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Introduction

During the last three decades dramatic economic and socid changes have transformed
the environment in which corporationsin the US were used to operate. Chief among these
changes is the globdization of economic activity aided by the successful economic development
of Japan, North Korea, Taiwan, Singapore (Berger, 1986). In addition, the collapse of
communism in Russafollowed by the incorporation of the Eastern block of European nations
and Chinato the modern capitalist economic system, only served to reinforce these changes.
Thus, after only atwo-hundred-year history, the Western ided of |aisser-faire economicsis
rapidly becoming aglobd redity.

In the US the downsizing of the federad government, and the deregulation of mgjor
indugtries such as telecommunications, trangportation, banking, and utilities, aimed to facilitate
the globa competitiveness of American corporations, have accelerated the impact of foreign
competition by immersaing these and other indudtries related to them into an environment of fast-
pace change (Want, 1995). These external and internal economic and politica transformations

have resulted in combinations of reengineerings and downsizings, mergers and acquisitions to



repogition American corporations as more efficient, market-focused organizations, offering a
menu of related services in nationd and internationa markets. These changes and their impact
are dill unfolding in the present.

In the US, corporate socid involvement aided by the impact of the two World Wars,
the Depression, and related legd changes, has steadily increased, particularly since the 1950s,
primarily through the establishment of corporate foundations, corporate contributions and
community relations programs (Hall, 1989; Sharfman, 1994). Corporate contributions
programs typically functioned by providing smdl grants to most nonprofit or community groups
that asked for support. These programs were based on the separation of business interests and
community involvement and were dominated by the persona and professiond interests of senior
executives. Corporate community relations programs operated by organizing fund-railsng
events and providing volunteers, facilities and other resources to well-known charities.

In the midst of increased competition and the attendant corporate reengineerings and
downsizings, corporate contributions and community relations programs were percelved as
nonessentia to the functioning of their organizations and their budgets and staff were
progressively reduced. The unsystematic giving of resources to hundreds of nonprofits on the
bass of “public rdations’ mativations and “enlightened sdf-interest” in the long-run well-being
of communities was congdered irrdevant for the short-run viability of the corporations (Hall,
1989).

Y et, since the mid-1980s through the action and inspiration of nonprofit advocacy
organizations and the initiatives of afew corporate contributions and community relaions

managers, a new approach has started to crystalize. The new approach termed the strategic



approach seeks to focus the corporate socid involvement on community issues that relate only
to corporate markets and strategies (Flinio and Scanlan, 1991; Smith, 1994; Alperson, 1995;
Tillman, 1997). But more importantly the new approach seeks to deploy these focused
resources in amanner in which they can achieve red and preferably measurable community
impact. Thus, this“winwin” gpproach amsto utilize the reduced corporate resources in away
that can enhance the business performance and surviva of the corporation precisely by “doing
good” in the community. Towards that end corporate contributions and community relaions
have been increasingly seen as parts of the same corporate function making available an array of
resources that can enhance the corporate “investment” in the communitiesin which corporations
are doing business. Hencefor the rest of the paper “ community reations program” will refer to
thisintegrated program that includes corporate contributions.

In the 1990s, large and very large corporations, who were aso previoudy the maor of
corporate philanthropists (Useem, 1987), have increasingly integrated their Corporate
Contributions and Community Relations programs into one unified program and adopted the
strategic gpproach for the new program (Waddock and Boyle, 1995; Altman, 1997). Asthese
changes have been taking place, some socid scientists and nonprofit advocates have began
voicing concern about some likely and some unanticipated adverse impacts that the Strategic
approach may entail for nonprofits and communities. In the most in-depth study into the
functioning of corporate philanthropy programs, Murray (1991) suggests that if corporations
increesingly support only nonprofits that are linked somehow to their business gods, “many
important and necessary charitable organizations may be overlooked” (p. 28). Even more

specificaly, addressing the relationship of corporations with those nonprofits that they do



support, Marx (1999) asks, “has corporate philanthropy predominantly become a short-term
business deal with direct and measurable economic returns to shareholders?’ (p. 186). Ladly,
Weisbrod (1999), indirectly addressing the impact of the Strategic approach after taking direct
am at the reduction of public funds to nonprofits, warns that “forcing nonprofits either into
dliances or into competition with profit-oriented firms is a sure way to brake down public trust
in the integrity of nonprofit organizations’.

As| understand it, Murray is concerned about one unanticipated adverse effect of the
increasing adoption of the strategic approach, that is, that in the end, in a given community, there
may be no corporations with business interests related to the work of some important
nonprofits. Marx is concerned about the business connection of the strategic approach
overwhelming the intent of doing good for the community, thus resulting in a shalow socid
impact. Lastly, Weishrod is concerned about the pressure nonprofits may fee to engage in an
economic exchange leading to the temptation to sdll off their reputation for trustworthiness for

corporate funding.

Sour ce of data and research design

In this paper | will address these three concerns on the basis of evidence from my
current study of the strategic gpproach. Thisis an inductive study, focusing on the opportunities
and obstacles that organizationd participants face in the process of adoption and implementation
of the strategic gpproach. The study is based on large and very large corporations, which within
the last 1-5 years have adopted and are implementing the strategic approach in community

relaions programs. The data are derived from 25 in-depth interviews with vice-presidents,



directors, or managers who have full information on the trangition to the strategic gpproach and
the power to affect its course. The interview-guides were formed on the basis of 10 preliminary
interviews with managers of strategic and non-gtrategic corporate community relations managers
and consultants associated with the Boston College Center for Corporate Community Relations
and on areview of the corporate philanthropy literature and of the strategic approach in
community relations literature.

The companies were selected on the basis of three criteriac (1) achieving a
representation of 1-2 companies across major industries, (2) a representation of companies
across the four regions of the country (East, West, South and Midwest, including 2 corporations
in Canada) and (3) the division of these corporations from diverse industries and regions of the
country into two groups. manufacturing and service indudiries. The intention behind these
selection criteriawas to get a sense of the obstacles and opportunitiesin the process of
adoption and implementation in generd, rather than those related to the specific conditions
within certain industries or those related to regiond dynamicsinvolving the companies and their
surrounding communities. Mogt of the interviews were conducted over the phone but afew
were conducted in person. Thetypica interview lasted about one and a haf hours and was
tape-recorded and transcribed. | aso requested and received permission from dl the
respondents to cal them back for a short interview to clarify information, pursue some questions
further, and verify my interpretations. | exercised this option five times and the typica follow-up
interview lasted about thirty minutes. The interviews are confidentia, that is the names of people
and organizations will be dtered, but in away that preserves some of the business and

geographic context.



On the basis of my current research, | proceed below by addressing one by one the
three potentia threats detailed above, that the adoption of the strategic approach may pose for
the partnerships between corporate community relations programs and nonprofits. These are
important questions and this research gave me an opportunity to consder them from the
perspective of the practices and views of the managers of corporate community relations that
are adopting the strategic approach. Next, | discuss the evidence as awhole, adding, asa
necessary balance to these arguments, the positive impacts of the strategic approach on the
bass of my research. | conclude by offering suggestions, on the basis of this research, on how
nonprofits can address these threats to their partnerships with corporate community relaions

programs.

Theevidenceon threat # 1
If corporations increasingly support only nonprofits that
are linked somehow to their business gods “many
important and necessary charitable organizations may be
overlooked” (Vic Murray, 1991)

At aminimum, dl the participants in this sudy agree that their programs will never be
100% dirategic because of (1) community emergencies, (2) important community needs that are
not strategic, (3) the quid-pro-quo commitments that the involvement of their senior managers
engendersin fund-raisng events or (4) the pressure emanating from the community and/or other
corporations to participate in popular causes. The consultants | interviewed and proponents of

the strategic approach in published statements concur on this point. The following three

accounts are typicd of dl the interviews.



And thanks for reminding me because | meant to mention thet to you when we were talking
about socid vison and we madeit fairly clear in that report that while we have atheme and

that’ s the education theme, that' s not &t the expense of fundamental community needs so thereis
abalance in our budget, whether it's a 60-40 or a 70-30 baance, there is a bdance where we
do some of the more fundamental community needs like hunger, child poverty, family violence,
that kind of thing. And they don't necessarily aign with our socid vision but they’ re, we' re nat,
and it goes back to the points | made about [person’s name], our CEO, and his view that we're
here to leverage the business where it’ s @ppropriate, but we' re not here to leverage it at the
expense of why we started the philanthropic program in the first place to support our community
(Petroleum / gas, Canada).

And it's not just non-profits, you' re dways gonna have grass-roots projects come up or issues
that people galvanize around and then go away. Thoseif they touch acommunity nerve are
aways gonna be funded whether they are within focus areas or not. | don’t think that corporate
philanthropy can ever be 100% strategic; you are always gonna have to go outside. Because
you are gonna have your CEO that has a pet project, you know thereis just so much
community support around an issue. 1t might not be your issue but for political reasons per se
you need to contribute. So | don’t think an organization can ever be 100% [Srategic] (Utility,
West).

You, know, | haveto tell you, thisword “strategic” | think is sometimes carried abit too far. . . .
Y ou can't dways be totdly drategic in everything you do. The human factor, the flexibility has
to comeinto play here. Things can’'t dways be laid out on paper and “thisis what we' re going
todo.” It doesn’'t dwayswork that way. . .. When people are in need, people that we redly
want to help, that may be, they may be part of a group that we don’'t have defined on paper as
our particular focus and the way we' re going to operate. But we know these people need help
and we're going to help them. So, we step outside of that. | think having afocusand | think
trying to be a strategic issue can be as good but there smoreto it than that. . . . Thereisan
emotiond part of this- | can't defineit any better than to say the human factor. [Pause] | have
gods and objectives for what | do; | define those every year and we ve reached them. But to
say that we're not going to step outside those gods and do other things, we are and we will
adwaysdothat. . .. | think that being as strategicaly focused and defined as we can be, we can
have more impact and we can help. [Pause] We can have a greater impact but at the same
time you have to have that ement of flexibility dong with it (Chemicas, Midwest).

For ingtance you said something earlier that “ as you' re thinking about becoming more strategic
and having a greater impact you know what happensto dl of the little guys?” Y ou know, well
we have discussed that here. We won't—wel we will have a certain amount and we think we'll
probably have a certain percentage of the foundation that will always continue to provide the
smaller donations and therefore for dl intents and purposes not redlly abandoning, certainly not
abandoning everyone and maybe not anyone (Appare, East).



When questioned further about this likely adverse impact of the strategic gpproach, in
the aggregate, respondents pointed out that (a) there maybe some difficulty in the short-run but
when corporate community programs settle with this change of gpproach, the end result may be
only asubdtitution of sources of funding, (b) other large corporations that till practice the
traditiond gpproach of multitudes of smadl grants may complement the change, and (c) the
continued support of large, umbrella organizations like the United Way may be away of

addressing thisissue.

Y egh, not being a struggling non-profit | may be seeing things alittle differently but | think thet if
there are so many different types of businesses that if dl the businesses were strategic the non-
profits are il gonna be funded. Like AIDSisnot an issue for my corporation but it is an issue
for hedthcare, or medical, pharmaceutica companies, you know that kind of thing. So while |
may suddenly have to tdl an organization, “No, you' re not in our focus but ook to other
businesses that you have amutud interest or causg’ or you know its a—that | think that if
organizations are good and they are meeting the community need they are gonna find someone
to continue to support them (Utility, West).

Asyou can see from the plan we give to anumber of areas but we do not do alot with Health
S0 We are going to drop this and focus more on the other areas. There are other organizations
that such afocus makes more sensefor them. ... You know, | think there salid for every pot,
as my grandmother used to say. Y ou know, there are folks that have to and will continue do
traditiond grant making and that’ s important because there are those old, established
organizations that are till going to rely on those organizations (Finance, East).

Sgnificantly, al metropolitan areas have various forums and networks of grant-makers

who do refer worthy or struggling nonprofits to each other to support. Thisisasocid structure

especidly rdevant in smal communities, where the expectation that another corporation will

inevitably be choosing to support an area of socid need (eg. arts, hedth, education, etc.) that is



not supported any more by itstraditiona corporate funders, may turn out to be problematic due
to the small number of corporations. That is, when dl is said and done, there may be no
supporters for a particular type of nonprofitsin this small community environment. Also in smdl
communities there are very few large corporations and they stand out for having the resources,

the expertise, and the contacts to act authoritatively.

| don’t think we' re concerned about that [ threet] aswell. But having aredly good network in
the community—if you' re dl concerned about that, then if something’s gonna dide through the
cracks, we can talk about it. 'Y ou know, “How can we handle this, how can we dedl with this,
how can we help with this?” And | think that helps becauseit’s not then twelve or fifteen
corporaionsin isolation, but we're al kind of pulling together once amonth to talk about what's
happening, so we can catch some of these things or talk about providing advice to that non-
profit about how do they want to present their proposd if they' re talking to different ones of us
who have different needs. And one of the things that we' re doing, have done in the past and are
doing again is pulling the—there' s another group in [name of city] that’safund-rasng
executives group, o those are al the people who work for the non-profit, who have to do grant
applications and look for money, so we meet with them a couple of timesayear just to talk
about their needs and our needs and how we can work together. So that’s another really good
connection that you can do if you work as a group (Finance, Canada).

Y &, in communities with only one mgor corporation the formalization of community
relations and/or its strategic gpproach may result in substantia reductions of funds to types of
nonprofits (hedth, civic, culturd etc.), or no funding for new ones because of commitment to
exiging ones.

| think one of the things again though that’ s certainly not uniqueto usbut | redly find to be a
good feature of ours, dthough actualy thereisabad sdeto it to, isthis continuous funding. The
fact that we do continue to fund agencies for years and years. 1t's good because again our
focusisclear. With so few fundersin [name of dity] it redly wouldn't make sensein my mind to
stop funding for an example the Boys and Girls Club, because if their doing some of the best job
in that particular area it only makes sense to keep funding them. But the downsde to thet isit
does make it harder for newer programs to get our attention because we don't have the money
and so alot of our money isin a sense precommitted because we will tend to keep supporting



those good strong programsin those aress. . . . It'sahard thing and I’ ve heard other funders
that do that, | mean that's one of the reasons alot of them have this whatever three years and
your out kind of thing so they can keep bringing in a stream of new programs. | think some of
the way that could work is you' d have to be in a community where there redly were other
funders. Soif you had dready a steady stream where other funders could pick up the dack,
that kind of mode might make more sense. | think for usin [name of city] it would be crazy
because there isn't necessarily a set of other funders for those agencies if we were to stop
funding them (Household products, West).

Actudly, for many programs the focusing of support on 2-4 categories of socia
involvement presents for the community more a hypothetical than ared problem in terms of its
impact for some nonprofits that do not function in those areas. That is, community relations
professionas spesk about establishing funding priorities as a dilemma and do not wish to narrow
down their area of support so much that they lose flexibility, yet they definitdly want to address
the flood of letters and gpplications from nonprofits asking for support thet paralyze their
programs and render them ineffective. In the end, many programs retain a degree of flexibility in

funding by asking the nonprofits on occasion to refocus their projects in a cregtive way S0 asto

satisty both gods without distorting the intent of the nonprofit program.

It' s till, even though we have that socid vison theme, it' s still afairly broad screen. Everybody
can position themselves as education-oriented. Under that umbrella, there are amillion things
you could do. So we haven't got ourselves quite as narrow as we need to. On the other hand,
| don't want to go too narrow because | think that destroys some of your flexibility. If your
riverbanks are too close to each other you miss some opportunity or periphera vison. If you
are just aming for the end of the river, you miss the scenery on both sides. | think you lose
something (Petroleum / Gas, Canada).

What | ask them isto redly focus on environment, education, and public safety. Now, what
that doesisit bringsinto question, maybe. . . let methink. | don’t know if | can think of a
program or not. Maybe someone is doing something with drug awareness education. Well if
they can make the case that it isredlly public safety then | am happy with that. If they areredly

10



involved with something that is way outsde of those three focus areas, then we are going to try
to gain some understanding and move in the directions of environment, education, and public
safety (Chemicds, South).

Many respondents suggest that smaller corporations that are not strategic can be a
source of funds for nonprofits that are not getting as much because of the strategic approach,
however, they add that thiswill take more effort on the part of the nonprofits because such
corporations give smaler anounts. The evidence in the literature supports this suggestion by

showing that smal and medium sze corporations are an important source of support in the

community (Levy, 1999)

My response then to non-profits that say “Y ou’ re doing everything strategic and therefore
you're cutting us short,” is“Well, quit coming back to [name of company] as the only people
you ask for money. Go find people, it might take some work on your part, you might have to
take the phone-book out, you might need to beet the streets for awhile, but go find who the
new businesses are, go find the people who are providing 20 or 30 jobs. Approach them, tell
them what you are al about, and ask for adonation. 'Y ou might not get $50,000 like you're
looking to get from us. Y ou might have to ask 10 people for $5,000.” It's harder work on
their part but it doesn’'t mean it’s not out there. 1t's discouraging for me when | hear non-profits
say that because again | think alot of non-profits, over time, have targeted the same, here we
cal them “the usual-suspects’ (Insurance, East).

Finaly, beyond referring nonprofits to each other, as the community relations manager
from Canada hinted above, another function that grant-maker groups do perform is becoming a
forum for community leaders and managers of nonprofits to discuss present and future
community needs. Thisisavery important function because it can (1) facilitate an authoritative

assessment of community needs, which is a constant need for corporate programs that position

themsdves strategically and want to be identified as addressing measurably important
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community needs, and (2) galvanize the grant-makers to cooperate and possibly lead to the
activation of the latent potential of such networksto aso act asaunit in addressing locd

community needs.

And there are probably about | would say ten to fifteen of usthat are considered a core group
and | think we consder oursalves that because we ve gone through, we' re kind of firgt
generation you know, we built our own programs and pushed our way up through the
management, pushed the program up through the companies instead of having it dictated from
the top down and it's been alot of work. Then there' s the second generation. Y ou know we
sort of were the path-finders for the next group to come in and these are the young ladies that
are able to take advantage of some of the ground-work that we made. So, we have—we meet
once a month and we share what we' re doing you know, what sort of programs we' re involved
in, particularly what we actually share are our signature programs. But, we aso use that forum
to invite speakers from the county to come in and educate us on certain needs. For example,
we brought in the Chief of Public Health and identify for us the corridors of poverty in our
county and we were very curious, what's the most expensive disease, you know? We found it
was teen-pregnancy! And we have avery diverse population out here as you can imagine. . . .
So, as agroup, what we re working on—something that I’ m working very hard to pull together
isadgrategic think tank with some of the core members of this consortium and we' re talking
about and you're the first to know here. . . [laughg] so, we' re Sitting in one of the consortium
mestings of which there were 44 attendees and | looked around the room and | thought, OK, if
everybody has amillion dollar budget and the average, that’s about what it is, I'm looking at 44
million dollars here and that’ s only one year’ s worth of giving into our region and it struck me
that—I mean, hit me like alightening bolt—my goodness, what have we been doing? Where
are we and how dtrategic have we redly been asagroup? Because even though we'rea
consortium, we' ve never worked together, we' ve never applied a group—I mean it’s never
been agroup effort. And | thought you know we could be a driving force for red changein the
community if we were to work together, if we to target one area or that sort of thing, so, dmost
everybody, everybody is giving to K-12 education because Cadifornia s schools are so bad. |
mean it'sreached amgor criss. But, the government is dso giving to the schoals, the sate's
giving to the schools and | thought you know we ve been doing this, we' ve been giving to K-12
educetion al in our own little program you know for at least three years-we ve been pouring
money into this and what has it accomplished? We haven't assessed how effective we' ve been
and s0 We re gonna get together and we' re gonna be a visonary committee or avisonary think-
tank for the new corporate philanthropy. We're just gonnatake alook at what's reasonable
and what' s more effective and how we can be a driving force for change (Pharmaceutical,
West).

12



Educaion’sbig in [name of city], so ishedth care. | think we're doing alot of theright thingsin
working together. WEe ve brought in you know the [name of city] Educationd Alliance Center
[name of organization is changed] to comein and speak to our breskfast group, so they could
hit al of us at once and talk about what we can be doing with them and what kinds of school
and business partnerships we' re involved in you know, who's doing mentorship programs,
who's doing another kind of program so that it can be quite coordinated that way, and | think
that’ sreally important. Cause we bring alot of research to the table, you know and one of us
might be aware of afact that might fit in with afact that someone dse knowsand soit’sdl of
that intelligence coming to the table a the same time, dl that research, probably, which redly
workswell (Finance, Canada).

In summary, the evidence on thisissue shows that the conversion to the strategic
approach by corporate community relations programsis not as threstening as was anticipated
and that there are mechanisms that can function as community “safety nets’ to soften the
adverse impact of the transition for some nonprofits. The only exception appears to be the case
of smdler communities with only one mgor corporation present. In this case, smaler-sze

corporations, government, individuas and foundations are the dternative organizations that must

support existing and new worthy nonprofits that are not funded by the corporate program.

Theevidenceon threat # 2
The business connection of the sirategic approach may
overwhelm the intent of doing good for the community, thus
resulting in ashalow socid impact (Jerry Marx, 1999)
This question is essentidly a concern about the community needs, short-term and long-

term, becoming secondary to short-term business interests. In this research thisthreet to

corporate-nonprofit partnerships trandates as the careless presumption of knowing what
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nonprofits need or the careless demands for maximum benefit to the corporation regardless of
the impact of these demands on the needs of the nonprofit. Thus, thisis not about one
unintended, macro-effect of many uncoordinated actions by corporate community relaions
programs, as was question #1, but the intentiona or cardless violation of the gpirit of the
strategic gpproach as a“win-win” gpproach.

Aswewill see below in greater detail, the two orientations of the strategic approach are
(1) an emphasis on taking the initiative in finding nonprofits to collaborate with (proactive) and
(2) thefocusing of an array of corporate resources on afew projects to make them successful
(high-impact). Yet, asthese very factors differentiate the strategic approach from the traditional
approach to corporate giving and community relations by achieving measurable results for both
the corporation and the community, they can aso lead a corporate program to impose its
agenda on the process of achieving common goals and inadvertently obstructing the nonprofit is
pursuing its larger gods.
Y ou want to measure, but part of the issue—I have sympathy with the charities right now—is
that they are being taken, deferred, deterred, and detracted from what they are there to do by
al of this other stuff. We now say we want you to have publicity, a press conference, this, and
that. So it takes away from what they are doing. So on the one hand while we want to hear
back from them and hear that the money was well spent, we don’t want to create awhole other
layer of bureaucracy by doing that. . .. But. . . if we get involved with a partnership with the

charity where we try and direct much too much of the programming. It'san ethica question as
much as anything (Petroleum / gas, Canada).

The other thing that we do that | think we are the only onesthat | know that do this, iswe assign
al our grantsto an individua within corporate affairs to follow up on and to work with them and
evauate their work. Considering that our budget is two million dollars, we decided to give only
afew mgor grants. But this also worksin terms of being able to evauate and follow them up.
But if we did have abigger budget | would gtill assign 3-4 such individudsto following up al our
grants. Also, we do not follow up on requests for grants that come by the mail. Wefind

14



ourselves the organizations that we want to fund and then we work with them. We explain to
them what we expect and want and when you have someone give you hundred thousands
dollars from nowhere you are not interested to argue about it (Finance, East).

Worse than the above adverse effect for nonprofits, CR programs may choose to
engage in nonprofit projects or programs that are good vehicles for their business goals but do

not reflectcommunity priorities.

By going through that process [need assessment] we began to understand what this community
truly valued and that was very important to us, | can tell you because we were spending money
that wasn't vaued by the community. So it did not advance our outcomes ether or nonprofit
organizationd priorities. | think the danger or the fear that non-profits have is that corporations
comeinand say, “1 want this particular program. | want to hold a hedlth fair on Thursday
afternoon to screen for breast cancer” or very, very specific stuff. The health community looks
a it and says, “We don't need THAT, our problem is children’ simmunization” or something.
So | judt think that you can be drategic without being terribly specific and inflexible (Chemicals,
South).

And then at the time that | started, we had a hardware donation program where we took our
old computers and donated them into the community. What our research showed was that that
was not strategic to the organization, it was costing [us] far more than the benefit because by the
time computers get through our organization they are so thrashed that they are not much good
anyway and then you give them to a non-profit organization that definitely needs the good
technology and then it doesn’t work or it doesn’t work right or it's not new enough to handle
any new programs and so you find yoursdlf trouble-shooting and we just decided that’s not
what we wanted to do (Computers, Midwest).

Asin question #1, having systematic access to information on community needsis away
to ensure the relevance of corporate involvement. Forma assessments of community needs
through interviews and surveys of important stakeholders are taking place especidly at the

introduction of new programs or reorganizetions of existing ones. Some of these effortsto

assess community needs are conducted by the organizations and others by consultants hired
15



gpecificaly for this purpose. Other methods are through the informal networking with
nonprofits, and the formal and informa networking with colleagues. In terms of networking with
nonprofits for community relations managers that would take the form of visiting nonprofits,
screening grant gpplications, talking with managers of umbrella nonprofits like the United Way,
who have more access to information, and finaly through their own executives who volunteer on
nonprofit boards. Thus, systematic and reliable access to information on community needs can
address the strategic requirement for corporate involvement to achieve both business goad's and

important community needs as well.

Clearly no organization can do everything, can tackle everything so we ve chosen to, in the
regions where we have a critical mass of employees, we choose to focus on the critica issuesin
the community. Meaning we do actualy survey where there is an intersection between the gods
of the corporation, the critica needs in the community, and the interests of the employeesis
what wefocuson. . . . it [survey of company executives| helped us-or it led usto identifying
what were the top corporate goals and so, once we had that data, we went out and conducted
interviews, sometimes over the phone, sometimes in person, kind of in survey format redly of
folks that we considered to be community leaders in[name of city] and in [name of city] those
are the two main areas were [our company] has large Sites. And so, in each of those regions,
we talked to you know twelve to fifteen different folks. Thiswould be you know the head of
the loca United Way, the head of you know one or two of theloca universties, the mayor of
both of those citiedname of city] and [name of city] you know folks at that level who could give
us perspectives, very different perspectives around what are the most critica issuesthat the
region isfacing and we were very clear to get their opinions on what was most critical today and
aso wha did they believe were going to be the most critical issues that were coming up for us
over the next few years and so that was the second part and then the last part was completed
last year, right was completed last year, and that was an dl-employee survey of al [our]
employeesin the US and we got very good participation (Computer software, West).

Otherwise, | think education and youth development our primary area, we are redly closeto it
because of dl the officers on the boards and because we serve one of those educational boards
0 we areinvolved in avariety of organizations in the educationd arena. 'Y ou know, there are
some councils and you know groups of key decision-makers and the like and [name of
company] is represented in dl of them so | think in education, | don’t think we need to do
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anything more formal than what we do, | mean we couldn’t be too much closer to it than we
are. ... Theother key with usisthis board involvement. We have about 21 officers on boards
and with that, we do believe we have this built-in accountability with the agencies we are funding
aswdl. Wewill vist frequently other ones. We dso have agency representatives comein and
talk to us’ (Household products, West).

In doing community assessments | have on my wall here a community assessment vison map
thet we did in one smal community in [name of sate]. What was o intriguing and the learning
process of that was—we hired afacilitator for this community, and the community together with
the facilitator crested a vison map for what the community wanted to accomplish in the aress of
community building, children and education, economic growth and job, industry relations, and
hedth and safety. . . . However, there were anumber of thingsin here that were Strategic to us
and AL SO grategic to the community. So | think what it redly isamatter of is us being clear
on what's grategic to usand if | say to my communities and non-profits that “L ook
environment, education, and public safety are strategic to me and redly important to me,” then
somewhere in that | would think that there are programs and projects that communities and
non-profits would be able to latch on to and say, “ Oh good you can help uswith THIS and it
would make sense. (Chemicals, South)

Certain indudtries like utilities, telecommunications, any corporations with businesses
that impact the environment such as chemicalss, forest products, manufacturing facilitiesin
generd, they al have by the beginning of this decade indtituted the practice of forming
Community Advisory Pandsin the locad communities where they have plants. These groups are
extremdy vauable because they can function by providing information on important community
needs, even specific projects to fund, and on the outcomes of community relationsinitiatives.
These pands are essentidly congtantly open channdls of communication between the plants and
their surrounding communities and they have the mechanisms to marsha resources to address

on-going and specia community needs as well as support the companiesin times of need

(indugtrid accident, relocation, downsgizing, training, recruitment of employees, etc.).
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Therewasn't any kind of forma give and take between the company and the communities
where we—as when you start the strategic approach we' ve created Community Advisory
Councils where we had an ongoing dialogue with community leaders where we would discuss
our issues and they would discuss their issues and where we could identify needswithin a
community. So if we had the ability to bring some resources to that whether it was human or
financia, we understood what we needed to do. So in years past it was basically, we' d cut you
acheck and somebody might come and shake your hand, and that was pretty much it. (Forest
products, East)

We do have Advisory Pandsin place and | think that’s still going to be the best source for us of
community-needs assessments. Now with [the parent company, before the divestiture] | did
forma community needs assessment a my more critica locations, and would actudly goinand
interview community members, but | redlly don't see us doing that in [name of span off
company] locations. | see us asking for input from our Community Advisory Pandls but not
doing an externa survey (Chemicas, South).

Another variaion on this theme of consulting community leeders and nonprofitsin order
to avoid engaging in projects that do not reflect community prioritiesis consulting outsde
experts and community leadersin the process of evauating specific proposals of certain types of
nonprofits (educationd, artigtic, avic, health/human services). This process was found in only
one company and it was related with the use of the company foundation as a“pass-through”
mechanism. That is, alegd entity that acts as a holding place for the endowment of funding for
community relationswork. Usualy, the intent for this arrangement is to provide uninterrupted
and congant leve of funding for community relations, unlike the typical practice which bases the
community relaions budget on the current profitability of the corporation. This type of

evauation is probably related also to programs that fund nonprofits once or two-four times per

year.
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We have a gaff, and depending upon the type of funding request we have, either the staff will
review it or we do have a couple of independent outside review panelsif it's a program which
dedls specifically with secondary education in curriculum then we have a pand of education
professionals that we use to evauate those kinds of proposals and make recommendations to
us. If it'scertain kinds of community programs we have the same thing of community leaders
that we pull together to make evaluations on that (Forest products, East).

In summary, the evidence on thisissue shows that the conversion to the strategic
approach by corporate community relations programs does pose a serious threat through (1)
the adoption of programs that do not reflect community priorities and (2) the imposition of many
demands that may detract from the overal mission of the nonprofits. Y &, the objective of
achieving subgtantial gods in the community and being associated with this achievement
provides the motivation for corporate community programs to constantly seek information about
community needs and about the way the corporation is percaived in the community. Exigting
professond networks provide excellent opportunities for nonprofits and community leaders to
bring community needs to the attention of many corporations at once. Also, corporate
programs seek through their constant contacts with nonprofits or through special surveysto
asessthisinformation on their own. In the end, it isin the common interest of both

corporations and nonprofits in addressing top-priority socia needs and achieving measurable

results to provide a check to thisthreet.

Theevidenceon threat # 3

“Forcing nonprofits ether into dliances or into
competition with profit-oriented firmsis a sure way to
brake down public trust in the integrity of nonprofit
organizations’ (Burton Weisbrod, 1999)
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Asking the nonprofits to provide direct benefitsin exchange for more cash isalikdly
event, and it may arise when nonprofits work with (1) Marketing departments directly, and (2)
Community Relations programs that are becoming more strategic and are seeking a new
balance of company and nonprofit benefits. Marketing departments have their own budgets and
can strike their own deals with nonprofits. Community Relations programs usudly see these
arrangements as business-related grants which are treated as business costs and not
philanthropy for tax purposes. However, considering that one of the tenets of the strategic
approach isto increase collaboration with other corporate departments, in order to maximize
the resources extended to nonprofits and the benefits to the community, there is an obvious

potentid for confusion and abuse.

Like for us here, sometimes we get afunding and very clearly it's aterrific funding and other
timesit'svery dearly amarketing craft. But then there' s that whole, huge gray areain between,
where depending on how you position it, it could be marketing or it could be charitable. So, in
this particular discipline there' s more gray than black or white. (Petroleum / gas, Canada).

We're talking about need but balancing it with objectives and resources and it'sgot to be a
balance. It can never get to be a baance-sheet function. Then it’s no longer community
relations, it's marketing, it's something e se and that to meis going to be the chalenge for
community relaions, maintaining the integrity of the practice and the professon if you will
(Banking, South).

Thereisaredly fine line there because you know it’slike | have alot of people coming to me
from insde the company and saying, “Well can we do thisresearch a university of [name of
city] because we need this research done’ and | say, “you'’ re talking applied research not
charitable research” then | have to explain to them the difference thet if we' re doing something
that exclusively benefits our company it’s not a charitable contribution it’s something for the
company so that’s gpplied research so “go fund it yoursdlf” but it'sthe same asif we get
involved with a partnership with the charity where we try and direct much too much of the
programming. It'san ethica question as much as anything (Petroleum / gas, Canada).
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So on the one hand, the increased collaboration of community relations programs with
other corporate functions may increase the temptation to abuse the relationships with nonprofits.
On the other hand, the development of closer ties with other departments within the organization

does mitigate any excesses by bringing the perspective of the community in the decison-making.

Part of changing our name in January and dl the branding that has gone around launching anew
name we didn’t go through a merger or anything like that. We are looking for opportunitiesto
brand the new corporate identity and last year | partnered with marketing on a museum
function, underwriting an exhibit a the museum that we' d never done before but it benefited
both the community, employees, and it had a strong marketing function. So we partnered, the
company is looking a more sponsorships than we ve done before and I’ m trying to be a part of
that process at least be in the loop. If it's some sponsorship that involves a nonprofit | need to
be at the table in making that decision because they need to know our history with the
organization, they need to look alittle bit broader than | think, than it's gonna get us so many
hits and we re gonna get so many ads kind of thing. So we' re working together. (Utility, West)

When things come in here that | think belong to marketing, | ship them over there and vice-
versa but just from atax perspective just in terms of how we deal with Revenue Canadathat is
redly the only areathat the definition gpplies as abusiness expenditure. . . Like our marketing
people would say, just do a Ronald McDonald House and that would be great. Just find an
equivaent to that and put dl your money into it and that’sit. You'd redly build up your name
and your brand. That is fine on the marketing sde, but our Canadian people and customers
have an expectation of this company and it isn't that. Their expectation isthat the company be
much broader in response to Canadian needs than just a one stop shopping thing (Petroleum /
gas, Canada).

In addition, the effort to formalize the community relations departments, which actudly
sets the basi's of making them more strategic, can lead to the centraization of al data about
funding of community organizations (one component of formalization) and may provide a

needed perspective in such rdationships. Centrdization of company-wide information on giving

may refer Sdeways to other functions (marketing, government relaions, media, public relations,
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communications, senior management, etc.) and product divisonsif they exist. Also
centrdization of information about giving may involve the establishment of the final approva of
funding with the corporate community relations department or & least may involve asmple

reporting of al funding through community relaions

Well | can run reportson it, | can get operations to do that and | have to sign off on every single
donation that goes out of the company. Itis't likel cantell the senior VP of marketing that he
can't spend money in acertain way. But if he does give adonation | have to seeit, SO what that
doesis make sure | don't have somebody, a non-profit organization going to four different
organizations in the company and getting multiple donations. It also gives me a good idea of
what kind of donationswe are giving. So | know well in product development they are giving
lots of donations to schools to facilitate learning and development of particular high-tech
products. Those are tax-deductible donations for us but they are very strategic for the product
development group. So when someone comes to me and has and ideafor something like thet
Ill refer them to the product development group because that is more strategic to what they are
doing. Soyesah itsnot a centralized function and | don't think it needsto be morethan it is
because | do have signing authority. Non of us get paid without my signature (Computers,
Midwest).

Agan, it's not sructured, yet that way. They do have their own budget, [but] not al divisons
and not al managers incorporate that community relations or that charitable donation piece into
their budget and it’s not something that we ve required, so we don’t know yet whether we want
to require that. We encourage it, but we aso want to help them make the distinction between
what is actualy charitable, what is a business-associated relationship, even though it may goto a
charity, it won't be tax-deductible necessarily if it's abusiness relationship. What is marketing
and publicity. . . you know, so they don’t have that information yet. . . . So, they have full
access to us, but we're not controlling them, we' re not telling them how to run their programs
right now. Eventudly, we'll say, “Y ou know, it needs to be more dtrategic, these are your
guidelines, thisis how you need to donate.” Only becauseit’sdl coming out of the same pot
you know. (Biotechnology, East)

All of the decisons a [company name] are made out of Corporate Relations if a business group
is supporting an event for say a client or something, especidly if the dient is a non-profit,
Corporate Relations someone with Sgning authority needsto sgn off. | Sgn off on everything in
thel company name] world. So | would know and that gives me a chance to cal someone and
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say, “Hey did you know that we have amgor partnership with this organization you should be
aware of what we'redoing . . . ” (Finance, East)

In summary, the evidence on this issue shows that the increasing collaboration of
corporate marketing departments with nonprofits may pose the temptations that Weisbrod is
warning us about. However, the increasing adoption of the strategic approach by corporate
community relations programs may ether exacerbate this threat or provide arestraining
mechanism. On the one hand, community relations programs eager to prove their business
worth or implementing a top-management directive for closer aignment with marketing may be
insengtive to or unable to check thisthreet. In my sample these programs are likely very few
(3-5). Onthe other hand, the mgority of community rdationsin this sudy wish to learn the
marketing strategy, support it from their perspective, and thus gain extraresources to use in the
community while making a clear effort to distinguish between business grants and charitable

grants and have a say in the partnerships with nonprofits that other corporate functions establish.

Discussion

On the basis of the evidence presented above, it appears that the first concern that there
may be no corporations with business interests related to the work of some important nonprofits
is the weakest thregt of dl three examined in this paper. Thisis due to a combination of
restraints that strategic programs exercise by limiting the extent of the strategic approach, by
alowing some flexibility in their funding priorities, and by participating in professond networks

that act asinformal “safety nets’. The third concern that the pressure to receive substantia



corporate funding may lead some nonprofitsto sl off their most vauable asset, their reputation
for trustworthiness poses an important threst for some nonprofits. Thisis dueto the fact that
nonprofits can ded directly with corporate marketing departments which increesingly see
nonprofits as an effective vehicle for their message. In addition, some community relations
programs, new to the strategic approach and under pressure to prove their business worth may
a0 engage in more marketing than community relations work. However, this seemsto be the
exception, and the motivation to distinguish between marketing and community relations, and the
centralization of al data about giving to the community does provide a broader perspective on
the contact with nonprofits company-wide for the mgority of these programs. The second
concern seems to be the most pervasive threat for nonprofits from the strategic approach. In
this research this threat becomes twofold, the presumption by some community relations
managers that they know the important community needs and an overly controlling style of
collaboration with nonprofits by some community relations managers. Y &, the motivation to
help the corporation by achieving important and measurable improvements in the community
seem to provide internd discipline for the mgority of these programs.

Thisandyss so far examined the likely adverse impacts of the strategic approach for
nonprofits. It istherefore, important to examine the possible positive impact of this new
approach in order to get amore balanced view of its effects in the community. In generd, the
strategic gpproach involves (1) restricted giving to areas related to business gods, (2) gving
fewer but larger grants, (3) giving an array of resources not just cash, (4) it presupposes access
to strategy meetings and contact with senior management in order to produce focused giving

and continue to adjust to strategy changes, and (5) must show the impact of the program,
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therefore the need to evauate what is done and the emphasis on imparting manageria skillsto
nonprofits and expecting accountability. These components of the Strategic approach are
framed by two key orientations: the “proactive’ search for programs that fit the gods of the
program and the “leveraging” of as many corporate resources as can be mustered. Thus, the
increased focus and the concentrated resources are expected to produce “high-impact” and
thus vigble change in the community.

The turn to the strategic gpproach is connected to the conditions that community
relations programs are finding themsalves in, as undervaued, peripherd functions, that a best
contribute indirectly to business success. The dtrategic gpproach alows community reations
professonds to work with these conditions and moreover succeed and turn the tables around to
their benefit, their employer’s benefit and to the community’ s benefit. According to these
professionals spreading alittle of one's resources to every nonprofit (traditional gpproach to
corporate philanthropy) does not effect positive change. Actudly the Strategic approach is
designed to counteract that. One could say, applying Meyer and Rowan's (1977) indtitutional
approach to organizations, that community relations was a ceremonia function having more to
do with the response of corporations to socia pressures than the belief in producing redl change
and probably that is why when business conditions became challenging these programs were
essentidly in the process of becoming jettisoned by corporations.

This new corporate community involvement demands that nonprofits pay equd attention
to producing measurable results and to fund-raising systematically and creetively. Thisresearch
can offer primarily some ideas about finding sources of funding in the corporate world and

secondarily some ideas about relating to these corporate programs.
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Nonprofits that address urgent community needs and/or needs that are in the public’s eye can
approach just about any corporate program in their geographic area and ask for support. If the
nonprofits do not address such urgent or visible community needs, they should research to find
corporations that fund the same areas of interest, and/or approach traditiona corporate relations
programs that fund most worthy nonprofits, or gpproach umbrella organizations, such asthe
United Way, and find how to get funded through them. Also, nonprofits can use established
contacts with corporate programs to ask them to refer their projects to colleagues or refer
colleagues to the nonprofit. Nonprofits should dso explore the possibility of contacting
community leaders and ask them to mention them to individua grant-makers or in their forums.
Internally, nonprofits with boards of directors with some influence in the community should ask
the board-members to use their networks to advertise the needs of the nonprofit and its good
work. Insmaler communities, nonprofits must contact other than corporate funders such as
individuas, foundations, government, churches, etc. If everything falls, in receiving funding from
large corporations, the nonprofits should approach medium and possibly smal size corporations
and be prepared to approach more of them for less funding from each.

In terms of relating to corporate programs with a strategic approach, nonprofits must be
flexible and willing to explore for common ground. Once they understand what the corporate
programs hope to accomplish, the nonprofits can creetively try to offer ways that they address
the gods of their potentid supporters and il achieve their gods. In case of conflict of interest
in the process of achieving common overal gods, nonprofits must point out gently to the
disadvantages that the corporate demands may create in achieving measurable resultsin this or

other projects. In case of conflict of interest in aspects of overdl gods, nonprofits must again
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show how the results will be perceived by the consumers of these corporate-nonprofit
partnerships and the larger community: that is, how much on target suggested projects are with
community expectations and understandings of what congtitute important needs. Nonprofits
must keep pointing to corporate community managers the impact of messurable and visble
results on community-identified needs. This role can probably be played most effectively by
community leeders: locd paliticians, government officids, officids of local chapters of umbrdla
nonprofits, church leaders, schoal officids, etc. Findly, nonprofits should consider approaching
other corporate functions that may be interested to fund them but do o &fter talking with the
respective community relations managers. The latter can orchestrate arelationship that has
many parts. At minimum, community relations managers may offer some buffer in relaing to
another corporate department such as marketing.

In balance then, this turn for the strategic approach has revived corporate socid
involvement and even moreis elevating it to amore effective force than it ever was. Associated
with these substantid improvements are the set of potentid thresats to the corporate-nonprofit
partnerships, explored in this paper, that may mitigate the effectiveness of this gpproach in some
cases. Y, the strategic approach seems, in balance, to provide a sustainable and effective
forcein addressing socia problems and community needs by addressing the needs of the

corporation.
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Appendix

Major Statements of the Tenets of Strategic Giving

Plinio, A. J., and J. B. Scanlan, 1991.

1. The corporation uses all of its resources--money, people, facilities, services, and so on--asa
portfolio available to corporate interests and community needs.

2. The corporation seeks out resources from community nonprofits and for-profit groups and
government to meet needs that are usualy met only from for-profit sources.

3. The corporate giving program becomes an orchestrator for both the purchase and supply of
sarvices and assstance for the corporation and for the community, helping the various
divisons and departments of a corporation to participate in strengthening corporate-
community relations as they conduct their daily busness affairs.

4. The giving program staff marshals corporate resources to develop new community services
as the need for them isidentified within corporate operations, thus integrating the giving
program policies with general corporate objectives.

5. The approach fitswel with afundamenta god of corporate-community relations--to be
congantly in touch with the environment surrounding the corporation, to fed the pulse of
internd and external stakeholders, and to trandate knowledge of the environment and the
stakeholders into workable corporate Strategies.

Alperson M., Conference Board, 1995.

1. Useafocus or athemeto target contributionsin a category aligned to the company’s
business god's (such afocus aso enables the company to reduce or diminate its giving in
certain categories to which it used to donate).

2. Encourage more synergy with other company departments, including marketing, public
affairs, and government relations.

3. Devolve part of the giving function to line management and regiona operaionsin order to
goread “ownership” of the contributions program to awider base.
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4. Draw on the specific strength of the company to form a*non-cash” approach to
contributions, for example, targeted in-kind giving of technology, materids, etc., to help
build capacity among nonprofit groups.

5. Ascertain ways to measure contributions program results.
6. Develop avolunteer program that leverages company contribution.

7. Form partnerships with other companies or other stakeholders who share a common interest
in aparticular project or concern.

Boston College Center for Corporate Community Relations
(The Standards of Excellence in Cor porate Community Relations)

1. Forma commitment to a socid/community vison
a Commitment exhibited through written documents
b) Commitment demonstrated by example & leadership of senior management

2. Dedgnated responghility for managing community relations
a) CRisessentid & integra core function of the company
b) CR professond counsds management in balancing business & community needs

3. Internd structure, policies & practices
a) Key internd stakeholders are involved in development & implementation of CR
b) Understanding and support is fostered through policies, training & communications

4. Community relaions reflect company & community concerns
a) CR programs are strategicdly planned & managed
b) Programs emphasize coordination, collaboration & communication
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