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Critical evaluation of the development and implementation of the specific policies will be made to determine the success of these policies, if they are as ethical as stated or being used to maximise profit. Also, how they are successful in achieving the main goal of the business. The policies will be evaluated to reach a conclusion if the business is introducing policies to maximise profit or to be an ethical organisation. Key reference will be made towards stakeholders of the organisations and the significance of the effect on the key stakeholders from this chosen organisation.  
Corporate social responsibility as stated by Commission of European Communities (2001 p; 5)
‘Corporate social responsibility is essentially a concept whereby companies decide voluntarily to contribute to a better society and a cleaner environment… This responsibility is expressed towards employees and more generally towards all the stakeholders affected by business and which in turn can influence its success.’
The CSR pyramid will be a focus point. Archie Carrol introduced the CSR pyramid highlighting key areas of responsibility for the business. Placing emphasis on economic responsibilities including providing goods and services to generate a profit. Legal responsibilities, the demands set in law the organisation must obey too. However, it is critical that ethical and legal are differentiated as legal is doing a minimum to what the law requires. Whereas, ethical is pressing on from legal purely for the benefit of a range of factors such as environmental, for the good of the stake holders or the community. Ethics, highlighted by Velasquez (1992) it is not the application of normal decisions only decisions that are associated with morally right and wrong decisions.
Ethical management in the CSR pyramid identifies three approaches that can be used. Immoral management stated by Carrol et al (2017) a path that lacks ethical principles whilst simultaneously disregarding ethical behaviour. Looks to maximise financial gain through exploitation. Amoral management; is the inadequacy of ethics. Identified by Weiss (2014) no wrong behaviour being intentional however, no moral intentions either. An example could include fast food organisations that abide by legal standards of food with blatant disregard to the consequences of reality such as obesity. Finally, moral management. As well as achieving legal obligations, organisations take it further by encouraging correct behaviour and high standards and promoting ethical behaviour. Public sector organisations would be encouraged to operate through this style of management, as a high ethical behaviour must be adopted in such a role. Philanthropic refers to an organisation meeting the expectations of society. This could include an organisation sponsoring local teams and contributing to the community in other ways such as sport and education. 
Carrol identifies that an organisation should adhere to all these aspects with a keen regard to ethics and social responsibility. In contrast to Carrol, Freidman- who stated by Dirk, et al (2007 p; 37)
‘There is one and only one social responsibility of business-to use its resources and engage in activities designed to increase its profits so long as it stays within the rules of the game.’
Whereas Carrol identifies ethics as a key aspect, Freidman sees business differently and highlights profit as the only responsibility from the business. This could be seen as an overemphasis on the economic and legal aspect of the pyramid suggesting only caring about maximising profit with little care for ethics and philanthropic behaviour.
Stakeholders will also be a key focal point. Finlay (2000) classifies stakeholders as a person, or persons on whom the action of the organisation has a direct effect on. 
In relation to CO-OP food, their stakeholders include customer member cardholders, farmers who supply the meat and dairy products, people in the community, staff and competition such as other chained supermarkets or local independent businesses. Focus will be placed on community and membership cardholders.
Nowadays a hot topic for the media is how organisations break certain rules and do not follow correct procedures regarding employee safety. Many organisations are now focusing to promote their image to maximise profit and improve their public image. Times (2014, cited by Bhardwaj et al 2017) identify that multiple companies have invested over $15 billion on CSR. This includes donating a percentage of profit to poorer districts, education and healthcare. CSR differs globally, what constitutes as CSR in the Western world may contrast with that of Asia. 
Tan-Mullins and Hoffman (2014) identifies CSR in the western world as an outcome of interaction by business, government and society to identify a certain degree of expectation from the essence of the business actions. A higher standard is expected from western organisations as opposed to Asian countries such as China as the western world is seen to be more developed. Lin (2010) highlights products from China are not only usually correlate with cheap prices but not a good quality and immoral manufacturing.
Due to the cultural change between the western world and Asia, it often occurs that many organisations produce the goods in developing countries due to the cheap equipment and taking advantage of the lack of rules in these countries. Crane et al 2008 p; 14) can back this up in a statement in which they highlight 
‘Many companies use developing countries as a source of cheap raw materials and cheap labour.’
This can be related to the visions of Freidman in a sense that he believes profit is the only responsibility of the organisation resulting in a lack of ethical behaviour to gain profit for the organisation. If media coverage damaged the reputation of an organisation this can have a serious impact upon stakeholders of that organisation. Certain factors can result in stakeholders withdrawing from a company therefor reducing the funding for organisations. Friedman and Miles (2006) highlight the reputation of the organisation is sometimes the largest asset for market competition. Friedman and Miles (2006) also shine a light on the extended time scale in which it takes organisations to build a reputation and the struggle from competitors to depict similar reputations. This means that if an organisation has worked tirelessly to build a good reputation it gives them an edge over the competition. However, disregard to ethics and use of exploitation to maximise profit could damage the organisations reputation therefor creating a large effect on stakeholders that could possibly result in loss of stakeholders. 
This type of management goes hand in hand with immoral management when complete disregard to the community, ethics and resources are abused to maximise profit. This can cause a company to lose customers and damage the organisations public image. 
Wen (2010) also states that recently many CSR incentives have arrived in China. Including legislation, regulations and guidelines. This could be down to the media coverage resulting in organisations looking to increase their public reputation, rise in care for the planet and looking forward to using sustainable resources to preserve the planet. It could also be argued, that it looks to stop exploitation of people in China from large organisations. 
CO-OP food puts high regard towards policies on community engagement, and ethical food. This organisation is depicted as an ethical company focusing on producing high quality of standards and community engagement.  
The first policy will be the ‘local community fund’ by the CO-OP. CO-OP (2018) states that members alone have helped raise 20 million pounds. This amount has been through use of membership cards in which 1% of CO-OP items goes to the local community and 5% goes to the consumer. Members, who are in fact shareholders of the business. As a membership cards costs the consumer £1. This means they are buying a stake in the business, therefor making them a shareholder and getting to make crucial decisions for the business. This can correlate with Crane et al (2007) that social responsibility mirrors a power shift from classic control structures to the hands of the people. Although highlighted by CO-OP (2018) 
‘Any member can vote if they’ve spent £250 in a year.’
This contradicts what the CO-OP are telling their member as this could mislead consumers in to believing they are eligible to vote when they must spend a specific amount. Through this tactic the organisation could be looking to improve their reputation within the public as consumers believe they have a say when in real terms a minimum spend applies. This could appear to encourage people who want to have a say in the organisation to spend more than they originally intended therefor, enhancing profit for the organisation. 
As customers are stakeholders in the organisation providing they spend a specific amount, this could have a large effect on them. As a stakeholder is, a person who influences the organisation this statistic could mean they do not actually have a say in the organisation rather than a marketing strategy by the organisation to lead customers to believe they can have an influence in how the business is run. 
With the new membership cards for every item purchased 1% goes to the community and 5% goes to the consumer. The way this works is each member must go online and choose which local cause they wish to sponsor. At first glance, this policy looks like a good strategy for CSR by identifying local causes and raising money to help within the community. This encourages people to get involved because they would first hand see the change being made as opposed to the proceedings going to large charitable organisations in which there is no way to see how the money gets spent. However, what co-op do not state is that the 1% and 5% only applies when co-op products are being purchased and not branded. This can be misleading for customers as the terms and conditions are not as represented as the scheme itself therefor customers may be buying branded items thinking they are helping the community when in fact they are dong nothing by buying these products. This identifies the question, is this to promote CO-OP products and maximise profit or make a difference to the community and prove to be an ethical organisation. 
CO-OP have raised 20 million so far. However, Guardian (2018) state 
’8.000 organisations have shared £20 million.’
This result enables each cause to receive £2,500 each, which is a great amount of money that can enhance the work charities undertake. However, as CO-OP do not state how many charities receive a share of the £20m it suggests that the organisations receive a much bigger figure than £2,500. This data suggests that the policy introduced identifies CO-OP as an ethical organisation if comparison was made towards the CSR pyramid. This is down to the organisation going beyond legal responsibilities and moving towards ethical, as they do not legally have to raise any money for local charities so by doing so it shows the organisation moving on from legal responsibilities and putting ethics at the forefront of the organisation by engaging in the community for the public good. However, as previously revealed for the local communities to receive money co-op products must be purchased as branded products are not eligible. This puts pressure on the customers to purchase co-op products so that the local charities do receive the money resulting in more own branded products sold implying more profit being made as a cut of branded products must go to the actual brands although the money made from CO-OP products stay within the business therefor more overall profit. 
It is inevitable that organisations must make a profit to thrive that can be seen from the CSR pyramid but this suggests that the use of this scheme is manipulating people to buy own brand products which results in more organisational profit. Data found shows that since this policy went live, CO-OP (2017) reports a profit increase of 4% in 2017 since 2015. This is evident that the scheme is working to maximise profit. This can be associated with Friedman who promoted the single responsibility of the organisation is to promote profit and by encouraging a percentage of sales going to the community it looks to boost sales of own brand products and inevitably boosting profit. This would suggest that this policy is being utilised to maximise the profit by promoting the brand. However, Butler (2017) identifies a profit drop, which is an effect of £29m pay out to members in discounts. However, take away member pay outs profits did rise to £43m. This suggests that even though a small profit is being lost the CO-OP are losing money to help customers and communities. This links in with the strategic aim for this policy by CO-OP (2018 p; 7) 
	‘Championing a better way of doing business for you and your community.’
In this sense the way this organisation is run could link it with moral management which highlighted by Carrol et al (2017) looks to run the organisation at a standard required by the law.
Until this point, CO-OP states they have raised 20m for local causes. Although, taken from CO-OP (2017) reward scheme makes £19m for member and communities in four months. This shows a large amount raised close to the time of launch. However, only £1m more have been raised since then. CO-OP (2017) also identify 350.000 new members recruited in 2017. When the scheme was introduced every shopper had to renew their members cards which could result in this large increase in members. Down to the fact that no one had a membership card and this large increase was a result of familiar shoppers renewing their cards thus explaining the increase in members. Also, as CO-OP were advertising to help the community and giving customers a percentage cut back of their shopping it may have resulted in the reputation of the company being promoted as people say that community engagement was being invested in and customers being rewarded it may have gave the organisation a competitive edge over other market organisations due to the reputation of the company which can link and back up the work by Friedman and Miles who put high importance on the success of a company on the reputation. From this theory it is apparent that the reputation of the organisation does have a positive effect on the stakeholders. In this case stakeholders being the customers and the organisation reporting a rise in profit and members then it is fair to say that a good reputation can give the organisation a competitive edge. 
As well as a boom in memberships occurring the CO-OP (2017) show a membership accounting for 31% of food sales, which has risen from 20%. This suggests a rise in membership however as it does not provide specific data such as average price per member spending against non-member spending there is no way to suggest that this is down to a rise in membership it could be a case of membership holders spending more per shop than non-members.
However, CO-OP do not specify a date in which the rate was at 20% so this could have been 1 year ago or 10 years ago and there is no specification as to when this figure stood. There is further evidence to suggest that this is more economical than ethical. The rebrand undertaken by the CO-OP can be applied to CX Value Equation. In which Griebeler (2015) outlines the equation. Efficiency, lowering the effort. Retention or strengthening relationships, this can be applied to the relationship CO-OP are making with their consumers by introducing a £1 membership card and highlighting the importance of the members. Acquisition, increasing brand equity or promoting the CO-OP brand through the 1% for community and 5% for customers when buying branded items. This can be evident that this operation leans more towards profit rather than helping in the community. 
To conclude, from the data found through the research it is no doubt that the CO-OP as an organisation push past economical and legal boundaries in relation to the CSR pyramid. This is because no organisation legally must provide money and help to the community all that is required legally is to meet the laws that country sets out. However, the initiative set by CO-OP to raise money for local causes and help within the community pushed from legal in to a more ethical way of doing business. Also by thanking customers for buying own brand products by offering 5% reward for them is not legally required. The CO-OP promotes ethical behaviour by offering their stakeholders who are their customers the chance to have a say in decisions made by the business. Regardless of the minimum spend feature the CO-OP identifies customers are the biggest asset to the organisation and offers members a chance to have a say in the company. This resides with ethical behaviour from this organisation. 
As well as the multiple examples of ethical principles some of the behaviour from the organisation could be seen as philanthropic such as donating a percentage of spending to help with local causes therefor enhancing the community and offering money that can be used for the public good. 
Overall the work shown backs up the theory of Friedman and Miles in such a way the public respond to good reputation and this has a positive effect on the stakeholders. As well as organisations that offer rewards and services to customers well in return for offering their services. This can be seen by the increase in profit made by the CO-OP since the launch of the initiative in 2015 and the increase in membership cards. 
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