~I'I~J~lj:
~:lng, he 1s quick to smile and tries ,to. 

,,' mental P rolection Age, ncy. I all the way', They stlll\use poilltical money ~~d ' ; a member of the compan~~s,'.' .. to.p'lev(!l;j ,put VIS. Itors at ease with In~orma. Hty. I 

to the .Supreme Court to prevent air· - ~t~elr contacts to bock legislation. . management committee. \,::, , . .;: I,:': Mr~, Buzzelli said Dow has long. 

plane Inspections of its emissions. But ." But Manlk,Roy, a scientist with the "In the old day,s, ~he envlronment,al '::. been'~oncerned about the 'environ· ; 

It. Is typical of the things' that have . .EnVironmental Defense Fpnd, which I manager was thebearer of bad news,' I. ment and pollution Issues, and points. 

happened since Mr .. Buzzelli . was # not.a member of ,the Dow a~vlsory i a. janitor with a lie," said' J; GarY:i i, .. to Its relatively small $26 million Su-

~a~ed two years ago as the cotnpa~ cpuncIl, ' said; the company s ,ne~ Taylor, publisher of the new!'letteri \,perfund liability as~evldence. ;,Other' 

IlY ~ first corporate vice president for open~es~ Is a step In the right dlrec Environmental Health & Safety Man·". companies have liabilities amounting' 

environmental, health and safety lion. Its possible to work with these agement. "But a guy like DaveBuz~: ~to hundreds of ~!Il1ons of dollars to 

i " matters. .' . ' '.' .. ' '. people, even if we d?, not agree with zelll has the respect of line managers.".' :. clean up chemicals and other wastes 

i:;~ , ' Now, Dow has a ~rogram in .place ,everything t~ey say, he said. He brings ~redibillty'to the,Job." ' .... ' I ,du~ped over the years. . 

',:1 j to cutlts key toxic emiSSions In half 
People !Ike Mr. Buzzelli are show· . .'We established the first toxleol·. 

;:i'," by 1995.: Plant managers who once 
Ing up on the ol"ganlzatloncharts of ~ ~ ogy testing lab In history In 1935," Mr. 

,".,; Ignored Ilnyone beY0!ld the fence are 
. many top corporations, a~ the com~::;'i Buzzelli said. "We started a pollution' 

, ;~. :formlng.communlty advisory panels 
plexlty and cost of meeting antl-pollu· . i prevention program in 1965 because: 

. ~';~." : and, Inv. I. tlng the. neighbors In. to 1ee 
lion regulations has rls~n and public:. It. made sense economically." Dow's 

. : how things are done. And the compa. 
concerns about envlronmen~al Issues " Waste· Reductlon.'f'lways Pays, or· 

,', " ny has pledged -at least In theory,,""" . 
have been translated into such laws. WRAP, program, adopted I~ 1986, Is, 

. ,t? phase' out products and appllca. 
as the Superfund and Clean Air acts. often cited by environmentalists as a . 

• lions that do not meet environmental 
According to A.rthur D, Little, a con· good example of how companies can 

standards. .' . '. . 
suiting firm In Cain bridge, Mass" 49 save money by finding, new uses. for 

• of the top 100 manufacturing compa· materials once discarded as waste.: 

nies In the' country had vice pres I· But Mr., Buzzelli. admits that most' 

dents in charge of environmental af· of these efforts .were undertaken at· 

falrs.in 1991, up from 381n 1990. ' the operating level, with little compa·. 

. ny·wide coordination. "E.H.S. was not. 

very well Integrated," he said. 

His job, he said, Is to "bring togeth- , 



y n
 m
u
 
E
m
j
o
~
'
•
.
 

a~
b
a
~
H

•'
m
~
 
'
~
 
E
.m.
E
e
~
'
3
'
e
o
$
$
a
 

2
-
-
-
e
r
a
.

m
~oi't

=
W
-
3
L
 
i
~
_
=
c
 E
Z
y
W
o
~
x
 ~'+

y o
2
 

°mp '
~

L
9

C
 C

'
O
 
m
 
Q
y
 
C
 m
 T
 ̀ m
 
b
 
m
 .
 

.2- L.
 
W
>
 
L
 
y
 N
 
d
 i
0
 3
 C
 3
 L
 

ym p`
 
W
 •eyL N

 
a
 

D
 E
 m
 
O00
 C

c. 
c
 

L
p
,
 
d
?
 
j
9
 
y
'
^
 ~
f
 o
m
E
b
 
.
g
E
 
a
L
o
 

3
c
v
 

v
u
i
m
 
m
S
.
>
-
0

g
e
 
m
u
W
c
~
 

w
u
 
y
'
>
L
~
d
 

Ea
y

16 3
c
$
:R

r -
 
r
'
'
=
E
3
e
e

ts] p
E
~
 W
 m
$
y
 
~
w
 

E
c
c
 o
9
.4
Q

.
'o E

'
S
3
 
—
 

•pm °
°
>
,
m

C
Z
'
B
.
 

~
 

o
E
O
-
 

E
 i
c
y
 Q$

d
 
p
p
d
 
b
~
~
~
L
-
 
~
i
u
~
q
'
o

j
• O
-
3
4
4
C
b
L
 
o
c
°
 

n
m
o
m
 
u
~
S
.
 

0
1
E
$
~
c
w
$
m
g
e
s
 ̀
~
E
"
'
^ $
.
a
i
y
u
r
x
5

Z
_
u
 

m
.
.
~
n
~
q
>
;
~
m
=
m
m
i
m
y
.
.
~
n
x
m
m
=
5
b
.

u
 m
u
~
p
a
.m,
 
o
o
~
 

i
°
3
 Z
=
t
.o.
 
°
8
f
c
g
 o• 
.b .
u
u
E
 

_
_
.
'
e
 3
~
'
 
m
s
 
~
~

"
I
"
-
m
~
~
s
=

m=

b
 m
a
w
 
~
.
 b
a
 
E
 C
y
_
'
•
f
9
~
G
1

cyyyy `
y
=
c
.
o
.
'
2
 
E
~
r
 u
o
 a
'
a
p

w
a
m
'
S
 o
 E
~
z
v
w
m
u
E
u
~

OR b
 
:e
r
_
-

a
c
 
a
.
 

e
D~
m
o
 

~
m
u
c
h
 

- 
E
,
=
m
E
 

E

•
I
 ~
t
 v
 

~
'
=
 m
e
 n
m
.
.

o
 

EL. 
w
 
c
 b
'
 

o
 m

~S. 
E
m
;

b
m
m
 
p m

m
 
d
-
s
L
 
Y

E
 a
 

-~
"
'
V
f
L
 

O
 
N
r
3
 N

CC 
m
 L
;
 
o
 u
 b
 m
 y
 o

C
 
m
 
T
 b
 
m
 
c
 5
 e
 3
"

E
m
1
0
o
q
 

s
Q
a
y
3

3
—

$
 YYtt

.
p
 dm
C
 m
 
y
 W
 
O
C
a
 O
O
y
.
~
 .
.

~
e
v
o
m
m
r

m
»
 b
 m
 v
 

b
 E
`
 oo
 m
 b
 a

J
u
o
m
 C
L.
 ̀~

coononentun the company', prodlM;ts 
.ml operations hal; befll. braclnR 
uercl5e, Mr, ~l.Zelli admHs. partie· 
uL.rly ,for. com .... ny that Is. malGr 

. produ~r l;lfplluUc.,J'la'UcprodlM;tl 
.nd pac~ai!lnA .have bcetl a specIal 
Inset 01 1(Ifl¥lronmental Id¥ocate& 
beause they.~ usually br!R/>lIy cal­

'OrN and C()I'i$l'IcuoII$. Ire Iypkally 
l/sedo..lyfor.shoftUmennd .. ndure 

, forcemurlcsaJtcrdLsposal. 

NEVERTIIELESS, Mr. Huuell! 
saldthtprocen ..... sbttnuse. 
lul Ina reo!nl talk to the MkI· 

LaJld Rotary C"b. Mr, Buzzelli $DId 
the Corpor.te Envlronment.l Advlso­
ryCGuncllh •• n.d .... tln'ncant 
!nfl~ncc OIl the company. We are 
.I~.rlni t h!na:J"'e'''''neverhr .. d~ 
· fore." . 

1l'Ie OppOrlunlty 10 lei the ear of 
lop m ... se,,-' made Joln!n, lhe 
(CI/ncll "uuerly lrrulSllblc," salt! 

, Ms. Underwood, prll$~m oIlnlorm. 
,Council mcmbers.5hel.lkl,"cln re· 

...... ' ....... IIoo_Y"'~ . q., .. t.ny InhlJ'mation we w.IIII,'O~, 
David T. Bu%ulli, Dow's vice president for envi ronment, health and safety, at the company's incinera tor in Midland, Mich. ~t;:~~I'!':J~n;c~~~~~ro;.~!:~~! 

trllobally" ,1101 [)(>w',en~ll'OI1men. Yet I, L. Mr. UIIlltlU - "and lellow 
la l IIIklcrlakll'8L And hi. wril .Iso KitS. uo:<uli ...... AI olher companies 
lnchltles Iookln, .t the tol11jlllny'1 - .. ho cwld wind ~p holdl~l u~ bag 
Iinc oIprodO«:II and tho;:u5el 10 which II a major en¥lronmenllli dlJillt. 
thc)'.repulalter.bclnssoldandbow • OCCUrS. 

they .re uIUmalelydlspoM<!. 
·:M)'loblstolnt~rateE,IIS.!nIO 

theb.asic busineu 51rateg,y 01 lhe 
company," saki Mr,lluuellL, whose 
operation! Involve i,500 01 POW', 
U.lIOOompLo)"!C!L"Wt"antlhi:bu£l· 
rIelS man~gers to lake ownenhlp 01 
, he Is..,~ . '01111 Is relaUvtly ntW lor 
~" 

ftE!~r:~l~;rl~~::a~~~tl: 
LI ~nd sentencing SUldtl1nes 
{ouldmakten¥lronmcnlalmanagl!rs 
lI1<:subjcc:llll u lm!nalp' D5I!Cutlon,ln 
d fccI,lItdcloLllnale<lllllblrd. 

"With lhe , dventof theso: lulde­
llntS, corpor'le ma""emml and 

trnl»O)'ft.klltMoClwlronmaotala .... a 
• ~ lorl""ll rsltlmclruly8 t .lslt of 
I\olnl lo I.I~" Akl Palll C. W. llach 01 
the ""nlllnllon firm 01 lIale " Dorr 
In. p"pc'rp'ep.llred for an en¥lron· 
menlllCOIIlcrcncee.rUerlhlsY4u, 

Mr. Buuelli s.Ld Lt Is not s.IlmethlnB 
he Ipc!ids much Ume worryLDI abouL 
"ldong( I~lonle .. IUabLI11)',ptr­
IOIlllly," he $1.1<1, a,kllnll: thaI lhe 
eon'p.nr.condllcunll:ularenvlron­
menl.l audit. and rno"", qplckl}, III 
corf'Rl problemllhallrellneo¥erN . . 

BnllAlnl In en~lronm..,t.I!llt. 10 

I l lUtOOSOOllloseemuc:hsubstanllve 
ch·nce,w •• Id,1>owappel,,10be. 
maklnll.l!wd·laUhe!lort10 U.ten . 

M. , Corlese, the dean at Tull.Jwho 
lsalsdonthl!CI>\ln9I ,aert:e<l·HecLled 
"lOme p~t1y Impressl"t! dlscusslCllu, 
nol JUII wllh the E. II .S. people, bIlt 
with the-ones who atluall)' """ the 
business," ~ " 

lI e:too. l.ILt!!( Ii IlilitoocarLy to 
aueu whether 1hI: <:<Im .... rI)' "'All)' 
hn ~mbr"er:d gr~n ¥aluH. "11oey 
111II na~"lonKway,ogo,"hes~ld, 
"but It Is vtryln,erestin& I~ .. al~h 
thetr.nsform.lIon." • 


