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Foreword by John Elkington

� is is an interesting, timely study on an 
increasingly important topic—the business case 
for using the mindsets, frameworks, tools, and 
expertise of the quality movement to better 
address the social accountability, responsibility, 
and sustainability agendas. ASQ and IBM are 
to be congratulated for taking the initiative in 
introducing the agenda, but it is up to the rest of 
us to overcome the barriers they map and realize 
the potential they identify.

One word of caution, however, before we 
commence. � ere is a tendency in businesses 
these days to assume that corporate citizenship, 
corporate social responsibility, social innovation, 
and sustainability are all the same thing. � ey are 
not—and it would be risky to think so.

• Corporate citizenship tends to be favored in 
the United States, where it is often closely 
associated with philanthropy, including new 
forms of venture philanthropy pioneered by 
some of the multimillionaires and billionaires 
who emerged intact from the New Economy 
period. A variant in Japan has been the concept 
of global citizenship.

• Corporate Social Responsibility, or CSR, has 
evolved further, faster across the European Union 
than elsewhere, and tends to focus on addressing 
a range of responsibility, accountability, 
and “sustainability” challenges. Key areas 
of development have included stakeholder 
engagement and non� nancial reporting, with 
a growing focus on integrated reporting.

• Social innovation and social entrepreneurship are 
rapidly emerging areas of innovation and practice 
that aim to address major social challenges in 
ways that powerfully replicate and scale—very 
di� erently from the standard citizenship or 
CSR mindsets and approaches. Leading social 
innovators and entrepreneurs are supported by 
organizations such as the Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation, the Skoll Foundation, the Schwab 
Foundation for Social Entrepreneurship, Ashoka 
Acumen, and Endeavor.

• Sustainability has been advanced as a business 
agenda since the 1987 Brundtland Commission 
Report, Our Common Future. � e focus here is 
on multiple bottom lines (for example, the triple 
bottom line, double bottom line, or blended 
value) and on the need for system change as 
population growth (7 billion people today, 
headed toward 9 billion to 10 billion later in the 
century) increasingly taxes natural sources and 
undermines the viability of the biosphere.

� e � rst three categories of response are all 
potential contributors to solutions for the 
sustainability challenge, but those immersed in 
these issues know that they are not remotely the 
same thing. � e year 2012 will see a number 
of milestone events in this � eld—40 years since 
� e Limits to Growth study, 25 years since the 
Brundtland Report, and 20 years since the 1992 
UN Earth Summit (the last being marked by the 
Rio+20 summit). It is vitally important that we 
get our de� nitions sorted before we dive in.

Foreword
Quality, Meet Social Responsibility
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� at said, it is critically important that the quality 
profession does dive in, both to help business evolve 
social responsibility solutions and the full spectrum 
of economic and social actions to address the 
sustainability agenda. As we learn in this report, for 
example, “the tools necessary to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions are a natural � t for the quality 
professional’s skill set. Waste diversion, or ‘zero 
waste’ e� orts, are consistent with the typical quality 
professional’s goal to optimize e�  ciency throughout 
a company’s operations and supply chain.”

However, we should be wary of assuming that 
all of this will happen automatically. Previous 
ASQ research found a lack of appreciation of 
social responsibility and of the opportunities it 
can provide for companies, but the International 
Organization for Standardization (ISO) has 
been working hard to address this problem. 
Following the 1987 launch of ISO 9001 as 
its � rst quality standard, the organization has 
evolved a growing number of standards focusing 
on the management of business. � e family 
of environmental management standards was 
introduced in 1996, starting with ISO 14001. 
� e most recent addition is ISO 26000, released 
in 2010 and designed to bring social responsibility 
into the fold. But as of yet, there is no overarching 
framework that pulls all of them together.

As a consequence, I have long suspected that the 
total quality management (TQM) approach can be 
more helpful in the area of corporate responsibility 
(where many of the solutions are now known 
and the main problem is e�  cient and e� ective 
execution) than in the sustainability � eld (where the 
challenge is to help drive transformative change).

 So I was somewhat surprised, as I Googled 
my way around the quality landscape recently 
to stumble upon a Korn/Ferry International1 
white paper suggesting that sustainability is the 
next TQM—and the theme has been picked 
up by others. Anyone new to this discussion 
could usefully start with the 2009 article 
“Why Sustainability is Now the Key Driver of 
Innovation” (written by Ram Nidumolu, the 
late C.K. Prahalad, and M.R. Rangaswami) 
in the Harvard Business Review that declared 

sustainability to be the “key driver of innovation.”2 
� eir research of 30 large corporations was 
summarized in one key statement.

“Our research shows that sustainability is a 
mother lode of organizational and technological 
innovations that yield both bottom-line and 
top-line returns. Becoming environment-
friendly lowers costs because companies end 
up reducing the inputs they use. In addition, 
the process generates additional revenues from 
better products or enables companies to create 
new businesses. In fact, because those are the 
goals of corporate innovation, we � nd that 
smart companies now treat sustainability as 
innovation’s new frontier.”

On the social responsibility and sustainability 
sides of the fence, we often forget the intense 
evolutionary curve that the quality movement 
raced up in the 1980s as new standards and 
expectations triggered immense changes in 
business. So the fact that TQM does not yet 
fully embrace sustainability today does not rule 
out a powerful convergence in the future.

Looking back at the quality revolution, I see strong 
parallels with where we � nd ourselves today. Early 
on, a few businesses decided to view quality as an 
opportunity rather than a cost, and their investment 
in TQM paid o�  handsomely. To make this happen, 
leaders had to think completely out of the box. Later, 
TQM leaders took another step, expanding quality 
management beyond products into behaviors, a key 
next step both in terms of social responsibility and 
the wider sustainability agenda.

… it is critically important that 
the quality profession does dive 
in, both to help business evolve 
social responsibility solutions and 
the full spectrum of economic 
and social actions to address the 
sustainability agenda.
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It was a profound honor to win the ASQ 
Hutchens Medal for social responsibility in 2010, 
but in my mind it came with a signi� cant set of 
responsibilities of its own. I am exploring some 
of the links between quality, social responsibility, 
social innovation, and sustainability in a new book 
due out in 2012, and this report is likely to be a 
key resource. Much more importantly though, it 
will also be a key resource for those working on 
the expanding interface between quality and social 
responsibility, whichever side of the diminishing 
divide they may have started on.

• John Elkington has been described by 
BusinessWeek as “a dean of the corporate 
responsibility movement for three decades.” 
He is a co-founder of three companies: 
Environmental Data Services (1978), 
Sustainability (1987), and Volans Ventures 
(2008). He has written or co-authored 17 
books, most recently � e Power of Unreasonable 
People with Pamela Hartigan (Harvard Business 
School Press, 2008) and is working on a new 
book, � e Zeronauts: Breaking the Sustainability 
Barrier.  Elkington is a recipient of the ASQ 
Spencer Hutchens Social Responsibility 
Medal—a recognition of his thought leadership 
and impact in the � eld of social responsibility 
and sustainability.

“We � nd that smart companies 
now treat sustainability as 
innovation’s new frontier.”
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Over the years since ASQ was founded, the 
breadth of discussions related to the � eld of 
quality have expanded dramatically. Originating 
with a focus on manufacturing, this discipline 
has moved on to address organizations of every 
type, including service, government, education, 
and healthcare. � e purview now includes the 
fundamentals of leadership, teamwork, and myriad 
components of performance success. Whereas the 
foundation of quality was rooted in identifying 
and ensuring the acceptability of tangible goods 
and later services, it now helps organizations to 
de� ne and change the outcomes of processes that 
are much more intangible but are nevertheless 
of vital importance. In fact, the concepts and 
tools traditionally associated with quality are 
increasingly being applied to every topic and 
function, and their practitioners are having a 
profound in� uence on changing global outcomes 
and the future of mankind.

One of the newest topics of intense discussion 
is social responsibility (SR). In its broadest 
interpretation, this subject embraces every aspect 
of an organization’s e� ects on the world around 
it—from environmental impacts to contribution 
to communities to human rights and many 
more seemingly amorphous considerations. � e 
connection between quality and social responsibility 
has been acknowledged in many ways, such as 
its incorporation into the Baldrige Criteria for 
Performance Excellence and the adoption of ISO 
26000: Guidance on Social Responsibility. In ASQ’s 
recent study of the future, Emergence, one of the 
eight key forces tied directly to this theme, global 
responsibility, blends the growing consciousness 
related to being socially responsible with a deeper 
understanding of how seemingly small, local 
decisions impact the entire planet and its people—
now and in the future.

Examples of the opportunity to intersect these 
� elds abound. Just a few are mentioned here.

• � e tools necessary to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions are a natural � t for the quality 
professional’s skill set.

•  Waste diversion, or “zero waste” e� orts, are 
consistent with the typical goal to optimize 
e�  ciency throughout a company’s operations 
and supply chain.

• Work with the supply chain can go far 
beyond its e� ect on e�  ciency, however, by 
ensuring that human rights are preserved and 
labor practices re� ect a mutually bene� cial 
perspective. When organizations throughout 
the supply chain operate with integrity and 
transparency, an additional dimension is added 
to customer loyalty, increasing sustainable 
organizational success.

Understanding the Roles 
of Quality and Social Responsibility 
in Organizational Success

Quality and social responsibility 
are complementary strategies 
for improving the current and 
future outcomes of organizations 
and people. The � rst provides 
a conceptual approach and 
supporting tools for analyzing the 
nature of and behavior of 
the world. The latter outlines 
a universal structure for creating 
a sustainable future.



ASQ Research: Quality and Social Responsibility 7

• � e ability to measure the in� uence and success 
of SR programs can be extrapolated from the 
cost of quality model that provides a means for 
categorizing and accounting for both tangible 
and intangible contributors to an organization’s 
return on investment. Once those � gures are 
captured and analyzed, quality improvement 
methods can be applied to � nding the best 
approaches for providing products and services 
at the lowest possible cost while obtaining the 
highest value to stakeholders and minimizing 
negative environmental consequences.

• Laced throughout the many approaches to 
quality improvement are proven techniques 
for increasing leadership commitment and 
employee engagement. � ese methods foster 
active participation and long-term adoption of 
the solutions, reducing the angst commonly 
associated with change e� orts.

With this connection in mind, ASQ and 
IBM conducted this research to delve into the 
approaches being used by worldwide organizations 
of all types to initiate and maintain social 
responsibility programs and to gain a deeper 
understanding of how quality techniques can 
improve those e� orts. � e results of this extensive 
study are summarized in this report, and its 
� ndings are a “must read” for both quality and 
social responsibility professionals who have a 
vested interest in improving the performance and 
enhancing the reputation of their organizations.
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In a 2010 UN Global Compact-Accenture report3 
54 percent of CEOs surveyed indicated that a 
tipping point for social responsibility will occur 
within the next decade—and 80 percent believe it 
will happen within 15 years. � is is a much more 
optimistic view than existed in 2007, re� ecting the 
change in thinking that is under way. Furthermore, 
81 percent of CEOs reported that sustainability 
issues are embedded into the strategy of operations 
of their companies now, compared to just 50 percent 
in 2007.

Many questions remain, however, such as 
the following:

• Who is driving this change?

• Is this a top-down or bottom-up approach?

• What resources are available to professionals 
responsible for instilling social responsibility 
within their organizations?

•  What role do quality professionals have in the rapid 
transformation of business practices from a model 
that focuses on short-term gain to one that focuses 
on long-term sustainable business practices?

 ASQ and IBM launched this exploratory research 
study to begin addressing these questions. A wide 
variety of factors related to and components of 
corporate social responsibility programs were 
investigated, including the following:

• What are the characteristics of organizations 
that sponsor SR programs?

• What are the design characteristics of the 
initially implemented programs?

• What have organizations learned about their 
programs’ operations over time? How have 
their program designs been improved based on 
those experiences?

• To what degrees are SR programs linked to 
quality management programs? What is the 
nature of those linkages?

Respondents for this study were recruited using a 
multimedia approach from across the globe and 
received direct email messages inviting them 
to participate.

Eight separate surveys with di� ering questions 
were used to gather the data. Some participants 
responded to more than one survey, but no one 
provided answers for all eight instruments. A total 
of 1,105 di� erent respondents completed one or 
more of the surveys. 

� is broad approach made it possible to determine 
general patterns and identify which areas are 
worthy of more in-depth analysis. Under these 
design conditions, however, only limited statistical 
inferences on the relationships among the many 
questions can be made; therefore, this initial 
report focuses on the directional � ndings and sets 
the stage for future detailed investigations.

Research Objectives 
and Methodology

A change in thinking is under way, 
and 81 percent of CEOs report that 
sustainability issues are embedded 
into the operational strategy of their 
organizations. Now is the time to 
understand what approaches are most 
successful so that the learning curve 
can be reduced and results can be 
obtained rapidly.
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 A battery of survey questions gathered information 
on the respondents, their organizations, and their 
SR and quality initiatives. � ese � ndings helped 
identify di� erentiable patterns in the SR programs’ 
design and implementation. � is summary 
highlights the most compelling conclusions, 
demonstrating the diversity of the participants, 
their organizations, and their e� orts in these key 
areas. A selection of the key data tables and graphs 
is included in this portion of the report, and 
additional supporting data and displays appear in 
Appendices A and B.

General Demographics

Length of SR Program

 All surveys o� ered the opportunity to indicate 
how long respondents’ organizations had 
sponsored an overall social responsibility program. 
A total of 419 (41.3 percent) of the respondents 
shared that their organizations had some social 
responsibility e� orts under way, as shown in 
Appendix B, Figure 1. Additionally, respondents 
provided details on the SR core subjects addressed 
in their programs and the length of time each 
of those areas had been included (see Appendix 
B, Table 1). Surprisingly, the core subjects 
were included at a fairly equal rate across the 
timeframes; however, initiatives associated with 
labor practices had been in place much more often 
than the other areas, with a 50 percent higher level 
of these programs reported as existing seven or 
more years.

Primary Market and Headquarters 
Location

 All respondents were asked to identify their 
organizations’ primary markets. North America 
(79.9 percent) led the � eld; Asia/Paci� c and Europe 
followed (8.4 percent and 7.4 percent, respectively), 
and South America and Africa trailed (2.9 percent 
and 1.3 percent, respectively). Respondents from 
organizations that currently have an SR program 
in place reported that their markets focused 
primarily on North America (315 of 415 or 75.9 
percent). For this subset of respondents, Europe 
and Asia/Paci� c switched positions and had almost 
identical proportions (9.6 percent and 9.4 percent, 
respectively). South America and Africa remained 
at the lowest levels (3.4 percent and 1.7 percent, 
respectively). U.S. organizations came from 18 
states and the District of Columbia, and there were 
13 other countries represented by the organizational 
headquarters. Appendix B, Table 2 compares the 
results for the two market data sets. � ere was no 
statistically signi� cant di� erence between the all-
respondents’ data and the data for the subset of 
organizations with SR programs.

 One of the surveys also requested information on 
the headquarters of the respondents’ organizations. 
For the overall data, a total of 27 states and 
the District of Columbia were indicated for 
U.S. organizations and 18 other countries from 
across the globe also were involved. A smaller 
distribution of states (18) and the District of 
Columbia were indicated for U.S. organizations 
with SR initiatives, and the number of other 
countries from across the globe was 13.

Discussion of the 
Research Findings

Although less than half of the 
organizations participating in the 
survey currently reported having an 
SR program, the ones that do are 
addressing all seven of the core 
subjects included in ISO 26000. 
Labor practices have been the focus 
for the longest period of time within 
these organizations.
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Organization Type and Industry

A vast majority (78.7 percent) of the respondents 
reported that their organizations were in the 
commercial/business sector. Nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs), academic institutions/
universities, and governmental agencies represented 
5.9 percent, 3.5 percent, and 4.6 percent of the 
responses, respectively. A total of 7.3 percent 
elected to categorize their organizations as “other,” 
with most indicating later a speci� c industry that 
could best be classi� ed as commercial/business. 
Appendix B, Table 3 expands the information on 
participants’ organizations by showing a matrix of the 
organization types and associated industries reported.

 � e 2009 report, “Statistics of U.S. Businesses,”4 
provided a comparative breakdown of industries, 
as estimated by the percentage of U.S. � rms in 
each category. Unfortunately, the demographic 
data collected in these surveys did not align exactly 
with the North American Industry Classi� cation 
System (NAICS) used for the reference report. 
Some benchmark percentages, as shown in 
this table, were possible to obtain, however. A 
statistical analysis determined the 13 industries 
that could be matched with relative accuracy 
represented the same underlying population. � is 
means that the self-selected sample obtained in 
this research was not statistically di� erent from the 
benchmark data and, therefore, can be considered 
to be representative.

� e table also displays the organization type 
and industry for the subset of organizations that 
reported having an SR initiative. � e overall 
organization type values were very similar (77.0 
percent commercial/business, 7.7 percent NGOs, 
4.1 percent academic institutions/universities, 
3.1 percent governmental agencies, and 8.1 percent 
“other”). � is breakdown by industry did not 
di� er signi� cantly from the benchmark data and, 
therefore, also can be considered representative.

Furthermore, the industries for the subset of 
the respondents whose organizations have SR 
programs were not signi� cantly di� erent than 
for all respondents. An additional analysis to 
compare the industries for the organizations with 
SR programs to those without SR programs also 

was not signi� cantly di� erent, indicating that no 
particular industry emerged as more likely to be 
involved in SR e� orts.

Organization Size

Two attributes were used to characterize the size of 
the organizations that the respondents represented: 
number of full-time employees at all locations and 
annual revenue in U.S. dollars. Figures 1A and 1B 
(on next page) show the distribution of responses for 
each of these metrics for all respondents and those 
whose organizations have SR initiatives in place. 
An additional analysis, displayed in Appendix B, 
Table 4, determined that there is a tendency for 
annual revenue to increase as the number of full-
time employees grows. � e highlighted cells in this 
table show a de� nite downward diagonal pattern 
from left to right. Although organizations of all sizes 
reported having SR programs, almost twice as many 
large organizations than small- or medium-sized 
organizations were involved in this arena.

Organization Customer Base

Only 5.9 percent of the respondents reported that 
their organizations primarily serve individuals as 
their customers, 71.6 percent other businesses, 
and 22.5 percent both individuals and other 
businesses. � e results for this demographic for 
organizations with SR programs were extremely 
close (no signi� cant di� erence) to those for all 
respondents. Only 4.4 percent of the organizations 
with SR initiatives reported that they primarily 
serve consumers. Two-thirds (66.7 percent) 
interact with other businesses as their customers, 

A representative cross-section of U.S. 
organization types and industries 
shared information on their SR 
programs in addition to those from 
other global locations. They came 
from organizations with a wide 
range of employment sizes and 
annual revenues.
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and 28.9 percent are involved with both 
consumers and other businesses. � e pie charts in 
Figures 2A and 2B show this comparison.

Organization Competitive Position

Respondents identi� ed their organization’s 
competitive position at the time their SR programs 
were launched and at the current time. Table 1 
(on next page) compares the responses for the 
organizations that have no SR initiative in place 
to those whose organizations have been involved 
for an extended period (seven or more years). 
Respondents reported on their organization’s 
position when their SR programs were launched 
initially and now. Almost all the organizations 
that currently have SR initiatives (93.3 percent) 
are either the leader or one of the leaders in 
their industries. � is contrasts sharply with the 
organizations that do not have SR programs, 
where only 55.5 percent are viewed as leaders.

It is also interesting to note a di� erence in 
results over time between these two groups. 
� e organizations that do not have an SR 
program have degraded from 80.0 percent 
being recognized as leaders initially to only 
55.5 percent now. On the other hand, the 
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 Organization Customer Base

Question 1: How many full-time employees does your organization employ across all locations?
Question 2: What are your organization’s annual global revenues in U.S. dollars?
Survey Numbers: 1-8

Question: How would you describe your 
organization’s primary relationship with its 
customers?
Survey Number: 3
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organizations with long-standing SR programs 
have increased their leadership positions from 
36.9 percent to 93.3 percent.

ASQ and Other Memberships

Based on the process used to recruit respondents, 
it is not surprising that 77.3 percent were 
individual members of ASQ or worked for 
organizational members. Another 18.4 percent 
indicated that they were not associated with ASQ. 
Only 11 respondents (10.9 percent) reported 
membership in an organization associated with 
social responsibility. See Appendix B, Table 5.

Characteristics of Social 
Responsibility Programs

Driving Forces

Figure 3 displays a Pareto diagram, based on the 
frequency of occurrence, for each of eight reasons 
that might justify an organization’s involvement 
in SR; respondents were permitted to select all 
options that applied to their organizations. It 
is interesting to note that lowering costs and 
creating new markets were not highly rated factors 
because both of these options are cited frequently 
in support of quality programs. Two additional 
rationales were listed most often for the open-
ended question that allowed participants to list 
other rationale: community involvement and 
organizational mission/values.

 Respondents also were asked whether four speci� c 
factors drove the decision to launch the SR programs 

from the perspective of those involved (see Figure 4 
on next page), and 41.4 percent indicated that the 
program initially was part of their organization’s 
business strategy. � e other options had lower, 
but similar, rates: public relations (22.4 percent), 
pro� tability (19.0 percent), and economic climate 
(17.2 percent). � e current perceptions were 
relatively unchanged.

 Table 1

 Organization Competitive Position

Competitive Position
Initial Program Current Program

No Program 7+ Years No Program 7+ Years
Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent

Laggard 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 6.7%

Newcomer/Start-up 1 20.0% 8 42.1% 2 11.1% 0 0%

Solid Competitor 0 0% 4 21.1% 6 33.3% 0 0%

One of the Leaders 3 60.0% 4 21.1% 8 44.4% 11 73.3%

The Leader 1 20.0% 3 15.8% 2 11.1% 3 20.0%

Question 1: When the SR program began, how would you describe your organization’s competitive position within your industry at that time?
Question 2: Currently, how would you describe your company’s competitive position with your industry?
Survey Number: 2
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 Figure 3

 Rationale for Launching SR Programs

Question 1: When your organization began the SR program, 
what were the main reasons/drivers for doing so?
Question 2: Currently, what are the main reasons/drivers for 
having an SR program?
Survey Numbers: 1-8
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Another aspect of driving forces is portrayed in 
Appendix B, Table 6, which explores stakeholder 
interest. Here, only 11.7 percent of customers were 
viewed as being very or extremely concerned about 
SR at the time the SR initiative was launched; 
32.4 percent were somewhat or noticeably 
concerned. � e pattern for suppliers/partners was 
similar initially; 6.5 percent were very concerned, 
and 38.7 percent were somewhat or noticeably 
concerned (none were extremely concerned). Over 
time, these results have changed in an interesting 
fashion. Neither customers nor suppliers/partners 
still are very or extremely concerned, but there has 
been a discernible shift to the stakeholders who are 
noticeably or somewhat concerned (61.8 percent for 
customers and 62.5 percent for suppliers/partners).

Leadership

 In one of the surveys, participants were queried 
about perceptions of which leaders had championed 
the initial SR program, regardless of whether 
that leadership was o�  cial or uno�  cial, and 
39.4 percent of the responses shown in Appendix 
B, Figure 2 were associated with CEOs and other 
executives (COOs, presidents, CFOs, etc.). � is 
value has remained relatively stable (currently 
40.6 percent), but the leadership of vice presidents 
has increased from 9.1 percent to 15.6 percent.

Foundation

Participants also had the opportunity to describe 
the emergence of the original SR initiative by 
identifying the part of the organization from 
which it was founded. Executives, other than 
the CEO, and operations each were indicated as 
the sources by 18.2 percent of the respondents 
and were followed by quality (16.4 percent) and 
human resources (14.5 percent). � is information 
is shown in Appendix B, Table 7.

Organizational Structure 
and Composition

Organizations with SR programs generally are 
not inclined to create a formal structure to 
support them. As shown in Appendix B, Table 8, 
25.5 percent of the respondents reported that there 
had been no formal organization at the time of the 
SR program’s initiation, and that value has dropped 
only slightly to 19.4 percent today. Currently, the 
most common approach is to have a somewhat 
dedicated sta�  (41.9 percent), which has risen 
considerably from the initial level of 17.0 percent.

When asked to explain why the organizational 
structure of the SR programs had changed over 
time, one of the respondents commented, “a 
recognition that SR is not just the right thing to do 
but it’s also very good for business. Our SR strategy 
has enabled us to enter new markets in developing 
countries by gaining the trust and respect of 
government o�  cials and business partners.”

Appendix B, Table 9 indicates that only 
11.1 percent of the reporting organizations 
started with a centralized sta� , including a 
dedicated executive and sta�  resources. � e more 
common approach (48.1 percent) was to begin 

Organizations that have an SR 
program are more likely to be leaders 
in their competitive marketplaces, 
and the gap between them and the 
organizations that do not have SR 
programs increases over time.

Perceptions of Rationale for SR Program
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 Figure 4

 Perceptions of SR Programs

Question 1: When the SR program began, how was SR perceived 
by those involved in the SR program?
Question 2: Currently, how is SR perceived by those involved in 
the SR program?
Survey Number: 5
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with no o�  cial assignment of responsibility or 
just an informal structure without dedicated 
resources. When a more traditional structure was 
implemented, 25.9 percent of the organizations 
started with an o�  cially assigned executive (a 
centralized position) but no supporting sta� . 
Once again, a shift seems to be under way with 
60.0 percent of the organizations now having 
a centralized, o�  cially assigned executive and 
more than half of those organizations now 
providing supporting sta� . In this case, additional 
information solicited from respondents indicated 
that a greater recognition of the value of the SR 
programs—particularly by customers—and their 
expansion caused the changes in organizational 
structure over time. Several of these descriptions 
speci� cally indicated that more e� ort was being 
invested in environmental concerns, warranting a 
di� erent approach.

Most of these SR programs started small, with 
49.0 percent of the organizations indicating 
that less than four employees were involved and 
17.6 percent including � ve to 20 employees. � e 
level of sta�  involvement appears to be shifting 
now with more employees involved (31.3 percent 
with one to four employees and 40.7 percent � ve 
to 20). (See Table 2.)

Regardless of the initial formality, 66.0 percent of 
these SR programs did assign liaisons to other parts 
of the organization to foster engagement. Appendix 
B, Figure 3 indicates that approach has been 
adopted by 75.3 percent of the organizations today. 
� e most common explanations for this increase 
related to ensuring SR initiatives were carried 
out across the entire organization—especially as 
organizational changes and growth occurred.

Budget

Figure 5 (on next page) makes it clear that SR 
programs typically receive low levels of funding. 
Surprisingly, 8.2 percent of the respondents reported 
that no budget was provided for their initial SR 
initiatives, and the largest segment (19.7 percent) 
of participants indicated that the original budget 
was less than $10,000 (excluding philanthropic 
donations). Only 6.6 percent of the organizations 
had budgets of at least $500,000, and all four of 
them had at least 1,000 employees (and three had 
annual revenues in excess of $500 million). � at 
low budgeting pattern remains almost the same at 
this point with 46.6 percent of the organizations 
providing less than $50,000 annually, including the 

Integration of SR programs into the 
organization’s business strategy is 
a key driver, and it supports the 
attainment of improved brand image 
and focus on improved public 
relations. Although stakeholders 
may not ask speci� cally for an SR 
program to be in place, they do 
appear to appreciate these efforts 
and view the organizations that 
engage in SR initiatives favorably.

 Table 2

 Number of Employees

Number of 
Employees

Initial Program Current Program

Percent Percent

None 2.0% 3.1%

1-2 29.4% 25.0%

3-4 17.6% 6.3%

5-9 7.8% 21.9%

10-20 9.8% 18.8%

More than 20 11.8% 12.5%

Question 1: When your organization began the SR program, 
how many people were of� cially responsible for it (either as part 
or all of their jobs)? 
Question 2: Currently, how many people are of� cially responsible 
for the SR program (either as part or all of their jobs)?
Survey Number: 8
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4.7 percent that still provide no budget. It’s worth 
noting that almost half (47.5 percent) of the 
respondents were unaware of the annual budget of 
their organization’s initial SR initiatives, and 41.9 
percent did not know the current budget.

Typical Social Responsibility 
Program Initiatives

Scope

Approximately half (47.5 percent) of the replies 
indicated that the initial activities occurred across 
the organization with only 23.0 percent of the 
organizations focusing initially on division-level 
projects and 14.8 percent on either department-
level and 14.8 percent ad-hoc activities. � is pattern 
is still the case, as shown in Appendix B, Table 10. 
Apparently, most organizations view SR initiatives 
as applicable across the organization, but divisional 
and departmental e� orts also are supported. One 

respondent mentioned that “Central leadership and 
tracking is key to maintaining visibility to progress 
and reporting in our CSR report,” when indicating 
that their organization had refocused on corporate-
wide initiatives.

Corporate SR Codes/Principles

Respondents were given seven potential source 
SR codes/principles and were asked to which 
their organizations adhered. A vast majority 
(62.5 percent) reported their organizations had 
developed their own frameworks. None of the 
source documents were acknowledged even one-
� fth of the time. (See Appendix B, Figure 4.) When 
asked if their organizations had benchmarked 
their SR program, only 12.0 percent indicated 
that had happened and 64.0 percent indicated 
no benchmarking had been done. On another 
related question, only a handful of the respondents 
reported that their organizations had looked at any 
best practices to guide their SR program.

Leadership Engagement

One of the surveys investigated the level at 
which organizational leaders participated in the 
development of SR initiatives. Senior leaders 
(CEOs, other executives [COOs, presidents, 
CFOs, etc.], members of the board of directors, 
and other corporate/business sta�  leaders) were 
very engaged in these endeavors, as shown in 
Appendix B, Table 11. Similarly, front-line 
managers and other nonmanagement employees 
were very engaged in more than one-third of the 
cases. Clearly, many organizations are willing to 
invest executive attention in the creation of SR 
initiatives, and they engage middle management 
and other employees in their development and 
implementation, too. It’s worth noting, though, 
that 44.3 percent of the respondents indicated 
that this question was not applicable, and another 
12.1 percent didn’t know which answer to 
choose, which indicates that who develops the SR 
initiatives is not a major factor in their acceptance 
and support.

Budget in U.S. Dollars
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 Figure 5

 Annual Budget

Question 1: When your organization began the SR program, how 
much budget did it have? (Not counting any philanthropic giving.)
Question 2: Currently, how much budget does the SR program 
have? (Not counting any philanthropic giving.)
Survey Number: 2
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Stakeholder Engagement

Similarly, the level of stakeholder engagement in 
the development of SR initiatives was investigated, 
and 62.2 percent of the respondents reported 
that one or more stakeholders did participate, 
however. Appendix B, Table 12 indicates that only 
employees were very engaged in the initiative-
development process.

Core Focus Areas

Table 3 provides the results of several questions 
regarding the core SR areas emphasized initially 
(using the seven core subjects from the ISO 26000 
standard) and their associated goals. At the time 
of SR program inception, the environment was 
rated the most important area by 32.9 percent 
of the respondents, and it had almost twice as 
many selections as the next two most important 
areas: community involvement and development 
(18.6 percent) and fair operating practices 
(15.7 percent). Labor practices (4.3 percent) and 
consumer issues (5.7 percent) were rated lowest. 

� e respondents’ organizations initially set goals for 
the core areas at a rate that re� ected their perceived 
importance. A comparison of the two data sets 
showed a strong correlation that was statistically 
signi� cant. � is signi� es that organizations focus 
their strategic e� orts on areas they feel are most 
important, as might be expected.

The leadership and structure of 
SR programs varies greatly. Some 
executive involvement is typical, but 
there often is no formal organizational 
framework associated. Resources 
deployed—both in dedicated staff and 
budget—also differ substantially.

 Table 3

 Focus Areas

Program Area 
(Core Subject)

Initial Current
Importance Goals Set Importance Goals Set

Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent

Community Involvement and 
Development

13 18.6% 214 20.5% 5 20.0% 169 19.6%

Consumer Issues 4 5.7% 92 8.8% 3 12.0% 80 9.3%

Fair Operating Practices 11 15.7% 127 12.2% 2 8.0% 106 12.3%

Human Rights 7 10.0% 102 9.8% 0 0.0% 83 9.6%

Labor Practices 3 4.3% 128 12.3% 3 12.0% 112 13.0%

Organizational Governance 9 12.9% 142 13.6% 3 12.0% 126 14.6%

The Environment 23 32.9% 238 22.8% 9 36.0% 186 21.6%

Question 1: When your organization began the SR program, which of the following areas was most important to your organization’s goals?
Survey Numbers: 3 and 7
Question 2: Currently, which of the following areas is most important to your organization’s SR goals?
Survey Number: 7
Question 3: When your organization began the SR program, in which of the following areas did you have goals?
Survey Numbers: 1-8
Question 4: Currently, in which of the following areas do you have SR goals?
Survey Numbers: 1-8
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Little has changed over time in regard to these 
two metrics. � e environment remains the key 
focus area and has goals associated with it the most 
frequently. When asked what does cause a change in 
the perceived importance of the seven core subjects, 
respondents tended to indicate factors a� ecting 
their organizations’ operational environments—
for instance, changes in economic conditions, 
stakeholder perspectives, market opportunities, and 
governmental requirements. Internally, leadership 
changes and positive results of initial e� orts were 
most likely to lead to shifting priorities.

Nature of Goals

In one of the surveys, several potential goals 
were provided for each of the seven SR core 
subjects (see Appendix B, Table 13). If their 
organizations had adopted the goal provided, 
respondents were asked to indicate whether that 
goal initially was qualitative or quantitative, the 
approximate percent of improvement that was 
expected, and the timeframe for goal completion. 
Overall, 68.1 percent of these original goals 
were qualitative and 37.4 percent had targeted 
improvement expectations of 25 percent or 
less; only 8.4 percent of the replies indicated 
that improvement rates of at least 50 percent 
had been established. � is pattern generally 
persisted with the current goals. � ere was no 
signi� cant di� erence between the initial and 
current data for these three metrics across the 
seven core subjects. � eir respective current 
averages were 66.8 percent, 42.3 percent, 
and 13.4 percent. � e mean timeframe for 
completion of the initial goals was 12.9 months. 

Apparently, most organizations begin their SR 
programs by focusing on incremental—rather 
than breakthrough—improvement, with goal 
completion tied to annual plans.

A closer examination of the general goals 
provided for each of the seven of the core 
subjects is shown in the three graphs in 
Appendix B, Figures 5A, 5B, and 5C. Initially, 
labor practices and the environment had 
the highest percentage of quantitative goals 
(42.9 percent and 38.3 percent, respectively). 
Currently, those values are fairly similar 
(46.4 percent and 41.0 percent, respectively), 
but consumer issues has increased to this level 
with 43.3 percent. � e goals for all core areas 
were predominately 25 percent or less, and that 
still is the case. � e most noticeable shift in 
improvement targets involves consumer issues, 
which originally had 41.4 percent of its goals set 
higher than 50 percent, but that portion now has 
dropped to 16.7 percent.

Characteristics of 
Quality Programs

Length of Quality Program

One survey obtained information on the presence 
and longevity of the organizations’ quality 
programs. Most of the organizations (86.8 percent) 
have a quality program, and 46.9 percent have 
had systems in place for more than 10 years; 
another 37.5 percent for four to 10 years. Fairly 
few programs had been in place for fewer years 
(3.1 percent for one year or less and 12.5 percent 
for two to three years). � ese results appear in 
Appendix B, Figure 6.

For organizations reporting both social 
responsibility and quality programs, an analysis of 
the two data sets indicated that a fairly weak, but 
statistically signi� cant, relationship exists between 
them. In general, as the length of existence of 
the organizations’ quality programs increases 
so does the length of existence of their social 
responsibility programs.

Organizations focus their attention on 
the SR core subjects that they view 
as being most important. More goals 
are set for initiatives associated with 
the environment than the other areas. 
Most SR goals still are qualitative and 
have modest improvement targets set 
for annual attainment.
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Continuous Process 
Improvement Goals

Another question checked to see if these 
organizations had continuous improvement goals 
for each employee, specifying that those goals could 
relate to any process. Almost two-thirds of the 
respondents (62.2 percent) reported that goals were 
in place, but the other third (32.4 percent) are not 
using goals in this way.

Integration of SR and 
Quality Programs

Appendix B, Figure 7 shows the ways that 
organizations integrate their SR and quality 
programs. � e largest segment of the respondents 
(38.5 percent) replied that the programs were 
independent; however, just a slightly smaller 
group (33.3 percent) reported that some of the 
same people were involved in both e� orts. � e 
tools of quality are used to aid SR activities in 
17.9 percent of the organizations.

A breakdown of the quality tools used—regardless 
of the area in which they are applied—is displayed 
in Appendix B, Figure 8. All of the tool options 
that were made available for selection received a 
similar number of votes.

Quality Program Success

� e respondents generally perceived their 
organizations’ quality programs as successful,  
with 48.6 percent rating them successful or 
very successful and an equal number somewhat 
successful. � ere is clearly signi� cant opportunity 
for better accomplishments in this area, however. 
(See Appendix B, Table 14.)

SR Program Strengths and 
Opportunities for 
Improvement

SR Program Success Over Time

Appendix B, Table 15 compares respondents’ 
perceptions of SR program success after various 
post-initiation intervals—one year, three years, 
and currently. � is analysis is broken down by 
core subject. � ere were no statistically signi� cant 
di� erences in these perceptions over time 
regardless of the core subject being evaluated. 
� is question also provided respondents with 
the opportunity to rate the success of their 
organizations’ overall SR program. � at data 
was compared to the ratings for quality program 
success. � ere was no statistically signi� cant 
relationship between the two sets of values.

Predictors of Success

Several factors were evaluated more deeply to 
determine their in� uence on SR program success, 
and here are three noteworthy � ndings.

•  Applying quality approaches to SR initiatives 
improves results. Increased integration of quality 
and SR programs has a positive e� ect on 
accomplishment. As shown in Figure 6 (on 
next page), organizations with some form of 
integration (complete integration, the use of 
quality tools, or some shared sta�  ng) were 
almost twice as likely to be somewhat or very 
successful (53.6 percent and 28.6 percent, 
respectively). Given that only 61.5 percent 
of the organizations involved in the research 
reported any degree of integration between 
these programs, there is substantial opportunity 
to improve results by adopting this approach.

Integrating quality programs and 
tools with SR programs improves 
results. Although full integration isn’t 
common, organizations that link these 
approaches are almost twice as likely 
to be successful.

Positioning the SR program as a 
business strategy is the most important 
predictor of success—far more 
so than the number of dedicated 
employees or annual budget.
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• Embedding social responsibility within a company’s comprehensive plan is a di� erentiating key to 
success. A comparison of those organizations whose SR programs are considered part of the 
business strategies versus those where that is not the case, found that there is an extremely large 
di� erence in the perceived success levels. Figure 7 shows that the former approach is more than 
seven times as likely to generate a somewhat, very, or extremely successful rating.

• Dedicating a large sta�  size or establishing a large budget are not necessary to attain worthwhile 
outcomes. Neither sta�  size nor budget amount were statistically signi� cant predictors of SR 
program success. Organizations that currently have less than 10 employees o�  cially assigned to the 
SR program reported being somewhat or very successful 72.7 percent of the time. Similarly, those 
organizations with annual budgets of less than $10,000 indicated an 80.0 percent success rate.

Overall SR Program Success
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  SR Program Success When Integrated 
With Quality Program 

 Figure 7

  SR Program Success When Integrated With 
Business Strategy

Question 1: Have your quality and SR programs been integrated? 
(Select all that apply.)
Survey Number: 6
Question 2: Do you use any of the following tools in the 
organization (not just in SR)? (Select all that apply.)
Survey Number: 6
Question 3: Currently, how successful are you at achieving your 
SR goals?
Survey Numbers: 1-8

Question 1: Currently, how is SR perceived by those involved in 
the SR program?
Survey Number: 5
Question 2: Currently, how successful are you at achieving your 
SR goals?
Survey Numbers: 1-8
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SR Program Recognized Value

SR program success was explored in a di� erent 
manner when respondents considered � ve 
possible bene� ts at the same three points in 
the history. � e data in Appendix B, Table 
16 displays these results, which also had no 
statistically signi� cant di� erences.

Financial Expectations

Furthermore, respondents were asked to select 
among a set of revenue-oriented outcomes 
that might be expected for an organization’s 
SR program (Appendix B, Table 17), and 
the bulk of them (41.5 percent) indicated 
that no � nancial results were anticipated; the 
current focus for these organizations is building 
stakeholder credibility. � e only other option 
receiving a noticeable number of votes was 
“Managing � nancial risks associated with 
environmental and ethical breaches.”

Implementation Barriers

� e data in Appendix B, Table 18 displays 
respondents’ feedback on some of the issues 
that might have impeded implementation of 
their organizations’ SR programs. � e results for 
this question aligned well with the information 

shared for the characteristics of the SR program 
designs. For instance, the highest-rated barrier 
(24.8 percent), “No systems/organizational 
structures in place to track progress,” re� ects 
the fact that most of the organizations did not 
establish formal structures to oversee their SR 
programs. Similarly, the next two highest ratings 
for “Lack of corporate budget, resources, or 
commitment” (18.9 percent) and “Reluctance of 
management to devote resources” (17.5 percent) 
tie to previously reported results for budgets and 
other resources deployed against the SR programs.

Improvement Needs

In the interest of understanding what actions 
are necessary to improve these current SR 
programs, respondents were presented with 
a series of potential actions that might be 
taken to strengthen these e� orts. Timeframes 
for achieving these improvements also were 
obtained. Table 4 (on next page) shows that 
increasing internal and external stakeholder 
involvement, obtaining more quantitative 
substantiation of the value of these SR programs, 
and greater coordination of initiatives across the 
organization are the primary recommendations 
for improvement. Timeframes for achieving 
these improvements are relatively short with a 
bulk of the organizations intending to complete 
these improvements within the next two years.

Note 1: Totals for some sections may not equal 
100 percent because a portion of the responses 
were “Don’t Know” or “N/A” and are not 
included in these summaries.

Note 2: A variety of statistical analysis methods 
was used to compare the data obtained in 
this study, depending on the metric and its 
strati� cation. In all cases, signi� cance was based 
on the 95 percent con� dence level.

The bene� ts of SR programs still are 
perceived to be primarily qualitative. 
The need to be able to determine a 
quantitative return on their investment 
is an essential component of the 
improvement strategies under way at 
sponsoring organizations, and results 
are anticipated to be available within 
the next two years.
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 Table 4

 Current SR Program Improvement Needs

Need

Percent 
With This 

Improvement 
Need

Timeframe for Improvement (Percent)

Within 
This 

Quarter

Within 
the 

Next 6 
Months

Within 
the 

Next 12 
Months

Within 
1-2 

Years

Within 
3-5 

Years

More 
Than 5 
Years 
From 
Now

No 
Timeframe

A coherent strategy that is 
credible at the CEO level

10.2% 0% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7% 0% 0% 33.3%

A detailed carbon management 
strategy

2.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

A carbon baseline that shows 
current carbon emissions for the 
organization

2.6% 0% 0% 0% 33.3% 33.3% 0% 33.3%

Coordinating SR efforts across 
the organization

16.1% 0% 11.1% 22.2% 11.1% 0% 0% 22.2%

An action plan for responding to 
SR requirements of customers

6.0% 0% 16.7% 50.0% 0% 16.7% 0% 0%

The ability to calculate the ROI 
of SR efforts

13.8% 0% 0% 27.3% 18.2% 0% 0% 9.1%

Engaging employees in SR 
efforts

14.4% 0% 18.2% 18.2% 36.4% 0% 0% 9.1%

Reducing carbon emissions for 
the organization

4.1% 0% 0% 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 0%

Increasing current overall SR 
performance of the organization 
(in the areas where you already 
have SR efforts)

7.8% 0% 0% 16.7% 50.0% 0% 0% 0%

Expanding the breadth of the 
organization’s SR efforts into 
new areas (e.g., other areas of 
SR where you don’t currently 
have efforts)

9.5% 0% 0% 0% 50.0% 50.0% 0% 0%

Getting suppliers, customers, 
and/or business partners 
involved in SR efforts

12.6% 0% 0% 0% 20.0% 20.0% 0% 0%

Mean 0% 5.7% 13.7% 30.5% 10.9% 0% 9.7%

Question 1: What are your top three needs with respect to improving your SR program? (Select up to three)
Question 2: What timeframe are you considering for meeting these improvement needs?
Survey Numbers: 1-8
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Call to Action

� rough this research ASQ hopes to develop a 
contextual understanding of how to deliver greater 
value, focus, and integration to take organization 
social responsibility programs to the next level of 
success. � is executive report is intended to engage 
members of the SR and quality communities in new 
and innovative dialogues. It sets the stage for asking 
di� erent questions of yourself and your organization, 
as well as exploring current assumptions that are 
being used to solve complex issues. � e true journey 
toward organizational success can start here with this 
research information generating a new perspective on 
what works and what doesn’t. 

 Here are a few thoughts to consider as you seek 
ways to leverage years of experience related to 
quality principles and methods to the increasingly 
important domain of social responsibility.

• Both quality and SR initiatives are critical 
components of organizational strategy and 
success. � e knowledge and skills required 
to tackle both arenas overlaps substantially. 
What could be gained by merging the e� orts 
of professionals from both � elds? Based on the 
results of this survey, it appears that there are 
substantial opportunities for collaboration. Many 
of the anticipated outcomes of these e� orts 
further the visions of both areas simultaneously. 
By combining forces, a more e� ective and 
e�  cient process can be developed, creating 
products and services that meet customers’ 
and other stakeholders’ expectations without 
jeopardizing their well-being.

• To strengthen this professional alliance, 
an exchange of information and practices 
needs to occur. ASQ, as the global voice of 
quality, has an unrivaled knowledge base from 
which its members can extract the wisdom 

of many generations of experience in the 
discipline—everything from published articles 
and books to multimedia events and training 
courses. � is study shows that organizations 
already use many of the fundamental data 
collection and analysis tools associated with 
quality improvement, but the more advanced 
techniques appear to o� er additional aid to 
SR e� orts. At the same time, however, quality 
professionals must turn to their counterparts 
and ask questions such as “How do our 
e� orts aid or hinder social responsibility and 
a sustainable future?” “What else do we need 
to know to satisfy goals in both areas at the 
lowest possible cost and most stakeholder-
satisfying way?”

• � e initial drivers of quality and SR programs 
seem to be di� erent at � rst glance. � e linkage 
among quality, customer satisfaction, and 
pro� tability is well established. Customers 
are outspoken in their demands for quality, 
organizational leaders have come to the 
inevitable conclusion that quality is an essential 
ingredient in successful performance. Such is 
not the case yet with social responsibility, where 
many leaders and stakeholders still question 
the value of these initiatives—other than as 
public relations vehicles. In this day and age 
of rapid communications, any substandard 
organizational action is known to people across 
the globe almost instantaneously.� e gap is 
not in the logic of the value of SR e� orts; it is 
in organizations’ ability to capture de� nitive 
measures of that value. � ere is much to be 
learned from quality professionals on this front, 
and the results of these explorations are likely to 
enhance both � elds.
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Now is the time for quality 
professionals to join with their SR 
peers to create a brighter future 
for their organizations and all of 
mankind. With the practices and 
tools of quality improvement applied 
to the increasingly urgent problems 
associated with social responsibility, 
customers and other stakeholders are 
sure to bene� t.

� is research study is just the beginning of the 
learning curve. It explored a broad set of issues 
and indicated many issues that need further 
investigation. � e overarching take-away is 
clear, however. � e integration of quality and 
social responsibility is an essential component of 
achieving sustainable results for the future, and 
the information contained in this report can serve 
as a launch pad for mobilizing quality and SR 
professionals to join together and tackle this frontier.



ASQ Research: Quality and Social Responsibility24

Sponsors

Boeing

Boeing is the world’s largest aerospace company 
and leading manufacturer of commercial airplanes 
and defense, space, and security systems. � e top 
U.S. exporter, Boeing supports airlines and U.S. 
and allied government customers in more than 150 
countries. Boeing’s products and tailored services 
include commercial and military aircraft, satellites, 
weapons, electronic and defense systems, launch 
systems, advanced information and communication 
systems, and performance-based logistics and 
training. Boeing employs more than 173,000 
people across the United States  and in 70 countries.

Alcoa®

Alcoa is the world’s leading producer of primary and 
fabricated aluminum, as well as the world’s largest 
miner of bauxite and re� ner of alumina. In addition 
to inventing the modern-day aluminum industry, 
Alcoa innovation has been behind major milestones 
in the aerospace, automotive, packaging, building 
and construction, commercial transportation, 
consumer electronics, and industrial markets 
duruing the past 120 years. Among the solutions 
Alcoa markets are � at-rolled products, hard alloy 
extrusions and forgings, Alcoa wheels, fastening 
systems, precision and investment castings, and 
building systems, in addition to its expertise in other 
light metals such as titanium and nickel-based super 
alloys. Sustainability is an integral part of Alcoa’s 
operating practices and the product design and 
engineering it provides to customers. Alcoa has been 
a member of the Dow Jones Sustainability Index for 
nine consecutive years, and approximately 75 percent 
of all of the aluminum ever produced since 1888 is 
still in active use today. Alcoa employs approximately 
59,000 people in 31 countries across the world.

Grace Duffy

Grace Du� y provides services in organizational 
and process improvement, leadership, quality, 
customer service, and teamwork. She designs 
and implements e� ective systems for business 
and management success. She holds a master’s 
degree in business administration from Georgia 
State University and a bachelor’s degree in 

archaeology and anthropology from Brigham 
Young University. Du� y is a Certi� ed Lean Six 
Sigma Master Black Belt and manager of process 
improvement. During her 20 years with IBM, 
she held a series of positions in technical design, 
services, management, and process improvement. 
She helped design and deliver IBM’s executive 
quality training in the late 1980s. Du� y retired 
from IBM in 1993 as head of Corporate 
Technical Education. She has served as a private 
consultant in organizational design, instructional 
development, and process improvement in the 
New York metropolitan area. Du� y is a member 
of ASTD, ISPI, and ASQ, where she is Fellow and 
past vice president.

ASQ Division Affairs Council

� e Division A� airs Council (DAC) is the 
coordinating body for ASQ’s division, the member 
units that represent the various technical and 
industrial constituencies of the members. � ese 
groups are integral contributors to the development 
and dissemination of ASQ’s Body of Knowledge.
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About ASQ
ASQ is a global community of people passionate about quality, sharing the ideas and tools that 
make the world work better. Founded in 1946, ASQ has world headquarters in Milwaukee, WI. 
With more than 80,000 individual and organizational members in 150 countries, ASQ has the 
reputation and reach to bring together diverse quality champions who are transforming the world’s 
corporations, organizations, and communities to meet tomorrow’s critical challenges. ASQ is:

• People passionate about quality. A community for everyone who wants to improve themselves and the 
places they work and live.

• Global knowledge network. ASQ supports members in more than 150 countries, and operates 
o�  ces in China, India, and Mexico. As the global voice of quality, ASQ provides local access 
to professional development, certi� cation, knowledge, and information services, as well as to a 
membership community.

• Ideas, tools, and experts. ASQ o� ers technologies, concepts, tools, training, and an active network 
of quality practitioners and subject matter experts second to none. Many ASQ board members and 
member leaders are available to speak at meetings or events on various subjects such as the ASQ 
Future Study and innovation.

• Leader in transforming the world. ASQ and its members are building the future of quality. In the 
21st century, the focus of quality is on accelerating the positive, putting an emphasis on e�  ciency, 
e� ectiveness, and the best use of time, materials, and resources that will help us meet tomorrow’s 
critical challenges—and make the world work better.

About IBM

IBM is committed to environmental leadership in all of its business activities, from its operations 
to the design of its products and use of its technology. IBM’s corporate policy on environmental 
a� airs, � rst issued in 1971, is supported by the company’s global environmental management 
system, which is the key element of the company’s e� orts to achieve results consistent with 
environmental leadership and ensure the company is vigilant in protecting the environment 
across all of its operations worldwide.

Visit www.asq.org or www.� eSRO.org for more information about ASQ social responsibility 
e� orts, or email sro@asq.org.
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Survey Guide
Many of the following questions provided multiple-choice options for the respondents. � ose speci� c options are included with the tables 
and graphs in this report but are not listed in this appendix.

Survey Number SURVEY QUESTION

All What type of organization do you represent?

All How many full-time employees does your organization employ across all locations?

#3 Where is your organization’s headquarters located?

All In what industry are you employed?

#3 How would you describe your organization’s primary relationship with its customer?

All Where is your organization’s primary market?

All What are your organization’s annual global revenues in U.S. dollars?

All Do you or your organization belong to ASQ (American Society for Quality)?

#7 With what other associations —  besides ASQ — do you or your organization maintain membership? 

All How long has your organization had an overall social responsibility (SR) program?

#7 How long has your organization had an SR program in each of these areas of SR? 

#2
When the SR program began, how would you describe your organization’s competitive position within 
your industry at that time?

All When your organization began the SR program, what were the main reasons/drivers for doing so?

#8
When the SR program began, how involved were the following groups in establishing and developing 
your company’s SR objectives and initiatives?

#6
When your organization began the SR program, how many people were of� cially responsible for it 
(either as part or all of their jobs)?

#8
When your organization began the SR program, for the people working on SR, how much of their 
formal job responsibilities was SR?

#8
When your organization began the SR program, were there liaisons to different parts of the 
organization (regardless of whether the liaisons were formal or informal)?

#2
When your organization began the SR program, how much budget did it have? (Not counting any 
philanthropic giving.)

#3 When your organization began the SR program, how was it organized?

#3 When your organization began the SR program, where were the initiatives generally conducted?

All When your organization began the SR program, in which of the following areas did you have goals?

#3 and #7
When your organization began the SR program, which of the following areas was most important to 
your organization’s goals?

#1

For the next set of questions, please indicate which key variable you monitored to determine how you 
were doing in that area and the associated improvement goal and timeframe when your organization’s 
SR program began. (A variety of optional metrics were provided for each SR core subject.)
• Is your goal quantitative or qualitative?
• What is your improvement goal?
• Timeframe (Please enter the number of months—e.g., 6, 18, 60, etc.)

#8
When the SR program began, what organizational leader was perceived to be the primary champion of 
your SR program, whether or not they were formally recognized as the head of SR?

Appendix A
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Survey Number SURVEY QUESTION

#3
When your organization’s SR program began, did it grow out of speci� c parts of the organization? (For 
example, did it grow out of single department, did different pieces of SR grow out of different parts of 
the organization, or neither?) If so, which parts?

#5
When the SR program began, how was SR perceived by those involved in the SR program? (As a public 
relations issue? As vital to your company’s pro� tability? As a priority for the company because of the 
economic climate? As part of the business strategy?)

#5 When the SR program began, how concerned do you believe your customers were about SR?

#5 When the SR program began, how concerned do you believe your suppliers and partners were about SR?

All After one year of engaging in each area of SR, how successful was your organization at achieving its goals.

All
One year after engaging in an overall SR program, was there general agreement within the company 
that the program had produced any of the following bene� ts?

All
After three years of engaging in each area of SR, how successful was your organization at 
achieving its goals.

All
Three years after engaging in an overall SR program, was there general agreement within the company 
that the program had produced any of the following bene� ts?

#2 Currently, how would you describe your company’s competitive position with your industry?

All Currently, what are the main reasons/drivers for having an SR program?

#8
Currently, how involved are the following groups in establishing and developing your company’s SR 
objectives and initiatives?

#6
Currently, how many people are of� cially responsible for the SR program (either as part or 
all of their jobs)?

#8
Currently, for people working on SR, how much of their formal job responsibilities is SR? What caused the 
change in the SR program’s organization (relative to job responsibilities)? When did this change occur?

Do you have a corporate social responsibility (CSR) policy or code of conduct?

#7 Which code or set of principles do you adhere to? (Select all that apply.)

#3
Currently, how is your SR program organized? What caused the change in the SR program’s 
organization? When did this change occur?

#3
Currently, where are your organization’s SR initiatives generally conducted? (Select all that apply.) What 
caused the change in the SR program’s organization (relative to initiatives)? When did this change occur?

#1 and #8
Currently, are there SR liaisons to different parts of the organization (regardless of whether the liaisons 
are formal or informal)? What caused the change in the SR program’s organization (relative to liaisons)? 
When did this change occur?

#2 Currently, how much budget does the SR program have? (Not counting any philanthropic giving.)

#5
Have you involved consumers, nongovernmental organizations, and/or other external stakeholders in 
your sustainability strategy development?

#5 To what extent does your organization engage with stakeholder groups around SR initiatives?

All Currently, in which of the following areas do you have SR goals? (Select all that apply.)

#7
Currently, which of the following areas is most important to your organization’s SR goals? What caused 
the change in the SR program’s goals? When did this change occur?
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Survey Number SURVEY QUESTION

#1 and #5

For the next set of questions, please indicate which key variable your organization currently monitors 
to determine how your SR program is doing in that area and the associated improvement goal and 
timeframe.
• Is your goal quantitative or qualitative?
• What is your improvement goal?
• Timeframe (Please enter the number of months—e.g., 6, 18, 60, etc.)

#8
Currently, what organizational leader is perceived to be the primary champion of your SR program, 
whether or not they were formally recognized as the head of SR?

#5
Does your organization have continuous process improvement goals (on any topic, not just SR) for 
every employee?

#6 Do you use any of the following tools in the organization (not just in SR)? 

#7 Have you benchmarked your SR program against others?

#7
Have you sought out best practices in developing your SR program? If so, where did you obtain 
the best practices?

#6
Does your organization currently have a quality program, such as Total Quality Management (TQM), 
lean, or Six Sigma (anywhere in the organization, not just in SR)?

#6 How long has your organization had a quality program?

#6 In your opinion, how successful is your quality program, currently?

#6
Have your quality and SR programs been integrated? (Yes, SR has been made part of the quality 
program; Yes, quality tools and techniques have been made part of how we conduct our SR program; 
Yes, some of the same people work on both; No, the SR and quality programs are completely separate)

#2 Currently, what is the primary � nancial outcome your organization expects from its SR strategy? 

#5
Currently, how is SR perceived by those involved in the SR program? (As a public relations issue? As 
vital to your company’s pro� tability? As a priority for the company because of the economic climate? 
As part of the business strategy?)

#5 Currently, how concerned do you believe your customers are about SR?

#5 Currently, how concerned do you believe your suppliers and partners are about SR?

All Currently, how successful are you at achieving your SR goals?

All
Currently, is there general agreement within the company that the SR program had produced any of the 
following bene� ts?

All What have been the key barriers you have experienced in enacting SR programs? (Select all that apply.)

All
What are your top three needs with respect to improving your SR program? What timeframe are you 
considering for meeting these improvement needs?

All Additional comments
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 Figure 1

 Length of Time Since SR Program Inception

Survey Question: How long has your organization had an overall SR program?
Survey Numbers: 1-8

 Table 1

 Length of Time for Speci� c Core Subjects

Program Area
(Core Subject)

Length of Time With SR Program in This Area
Total Percent

No Program
Less than 

1 year
1-2 years 3-4 years 5-6 years 7+ years

Consumer Issues 7 3 5 4 2 10 31 17.9%

Fair Operating Practices 4 5 3 6 4 10 32 18.5%

Human Rights 7 3 1 1 3 11 26 15%

Labor Practices 3 4 1 2 3 15 28 16.2%

Organizational Governance 4 5 3 3 2 10 27 15.6%

The Environment 4 4 7 0 6 8 29 16.8%

Total of Program Areas 29 24 20 16 20 64 173

Percent 16.8% 13.9% 11.6% 9.2% 11.6% 37%

Survey Question: How long has your organization had an SR program in each of these areas of SR?
Survey Number: 7

No program

Less than 1 year

1-2 years

3-4 years

5-6 years

7+ years

14.8%

5.1%

8.5%

7.7%

5.2%

40.7%

Appendix B
Detailed Findings: Tables and Graphs
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 Table 2

 Organization Market Area

Geographic Region
All Respondents Respondents With SR Programs

Total Percent Total Percent

North America 840 79.9% 315 75.9%

Asia/Paci� c 88 8.4% 39 9.4%

Europe 78 7.4% 40 9.6%

South America 31 2.9% 14 3.4%

Africa 14 1.3% 7 1.7%

Total Responses, 
including “Other” and “Non-Applicable”

1,051 415

Survey Question: Where is your organization’s primary market?
Survey Numbers: 1-8

 Table 3

 Organization Type and Industry

Industry Respondent 
Group

Commercial
Business

Non-
Governmental
Organization 

(NGO)

Academic 
Institution
University

Government Other Total Percent Selected 
Benchmarks

Agriculture

All 3 0 0 1 1 5 0.5%

0.4%With SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Without SR 3 0 0 1 1 5 0.8%

Chemicals and Allied 
Products (including 
Pharmaceuticals)

All 65 1 1 0 3 70 6.7%

N/AWith SR 13 1 0 0 2 16 3.8%

Without SR 52 0 1 0 1 54 8.5%

Construction

All 21 0 1 0 0 22 2.1%

12%With SR 5 0 0 0 0 5 1.2%

Without SR 16 0 1 0 0 17 2.7%

Consulting Business 
Services

All 83 4 0 0 19 106 10.1%

1.4%With SR 41 2 0 0 10 53 12.7%

Without SR 42 2 0 0 9 53 8.4%

Consumer Products

All 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

N/AWith SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Without SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Educational Services

All 7 5 7 3 1 23 2.2%

1.3%With SR 2 3 3 0 1 9 2.2%

Without SR 5 2 4 3 0 14 2.2%
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Industry Respondent 
Group

Commercial
Business

Non-
Governmental
Organization 

(NGO)

Academic 
Institution
University

Government Other Total Percent Selected 
Benchmarks

Electronics

All 58 4 0 0 1 63 6%

N/AWith SR 25 0 0 0 0 25 6%

Without SR 33 4 0 0 1 38 6%

Elementary/
Secondary Education

All 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.1%

N/AWith SR 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.2%

Without SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Energy and Utilities

All 38 0 0 0 2 40 3.8%

0.1%With SR 24 0 0 0 2 26 6.2%

Without SR 14 0 0 0 0 14 2.2%

Entertainment/
Hospitality/
Recreation

All 7 0 0 0 0 7 0.7%

4.3%With SR 3 0 0 0 0 3 0.7%

Without SR 4 0 0 0 0 4 0.6%

Fabricated Metals

All 62 4 0 0 3 69 6.6%

N/AWith SR 11 1 0 0 1 13 3.1%

Without SR 51 3 0 0 2 56 8.9%

Financial/Insurance

All 18 2 0 1 1 22 2.1%

4.2%With SR 9 1 0 0 1 11 2.6%

Without SR 9 1 0 1 0 11 1.7%

Food and Beverage

All 28 0 0 0 0 28 2.7%

5.8%With SR 11 0 0 0 0 11 2.6%

Without SR 17 0 0 0 0 17 2.7%

Government

All 3 2 1 31 1 38 3.6%

N/AWith SR 1 0 0 9 1 11 2.6%

Without SR 2 2 1 22 0 27 4.3%

Healthcare

All 18 9 3 8 13 51 4.9%

10.8%With SR 11 7 1 1 4 24 5.7%

Without SR 7 2 2 7 9 27 4.3%

Higher Education

All 0 0 19 0 0 19 1.8%

N/AWith SR 0 0 10 0 0 10 2.4%

Without SR 0 0 9 0 0 9 1.4%

Industrial Machinery 
and Computer 
Equipment

All 35 0 0 0 2 37 3.5%

N/AWith SR 13 0 0 0 0 13 3.1%

Without SR 22 0 0 0 2 24 3.8%

Manufacturing

All 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

4.5%With SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Without SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Measuring and 
Controlling 
Instruments

All 15 1 0 0 1 17 1.6%

N/AWith SR 6 0 0 0 0 6 1.4%

Without SR 9 1 0 0 1 11 1.7%
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Industry Respondent 
Group

Commercial
Business

Non-
Governmental
Organization 

(NGO)

Academic 
Institution
University

Government Other Total Percent Selected 
Benchmarks

Medical Devices

All 47 1 0 0 4 52 5%

N/AWith SR 11 0 0 0 0 11 2.6%

Without SR 36 1 0 0 4 41 6.5%

Nonpro� t

All 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

N/AWith SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Without SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Other

All 155 19 2 1 13 190 18.1%

N/AWith SR 66 12 1 1 5 85 20.3%

Without SR 89 7 1 0 8 105 16.6%

Packaging

All 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

N/AWith SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Without SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Professional 
Services

All 59 7 0 1 7 74 7%

11.6%With SR 26 5 0 1 3 35 8.4%

Without SR 33 2 0 0 4 39 6.2%

Software

All 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

N/AWith SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Without SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Telecommunications

All 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

N/AWith SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Without SR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Transportation 
(automotive, 
aerospace, and rail)

All 79 3 2 2 3 89 8.5%

0.1%With SR 29 0 1 1 2 33 7.9%

Without SR 50 3 1 1 1 56 8.9%

Transportation/
Logistics Services

All 6 0 0 0 0 6 0.6%

2.8%With SR 2 0 0 0 0 2 0.5%

Without SR 4 0 0 0 0 4 0.6%

Wholesale/Retail

All 19 0 0 0 2 21 2%

17%With SR 13 0 0 0 2 15 3.6%

Without SR 6 0 0 0 0 6 0.9%

Total

All 826 62 37 48 77 1,050

With SR 322 32 17 13 34 418

Without SR 504 30 20 35 43 632

Percent

All 78.7% 5.9% 3.5% 4.6% 7.3%

With SR 77.0% 7.7% 4.1% 3.1% 8.1%

Without SR 79.7% 4.7% 3.2% 5.5% 6.8%

Benchmarks are adapted from data available at http://www.census.gov/econ/susb/.
Note that the benchmarks do not sum to 100 percent because all data categories have not been reported.
Question 1: What type of organization do you represent? 
Question 2: In what industry are you employed?
Survey Numbers: 1-8 
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 Table 4

 Comparison of Organization Number of Employees to Annual Revenue

Annual Revenue (U.S. Dollars)

Number of Full-Time Employees

Small
(1-49)

Medium
(50-999)

Large
(1,000+)

Total Percent

Less than $1 million 61 2 1 64 16.7%

$1 million to $4 million 21 11 4 36 9.4%

$5 million to $99 million 12 61 14 87 22.7%

$100 million to $499 million 0 22 26 48 12.5%

$500 million to $999 million 0 6 14 20 5.2%

$1 billion to $10 billion 0 2 67 69 18.0%

More than $10 billion 0 2 58 60 15.6%

Total 94 106 184 384

Percent 24.5% 27.6% 47.9%

Question 1: How many full-time employees does your organization employ across all locations?
Question 2: What are your organization’s annual global revenues in U.S. dollars?
Survey Numbers: 1-8

 Table 5
 Individual and Organization Memberships in ASQ and Other Associations

Association Total Percent

ASQ 324 77.3%

Commercial/Trade Association 18 17.8%

Social Responsibility-Focused Organization 11 10.9%

NGO 3 3.0%

Research Association 8 7.9%

Governmental 11 10.9%

Conference Board 6 5.9%

Trade 13 12.9%

Professional 25 24.8%

Other 6 5.9%

Question 1: Do you or your organization belong to ASQ?
Survey Number: 1-8
Question 2: With what other organizations—besides ASQ—do you or your organization maintain membership?
Survey Number: 7
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 Table 6

 Stakeholder Interest in SR Programs

Level of Concern
Initial Current

Customers Suppliers/Partners Customers Suppliers/Partners
Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent

Not at all concerned 4 11.8% 7 22.6% 4 11.8% 4 12.5%

Not very concerned 15 44.1% 10 32.3% 7 20.6% 5 15.6%

Somewhat concerned 7 20.6% 11 35.5% 17 50.0% 16 50.0%

Noticeably concerned 4 11.8% 1 3.2% 4 11.8% 4 12.5%

Very concerned 3 8.8% 2 6.5% 1 2.9% 3 9.4%

Extremely concerned 1 2.9% 0 0% 1 2.9% 0 0%

Question 1: When the SR program began, how concerned do you believe your customers were about SR? 
Question 2: When the SR program began, how concerned do you believe your suppliers and partners were about SR?
Question 3: Currently, how concerned do you believe your customers are about SR?
Question 4: Currently, how concerned do you believe your suppliers and partners are about SR?
Survey Number: 5
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 Figure 2

 Primary SR Program Champion

Question 1: When the SR program began, what organizational leader was perceived to be the primary champion of your SR program, 
whether or not they were formally recognized as the head of SR?
Question 2: Currently, what organizational leader is perceived to be the primary champion of your SR program, whether or not they 
were formally recognized as the head of SR?
Survey Number: 8
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 Table 7

 Founding Source

Founding Source Total Percent

CEO 0 0%

Other C-Level Executive 10 18.2%

Marketing 6 10.9%

Quality 9 16.4%

Human Resources 8 14.5%

Public Relations/Communications 6 10.9%

Supply Chain 6 10.9%

Operations 10 18.2%

Question: When your organization’s SR program began, did it grow out of speci� c parts of the organization? (For example, did it grow 
out of a single department, did different pieces of SR grow out of different parts of the organization, or neither?) If so, which parts? 
(Select all that apply)
Survey Number: 3

 Table 8

 Staff Responsibilities

Staff Responsibilities
At Time of SR 

Program Launch
At Current Time

No formal organization:
Some people worked on SR, but there was no formal or informal assignment of 
responsibility to anyone.

25.5% 19.4%

Not formally dedicated: 
People knew informally they were responsible for SR, but it wasn’t included in their 
formal job descriptions.

23.4% 6.5%

Somewhat dedicated:
SR was a formal part of the job responsibilities of the executive (if applicable) and the 
other staff members, but it was less than 50 percent of their formal responsibilities.

17.0% 41.9%

Partially dedicated:
SR was a majority (e.g., over 50%) of the formal job responsibilities of the executive (if 
applicable) and the rest of the staff, but not 100 percent of their jobs.

4.3% 12.9%

Dedicated staff, but not executive:
The executive in charge (if applicable) had other responsibilities besides SR, but all the 
rest of the staff had SR as 100 percent of their jobs.

6.4% 3.2%

Fully dedicated:
All the people working on the SR program (including the executive in charge, if 
applicable) had SR as 100 percent of their job responsibilities.

10.6% 12.9%

Question 1: When your organization began the SR program, for the people working on SR, how much of their formal job 
responsibilities was SR?
Question 2: Currently, for people working on SR, how much of their formal job responsibilities is SR?
Survey Number: 8
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 Table 9

 Organizational Structure

Organizational Structure
Initial Program Current Program

Total Percent Total Percent

Little formal organization: No one was formally responsible for SR 22 40.7% 5 14.3%

Decentralized, but formally organized: There were multiple people in 
charge of different parts of the program and no one person in charge of 
all of it (e.g., a different person responsible for SR for each division of the 
company, or a different person for philanthropy vs. environmental issues)

4 7.4% 7 20.0%

Centralized but minimally staffed: One executive in charge of the 
program but no one else for whom SR was a formal part of their job

14 25.9% 9 25.7%

Centralized and staffed: One executive was in charge of the entire 
program and had an SR team reporting to him/her

6 11.1% 12 34.3%

Question 1: When your organization began the SR program, how was it organized?
Question 2: Currently, how is your SR program organized?
Survey Number: 3

 Figure 3

 Use of Liaisons

Question 1: When your organization began the SR program, were there liaisons to different parts of the organization (regardless of 
whether the liaisons were formal or informal)?
Survey Number: 8
Question 2: Currently, are there SR liaisons to different parts of the organization (regardless of whether the liaisons are formal or 
informal)?
Survey Numbers: 1 and 8
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 Table 10

 Scope of Initiatives

Scope
Initial Program Current Program

Total Percent Total Percent

At the corporate-wide level 29 47.5% 25 40.3%

At the divisional level 14 23.0% 16 25.8%

At the departmental level or below 9 14.8% 13 21.0%

As ad-hoc activities optional for employees 9 14.8% 8 12.9%

Question 1: When your organization began the SR program, where were the initiatives generally conducted?
Question 2: Currently, where are your organization’s SR initiatives generally conducted?
Survey Number: 3

 Figure 4

 Corporate Social Responsibility Code/Principles

Question: Which code or set of principles do you adhere to? (Select all that apply)
Survey Number: 7
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 Table 11

 Level of Engagement in SR Initiative Development

Group Level of Engagement
Initial Program Current Program

Total Percent Total Percent

CEO

Not at all engaged 2 4.2% 3 9.7%

Somewhat engaged 9 18.8% 8 25.8%

Very engaged 29 60.4% 16 51.6%

Other C-level executives (e.g., COO, CFO)

Not at all engaged 1 2.1% 0 0%

Somewhat engaged 12 25.0% 13 41.9%

Very engaged 25 52.1% 10 32.3%

Board of directors

Not at all engaged 6 12.2% 6 20.7%

Somewhat engaged 10 20.4% 9 31.0%

Very engaged 20 40.8% 8 27.6%

Corporate and business unit leaders

Not at all engaged 3 6.1% 2 6.2%

Somewhat engaged 15 30.6% 11 34.4%

Very engaged 19 38.8% 13 40.6%

Front-line managers

Not at all engaged 8 17.0% 8 25.8%

Somewhat engaged 14 29.8% 7 22.6%

Very engaged 18 38.3% 11 35.5%

Other employees

Not at all engaged 9 18.8% 7 21.9%

Somewhat engaged 13 27.1% 11 34.4%

Very engaged 17 35.4% 9 28.1%

Question 1: When the SR program began, how involved were the following groups in establishing and developing your company’s SR 
objectives and initiatives?
Question 2: Currently, how involved are the following groups in establishing and developing your company’s SR objectives and 
initiatives?
Survey Number: 8
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 Table 12

 Level of Stakeholder Engagement in Developing SR Initiatives

Level

Current Program: Stakeholder Engagement

NGOs Investors
Business 
Partners

Suppliers Employees Consumers Community Government

No engagement 15.2% 24.1% 19.4% 15.6% 0% 13.3% 3.0% 12.5%

Very little engagement 12.1% 3.4% 3.2% 12.5% 2.9% 10.0% 15.2% 18.8%

Some engagement 24.2% 13.8% 41.9% 28.1% 35.3% 33.3% 45.5% 31.3%

A lot of engagement 15.2% 24.1% 12.9% 25.0% 55.9% 13.3% 21.2% 9.4%

Question 1: Have you involved consumers, nongovernmental organizations, and/or other external stakeholders in your sustainability 
strategy development?
Question 2: To what extent does your organization engage with stakeholder groups around SR initiatives?
Survey Number: 5

 Table 13

 Typical Goals

Program 
Area
(Core 

Subject)

Common Goals Period

Type of Goal Target Percent of Improvement

Qualitative Quantitative <5% 5%-10% 10+%-
25%

25+%-
50%

50+%-
75% 75+%

C
o

m
m

u
n

it
y 

In
vo

lv
em

en
t 

an
d

 D
ev

el
o

p
m

en
t

Policies to engage with 
the community

Initial
Total 15 5 1 3 4 5 0 1

Percent 71.4% 23.8% 5.6% 16.7% 22.2% 27.8% 0% 5.6%

Current
Total 10 3 0 3 5 1 0 0

Percent 66.7% 20.0% 0% 21.4% 35.7% 7.1% 0% 0%

Level of community-
related activity

Initial
Total 9 8 2 2 5 1 0 2

Percent 47.4% 42.1% 11.8% 11.8% 29.4% 5.9% 0% 11.8%

Current
Total 10 3 0 3 5 2 0 0

Percent 71.4% 21.4% 0% 21.4% 35.7% 14.3% 0% 0%

Investments in the 
community (e.g., 
products, services, 
monetary investments)

Initial
Total 5 8 2 2 4 0 0 0

Percent 27.8% 44.4% 14.3% 14.3% 28.6% 0% 0% 0%

Current
Total 5 5 1 2 5 1 0 0

Percent 38.5% 38.5% 7.7% 15.4% 38.5% 7.7% 0% 0%

Number and depth 
of partnerships 
with community 
organizations

Initial
Total 12 5 0 4 7 1 1 0

Percent 60.0% 25.0% 0% 23.5% 41.2% 5.9% 5.9% 0%

Current
Total 6 4 0 4 3 2 0 0

Percent 46.2% 30.8% 0% 28.6% 21.4% 14.3% 0% 0%

Support for educational, 
health, and/or cultural 
activities benefiting the 
community

Initial
Total 12 5 2 4 3 1 0 2

Percent 60.0% 25.0% 12.5% 25.0% 18.8% 6.2% 0% 12.5%

Current
Total 9 2 0 1 5 1 1 0

Percent 69.2% 15.4% 0% 8.3% 41.7% 8.3% 8.3% 0%

Mean
Initial Percent 53.3% 32.1% 8.8% 18.3% 28.0% 9.2% 1.2% 6.0%

Current Percent 58.4% 25.2% 1.5% 19.0% 34.6% 10.3% 1.7% 0%
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Program 
Area
(Core 

Subject)

Common Goals Period

Type of Goal Target Percent of Improvement

Qualitative Quantitative <5% 5%-10% 10+%-
25%

25+%-
50%

50+%-
75% 75+%

C
o

n
su

m
er

 Is
su

es

Practices to ensure 
product safety

Initial
Total 2 2 0 0 0 0 3 1

Percent 33.3% 33.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 50.0% 16.7%

Current
Total 2 2 0 2 0 0 0 1

Percent 50.0% 50.0% 0% 50.0% 0% 0% 0% 25.0%

Assessments of product 
safety by outside entities

Initial
Total 5 0 0 0 0 2 0 1

Percent 83.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33.3% 0% 16.7%

Current
Total 3 1 0 1 1 0 0 1

Percent 75.0% 25.0% 0% 25.0% 25.0% 0% 0% 25.0%

Privacy practices

Initial
Total 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 1

Percent 33.3% 0% 0% 20.0% 0% 0% 20.0% 20.0%

Current
Total 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Percent 50.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 33.3%

Measures of service and 
support quality

Initial
Total 1 5 0 0 3 1 1 1

Percent 16.7% 83.3% 0% 0% 50.0% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7%

Current
Total 1 3 0 2 0 1 0 0

Percent 25.0% 75.0% 0% 50.0% 0% 25.0% 0% 0%

Assessments of overall 
consumer friendliness 
by outside entities

Initial
Total 3 2 0 0 1 0 2 1

Percent 50.0% 33.3% 0% 0% 16.7% 0% 33.3% 16.7%

Current
Total 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0

Percent 0% 66.7% 0% 33.3% 0% 33.3% 0% 0%

Mean
Initial Percent 43.3% 30.0% 0% 4.0% 13.3% 10.0% 24.0% 17.4%

Current Percent 40.0% 43.3% 0% 31.7% 5.0% 11.7% 0% 16.7%

Fa
ir

 O
p

er
at

in
g

 P
ra

ct
ic

es

Policies to prevent 
bribery

Initial
Total 7 1 2 0 2 0 0 1

Percent 70.0% 10.0% 20.0% 0% 20.0% 0% 0% 10.0%

Current
Total 7 0 1 0 1 0 0 1

Percent 77.8% 0% 12.5% 0% 12.5. % 0% 0% 12.5%

Policies to prevent 
corruption

Initial
Total 8 1 2 0 2 1 0 1

Percent 72.7% 9.1% 20.0% 0% 20.0% 10.0% 0% 10.0%

Current
Total 7 1 1 0 1 0 0 1

Percent 77.8% 11.1% 11.1% 0% 11.1% 0% 0% 11.1%

Practices to ensure 
compliance with bribery 
and corruption policies

Initial
Total 8 1 2 0 2 1 0 1

Percent 72.7% 9.1% 20.0% 0% 20.0% 10.0% 0% 10.0%

Current
Total 7 1 0 1 2 0 0 1

Percent 77.8% 11.1% 0% 11.1% 22.2% 0% 0% 11.1%

Influencing other entities 
to support fair operating 
practices

Initial
Total 6 1 1 0 1 0 1 1

Percent 60.0% 10.0% 11.1% 0% 11.1% 0% 11.1% 11.1%

Current
Total 8 0 0 0 2 1 0 1

Percent 88.9% 0% 0% 0% 22.2% 11.1% 0% 11.1%

Assessments of practices 
by outside organizations 
(e.g., charges of 
corruptions)

Initial
Total 5 0 0 1 0 0 1 1

Percent 45.5% 0% 0% 11.1% 0% 0% 11.1% 11.1%

Current
Total 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 1

Percent 33.3% 22.2% 0% 0% 12.5% 0% 0% 12.5%

Mean
Initial Percent 64.2% 7.6% 14.2% 2.2% 14.2% 4.0% 4.4% 10.4%

Current Percent 71.1% 8.9% 4.7% 2.2% 17.0% 2.2% 0% 11.7%
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Program 
Area
(Core 

Subject)

Common Goals Period

Type of Goal Target Percent of Improvement

Qualitative Quantitative <5% 5%-10% 10+%-
25%

25+%-
50%

50+%-
75% 75+%

H
u

m
an

 R
ig

h
ts

Existence of statement 
of support for universal 
bill of human rights

Initial
Total 7 2 4 3 0 0 0 1

Percent 77.8% 22.2% 36.4% 27.3% 0% 0% 0% 9.1%

Current
Total 8 1 2 0 1 1 0 0

Percent 88.9% 11.1% 22.2% 0% 11.1% 11.1% 0% 0%

Organizational policies 
requiring respect for 
human rights

Initial
Total 8 2 5 0 1 2 0 1

Percent 80.0% 20.0% 45.5% 0% 9.1% 18.2% 0% 9.1%

Current
Total 8 1 2 0 1 1 0 0

Percent 88.9% 11.1% 22.2% 0% 11.1% 11.1% 0% 0%

Adherence to human 
rights policies

Initial
Total 5 4 5 1 1 0 0 1

Percent 55.6% 44.4% 45.5% 9.1% 9.1% 0% 0% 9.1%

Current
Total 7 2 2 0 2 1 0 0

Percent 77.8% 22.2% 20.0% 0% 20.0% 10.0% 0% 0%

Action to influence 
outside entities to 
remedy lack of support 
for human rights

Initial
Total 7 1 3 1 0 1 0 1

Percent 87.5% 12.5% 30.0% 10.0% 0% 10.0% 0% 10.0%

Current
Total 7 2 2 0 1 1 0 0

Percent 87.5% 12.5% 22.2% 0% 11.1% 11.1% 0% 0%

Mean
Initial Percent 75.2% 24.8% 39.4% 11.6% 4.6% 7.1% 0% 9.3%

Current Percent 85.8% 14.2% 21.7% 0% 13.3% 10.8% 0% 0%

La
b

o
r 

P
ra

ct
ic

es

Policies to ensure 
compliance with legal 
requirements

Initial
Total 4 10 5 4 2 0 0 0

Percent 28.6% 71.4% 35.7% 28.6% 14.3% 0% 0% 0%

Current
Total 7 5 1 1 1 1 0 1

Percent 58.3% 41.7% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 0% 10.0%

Policies expressing the 
organization’s values 
regarding treatment of 
employees

Initial
Total 7 4 3 4 0 0 0 0

Percent 63.6% 36.4% 27.3% 36.4% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Current
Total 9 3 2 1 1 1 0 1

Percent 75.0% 25.0% 18.2% 9.1% 9.1% 9.1% 0% 9.1%

Practices to support 
employee development

Initial
Total 8 3 2 3 0 1 1 0

Percent 72.7% 27.3% 18.2% 27.3% 0% 9.1% 9.1% 0%

Current
Total 9 3 2 1 1 2 0 1

Percent 75.0% 25.0% 18.2% 9.1% 9.1% 18.2% 0% 9.1%

Policies and practices 
regarding fair treatment 
of employees

Initial
Total 7 4 2 3 0 1 0 0

Percent 63.6% 36.4% 18.2% 27.3% 0% 9.1% 0% 0%

Current
Total 11 2 2 1 1 2 0 0

Percent 84.6% 15.4% 20.0% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 0% 0%

Mean
Initial Percent 57.1% 42.9% 24.9% 29.9% 3.6% 4.6% 2.3% 0%

Current Percent 73.2% 26.8% 16.6% 9.6% 9.6% 14.3% 0% 7.1%
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Program 
Area
(Core 

Subject)

Common Goals Period

Type of Goal Target Percent of Improvement

Qualitative Quantitative <5% 5%-10% 10+%-
25%

25+%-
50%

50+%-
75% 75+%

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
al

 G
o

ve
rn

an
ce

Shareholder lawsuits

Initial
Total 5 2 1 2 0 0 0 0

Percent 71.4% 28.6% 9.1% 18.2% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Current
Total 3 3 0 0 2 1 1 0

Percent 50.0% 50.0% 0% 0% 22.2% 11.1% 11.1% 0%

Employee lawsuits

Initial
Total 5 1 0 3 0 0 0 0

Percent 83.3% 16.7% 0% 27.3% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Current
Total 4 2 0 0 2 1 0 0

Percent 66.7% 33.3% 0% 0% 25.0% 12.5% 0% 0%

Existence of formal 
ethics/values policies

Initial
Total 5 3 0 3 2 0 0 2

Percent 62.5% 37.5% 0% 25.0% 16.7% 0% 0% 16.7%

Current
Total 5 4 0 1 1 2 1 1

Percent 55.6% 44.4% 0% 11.1% 11.1% 22.2% 11.1% 11.1%

Employee adherence 
to formal ethics/values 
policies

Initial
Total 6 3 1 3 1 1 0 2

Percent 66.7% 33.3% 8.3% 25.0% 8.3% 8.3% 0% 16.7%

Current
Total 4 6 0 1 1 3 1 2

Percent 40.0% 60.0% 0% 8.3% 8.3% 25.0% 8.3% 16.7%

Direction (positive/
negative) of press 
coverage regarding 
ethics/values

Initial
Total 4 3 0 3 2 0 0 1

Percent 57.1% 42.9% 0% 25.0% 16.7% 0% 0% 8.3%

Current
Total 5 4 0 1 2 2 0 1

Percent 55.6% 44.4% 0% 10.0% 20.0% 20.0% 0% 10.0%

Mean
Initial Percent 68.2% 31.8% 3.5% 24.1% 8.3% 1.7% 0% 8.3%

Current Percent 53.6% 46.4% 0.0% 5.9% 17.3% 18.2% 6.1% 7.6%
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Program 
Area
(Core 

Subject)

Common Goals Period

Type of Goal Target Percent of Improvement

Qualitative Quantitative <5% 5%-10% 10+%-
25%

25+%-
50%

50+%-
75% 75+%

T
h

e 
E

n
vi

ro
n

m
en

t

Statement of 
environmental principles

Initial
Total 102 49 15 40 23 22 6 4

Percent 59.6% 28.7% 9.3% 24.8% 14.3% 13.7% 3.7% 2.5%

Current
Total 44 13 17 23 26 18 6 4

Percent 63.7% 28.0% 12.7% 17.2% 19.4% 13.4% 4.5% 3.0%

Formal practices to 
reduce inputs (e.g., 
energy, material)

Initial
Total 48 98 18 41 34 18 6 7

Percent 28.7% 58.7% 11.5% 26.3% 21.8% 11.5% 3.8% 4.5%

Current
Total 43 97 24 29 32 15 6 3

Percent 27.4% 61.8% 17.5% 21.2% 23.4% 10.9% 4.4% 2.2%

Formal practices to 
reduce pollution

Initial
Total 47 82 16 24 34 14 10 6

Percent 28.3% 49.4% 10.9% 16.3% 23.1% 9.5% 6.8% 4.1%

Current
Total 44 86 23 25 25 16 4 5

Percent 28.8% 56.2% 17.6% 19.1% 19.1% 12.2% 3.1% 3.8%

Measures of resource 
intensity (e.g., tons of 
carbon emitted)

Initial
Total 28 80 24 19 24 12 8 5

Percent 16.8% 47.9% 16.8% 13.3% 16.8% 8.4% 5.6% 3.5%

Current
Total 24 81 20 22 17 12 5 3

Percent 15.9% 53.6% 16.3% 17.9% 13.8% 9.8% 4.1% 2.4%

Policies to design for or 
manage the life cycle of 
products

Initial
Total 59 41 16 22 17 13 4 6

Percent 35.5% 24.7% 11.7% 16.1% 12.4% 9.5% 2.9% 4.4%

Current
Total 52 39 14 13 20 13 4 3

Percent 35.4% 26.5% 12.0% 11.1% 17.1% 11.1% 3.4% 2.6%

Public support for green/
sustainability initiatives

Initial
Total 93 34 16 23 23 14 5 7

Percent 55.4% 20.2% 11.0% 15.9% 15.9% 9.7% 3.4% 4.8%

Current
Total 75 29 14 17 17 17 3 3

Percent 51.0% 19.7% 11.6% 14.0% 14.0% 14.0% 2.5% 2.5%

Mean
Initial Percent 37.4% 38.3% 11.9% 18.8% 17.4% 10.4% 4.4% 4.0%

Current Current 37.0% 41.0% 14.6% 16.8% 17.8% 11.9% 3.7% 2.8%

Grand Mean
Initial Mean 55.8% 29.6% 13.6% 15.3% 13.4% 6.8% 5.4% 8.0%

Current Percent 58.1% 30.3% 8.0% 12.7% 16.7% 11.3% 1.8% 6.6%

Question 1: Please indicate which key variable you monitored to determine how you were doing in that area and the associated 
improvement goal and timeframe when your organization’s SR program began.
Question 2: Please indicate which key variable your organization currently monitors to determine how your SR program is doing in that 
area and the associated improvement goal and timeframe.
Question 3: Was your goal quantitative or qualitative?  (Initial)
Question 4: Is your goal quantitative or qualitative? (Current)
Question 5: What was your improvement goal? (Initial)
Question 6: What is your improvement goal? (Current)
Survey Number: 1
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 Figure 5

 SR Program Goals Key Metrics

Question 1: Please indicate which key variable you monitored to determine how you were doing in that area and the associated 
improvement goal and timeframe when your organization’s SR program began.
Question 2: Please indicate which key variable your organization currently monitors to determine how your SR program is doing 
in that area and the associated improvement goal and timeframe.
Question 3: Was your goal quantitative or qualitative? (Initial)
Question 4: Is your goal quantitative or qualitative? (Current)
Question 5: What was your improvement goal? (Initial)
Question 6: What is your improvement goal? (Current)
Survey Numbers: 1-8
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 Figure 6

Length of Time Since Quality Program Inception

Question 1: Does your organization currently have a quality program, such as Total Quality Management (TQM), lean, or Six Sigma 
(anywhere in the organization, not just in SR)?
Question 2: How long has your organization had a quality program?
Survey Number: 6

 Figure 7

 Social Responsibility and Quality Program Integration

Question: Have your quality and SR programs been integrated? (Select all that apply.)
Survey Number: 6
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 Figure 8

 Data Collection and Analysis Tools

Question: Do you use any of the following tools in the organization (not just in SR)? (Select all that apply.)
Survey Number: 6

 Table 14

 Quality Program Success

Level of Success Quality

Not successful at all 2.7%

Not very successful 0%

Somewhat successful—Some areas of success, but not 
generally known around the company as a success

48.6%

Successful—Well known inside the company as a success 32.4%

Very successful—Outside parties rated it highly 16.2%

Question: In your opinion, how successful is your quality program, currently?
Survey Number: 6

9.8%

12.1%

16.7%

14.4%
14.9%

16.7%

15.5%

Cause-and-effect diagram

Check sheet

Control charts

Histogram

Pareto charts

Scatter diagram

Strati�cation
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 Table 15

 SR Program Success

Level of 
Success

SR Program 
Tenure

Community 
Involvement 

and 
Development

Consumer 
Issues

Fair 
Operating 
Practices

Human 
Rights

Labor 
Practices

Organizational 
Governance

The 
Environment

Not at all 
successful

After one year 1.2% 1.3% 0.8% 0.8% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%

After three years 0.5% 2.3% 1.1% 0.6% 0.6% 1.1% 0.5%

Currently 0.4% 1.7% 0.8% 1.2% 2.1% 1.6% 0.4%

Not very 
successful

After one year 2.1% 1.7% 1.3% 1.3% 1.7% 2.9% 3.3%

After three years 1.6% 1.7% 1.1% 1.1% 2.8% 2.2% 1.6%

Currently 2.8% 1.7% 1.2% 0% 1.2% 1.2% 2.8%

A little 
successful

After one year 9.5% 9.4% 6.8% 3.4% 5.9% 13.0% 13.8%

After three years 8.5% 6.9% 7.8% 7.3% 4.4% 6.1% 8.7%

Currently 13.1% 10.8% 9.0% 7.0% 8.2% 13.5% 17.1%

Somewhat 
successful

After one year 24.7% 18.3% 20.3% 13.9% 20.1% 23.4% 21.7%

After three years 16.4% 14.4% 14.0% 10.1% 18.3% 26.0% 25.7%

Currently 22.7% 16.3% 16.3% 13.5% 18.5% 23.9% 23.6%

Very 
successful

After one year 27.2% 19.6% 28.8% 23.2% 31.0% 19.7% 26.7%

After three years 32.3% 23.6% 33.5% 24.0% 32.2% 24.9% 26.2%

Currently 27.5% 25.0% 32.2% 23.0% 32.5% 23.5% 22.8%

Extremely 
successful

After one year 11.5% 4.2% 6.4% 8.9% 7.5% 5.9% 4.6%

After three years 14.8% 5.2% 4.5% 5.6% 6.7% 6.1% 6.0%

Currently 10.0% 4.2% 5.7% 7.8% 6.6% 6.0% 6.5%

Question 1: After one year of engaging in each area of SR, how successful was your organization at achieving its goals?
Question 2: After three years of engaging in each area of SR, how successful was your organization at achieving its goals?
Question 3: Currently, how successful are you at achieving your SR goals?
Survey Numbers: 1-8
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 Table 16

 Recognized Value of SR Programs

Recognized Value
After One Year After Three Years Currently

Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent

Revenue directly due to SR (e.g., sales of new 
products or customers buying more speci� cally 
because of SR)

40 11.8% 33 12.0% 46 11.7%

Reduced costs that were directly tied to SR 
efforts (e.g., cost savings resulting from an 
initiative to reduce environmental impact)

70 20.6% 65 23.6% 79 20.1%

Increased ability to recruit or retain desired 
workers that is directly tied to the SR program

59 17.4% 47 17.0% 73 18.6%

Improved reputation with customers and others 
(e.g., suppliers, media) that is directly tied to SR

142 41.9% 111 40.2% 156 39.7%

No general agreement on any of the bene� ts 
above

28 8.3% 20 7.2% 39 9.9%

Question 1: One year after engaging in an overall SR program, was there general agreement within the company that the program 
had produced any of the following bene� ts?
Question 2: Three years after engaging in an overall SR program, was there general agreement within the company that the program 
had produced any of the following bene� ts?
Question 3: Currently, is there general agreement within the company that the SR program has produced any of the following 
bene� ts?
Survey Numbers: 1-8

 Table 17

 SR Program Financial Expectations

Revenue Expectation Percent

Increasing revenues 7.3%

Reducing costs 7.3%

Managing � nancial risks associated with environmental 
and ethical breaches

14.6%

Increasing cost of doing business 0%

No � nancial impact expected but necessary to comply 
with regulation(s)

2.4%

No � nancial impact but necessary to build credibility with 
other stakeholders

41.5%

Question: Currently, what is the primary � nancial outcome your organization expects from its SR strategy?
Survey Number: 2
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 Table 18

 Implementation Barriers

Implementation Barriers Percent

Ignorance of local cultural practices, laws and regulations, 
and/or community customs

12.3%

Reluctance of management to devote resources 17.5%

Resistance for employees to participate 11.1%

Lack of corporate budget, resources, or commitment 18.9%

Con� icts with corporate � nancial objectives 9.5%

Con� icts with corporate strategic goals 5.9%

No systems/organizational structures in place to track 
progress

24.8%

Question: What have been the key barriers you have experienced in enacting SR programs? (Select all that apply.)
Survey Numbers: 1-8

About ASQ and The SRO*
At ASQ, the global voice of quality, we believe 
that to be socially responsible, people and 
organizations must behave ethically and with 
sensitivity toward social, cultural, economic, and 
environmental issues. We also believe quality 
can help governments, companies, and academia 
positively impact individuals living in the 
community.

In an e� ort to bring together a community of 
thought leaders to discuss social responsibility 
(SR) and identify emerging leaders, ASQ created 
� e SRO*. � e SRO* is an international 
movement to share insights and expertise on, and 
examples of, the evolving area of SR, and to help 
de� ne what it means to be a socially responsible 
organization. With members in 60 countries, 
this website o� ers an exciting opportunity for 
knowledge and thought-process sharing on a 
global scale. We encourage use of this site as a 

forum to share you insights and post a comment 
on a discussion. Your invaluable input will make 
the site a better expression of what it means to 
be socially responsible, and it will provide the 
opportunity to learn how SR is being perceived in 
the United States and around the world. With you 
as a member, we can grow � e SRO* into an SR 
information exchange global community.

Please visit www.� eSRO.org and join the 
community, or email sro@asq.org.

Contact Information:

ASQ
600 N. Plankinton Avenue
Milwaukee, WI 53201
1-800-248-1946
sro@asq.org
www.asq.org
www.� eSRO.org




