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1.0 List of abbreviations 

AMH: Anne-Margrethe Hefting

CED: The Committee for Economic Development
CSR: Corporate social responsibility

DI: The Confederation of Danish Industry
EU: The European Union

ILO: The International Labour Organization

IMF: International Monetary Fund

LHL: Lene Hjort Lorenzen 
LKAF: Linda Kafui Abbah-Foli 
MNC: Multinational Corporation

NGO: Non-governmental organisation

OECD: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

SME: Small and medium enterprises

TG: Toms Group

UN: The United Nations

WBCSD: World Business Council for Sustainable Development

WTO: The World Trade Organization

  2.0 Abstract

Multinational corporations provide both good and bad things to society. They provide jobs and innovation but their activities can also have environmental and social side effects and from time to time we hear of yet another corporate scandal. The way in which business activities affect societies and how this can possibly be regulated constitutes a contentious and important public policy issue, as regulation of multinational corporations have proved nearly impossible for states. While international guidelines and frameworks on businesses' social responsibility have been developed and although corporations in general within the last few decades have improved in self-regulation of corporate social responsibility, scholars argue that a 'governance gap' still exists. Scholars such as David Held and James Rosenau argue that the state is no-longer the sole actor exerting authority and that actors from both the private, public and non-state arena govern and exert authority on an equal basis. This is known as multi-level governance and this is where this thesis takes its point of departure. The thesis is an examination of the CSR work the Danish chocolate manufacturer Toms Group conducts in Ghana's cocoa value chain in collaboration with state and non-state actors. Cocoa is a vital export crop for Ghana, but the cocoa value chain is afflicted by problems ranging from low production yield, ageing farmers, infrastructural problems, a general lack of interest among young people in becoming cocoa farmers and widespread use of child labour; the last mentioned something the Western media has put focus on recently and this has arguably affected consumer demands. The multi-level governance approach has been presented by e.g. UN officials as the most efficient and sustainable way to deal with global policy challenges such as corporate social responsibility, as the involved actors collaborate on an issue affecting them all and they possess different kinds of competences and legitimisation which I argue is advantageous in achieving the objectives. The problem statement centres around the advantages involved in the multi-level governance approach as regards the creation of shared value and the plugging of the aforementioned 'governance gap'. The shared value framework refers to the idea that businesses are able to create both societal and economic value through adopting societal issues at the core of their business. The method I use for examining the matter is semi-structured interviews with Toms Group and the partners IBIS, a Danish NGO as well as Danida, besides the theoretical framework consisting of the implications economic globalisation has for businesses, the shared value framework and the multi-level governance approach. The findings from my qualitative data show that the multi-level governance approach is effective as regards shared value creation as well as helpful in plugging the 'governance gap'. Accordingly, the results of the CSR work so far include training of around 800 teachers, the children are to a higher degree than before retained in the school instead of working on their parents' cocoa farms, farmers have received agricultural training and production has increased. The results moreover show that the respective actors, whom take on themselves governing roles in improving Ghana's cocoa value chain, help plugging the 'governance gap'. Although the multi-level governance approach in general can be deemed advantageous in creaitng shared value and help plug the 'governance gap', weaknesses are however also identified. These relate to the lack of accountability structures and the concern some scholars have of the increasing privatisation of governance, which the multi-level governance approach arguably also is a symbol of.
3.0 The structure of the thesis

The structure of the thesis is as follows. In the introduction I present the problem area within which my problem statement lies as well as the aim of the thesis. I moreover present the background and objectives of Toms Groups CSR work in Ghana. 

Secondly, in the methodology chapter I present my chosen method and I account for why I have chosen to make use of this specific method. Moreover, I outline the advantages as well as disadvantages of this method. The historical background has been included as I think it is important for the reader to have a basic understanding of the development of the concept of CSR and shared value. In this chapter I introduce some of the larger discussions on the concept of CSR, I outline the recent trends within the field and present an outline of the historical development of CSR. In the chapter "The focus of the thesis" I sum up on the problem area and also account for the delimitations I have chosen. The theoretical framework and analysis introduces the theories I made use of and accounts for why these have been deemed appropriate. In the analysis I, by way of a thematisation, apply the theoretical framework to the qualitative data. In the discussion I sum up on the findings from my analysis and discuss these on the basis of the theoretical framework. Lastly, in the conclusion I conclude on the basis of the findings I have made.

4.0 Introduction and problem area

4.1 Presentation of problem area and problem statement 
Business systems affect the values and norms in society and impact on public policy and global environmental and social visions. Business activities have often been seen to bring with them social and environmental side effects and as a result, the role of business in society has been presented as the most important and contentious public policy issue of today (Zadek 2001, 1, Scherer and Palazzo 2008, 577, Homann et al. 2007, 10). There is no doubt that multinational corporations (MNC), the type of business this thesis is about, play an important role for society due to the ways in which communities and society at large are affected by them. A MNC is a company with a head quarter in one country from where the business is managed, and the company has operations in at least one other country (ILO 2010 in Fayaz et al. 2012, 29). This thesis constitutes an example of how non-state actors, namely the Danish chocolate manufacturer Toms Group (TG) and the Danish NGO IBIS in partnership with state actors; the Danish and Ghanaian state are collaborating in CSR activities in the Ghanaian cocoa value chain, which is facing a number of rather severe problems. A value chain describes the "full range of activities which are required to bring a product or service from conception, through the different phases of production (involving a combination of physical transformation and the input of various producer services), delivery to final consumers, and final disposal after use (Kaplinsky & Morris 2001, 4). The approach is thus marked by the governance of multiple actors from different spheres; the state, non-state and private. The problem statement centres around the advantages of such an approach to CSR challenges. To all of this I will get back shortly, but first I will introduce the problem area within which my problem statement lies. 

 

The corporate community is dominating the global market of today. It is continuously growing and today the biggest corporations have sales similar to around a third of the total global economic activity (Zadek 2001, 5). Similar to other businesses MNCs affect public policy and cultural values due to their immense economic power and they provide jobs and innovation and through that constitute a great value to society. However, the fact that an increasing number of MNCs in recent decades due to economic advantages have moved their productions into developing countries, which in general are characterised by widespread poverty and major social problems is an issue which has been problematised and discussed widely in especially non-governmental organisations (NGO) and governments, as well as is the responsibility of MNCs to work hard on their corporate social responsibility (CSR). In fact, the increasing involvement of MNCs in the economies of developing countries is one of the main concerns within the debates surrounding globalisation, and this can be explained by the often weak public sector governance which defines most developing countries. The weak public sector means that it is easier for MNCs to get away with e.g. human rights violations or environmental damage (Clarke and Rama 2006, 25, Utting 2000). CSR can, depending on the perspective one holds, be defined in diverse ways, thus, whereas some define CSR by the legal responsibilities business has, other yet define it as mere philanthropy, which can for example be donations to a yearly charity event (Garriga and Melé 2004, 52). One matter which complicates the task of defining CSR is that it is very much an ideological exercise to do so. Thus, how one defines CSR tells you something about the way that person perceives the role of corporations in present day society and how and to what extent society should act to restrain the power of corporations (Crane et al. 2008, 6).
I have decided to make use of the definition provided by the European Commission which defines CSR as “the responsibility of enterprises for their impacts on society”. Further, the Commission states that in order for enterprises to meet this responsibility they should “have in place a process to integrate social, environmental, ethical human rights and consumer concerns into the business operations and core strategy in close collaboration with their stakeholders” (European Commission: Corporate Social Responsibility). 
 

Continuing from the above, there is no doubt that MNCs affect the communities of which they are a part in both good and bad ways, and MNCs have been criticised for many bads pertaining to e.g. environmental degradation and poor labour conditions and for being focused on profit only; to put it short: for exploiting the world (Sahlin-Andersson 2006, 596, Kaplinsky 2005). MNCs are however also responsible for having delivered good things to society and for this they are valued. This can be exemplified through the progress made in human development indicators such as literacy and personal health, not to mention economic development and innovation, which makes host countries able to improve competitiveness in the global marketplace and accordingly increase the welfare level for the citizens (Zadek 2001, 3, Fritsch 2008, 1, Kaplinsky 2005). Today states play a different role in regulating business than they did just a few decades ago. Accordingly, due to the fact that economic activity is increasingly of a much more complex character as it is global and because so many different stakeholders, cultures, standards of ethical behaviour, different kinds of governments etc. exist and cooperate in this global realm, states are facing new and complex challenges in regulating economic global activity (Carroll and Buchholz 2009, 428, cited in Fritsch 2008, 11). The challenges are related to the fact that legal frameworks surrounding the responsibility of MNCs remain state-centric. This means that MNCs are only submitted to the legal framework of the specific country within which they operate and this naturally affects the magnitude of state governance (Aguirre 2008, 223). State regulation of economic activity is not new, this has taken place since the origins of states. Monarchs as well as governments have thus from the beginning in the quest for creating a society which is both just and harmonious created necessary rules for economic activity and reacted to the needs and demands citizens have made in relation to business (Paul and Garred 2000, 1 cited in Fritsch 2008, 10). However, what is different today is that states are facing new challenges in regulating global economic activity, and the way in which states approach regulation has also changed over time. As John Ruggie, special Representative of the United Nations Secretary-General on business & human rights, states in relation to the complexity of the present challenges states are facing: “There is no government at the global level to act on behalf of the common good, as there is at the national level” (Ruggie 2008, 3). As a result, there is a gap in the governance of the global economy. 
MNCs themselves play a role when it comes to regulation and this role they are increasingly seen to take upon themselves. Through self-regulation they can press for changes in the system of which they are a part (the foreign government) or they can do the opposite which is to ignore the responsibility they arguably have to conduct social responsibility (Aguirre 2008, 7). When it comes to the role of the state it can be argued that states have preferred voluntary arrangements over the ratification of an international treaty which can hold MNCs accountable for their actions. Internationally recognised CSR guidelines and frameworks have been developed in the hope that businesses will base their CSR approach on these. The guidelines include The OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, The Global Compact, ISO 26000 Guidance Standard on Social Responsibility, UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, and the ILO Tripartite Declaration of Principles concerning Multinational Enterprises on Social Policy (European Commission: Corporate Social Responsibility: CSR Guidelines and Principles).
It can be said that the CSR-regulatory framework is very extensive, but it is predominantly voluntary, soft and self-regulatory and therefore it can be difficult to hold businesses accountable (Sahlin-Andersson 2006, 596). The frameworks are developed by and supported by intergovernmental organisations, they are based on agreed upon human rights and workers’ rights conventions, and they are backed by partnerships across different sectors, such as for example business-NGO partnerships. The frameworks have been criticised for many things, among others for “letting governments off the hook” in regulating MNCs, referring to the handing over of the responsibility to businesses themselves (Nelson 2004, 15). One of the reasons that states are not always willing to regulate business arguably relate to the interest states have to attract business, as well as the high costs associated with forging and enforcing policy. On this basis it makes sense for states to encourage and favour self-regulation (Ramprakash and Hart 1999 in Kaplan and Levy in Crane et al. 2008). 
While non-binding frameworks have been said to be able to fill part of the gap existing in corporate governance, the so-called 'governance gap', many scholars hold the belief that if CSR is to fulfill its regulatory role an instrumental multi-stakeholder approach is required due to the argument that this approach “can also decrease the governance gap by complementing multilateral treaty-making with voluntary problem solving and self-regulation” (ibid, Bäckstrand 2006, 293). States are facing a difficult balancing act when it comes to the regulation of business. On the one hand it is important for states to attract business and they can do so by creating a business friendly environment marked by for example a low corporate tax rates, but on the other hand states also have a responsibility when it comes to making sure that business is being conducted in a socially responsible way, and there is a risk that states can interfere so much in business operations through regulation that the business will move their productions to a country with a friendlier environment for conducting business. An example of a country which has gone from being known for very high corporate taxes to today being one of the countries in Western Europe with the lowest corporate taxes is Sweden. Up until 1989 corporate taxes in Sweden was 52 percent, and as corporations began fleeing the taxes were lowered from 30 percent to 28 percent in 1993, and once more in 2009 from 28 percent to 26,3 percent (Sweden boosts foreign investments with low taxes). 
 

This thesis is an examination of the CSR work of the Danish chocolate manufacturer Toms Group (TG), namely how the CSR approach is being governed, not only by TG itself through self-regulation, but also by actors belonging to the state as well as non-state arena. This is known as the multi-level governance approach or post-sovereign governance, referring to the essence of global governance which is that the state is no longer the sole actor residing over authority (Bäckstrand 2006, 293). In this specific case the actors are collaborating in the regulation of TG in the aim of achieving beneficial outcomes in a more effective and efficient manner than if only one actor had been involved, and as a way to plug the 'governance gap'. My hypothesis is that the multi-level governance approach is advantageous in developing shared value as well as plugging the 'governance gap'. Shared value can be defined as policies and operating practices which create both economic value and societal value (Porter and Kramer 2011, 2). As regards the shared value creation, it should be mentioned that the main emphasis is on the societal shared value creation; that is the shared value created for the cocoa communities in Ghana, not on the shared value created for TG; this will only be touched very little upon in relation to competitive advantage and the value of partnership. 
TG buys almost all of its cocoa from Ghana. In Ghana cocoa means a lot as it plays a key role in the economic development of the country and is one of the most important export products, and it provides employment for a rather large proportion of the population. The popular saying Cocoa is Ghana, Ghana is cocoa illuminates the importance the crop has for the country (Ryan 2011, 10). Just after Cote d' Ivoire Ghana is the largest producer of cocoa in the world (Fold 2001, 411). Today there are around 720,000 cocoa farmers in Ghana and the government of Ghana has stated that the production and export of cocoa can help contribute to both reductions of poverty as well as economic prosperity. However, the cocoa value chain is subject to various problems affecting not only TG and the cocoa communities, but also the Danish and Ghanaian state as well as other stakeholders such as NGOs and civil society at large. The biggest problem is arguably the widespread use of child labour on cocoa farms in Ghana. When the Scandinavian media found out something was afoot on Ghanaian cocoa farms back in 2005 a documentary surrounding the matter of the use of child labour on the farms was made and in this documentary TG was represented as supporting the use of child labour through their trade with Ghanaian cocoa farmers. Another challenge in Ghana's cocoa value chain concerns the lack of basic quality education. Hence, the poor quality of schooling in the concerning cocoa communities means that many children are working on their parents cocoa farms instead of attending school. There thus seems to be a direct link between the use of child labour and the poor quality of basic education. Yet other problems include low production yield, ageing of farmers and a lack of interest among young Ghanaians in becoming cocoa farmers, as well as general infrastructural problems pertaining to social amenities on the farms, lack of schools, healthcare facilities and electricity (Barrientos et al. 2007, 9 & 10) Adding to that the demands Western consumers make as regards the social standards of production, for instance that child labour should not be used, is to a growing degree putting pressure on the Ghanaian cocoa farmers (ibid, 15). The thing is that the consumer often demands not only this, but also that the chocolate is of very high quality. The question is if this necessarily always goes hand in hand. Accordingly, there is no doubt that the challenges are many, some of them interrelated and that they affect many different stakeholders. As mentioned, TGs' CSR approach is regulated through what is known as a multi-level governance approach. The framework was developed back in 1992 to describe the governance in the EU system and since then the multi-level governance approach has by scholars and UN officials been referred to as the most efficient and sustainable way to deal with global policy challenges in a world marked by the fluidity of political power, and it is also commonly used. In this specific case the involved actors are IBIS, Danida, TG and two local NGOs, besides the public international institutions such as the UN and the two respective states. They all inherent different resources and power and as the tasks they deal with are interrelated and the objective common: To combat the use of child labour on Ghanaian cocoa farms through improving basic education in the concerning cocoa communities as well as through dialogue with parents and awareness creation of the rights of children, the actors interact and are mutual dependent in their work. It should be mentioned that I am only focusing on IBIS, Danida, TG, international institutions and the two states in this thesis. Due to time constraints the role of the two local NGOs will thus not be included. TG is submitted to the policies the Danish state makes and a few years ago the Danish government published the second action plan for responsible business growth known as Responsible Growth: Action Plan for Corporate Social Responsibility 2012-2015. In the action plan it is stated that Danish companies have to work to ensure that both their own growth as a business is ensured simultaneously with ensuring societal development; also known as creating shared value. The action plan notes that this includes a reassessment of the value chain and collaboration with the public and private sector as well as civil society (Danish Action Plan 2012). 
The aim of this thesis is twofold. Accordingly, I want to find out in which ways the multi-level governance approach can be perceived advantageous in creating shared value and if the approach is favourable in helping plugging the 'governance gap'. In order to find the answers to these questions I will investigate what characterises the multi-level governance approach and the shared value framework and what critique they have received and what limitations they have. I will explore this through the use of qualitative data acquired through semi structured interviews with IBIS, Danida and TG and on the basis of the theoretical framework. This consists of a presentation of the implications for business in the market place with emphasis on economic globalisation. I acknowledge that this chapter will not help me find the answer to my problem statement, but I have included it because the mechanisms of the global marketplace is vital to consider in relation to MNCs CSR approaches. I believe it is so because the global market place is the framework within which the operations of MNCs unfold, and there is arguably a limit as to how much a MNC can do with regard to social responsibility, as it has to balance this with its main focus as a business: competing for market shares. The backbone of the theoretical framework consists of a chapter on respectively the shared value framework and the multi-level governance approach, as my hypothesis is that the multi-level governance approach constitutes a prudent way to approach CSR, as opposed to regulation taking place mainly through non-binding frameworks and self-regulation. This argument I base upon the rise in the use of the multi-level governance approach in recent years when it comes to finding solutions to complex transnational policy problems pertaining to e.g. climate change, health care, education, sustainable economic development and poverty alleviation. A European example of multi-level governance is the Climate Alliance, which developed as a European transnational network in the beginning of the 1990's, just before the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development was to take place in Rio de Janeiro in Brazil. The network consists of representatives from NGOs, municipalities, districts and provinces from more than 1600 cities and it aims to get through policies which will lead to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions in European municipalities (Kern and Bulkeley 2009, 316-317, Climate Alliance). 
Accordingly, the recent development is that actors from multiple arenas increasingly govern and make use of each other in the aim of regulating approaches to policy issues as the outcomes will often be achieved in a more effective and efficient manner, compared to if one actor approaches the issue. Moreover, I argue that another reason for the growth of the multi-level governance approach is related to states having proved incapable of solving many transnational challenges, and as a result actors from different spheres have taken governing roles upon themselves in order to try to solve the challenges which affect many stakeholders. To sum up, my hypothesis is that the multi-level governance approach is advantageous in creating shared value and plugging the 'governance gap'. In the following I will therefore explore whether this is the case, and if so, in which ways the advantages unfold in this specific context. This leads me to the following problem statement, consisting of a main and a sub-question: 
4.2 Governing actors in the cocoa value chain 
The following is an outline of the governing actors in the global cocoa value chain of which TG is a part. It may be argued that TG is the core actor in governing the global value chain, but other actors are also playing a role in relation to this and these will all be outlined in the following. 

This thesis is an exploration of the advantages involved in the use of the multi-level governance approach in creating shared value and plugging the 'governance gap', and as a result the focal point is the governing role of TG, IBIS, the two states and international institutions and frameworks. I have decided to focus on these actors as a result of the multi-level governance approach, which holds that governing actors in multi-level governance include national governments, public international institutions, activist and civil-society groups and private governance actors (MNCs). These are however not the only governing actors, and as a result of this I have included all of these in the following text, as I think it will be of interest for the reader to get an overview of all the actors involved in the chain.
IBIS: IBIS is partnering with TG, Danida and two local NGOs. In collaboration with the local NGOs IBIS is working on improving the quality of basic education in the cocoa districts as well as creating general awareness about children's right to education. 

Local NGOs: Collaborating with IBIS in improving the quality of basic education in the cocoa districts as well as creating general awareness about children's right to education. In the thesis I do not touch upon the roles of these two NGOs.

The Danish state: The Danish state is affected by e.g. the international institutions it is part of, such as the EU and the UN and the CSR frameworks these are marked by. Moreover, the Danish state is affected by the citizens/voters whom are increasingly demanding that businesses act in a socially responsible way, and they are demanding that the state plays a role in regulating business. The Danish state has in its Action plan for corporate social responsibility 2012-2015 emphasised the importance of Danish companies conducting socially responsible business and it acknowledges the role the public sector has in supporting this development. This can be exemplified through the Danida Business Partnerships Programme which TG's CSR project has received funding from. 
The Ghanaian state: Established the cocoa board (COCOBOD) in 1947 in recognition of the contribution of cocoa to the development of Ghana. The COCOBOD controls many parts of the supply chain: set price, control quality, test and distribute cocoa, research, it is involved in buying and processing part of the cocoa and it is the only exporter of cocoa in Ghana. Moreover, the COCOBOD has engaged itself in partnerships with e.g. Cadbury, a British confectionery company, in order to ensure the sustainability of cocoa in Ghana and the livelihoods of the farmers, and through that taken responsibility for the challenges in the cocoa value chain. It is thus certain that the COCOBOD plays a pivot role in the governing of the cocoa value chain in Ghana, but I have to limit myself and acknowledge that it is not possible for me to include the role of all actors in the value chain. The role the COCOBOD plays is therefore not elaborated further on in this thesis (Ghana Cocoa Board, Cadbury Cocoa Partnership supports COCOBOD extension programme in 100 communities)
The media: As mentioned earlier, the media is continuously calling attention to the problems in the global cocoa value chain; especially as regards the widespread use of child labour on Ghanaian cocoa farms. In the introduction I touched upon the role of the media as regards the scrutinisation of businesses CSR efforts or lack thereof, but I leave it there as the focus of this thesis is on the advantages involved in the multi-level governance approach. 

Consumers: To an increasing degree consumers are demanding that businesses behave socially responsible; the trend is that quality and ethically sourced products are increasingly valued over quantity. Despite this trend there are however also signs that the consumer is not always acting ethically when in the supermarket. The role of the consumer will however not be dealt further with as it will not help me answer my problem statement. 

TG: Through voluntary self-regulation in partnership with IBIS and Danida, TG is working on improving its value chain.

Shareholders: In general it can be said that there is a trend that shareholders are to an increasing degree focusing on socially responsible investment and this naturally affects businesses which may feel pushed further to work on their social responsibility. In this thesis I however do not include the shareholder perspective.

International institutions and standards: E.g. the EU, UN and initiatives such as the Global Compact, which can be said to be a symbol of the change in governance where non-state and private actors such as MNCs themselves take on a governing role. 
Lastly there are the two actors at the top and the bottom of the value chain; that is the global buyers, e.g. retailers, whom govern or control the value chain through for instance the decisions they make as regards for instance the products they purchase and how the products should be produced. The other end of the value chain consists of the producers and these often do not have much choice when it comes to accepting the demands the global buyers make. Whereas I do not focus on the role of the retailer, I do partly take into account the situation of the bottom of the value chain; the farmers and the community members at large, as I analyse the ways in which the multi-level governance approach may benefit them. But I do not examine their role as governing actors in the value chain. 

The following chapter provides some information on the background to TGs CSR work in Ghana. 

4.3 TGs CSR activities in Ghana: background and objectives 

The following chapter is based upon the interview with Lene Hjort Lorenzen, Innovations and CSR manager at TG and the interview with Anne Margrethe Hefting from IBIS.

In 2006 the ILO published a global report titled The end of child labour: Within reach – ILO Global report on child labour 2006, in which the challenges of the widespread use of child labour in various sectors was spelled out. In the report the widespread use of child labour on West African cocoa farms was also touched upon. At that time TG bought most of their cocoa beans from Ghana and as they bought it directly from the harbour they did not know and were thus also not able to account for the precise origin of the cocoa beans as well as the way in which the cocoa had been handled; whether or not, for example, children had been involved in the work. The CEO of TG found the matter unacceptable and moreover there was no doubt that it constituted a problem for TG that they were unable to deliver information to e.g. journalists concerning the origin of the cocoa beans. At the same time TG had discussed possible ways of becoming more innovative and the head of Innovation had heard about a new fermentation method of cocoa beans, which was supposed to be both more sustainable and resulting in a better quality chocolate product. This was something TG was looking into and considering making use of. They also became a signature to the UN Global Compact in the same year. Later in 2006 TG sent a so-called scouting team to the cocoa districts in Ghana in the aim of learning more about the underlying causes for the use of child labour on the farms (Interview with Lene Hjort Lorenzen (LHL), TG, 5 min 15 sec – 7 min 37 sec). IBIS had heard about the challenges TG were facing and contacted TG in order to find out if they would consider a partnership, as IBIS believed there was a lot of good match points in relation to what IBIS as an NGO with a lot of experience in Ghana and in the link between education and development, could possibly offer TG. After having talked on the phone and conducted a meeting, TG agreed to work together with IBIS (interview with Anne-Margrethe Hefting (AMH), IBIS, 2 min 7 sec). They agreed that the best way to approach the problem of child labour would be by strengthening the education sector in the cocoa communities. This realisation was a result of the scouting teams' trip to Ghana were they found clear indications that the problem of child labour was rooted in a general problem with poor quality of education in rural areas, mainly due to the teachers either being poorly educated or not in possession of an education. As a result of this the pupils in general did not learn a lot in school and were instead helping out on their parents cocoa farms. The objective of the partnership between IBIS and TG was thus to strengthen the education sector in the cocoa districts from which TG bought their cocoa beans (interview with LHL, 19 min 41 sec). Besides TG and IBIS, two local NGOs would also work on the project and funding was applied for through Danida. In the beginning of 2007 the project was ready to be operationalised, as the project proposal had been accepted by Danida (interview with AMH, 6 min 36 sec). The Education project consists of three components. One is to educate teachers and give them supervision. Only half of the teachers were in possession of an education at the time the project was initiated. While the teachers were teaching they themselves received training in how to teach and about 800 teachers were trained. The other component consisted of the setting up of School Management Committees and Parent-Teachers Associations. The idea behind this was that through the involvement of parents and representatives from the communities such as for example chiefs, it would be less of a challenge to embed this, for the community, new way of approaching children’s rights and it would possibly prove more sustainable. Moreover, informing the parents about the importance of education was also likely to make it less of a challenge to retain the children in school. The last component consisted of general awareness creation of children’s rights and the importance and advantages of education. This component was approached by the broadcasting of radio programs, seeing as this is the most common communication path in rural areas where only a low percentage of the population is able to read (interview with AMH, 31 min 40 sec). 
Besides the problem with child labour, other challenges in the supply chain were identified by TG. These related to low production yield, general lack of agricultural knowledge and training among farmers, old cocoa trees, diseases in the cocoa fruit and a general problem with young Ghanaians not wanting to become cocoa farmers (interview with LHL,18 min 25 sec). Some of these problems are rooted in the limited access the farmers have to finance, as this for example complicates the matter of replacing old trees with new ones (interview with AMH, 27 min 23 sec). Naturally, all these problems do not only affect TG, they also affect consumers whom for example have an interest in making sure the chocolate they purchase has not been handled by children, as well as shareholders and the two states. There is for example no doubt about the fact that the Ghanaian state has an enormous interest in getting the problems fixed, as the export of cocoa beans constitutes a rather considerable amount of the gross domestic product of the country (ibid, 29 min 9 sec). 

Accordingly, as a result of the problems identified, TG in 2007 decided to start a so-called traceability project on their own which allowed for them to trace the cocoa beans back to the farms they originated from. The project was set up between 2007-2009 and means that TG today is able to direct their CSR activities directly at specific farmers and thereby work on improving e.g. the working conditions and livelihood of the farmers whom they source their cocoa beans from. It also means that TG since the establishment of the traceability project has been able to tell e.g. the media and politicians what they are doing to combat the problems on the farms and what the results are so far (interview with LHL, 23 min 8 sec). This has proved to be an advantage for TG, especially back in 2010 and 2012 as two documentaries focusing on the problem with the use of child labour on West African cocoa farms came out. Despite the fact that TG could not say that child labour had been completely eliminated in the two cocoa districts, they could say that they are continuously working on the problem.
The CSR work was thus initiated in the beginning of 2007 and the Education project received funding from Danida between 2007-2010, where the first project period ended. After the project period had ended IBIS and TG did not manage to secure funding for the continuous work, and so in the period 2010-2012 only little CSR work was done as the only money available was the money TG chose to put into the work (interview with AMH, 20 min 53 sec). However, in 2013 TG and IBIS finally managed to get funding from Danida for the continuous work on the challenges in the cocoa value chain, through the Danidas Business Partnerships Programme.

4.4 Responsibility to shareholders  

Returning to the problem area surrounding the matter of CSR, it is often evident in discussions on businesses CSR responsibilities that the main purpose of businesses is not always being discussed. After all, the core function of a business is to make money, both because managers have to secure a return for their shareholders and because no business will be able to stay competitive and survive in the long run if it does not make a profit. As stated previously, MNCs provide society with many good things and as a result it is difficult to challenge the statement that the profit, development and innovation business creates does benefit society at large. As a result one cannot deem business either “bad” or “good” as there is simply more to it than that. It is also important to note that the approach a business has; how it is doing business, will also be marked by whether it is focusing on the short or the long term and whether, for instance, the director is driven by ideological considerations and if he or she has certain latitude to decide.

Lastly in relation to shareholders, there are signs that investors are to a larger degree than ever before considering CSR as a vital factor in relation to returns and as a result of this development global sustainable investment is on the rise; constituting another push for businesses to work on their CSR. According to the 2012 Global Sustainable Investment Review made by Global Sustainable Investment Alliance, the three countries accounting for the biggest share of sustainable investment is Europe, the US and Canada, Europe being the front runner (Global Sustainable Investment Review, 9). This corresponds well with the strong history Europe has in supporting sustainable growth initiatives, and despite the economic crisis the European Union is continuously committed to following the same path (ibid, 20). This can be exemplified with the European 2020 Agenda the European Commission has introduced. The 10-year strategy seeks to achieve smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, partly through sustainable investment (Europe 2020, Europe's growth strategy – European Commission). 
 

4.5 Responsibility to stakeholders  
 

MNCs are being scrutinised like never before as stakeholders seek to hold MNCs accountable for social issues. In the broad understanding a stakeholder is defined as either an individual or a group of persons whom are affected in one way or the other by company decisions; they have a stake in the business, for example due to financial matters or personal interest as a consumer, and as a result the business is responsible for the individual or group of persons. In this broad definition of stakeholders, both government agencies, public interest groups, protest groups, trade associations, unions, competitors, costumer segments, employees and shareholders are included (Freeman & Reed in Zakhem et al. 2008, 49 and 51). In fact scholars have talked of the emergence of a corporate social responsibility movement consisting of e.g. MNCs, NGOs, academic institutions (centres for CSR have even been developed at business schools around the world), international organisations, trade unions and government as well as consulting agencies, which help out companies with their approach to CSR (Sahlin-Andersson 2006, 595). With the help of the CSR movement CSR has become institutionalised through the development of private-public initiatives such as the Global Compact (Bolte 2005, 35). 
The way in which stakeholders try to hold corporations accountable can be exemplified through the numerous stories of corporate misconduct the media presents for us, as well as the increase in government regulation on CSR issues and various NGOs focus on CSR (Porter and Kramer 2006, 80). A recent case in point is the collapse of the garment factory in Dhaka, Bangladesh in April 2013 which is the worst disaster in the garment industry ever. More than 1100 people were killed in the collapse, after which the alarming safety conditions were quickly brought to focus. Not only consumers in the Western world reacted strongly to the news of the collapse, but workers in Bangladesh also decided to go to the streets to demonstrate against the horrific safety standards (Hobson 2013, 317). The EU and the International Labour Organization (ILO) also reacted quickly by starting a dialogue with the government of Bangladesh. The ILO together with the government of Bangladesh, employers and workers organisations have together worked on improving the rights and safety of workers and the government has among other things committed to making amendments to its labour law, recruiting more inspectors in factories and expanding its action plan on fire safety (Bangladesh: The Rana Plaza building collapse). Stories similar to this one are never left to die, and both the media, consumers, governments and NGOs work hard to put focus on the social responsibility business has. As I have just touched upon, scholars such as Sahlin-Andersson has argued that a CSR movement has developed and she believes that three trends within this movement can be identified. The first trend is the regulatory framework surrounding corporations; that is, the demand the regulatory framework developed by e.g. UN institutions and governments, makes on corporations to operate in a certain way deemed socially responsible. The second is that corporations are increasingly seen to engage themselves in state development aid through their CSR practices; for instance setting up wells in the communities within which they operate. The last is the use of CSR for management, that is for strategic purposes as a way to brand ones business as socially responsible (Sahlin-Andersson 2006, 596). Returning to the debate on the actors involved in CSR, one can argue that they all have different reasons for being so as they have different interests depending on their origin and objectives. Hence, whereas the state is responsible for acting on the demands citizens make for ethically produced consumer goods, seeing as governments are dependent upon the support of the people when creating or adjusting laws, NGOs are dependent upon donor money and on getting positive public publicity in the media. As regards the state, it is vital to note that the state is the one that establishes the legal framework within which MNCs are operating (ibid, 606). The state thus has to balance the consideration to both business and the citizens in order to consider all equally; that is it has to be able to provide a business friendly environment for businesses to conduct their operations in, but at the same time it has to make sure that the social responsibility of businesses is being upheld and the interest of the citizens being met; at least in democratic societies which are characterised by the state being accountable to citizens and representing them (Bäckstrand 2006, 295). The state is moreover the one that created the global marketplace and thus also MNCs, which by states have been strongly promoted over the past few decades through the granting of trade agreements. This has both made scholars argue that the state has made itself less relevant in its endeavor to create a global capitalist market, and that since the state has created MNCs the responsibility to “tame” MNCs also lies with the state. Susan Strange however argues that although states are supposed to reside over ultimate political authority over both society and economy, this is complicated by the fact that the world market is in fact more powerful than the state; the last half of the twentieth century has thus been marked by a shift of power from states to markets, Strange argues (Strange 1996, 4 & 43), again referring back to the argument of John Ruggie concerning the 'governance gap'. The world market to a high degree manages itself and whereas states earlier on were able to manage their national economy and for example control interest and exchange rates, this is also not possible today due to the global market economy (ibid, 14). As mentioned previously, this shift of power has resulted in what theorists have referred to as the 'governance gap' or 'ungovernance' and will be touched upon more in depth in the following chapter.
4.6 The 'governance gap' 

Within the last few decades we have witnessed CSR being promoted as an innovative instrument for national and global governance. This relates to the argument that a so-called 'governance-gap' exists as regards the operations of MNCs. Today MNCs are to an increasing degree co-regulated, that is, “two or more “stakeholders” are involved in the design and implementation of norms and instruments that attempt to improve the social and environmental performance of firms” (Utting 2002, 65). Accordingly, many governments around the world have now come to the conclusion that they can play a part in developing a favorable environment for CSR and as a result CSR policies have been introduced in order to promote CSR. Adding to that, it can also be argued that governments have felt a pressure to interrupt, as there is a tendency for governments to not be perceived legitimate if they do not engage in CSR (Gjølberg 2010, 204). This again has to do with the aforementioned 'governance gap' which refers to the “hole on non-authority”, which scholars such as Susan Strange argues is a result of the diffusion of authority away from national governments (Strange 1996, 14).

Governments have reacted to this demand and realisation in various ways and have thus promoted CSR in different ways and to different degrees. Whereas many European countries present the case of CSR as constituting a competitive advantage for states, it can be said that the Scandinavian countries in general have presented CSR as a global governance issue which states are required to involve themselves in in the respect of the protection of human rights. This stance corresponds well to the general support the Scandinavian countries show the UN and ideals relating to justice and equity (Gjølberg 2010, 208). In fact the Danish government was the first of the Scandinavian countries to introduce CSR policies and the reason for this can partly be explained by the large percentage of small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs), which are export oriented; around 17 percent. Accordingly, all of these SMEs are part of global supply chains and have been seen to increasingly be required documentation for CSR practices as MNCs increasingly emphasise the importance of the total supply chain being socially responsible (ibid, 211). Moreover, most of these corporations operate in the developing world often characterised by fragile states, and as a result it can be argued to make sense that the human rights aspect is often emphasised when the Scandinavian governments present the case for CSR (Sahlin-Andersson 2006, 602). Global corporate governance however unfolds at various levels, and so the Danish state is also subject to decisions made in the EU, World Trade Organization (WTO) and the UN as regards laws pertaining to business, and this naturally also impacts on the Danish states' CSR approach. When it comes to TG, the activities of the MNC in Ghana are naturally subject to not only the laws as defined by the Danish state, but also to those defined by the Ghanaian state. As long as the conditions TG function under in Ghana are do-able for the MNC they will most likely stay and not look for other possible producers in other parts of the world. The extremely high quality of Ghanaian cocoa, known as the best cocoa in the world, is of course also influencing on the decisions TG makes.
 

4.7 Economic globalisation as a governing factor

It has been argued by theorists that the competition inherent in economic globalisation means that it is often more profitable for businesses to behave unethically than ethically, through for example minimising tax contributions or making use of child labour in order to stay competitive (Zadek 2001, 8). Before I continue the outline of the challenges inherent in economic globalisation for business, I will define the term. Economic globalisation is however not that simple to define as it deals with an extensive number of aspects and it is a contested notion not only in terms of its definition, but also in the sense that scholars for decades have discussed the extent to which it is taking place and the possible implications of it (Johnson and Turner 2010, 20). Despite this, I think it is safe to say that economic globalisation deals with transnationality and interdependence, meaning that trade to an increasing degree is transnational as opposed to national, from which follows an increase in interdependence among countries trading with each other, as they are increasingly interlinked through global production systems and supply chains as well as communication flows (Tonkiss 2006, 4). Countries have traded with each other for hundreds of years, but what is new today is the nature of manufacturing. Whereas just a few decades ago a product would be manufactured in one country and then exported, today “products are designed and produced in production sites in various locations around the world and financed by global investors and holding companies". Thus, the internationalisation of production is present at the production stage already, not as late as the retail stage, which was the case earlier on (Homann et al. 2007, 9).

The way in which MNCs are doing business thus have to be understood in terms of the options they have; meaning that MNCs exist in the global market under certain conditions which they have no choice to adhere to if they wants to stay competitive. An example could be a MNC producing chairs. If a competitor suddenly offers the same product for a cheaper price, then the MNC is in trouble and it has to think of ways to for instance lower production costs or alternative ways of staying competitive; for instance through producing a chair which is of better quality than the competitors. This however might include extra costs for the MNC, which may then has to think about ways of lowering costs other places in the production. Accordingly, decisions such as this one will have consequences for the MNC and at times the MNC may feel pushed to for example make use of child labour in the production as this means that costs will automatically decrease. The decisions a MNC makes will thus always be marked by the options it has and a balancing of these (ibid). This arguably constitutes one of the problematic aspects of economic globalisation and remains to be a challenge for those competing in the global market as well as for the stakeholders whom are impacted by the actions of MNCs.
It should however be noted that these challenges have always existed at some level or the other; businesses have always competed with each other, but the new thing today is that there is an increasing pressure on business to behave in a way which is not only marked by the search for profit but also by the wish to operate in a socially responsible way, and the number of actors seeking to affect business practices have also increased in recent years.
Thus, the globalisation of trade which took speed in the 1990's brought about a much more complex coordination system than the previous (Kaplinsky 2000, 118 & 124). As mentioned earlier, there is no doubt that the integration of trade has provided the world with many good things, as economic growth for example has been easier to reach for parts of the developing world through foreign direct investment, but there is also not so much doubt about the fact that the gap between rich and poor has widened as economic globalisation has taken speed (ibid, 117). Theorists have moreover posed the argument that social and economic rights have become very difficult to guarantee as a consequence of the harsh competition between MNCs. The above mentioned consequences of economic globalisation have spurred the discussion on with whom the responsibility for protecting e.g. workers’ rights lie – with the state or with MNCs? The opinions are many, and theorists do not at all agree, the extremes being that MNCs should be more or less fully responsible or that the state ought to take full responsibility for its citizens (Frynas & Newell 2007, 672). An example of how this can be done is the multi-level governance approach, which is an approach that has started to gain footing within governments.
 

The role of business has changed with regard to development and the provision of services. Accordingly, today business even provide services which used to be associated only with the state; thus, in the developing world the business sector is, for example often providing infrastructure, electricity and education services, and this is often done in collaboration with civil society actors such as NGOs (ibid and Scherer and Palazzo 2008, 586). TG serves as an example of one of these MNCs, as the manufacturer in partnership with Danida and IBIS has provided wells as well as a number of community resource centres in the two cocoa producing communities from which TG source their cocoa.
 

MNCs are committed to the terms and mechanisms of the global market, which means that competition is an important factor which controls how MNCs function in the marketplace.
As mentioned previously, over the past few decades numerous scandals relating to the operations of MNCs have been exposed. The fact that the media today can easier reach more extensively geographically has meant that alleged corporate abuses can be exposed more widely and at a faster pace. Examples of accusations include Shell, which has been suited for oil spills in Nigeria as well as Nike which in the beginning of the 1990's faced a large boycott due to accusations of them exposing their employees to sweatshop labour conditions in some of its Indonesian operations (Craig Smith 2003, 60-61, Porter & Kramer 2006, 80). The increasing scrutinisation, the number and severity of corporate scandals exposed combined with the increasing poverty witnessed in many countries in both the developing and developed world, have arguably played a crucial role as regards the decline in the legitimisation of business. Theorists are starting to argue that the lost legitimacy needs to be restored as soon as possible and that this can be done through businesses managing their impact on society in a clever way (Smith 2003, 54). Thus, stakeholders are increasingly calling for international unified and binding laws in regulating business, as the voluntary nature of CSR today means that there is a risk that the CSR issues businesses adopt are the ones they know will enhance their reputation and not necessarily those that are most sustainable for society. Moreover, and as mentioned previously, it can be argued that as the state is the primary protector of social and economic rights, it has to take responsibility by way of passing legislation that ensures the upholding of these rights. The argument that what is in the interest of business is not always best for society is difficult to challenge and some argue that this is a fair basis for passing the needed legislation (González and Martinez 2004, 288).

4.8 The role of the political consumer 

 

A jumble of actors from all spheres are today attempting to influence business behaviour and one of them is the political consumer. The political consumer is often brought in when discussing the matter of CSR, and whereas some states that the political consumer plays a powerful role in regulating business behaviour, others yet doubt this for reasons I will get back to shortly. One can define the political consumer as a person who is basing consumer preferences on either ethical or political grounds and despite the fact that people to some degree have always preferred one product over another due to not only economic reasons but for example as a marker of identity, within the last few decades an increase in what is known as the politicisation of the market has been seen. Through the products and services the consumer purchases and consumes, known as “buycott”, not to mention those the consumer does not purchase through a deliberate “boycott” for instance, the political consumer is sending a clear signal to corporations regarding for example business practices which do not respect for instance human rights or the environment (Micheletti et al. 2005, 248). It is often heard that the practice of buycutting and boycutting is powerful in affecting MNCs business strategies. This argument can however be challenged. Accordingly, the link between for example boycutting and an MNCs business strategy does not necessarily have to be clear. Scholars are discussing that despite the fact that the consumers of today are indeed better informed as well as more educated on matters pertaining to human rights violations in the corporate industry and the power they as consumers possess to put pressure on corporations, the behaviour of the consumer does not always correspond to this, meaning that the consumer does not necessarily choose to purchase the fair trade chocolate or the free range eggs when he or she is in the supermarket, but might instead choose the cheaper and less ethical produced product (Attalla and Carrigan 2001, 563). In relation to this periods of recession may also play a part; when people have less money between their hands there is a possibility that they decide to prioritise differently in the supermarket. 
4.9 The growth of CSR rating agencies

CSR rating agencies constitute another actor which puts pressure, and possibly impacts directly on business. Hence, there is a growing market for the rating of businesses' CSR performance by various institutions and rating agencies such as Dow Jones Sustainability Index (Porter and Kramer 2006, 81). This market satisfies the large and growing demand civil society makes to get information about the economic, social and ecological sustainability of businesses. One can rightly problematise the demand for all these things to be in place simultaneously; the consumer demands that the coffee he or she is purchasing is not only sourced ethically, but also that the local farmer receives a fair price for the product and that the coffee tastes good. It can be questioned whether these things are always compatible and thus whether it is realistic to demand to get everything in a single product? Companies are ranked on the basis of the so-called triple bottom line, a principle which measures not only economic, but also environmental and social success (Schäfer et al. 2006, 1 and 4, Porter and Kramer 2006, 78, Fritsch 2008, 10). Accordingly, a business is considered sustainable and hence, meeting the requirements of the triple bottom line, if it manages to combine environmental protection, social justice and economic profit generation (Fritsch 2008, 10). The result of the ratings attract a lot of attention from stakeholders and therefore it can be argued that companies are pressured from an increasing numbers of sides to work hard on their social responsibility (Porter & Kramer 2006, 78). The increase in focus and scrutinisation of companies by for example CSR agencies has arguably affected the approach many businesses have to CSR, and negative attention or publicity has been seen to often lead to businesses doing something about the area they are criticised on (Holliday et al. 2002, 109).
 

4.10 Business initiatives for responsible business practice 
 

The call for companies to take social responsibility however also comes from the business world itself and between the business world, states and NGOs and these initiatives have a governing effect. An example of the first mentioned is the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD), which is a coalition of 120 international companies that work to put CSR on the global policy agenda (Smith 2003, 53). Some countries are leading the way in social responsibility, the UK being one of them. As Zadek explains:”Many of Britain's best known companies are already redefining the traditional role of the corporation. They are recognizing that every customer is part of the community and that social responsibility is not an optional extra” (Zadek 2001, 1). Accordingly, as CSR to an increasing degree is embraced by the business community, it has made some theorists argue that CSR is becoming institutionalised (Carroll 2009, 36). The institutionalisation of CSR can also be depicted through the emergence of the CSR movement touched upon earlier, and the way in which the actors within this movement such as for example governments and civil society actors collaborate in developing and backing soft regulatory frameworks and partnerships with businesses (Sahlin-Andersson 2006, 596). 
 

Initiatives between the business world, states and NGOs have also been developed; in 2000 the United Nations Global Compact was developed as a result of the realisation by Western governments that the actions of MNCs are hard to control and that these affect the economic and social rights of citizens as well as ecology, but also as a result of the realisation that non-state actors increasingly play a key role within global political economy. The Global Compact should thus also be understood as a realisation of the UN that the global governance arena is not only consisting of states, but also of businesses and civil society actors. The aim with the Global Compact is twofold; to implement minimum standards of good corporate conduct and to bring about socio-economic development of poor, developing countries (Fritsch 2008, 1). The Compact consists of senior executives of large corporations and leaders of development, human rights and environmental organisations and together they work to embrace the principles inscribed in declarations and conventions which have been accepted by most states: the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, The International Labour Organizations’ Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work, The United Nations Convention Against Corruption and the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development (Holliday et al. 2002, 167-68, Fritsch 2008, 3 & 18). The Global Compact thus constitutes what has been referred to as a global governance effort to combine social legitimacy, liberal trade and better institutional foundations, so that more people will benefit from economic globalisation. The Compact is also a symbol of the increasing self-regulation which MNCs take part in as a result of the increasing scrutinisation and pressure they are subject to. Hence, as Sahlin-Andersson says with regard to CSR: “corporations appear both as main targets and as main driving actors of the trend” (Sahlin-Andersson 2006, 600). Local networks have been formed under the Global Compact in accordance with the focus the Compact has on creating local structures to implement the objectives. One of the first was the Nordic network which was formed in 2002 and consists of companies from Finland, Norway, Denmark and Sweden. The network meets twice a year to discuss the implementation of the Global Compact and share experiences in order to advance the Global Compact (ibid, 598). 
The Global Compact has been victim of much debate concerning the relationship between the UN and businesses, which civil society actors have voiced concern about. The concern surrounds the matter of the possibility of the corporate world affecting or taking over the UN's human rights, developmental and environmental agendas and this debate is returning between the UN, states, businesses and NGOs (Fritsch 2008, 3). 
The Global Compact has also been criticised for the fact that it is not regulatory and scholars have made the ironic remark that maybe this is exactly why the Compact is so popular with MNCs and has received so many signatories (Aguirre 2008, 209). Accordingly, the Compact depends solely on the commitment, credibility and visibility for compliance, as Sahlin-Andersson remarks, and this may be argued to constitute a weakness (Sahlin-Andersson 2006, 598). Moreover, some scholars have made the argument that the Global Compact is too ”cheap” in the sense that it lets states off the hook in dealing with CSR issues (Nelson 2004, 15). 
 

4.11 The development in governmental regulation of business practice 
 

As mentioned previously, governments in some European countries increasingly perceive themselves as playing a role in the facilitation and support of MNCs CSR approaches. In May 2012 the Danish government adopted and launched the second CSR action plan, Responsible Growth: Action Plan for Corporate Social Responsibility 2012-2015. The aim with the action plan is to strengthen responsible growth by strengthening CSR awareness and approaches among consumers as well as the public and private sector. In the Action Plan it is noted that social responsibility is about simultaneously ensuring business growth and societal development through the collaboration between the Danish business sector, civil society and the public sector (Danish Action Plan 2012, 3). Thus, these partnerships combined with the focus on creating shared value, defined as “investments that create value for the company and contribute to social and environmental objectives” (ibid, 5) constitute a vital part of the action plan. The Danish government thus does not perceive economic growth and societal development as opposites or conflicting goals (Gjølberg 2010, 204).
As part of the first CSR action plan the government also passed a law requiring the largest Danish businesses to report on their CSR work in their annual reports. This law was adopted in 2008 and is known as the Act amending the Danish Financial Statements Act (Accounting for CSR in large businesses). (Danish Action Plan 2008-2012, 7).
Moreover, the Danish government has collaborated with the Confederation of Danish Industry (DI) in developing a so-called Climate Compass, which is a web-tool supporting Danish companies in creating environmental strategies and reports; for example it can help companies reduce their greenhouse gas emissions (ibid, 9). The partnership with the government in creating this tool for businesses coheres well with the primary emphasis of DI's CSR engagement which they state is “delivering practical and useful tools and facilitating networks which can support the business driven efforts taking place in companies” (di.dk - DI). DI's engagement is based on global principles such as UN conventions, OECD guidelines and is implemented in EU and Danish legislation (ibid). Accordingly, it can be argued that DI through their engagement in promoting and supporting CSR within Danish industry constitutes a vital player within the CSR movement. One of the reasons for DI to engage itself in CSR, and for that sake also the states', which I have also mentioned in the chapter on the 'governance gap', can be explained by the development within responsible supply chain management. Many smaller Danish companies are subcontractors to international MNCs, and the development is that CSR increasingly is a demand which has to be taken note of if Danish companies are to keep their contracts with these MNCs; they have to be able to ensure that their supply chain is managed responsibly. 

 

4.12 Businesses' response to stakeholder pressure 

Businesses have reacted to the stakeholder pressure in different ways. One example is the growth in the number of corporations developing codes of conducts and CSR reports. A code of conduct consists of policy statements defining the ethical standards of the business. CSR reports have been criticised extensively on the fact that it is easy for businesses to tell only the story which they believe stakeholders will want to hear and for having nothing to do with the core of the business (Fritsch 2008, 9). An example of this could be a business that has managed to reduce waste production for one of its divisions and then decides to include this in their CSR report. There is no doubt about the fact that the waste reduction is positive, but it is not very telling of how the business is performing in general as regards waste reductions or other CSR activities (Porter & Kramer 2006, 81). 
A code of conduct consists of guidelines for good business behaviour and it also includes the requirements suppliers need to meet. The problem with such a measure is however that there is no enforcement mechanisms linked to it and as a result codes of conduct have been criticised for being more or less useless (Scherer and Palazzo 2008, 582). 
 

In general it can be said that there are different signs suggesting that the business world is starting to work more on social responsibility. CSR reports and codes of conduct are one thing, but as argued they probably relate more to management and cannot in all cases be considered as a substantial CSR effort; of course depending on the corporation and its approach to it.
Accordingly, within the last few years an emergence of the values underpinning the notion of sustainable business practices has been seen, as MNCs to an increasing degree are seen to not only focus on the financial bottom-line, but also on performing better in terms of social and environmental development or value-creation (Zadek 2001, 1) This is also known as shared value and was coined by Michael Porter and Mark Kramer in 2006. It can be defined as ”policies and operational practices that enhance the competitiveness of a company while simultaneously advancing the economic and social conditions in the communities in which it operates” (Porter and Kramer 2011, 66). Thus, creating economic value through creating social value. With the concept of shared value Porter and Kramer call for a redefinition of the relationship between business and society and for a new way of thinking about value creation. Instead of focusing on short term-economic growth, human needs have to be at the core and be aligned with business objectives as this will result in the creation of shared value, they argue (Porter and Kramer 2011, 64-65). Porter and Kramer argue that within the last decade MNCs are increasingly seen to”...align their core business strategies and processes with elements of social and environmental aims” (Zadek 2001, 11), and in order to do so successfully they often team up with NGOs and governments (ibid, 10). The shared value framework has received both praise and critique in the last ten years, and whereas some believe it to only be a one-day wonder, others yet argue that it is the only way forward if we want to solve the pressing global problems (ibid, 11). Thus, from this follows the argument that the way forward for business to stay competitive and do their part for sustainable development is through partnering up with stakeholders (ibid, 13). As regards the balancing of social and economic development it has to be noted that the two are not always compatible. This again refers to the political consumer and the fact that despite the fact that an increasing number of consumers demand for corporations to deliver ethically sourced products, consumers do not necessarily demand these products when they are in the supermarket (Attalla and Carrigan 2001, 563).
To sum up, in the latter part I have argued that an increasing number of actors are putting pressure on businesses to take social responsibility, the business world itself is also taking part in this through self-regulation, and lately the state has been seen to also come on to the stage to a higher extent. The Danish government constitutes an example of a government which tries to facilitate and support e.g. MNCs in their CSR efforts as the public sector is perceived as vital in promoting responsible growth as well as is partnerships across spheres (Danish Action Plan 2012, 3). The Action Plan thus seems to perceive the multi-level governance approach as the preferred approach to a global public policy problem such as CSR. Lastly, there are signs that some MNCs are beginning to align their core strategies with elements of social aims; this is known as shared value. 

5.0 Methodological considerations 

In the introduction to this thesis I have touched upon a number of aspects relating to CSR and these have been included because I believe it is important for the reader to have an understanding of the connection between matters pertaining to the CSR debate; this lays a solid foundation for the understanding of the problem field within which my problem statement unfolds. 
 

In my search for the answer to my problem statement I will make use of a combination of qualitative data in the form of semi-structured interviews with key actors as well as a theoretical framework consisting of theories on economic globalisation, the shared value framework and the multi-level governance approach. The multi-level governance approach is often presented as an effective and efficient way to approach public policy issues. My hypothesis is that the approach is advantageous in creating shared value – value for TG and value for the cocoa community, due to the collaboration between actors from the public, private and non-state sphere and that the pluralistic form it has also helps to plug the 'governance gap', as the involved actors work at different levels and they possess different kinds of authority and legitimacy. Accordingly, it is my assumption that there is a rather clear link between multi-level governance and the creation of shared value and the plugging of the 'governance gap', and this explains why I have included both frameworks. I however have to mention that the main emphasis is on the multi-level governance approach, as this is an established and recognised approach among scholars, whereas the shared value framework can be criticised for not being backed by a large amount of empirical data. 
The reason why I have chosen to make use of qualitative data acquired through semi structured interviews is that I am interested in learning more about the subjective opinions of the interview persons, as they are the ones whom have been and still is directly involved in TGs' CSR work and therefore know about it at first hand; I want to get an understanding of the interview persons lifeworlds and the way they perceive it (Kvale 1997, 40). This opens up the possibility for a nuanced and in depth description of the subject in focus and I also felt the involvement of the interview persons in the CSR work during my two face to face interviews. Adding to that I think that the semi structured interview method proved to be advantageous as it enabled me to ask follow up questions as well as to eradicate any misunderstandings immediately; this proved to be very helpful several times. In this regard this is also what Steinar Kvale argues is the advantages of the qualitative interview – the openness and flexibility it is characterised by (ibid, 91). I will also argue that one of the advantages of the interview method is that it is possible to derive two truths from the data, so to speak, understood in the sense that one thing is what the interview person is telling me; the answers to my questions, but the other thing is what is not being told, what is left out. This untold information can at times be just as useful or valuable than the stated information. Another reason for why I chose this method is that the area of shared value can be considered rather intangible. Accordingly, in some respects, though not all, shared value can be difficult to measure and to be made up in numbers or percent, and so talking with the persons that have been directly involved in the CSR work may be the best way to get an understanding of what kind of shared value has been created. The interview persons from respectively IBIS and TG are directly involved in the CSR work, whereas the case is different for the interview person from Danida. She is newly employed and therefore was only able to answer my questions on the basis of reports she had access to. Due to the lacking involvement this interview was not as rewarding as the other two interviews. Adding to that, this specific interview was conducted via telephone and in that way it differed from the interviews with IBIS and TG, which were conducted face to face. The reason for this was that the interview person is situated at the Danish Embassy in Accra, Ghana. It can be said that one loses out on many details when conducting an interview via phone as it is not possible to see each other and the use of body language and facial expressions, and the communication is thus more complicated. It also complicates the matter of establishing a relation between the interviewer and the interview person and this I also felt. During the other two interviews I felt that at least some sort of relation was being created and this I did not find during the phone interview. Adding to that, a few of the questions asked to the Danida representative were asked via email as I had a few follow up questions after the interview. Written answers are of course even more weak than answers derived from a phone interview in that less meaning can be drawn from it.
In general I can conclude that the communication during the two face to face interviews was simply easier and this may have had an impact on the information I got from the interviews and the usefulness of this. On the other hand I think that I can also conclude that whereas I did not ask any leading questions during the phone interview with the Danida representative, this was a bigger challenge during the interviews with the representatives from IBIS and TG, simply because it was conducted face to face. In general it can be said that one of the risks involved with conducting qualitative interviews is exactly that of posing leading questions. What I found during the interviews, but especially realised after the interviews as I was processing the work, was that I a few times during both interviews was helping the interview persons along as they were trying to find an answer to my question. I think that I did this because I wanted to show to them that I understood what they were telling me, but in fact what I did might have made it harder for the interview persons to get to the point of what they wanted to say and it may have been so that I did not have the correct understanding of what they wanted to tell me. Despite the fact that I caught myself doing this and as a result was able to stop it I have to acknowledge that my results to some degree may have been affected by this novice mistake.
 

As regards the chosen interview persons, weaknesses can also be identified based on the fact that I have not interviewed either any of the cocoa farmers or other members of the two cocoa communities, for example school pupils. Although the interviews I have conducted have told me a little bit about the advantages the CSR activities have had for the cocoa farmers and the communities at large, this information counts for only one side of the story, as it is based on how respectively IBIS, TG and Danida perceive it. Accordingly, it is hard to argue against the statement that the thesis would have been strengthened had I been able to conduct interviews with community members, as statements from the directly concerned community members might have been able to provide me with some interesting insight. The same situation goes for the two local NGOs with which IBIS collaborate on the Education project. Representatives from these NGOs which are linked with the local community might likewise have been able to provide me with new perspectives. However, due to time constraints it was not possible for me to travel to Ghana to include interviews with these people, neither to conduct them via telephone.
 

As I processed my data from the interview with the representative from TG, Lene Hjort Lorenzen, I found out that there were some questions that I had not asked during the interview and these related to the partnership with IBIS, for example if any disadvantages had been identified with the partnership, as well as to the Education project, for example how they are proceeding as regards the objectives and what TGs role is in relation to the project. Lastly, I had some follow up questions concerning monitoring, as all I knew was that the people who monitor are external CSR consultants employed by TG. I wanted to know what the results from the monitoring had shown and if any challenges had been faced in the process. I emailed the questions to LHL in the beginning of August and it should be noted that she had told me during the interview that I was welcome to email her any questions. However, I never got a reply to my questions even though I emailed her several times and tried to get through on her phone. Therefore I tried sending the same questions to one of the external CSR-consultants, whose email address I had received from IBIS. He however also did not reply. The missing answers have of course not meant that I have not been able to analyse the data, but I however feel that the data I have would have been stronger had I received answers to my questions. 
 

On a more general basis it can be argued that applying the qualitative data and the theoretical framework to only one case as I have done, does not make me able to make any generalisations about the advantages involved in a multi-level governance approach in creating shared value. This is however also not the aim with this study; instead, what I aim to do is to say something specific about the concerned case. On this background I acknowledge that the knowledge I am producing in this thesis is of a case-specific character and that it therefore will not be transferable. While some may argue that this is a limitation, it can also be perceived as an advantage, in that it offers an opportunity to go in depth with a specific case. On this background it can be argued that the chosen method allows me to understand the complexity of this specific situation and context as it unfolds in real life, as opposed to if I for example was looking into different theories only and comparing them to each other. This method holds the limitation that it does not help me conclude on a specific real life problem, but only to compare different perceptions, whereas the method I have chosen enables me to apply a theoretical framework deemed helpful in understanding the link between CSR, shared value and multi-level governance, and this applied to the qualitative data will hopefully lead to me being able to get an in depth and nuanced understanding of the issue at hand. However, while there is no doubt that my findings are case-specific; it may still be argued that it may be of value to consider my results when working with similar contexts to this one, as some of the same things may apply to both cases.
 
6.0 Historical background 
 

6.1 The development of CSR and shared value 
 

The following chapter includes an introduction to a few of the larger discussions surrounding the concept and an outline of the recent trends within CSR as well as an outline of how the concept of CSR has developed over the last many decades. I have decided to include this historical chapter as I think a basic understanding of the development of the concept makes it easier to understand why things might be the way they are today. It is important to mention that CSR and shared value differ from each other, although the shared value framework developed out of CSR and can be considered a form of CSR. Shared value is an expansion of CSR and whereas the focus of CSR in general is more on responsibility, the point of departure for shared value is value creation through integrating social aims at the core of the business. 
 

The history of CSR goes rather far back in time. In the nineteenth century businessmen in the UK were building factory towns. This was right after the Industrial Revolution and amid slums factory towns were built in order to offer better housing as well as other general amenities for workers and their families. One can then ask whether this example is marked by self-interest of the business, as the improved living conditions of the workers in the factory towns were not only of advantage to the workers themselves, but certainly also to the business (Carroll 2008, 21).
The world has undergone dramatic change since the Industrial Revolution. It has become much more interdependent and the CSR concept has changed in accordance with this. It thus plays a different and certainly more profound role in today's world than it did in the nineteenth century, and as mentioned earlier the call for companies to take social responsibility comes from an increasing number of actors and the demands are more specific and often come across as urgent. Today there seems to be more or less consensus that some degree of CSR is needed, although it is not agreed how this is to be achieved. Also, as mentioned before, there seems to be a linkage between the diminishing role of the state and the call for business to take more responsibility. (Smith, Craig 2003, 5). As an example, it can be argued that as governments in some parts of the Western world have problems solving a number of social problems such as poverty, pollution and climate change, so the demand of as well as criticism of business in relation to being responsible for and capable and willing to solve these problems, is growing. This once again reveals the dilemma of where to draw the line for how much business can be deemed responsible for?

The concept of CSR has had a rather challenging time. Over the years it has been criticised intensively for being hot air only and a smart way to brand one's company. This might have to do with the fact that it is a broad concept which can be defined in various ways, as it can relate to for instance both the health of the consumer, the supply chain, the environment and climate and employees. This can make the concept seem a bit antagonistic. Because inherent in the concept is the idea that not only are the producers of a product, for instance cocoa farmers, to reap the benefits of CSR through e.g. receiving training and support in producing better quality chocolate, but the way in which this is done also has to be the most ecologically sustainable in order for it to make sense. It might not be possible to optimise all categories at the same time or to the same degree. This naturally complicates the concept of CSR, which one therefore has to approach in a critical manner.
Returning to the debate about reasons for prioritising CSR, it might however often be the case that companies engage in CSR for various reasons; both because they want to ”do good for society”, known as the normative case, but also because they are aware that there is a great chance that they will profit for doing so in the long run, known as the business case or strategic CSR – it is strategic because the objective is to ensure the business' long-term self-interest (Galbreath 2009, 113). 
 

As time has passed the understanding and use of the concept of CSR has changed and some theorists argue that a shift in the way CSR is understood and applied by business has taken place. This is known as shared value. Porter and Kramer base their notion of shared value on the idea that business and society depend on each other, understood in the sense that business depends on a healthy and productive workforce, and of course, society depends on available jobs and innovation in the business sector, which is an important factor in improving living standards (Porter & Kramer 2006, 83). The argument is that shared value, that business creates value not only for itself but also for society, is the only thing that makes economic sense in today’s world, which is facing various problems relating to climate change, economic crisis and lack of resources as well as a decline in the legitimacy of corporate business. Despite the fact that Porter and Kramer can list names of corporations which have embarked on the shared value path, they acknowledge the uncertainty surrounding the shared value framework by saying that”yet our recognition of the transformative power of shared value is still in its genesis” (Porter & Kramer 2011, 64). The uncertainty involved with the shared value framework can thus be said to constitute a great weakness and this is also one of the areas in which the concept has been criticised. The concept has received a lot of critique, and to this I will return in the theoretical framework.
 

The phenomenon of CSR is interesting to look at in relation to the changing role of the consumer and of citizenship in general, as both of these affect and interplay with CSR. Theorists have argued that citizenship is beginning to expand into new domains; from being national in focus it has developed into becoming global. Thus, from centering around obeying laws, voting in elections and being concerned with the government of one’s country it has developed into focusing on taking responsibility for the state of the world and sustainable development; things which, to some extent at least, can be done through the products one purchases. On these grounds one can say that this broadened notion of citizenship is concerned very much with politics, values, democracy and human rights and as a result has come to be known as the political consumer. This kind of citizenship has been argued to challenge and even change the structural causes of problems relating to the environment and social justice and to stress the need for solving these problems collectively (Micheletti and Stolle 2012, 90-99). This development has also lead to a change of focus in production, as it over the last few decades has gone from being on quantity to quality as well as the methods which have been used to create the product. This can, once again, be exemplified through coffee. An increasing number of consumers want their coffee to not only taste good, but of equal importance is sustainability; how the coffee has been produced. This example can be transferred to other products in the agro-food chain, such as for example chocolate, but also to for instance the manufacturing chain in the production of for example shoes and clothes; confer the Bangladesh case mentioned in the beginning.
One can argue that the demands consumers make on businesses not only puts pressure on companies in various ways. The demand for cheap products is one example of this, as well as is the above exemplification of consumers wanting products to be equally good tasting and ethically sound produced. The demands arguably also possess a high degree of potential for business due to the fact that consumption patterns and culture shape production as ”commodity chains are embedded in cultural trends” (Gereffi & Korzeniewicz 1994, 247). Thus, a business can advance through for instance developing a unique tasting or unique-produced product. The entire supply chain is thus shaped by culture and consumption patterns (ibid, 248). Accordingly, a large part of the wealth creation in global supply chains happens through design, distribution and marketing of a product, as this is what brings value to the product and these are therefore the focus areas for companies, whom through creative means can create value as well as wealth (ibid, 247). In relation to TG, the “Toms extra” chocolate series is an example hereof. A different fermentation method is used for the production of this chocolate series. The beans are fermented in so-called tree-trays which is both a more gentle way of fermenting to the environment than the traditional approach, and besides that TG states that it leads to lower waste of beans and it includes less work for the farmers, whom will not have to turn the beans. Moreover, the “Toms extra” chocolate series is branded as having an extra taste dimension.
 

The CSR field has developed very fast within the last decades. The ”written history” begins in the 1950's; prior to the 1950's only very little was being written on the matter, but in fact CSR was in the mind and on the tongues of many businessmen already from around the 1930's (Carroll 1999, 268-69).
 

6.1.1 The 1950's: Early discussions of CSR
 

The 1950's has been said to mark the beginning of a serious discussion of the concept of CSR and is known as the beginning of the modern era of CSR. During this decade literature started to place business within society and claim that business has responsibilities for the society of which it is a part and within which it produces services and products (Rahman 2011, 167). During this decade, in the U.S the political and economic power of corporations was being discussed widely and it is in this atmosphere the beginning of CSR discussions ought to be understood. The father of the concept is arguably Howard R. Bowen, whom defined CSR as ”the obligation of businessmen to pursue those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those lines of action which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our society” (Carroll 1999, 270 and Bowen 1953, 6).
 

6.1.2 The 1960's: A boom in definitions of CSR
 

In the 1960's an increasing number of academics began discussing the concept of CSR and as a result more definitions of CSR were being made. As an example, William C. Frederick brought forward the idea that business ought to enhance socio-economic welfare; an idea which bears resemblance to today’s focus on shared value, whereas others defined CSR as having to do with business responsibilities which extend beyond legal obligations (Carroll 1999, 271). Others yet again referred to the business as a citizen and on these grounds claimed that business ought to behave justly and law abiding, similar to”normal” citizens. This view bears resemblance to the concept of corporate citizenship, which is being discussed widely today (ibid, 272).
 

6.1.3 The 1970's: The shareholder perspective and the development of related CSR concepts
 

One of the most noble and much-discussed and critiqued definitions of CSR was made by the Noble Peace Prize winner and economist Milton Friedman in 1970. Friedman, a libertarian who held a neoclassical view on CSR, stated the following about the concept in his seminal work: ”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, which is to say, engages in open and free competition without deception or fraud” (Friedman 1970, 6). Accordingly, Friedman emphasised the importance of business being responsible to shareholders mainly, also known as the instrumental case for CSR, and dismissed or criticised the underlying argument surrounding business ethics and responsibilities to stakeholders. The view Friedman had on business can be compared to the likewise neoclassical Adam Smith whom declared in his book An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations from 1776 that free enterprise and what he termed “the invisible hand” will work to benefit everyone. In the same book he noted on the nature of business: “It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker, that we expect our dinner, but from regard to their own interest” (Smith 2003, 23). Friedman and Smith thus held the same view that business serves the people and the bottom line of what they were arguing is that business ought to be doing business as there is no doubt that business does in fact serve a purpose for everyone in society. One can argue against this view by stating that since e.g. MNCs play such a large role in the global economic activity today and due to the fact that their operations at times cause harm to societies in various ways, they also ought to take responsibility for this. But one can also say that the arguments of Friedman and Smith make sense to some extent in that it is difficult to challenge the view that business at large does serve the needs of society and provide many good things through innovation and the production of cheap commodities (Zadek 2001, 3, Fritsch 2008, 1). Adding to that, it is arguably difficult to apply the view of Friedman and Smith to today’s context, which is marked by an increasing number of actors working hard to push business to conduct their operations in a socially responsible manner. Accordingly, the view of the two can be contrasted to the stakeholder view, which bases its argument on ethics and the notion of the social contract and the idea that a company is comprised of different groups, known as stakeholders, whom all have an interest in the company (Donaldson and Preston 1995). This is also referred to as the normative or moral case for CSR and is the CSR case Scandinavian governments adhere to.
The article of Friedman has been exposed to exceedingly large amounts of critique ever since the day it got published. One of Friedman’s critics is Colin Grant whom in an article states that Friedman oversimplifies the matter of businesses' social responsibility. Among other points, he challenges the fundamental view Friedman has on business. Hence, Grant states that Friedman portrays business as operating as an autonomous and isolated entity. Grant opposes this view, arguing that it is not possible to separate business and society, as these are strongly connected through their dependence on one another - one would not be there without the other (Grant 1991, 909). This view corresponds to that of Porter and Kramer whom with their shared value approach holds the belief that society and business depend on each other (Porter and Kramer 2011, 65). 
Concerning the priorities of business, Grant criticises Friedman for his weighty focus on returns. Thus, Friedman argues that the top priority of business is to create as much profit as possible in order for it to return as much as possible to shareholders. Grant consequently argues that the top priority lies somewhere else, namely in ensuring the viability of the business, which does not solely happen through creating profit (ibid).
 

Besides Friedmans' definition, more definitions which were related to, or based on, CSR began appearing during the 1970's. One example is CSP, which is an acronym for corporate social performance (Carroll 1999, 291). Corporate social performance can be defined as ”a business organization's configuration of principles of social responsibility, processes of social responsiveness, and policies, programs, and observable outcomes as they relate to the firm's societal relationships” (Wood 1991, 693).
In continuation with this, Harold Johnson wrote on the importance of balancing interests of both share - and stakeholders of all kinds and he offered a new perspective on utility maximisation. In this understanding utility functions ought to not only be for the business, but also for the citizens (Carroll 1999, 273-74). In 1971 the Committee for Economic Development (CED) brought forward their view on CSR, which was marked by a stakeholder focus, as they argued that business has the purpose to serve the needs of the public in a satisfactory way. They noted development in the demands the public was beginning to make, stating that it had developed from mainly concerning a demand for products and services into a demand for a ”wider range of human values”. In this respect it is significant to bear in mind that the 1970's was a decade marked by social movements, such as for example environmentalism, and this might have translated into the definition the CED offered (ibid, 274). The demands e.g. consumers make of business to act socially responsible has since then only picked up speed.
 

In 1972 the economics professors Henry G. Manne and Henry C. Wallich started a significant debate on the motives of business for prioritising social responsibility, as they made the argument that it is difficult to ”distinguish between that which is ”purely voluntary” and that which is in response to social norms” (ibid, 276). This thus marked the beginning of a debate which has been in the focus ever since.
Criticism has also been made of the standing CSR definitions. In 1975 Lee Preston and James Post criticised the definitions for leaving out the aspect of internal activities of the business in relation to CSR and then stated that they found the term ”public responsibility” much more fitting to describe the concept (ibid, 280).
By the end of the decade, in 1979, Archie Carroll presented an in depth definition of CSR. He argued that the very basis of responsibility business has to society is economic in the sense that business produces services and goods and sells them; hereby creating wealth and jobs for society. This economic responsibility ought to be fulfilled within the legal framework, Carroll noted. The other aspects deals with ethics and has to do with the norms society expects business to live up to and discretionary responsibilities; that is voluntary activities which to an increasing degree are strategic, such as for example training unemployed people in a specific community or creating  societal value in other ways (ibid, 283-284).
 

6.1.4 The 1980's: Few new definitions, more research
 

In the 1980's only few definitions of CSR were developed and increasing research on the topic was seen (ibid, 291). Moreover, alternative concepts either saw the daylight or were being brought to the light once again; concepts which took their point of departure in CSR, for example business ethics, stakeholder theory and CSP (ibid, 284).
In 1984 Peter Drucker wrote on the importance of converting social responsibilities into business opportunities as he suggested that profitability and responsibility were in fact compatible (ibid, 286). As Drucker stated: ”But the proper ´social responsibility ‘of business is to tame the dragon, that is to turn a social problem into economic opportunity and economic benefit, into productive capacity, into human competence, into well-paid jobs, and into wealth” (Drucker 1984, 62). 
Certainly, the work of Drucker bears resemblance to the notion of shared value, which has begun to make an impact on the way some businesses approach CSR today.
6.1.5 The 1990's: The birth of the triple bottom line

 

Similar to the 1980's, the 1990's only offered few new definitions of CSR and instead more alternative themes built on CSR such as business ethics, stakeholder theory, corporate citizenship and CSP were researched and developed further (Carroll 1999, 288). Moreover, this was the decade John Elkington first brought forward the so-called triple bottom line notion, a framework for measuring performance not only in economic terms, but also in the social and environmental responsibility of business (Elkington 1997). 
 

6.1.6 Today: The beginning of the 21st century
 

The beginning of the 21st century has been marked by a continuous increase in CSR initiatives from businesses. In a growing number of countries it has become mandatory for businesses to report on their CSR performance and it has moreover become common for businesses to write about their CSR related activities, improvements and performances on their web pages. The past and present decade has been and is still marked by an increasing focus on and integration of social, environmental, economic, human rights, and transparency-related concerns (Rahman 2011, 173). Arguably, this is partly a result of the increasing scrutinisation. Today it is not only NGOs and businesses which advocate for, or embrace through practice, the importance of CSR, but a growing number of organisations such as for instance the World Business Council for Sustainable Development on Corporate Social Responsibility and CSR Europe have begun to emphasise the business case for CSR (Moir 2001, 3-4). As mentioned earlier the Global Compact is depicting the realisation of the UN that non-state and private actors also play a role in global governance and the Global Compact has been embraced rather well by the corporate community. 
 

Partnerships between civil society actors such as NGOs and governments and businesses, such as the TG CSR project, are growing in numbers and are a symbol of the development of a more pluralistic, and arguably more effective, governance system which operate at different levels. These partnerships have been said to help plug the 'governance gap' and they have altered the role of the state in global governance, as stated by Aguirre: “...voluntary initiatives created by the private sector, independently and in partnership with various levels of civil society have started to fill the regulatory gap” (Aguirre 2008, 12).
7.0 The focus of the thesis

As mentioned, Ghana's cocoa value chain faces a number of challenges such as poverty, the use of child labour, lack of basic quality education as well as lack of knowledge on farming techniques. Moreover, Ghanaian cocoa farmers are ageing and there are signs that the continuation of cocoa farming will be complicated by the fact that many young Ghanaians do not see the incentive to become cocoa farmers. Some of these problems are interrelated and it is certain that they affect TG as well as the stakeholders of TG. As mentioned earlier the CSR problems in Ghana's cocoa value chain are arguably too complex for the respective states to solve by themselves; hence, a 'governance' gap exists and this further complicates the matter.  Through a multi-level governance approach TG and stakeholders are attempting to solve the problems as they all, out of diverse reasons, have a large interest in making sure that the problems in the value chain will be resolved. For TG the biggest challenges arguably are that their reputation will be damaged if they do not manage to eliminate the use of child labour successfully, as well as to ensure the continuous access to cocoa. When it comes to the Ghanaian state, there is also a large interest in finding a quick solution to the challenges faced. Hence, this is due to the fact that cocoa is a vital export product which constitutes a rather large proportion of the total gross domestic product in Ghana. In fact the Ghanaian government has stated that cocoa in particular can make an important contribution to the economic growth of the country, which means that cocoa plays a large role in poverty reduction in Ghana (Barrientos et al. 2007, 11). The Danish state also has an interest for a variety of reasons, one being the pressure consumers and citizens in Denmark put on the government for doing something about CSR challenges such as the ones described in this case, another being the large proportion of SMEs the Danish state has; these are all part of global supply chains and demands are being made that they conduct socially responsible business (Gjølberg 2010, 211). Adding to that, the Danish state has responsibilities to the EU, UN, ILO and OECD, which have also adopted CSR frameworks and voluntary guidelines such as the Global Compact, the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises and ILO’s Tripartite Declaration of Principles concerning Multinational Enterprises and Social Policy (Fritsch 2008, 12). 

When it comes to IBIS, the challenges in Ghana's cocoa value chain have proved to be some that IBIS has been found suitable for addressing due to their experience and competences within the area of the rights children have to education as well as their experiences with working in Ghana. The partnership IBIS has with TG benefits IBIS in the sense that IBIS receives publicity and civil society and businesses as a result become aware of the competences IBIS has. This might lead to new partnerships between IBIS and companies dealing with CSR problems. At first glance there thus seems to be some matches between the various stakeholders involved in the challenges in Ghana's cocoa value chain. The actors come from different backgrounds and in general it can be said that they have very different interests. They are thus “in it” for different reasons, but they collaborate because they share a main objective – to improve the cocoa value chain by eliminating child labour, as this is in the interest of themselves as well as shareholders. But based on the interviews, what have the results of the work been so far in relation to shared value creation? And does the multi-level governance approach help plug the 'governance gap, which is my assumption? This will be explored further now.  

7.1 Delimitation
 

In the introduction of this thesis I have touched upon a number of interrelated aspects in relation to the theme dealt with. These have been included because I believe the interrelationship between them is important to understand in order to get an idea of the fuller picture of the subject in focus. In the introduction I have touched shortly upon the motives behind corporations working on their CSR – whether they do so because of philanthropy or because it is a strategic way to brand ones business. This is a big question in itself, and a lot of research is being done in this field, but it is however not relevant for me as it does not help me answering my problem statement. As regards the actors involved in the CSR movement, I have touched upon the importance of the Confederation of Danish industry, (DI) acknowledging that DI is an actor which both in collaboration with the Danish government and on its own is promoting and supporting CSR within Danish industry, and therefore can be considered a vital actor within the CSR movement. I have however decided that I will not explore further their role in issues of governance, even though I am certain that the perspective DI holds could have been valuable to include, but due to time constraints it has not been possible for me to elaborate further on the role DI plays. Finishing off this chapter, I will pose the argument that exploring the nature of a multi-level governance approach and the advantages as well as disadvantages is a big task in itself, and I therefore acknowledge that I will only be able to investigate a very small fraction of the area and that a lot of questions will therefore be left for others to look further into.
 

8.0 Theoretical framework and analysis 
8.1 Introduction to the theoretical framework and analysis 

 

The following chapter constitutes the theoretical framework of the thesis as well as the analysis. It includes a short chapter on the implications for business in the market place, and following this a chapter on shared value and multi-level governance. The first mentioned is limited in its scope due to the fact that it does not serve to answer the problem formulation, but as mentioned earlier it serves to give an understanding of the conditions under which MNCs such as TG function, and as a result has been deemed necessary to include.
 

As touched upon previously, the multi-level governance approach is being presented by scholars and e.g. UN officials as the solution to global public policy issues. It is so because of the belief that this approach is more effective and efficient in governing and regulating corporations due to the different role and competences of the actors involved and the various levels on which they operate. The multi-level governance approach is thus presented as the best tool to plug the 'governance gap'. Accordingly, I have chosen to include a theory on global governance and multi-level governance; the global governance theory of James N. Rosenau with its focus on the governing role of non-state actors can be considered to have formed the basis of the multi-level governance approach. 
 

8.2 Implications for MNCs in the global market place
 

The aim of this short chapter is to offer an understanding of the environment within which MNCs are operating. Various demands from different sides are being made of MNCs and the argument I make is that these demands are not always compatible as they are pulling in different directions. MNCs have to pay consideration to the market terms as well as the wishes and demands made by stakeholders of various kinds. Due to the competitive market of which MNCs are a part they have to continuously work on producing and delivering competitive products or services, but at the same time also satisfy the demands NGOs, consumers, parliaments and governments make as regards e.g. workers’ rights, the protection of the natural environment: generally speaking, that the MNC behaves like a good citizen. The point is that the MNC has to balance these conflicting demands with its own interest and this arguably constitutes a proble; however, maybe not an irresolvable problem. Accordingly, the creation of shared value through the multi-level governance approach may constitute a possible solution to the problem and to this I will return shortly.
During the 1980's and -90's trade liberalisation took place in many parts of the world and of this Milton Friedman was a proponent with his belief that “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, which is to say, engages in open and free competition without deception or fraud” (Friedman 1970, 6). Hence, Friedman did not believe that business has any other responsibility than creating growth and workplaces. In the 1990's the globalisation of economy took up speed. As a result of the integrated markets through international trade, labour migration as well as financial investment between countries, competition for market shares also became fierce (Das 2004, 1-2). Moreover, a result of the integration is that countries have become increasingly dependent on one another, however they often are not dependent to the same extent. The example of the trade of cocoa between Ghana and Denmark is relevant to provide here. There is thus no doubt that Ghana is more dependent on Denmark than the other way around, due to the fact that cocoa is such an important export product for Ghana, as the cocoa sector is the sector in Ghana contributing with the biggest share of the countries' gross domestic product. Consequently, countries integrated into the global economy compete with each other and are dependent on each other, although not to the same extent. As a result of the large share cocoa export constitutes of the total gross domestic product, Ghana would be in great trouble if Denmark suddenly refused to buy their cocoa as a result of the use of child labour. Denmark on the other hand would not be facing problems, although TG of course would. They would have to find out how to deal with the issue. But the point is that countries which are part of this global system will have to accept the rules of the game; that is, accept that strong competition is an integrated part of the system. On these grounds one can argue that it is both an advantage and a challenge for countries to be part of the global economy. Due to the rise in market actors it is increasingly hard to find market shares; the more companies competing for the same market the lower the price of a specific product or service will be driven down and the higher the risk is that societal or environmental harm will be done and thus that the business will receive negative publicity (Markley and Davis 2007, 763). One can thus say that the terms under which business operates in the global economy is to some degree connected to e.g. labour rights and the protection of the environment being disregarded.

 

The aforementioned demands made by e.g. consumers, NGOs and governments concerns the sustainability of the business, CSR and the notion of the triple bottom line. The triple bottom line theory holds that through advancing on the economic, social and ecological bottom line and thus investing in a sustainable supply chain a business will most likely be able to stay competitive. In fact, it has even been argued that a business may put its future in danger if it does not work on improving its supply chains. To an increasing degree theorists recognise the importance and competitive advantage of businesses investing in the triple bottom line. This is due to the development in demands; today many consumers are interested in learning about the supply chains of the products they purchase; how the products have been sourced or produced and managing this emerging need on the market is known as supply chain management and constitutes a competitive advantage. The triple bottom line theory holds that through advancing on the economic, social and ecological bottom line and thus investing in a sustainable supply chain a business will most likely be able to stay competitive (ibid, 767). 
 

8.3 The shared value framework
 

The shared value framework developed by Porter and Kramer is presented as a strategic CSR approach. It is strategic in the sense that it is focusing on long-term profitability through the adoption of social issues at the core of the business. They argue that shared value – value for both the business and society - will be developed as a result. Moreover, competitive advantage will be won through the development of a unique focus area and approach. In relation to this they argue that it is vital that the social issue is as closely tied to the business as possible, as the chance of benefits to both and the development of a symbiotic relationship is all the greater (Porter and Kramer 2011, 89). Porter and Kramer present Nestlé as an example of a corporation that has created shared value. They have done this through improving their value chain by investing in local infrastructure and technology, which has benefited the small communities from which they buy their milk, coffee and cocoa. For Nestlé this means that they have been able to secure access to these products sometime into the future and the local communities have equally secured their trade with the corporation (ibid). There is thus no doubt that shared value has been created, but the way in which Porter and Kramer present the story seems a bit one sided. They present it as if there can be no doubt that the motive was to create shared value, when in fact there might be a number of motives involved in the decision. It could for instance be strategic, as Nestlé might have been aware that this was a good opportunity for bettering the bad reputation which has plagued them for a long period (Aakhus and Bzdak 2012, 238).
 

Porter and Kramer developed the framework in order to integrate economic and social rationales for social engagement into corporate management. It should be understood as a new way of achieving economic success, this taking place through the development of social value creation. Thus, the framework should, first of all, be considered as a new way of achieving economic success as well as a way to legitimise business anew; all taking place through the creation of social value which in turn creates economic value (Porter and Kramer 2011, 64 & 77). Accordingly, there is no doubt that ethics was not the driver when Porter and Kramer developed the framework back in 2006, profit was. This corresponds well to the stand the two have on the limitations of traditional CSR approaches, a belief which they share with Milton Friedman. They do thus not believe in the more traditional CSR approaches, which they argue focus very much on “cosmetics”, that is, that the business from the outside looks like a business which is doing good for society, as these approaches are not integrated into the core of the business, but only at the periphery and as a result, Porter and Kramer argue that only little progress for the business will be made through that (ibid, 64). One of the arguments Porter and Kramer make in relation to this is that it has in fact proved difficult to measure whether the good deeds of corporations are directly connected with consumer attitudes. This is thus what makes Porter and Kramer argue that it is more strategic of the corporation to move away from this common focus on “image”, and instead let the social impact be in the focus as it is the value of the social impact which creates economic value (Porter and Kramer 2006, 83 and 91). 
Some have argued that a weakness surrounding the shared value framework is that Porter and Kramer do not offer a suggestion as to how the social impact can be measured. I will elaborate on the arguments scholars have made concerning this just shortly, but I will however also support the shared value framework by arguing that despite the fact that it is not always possible to measure shared value creation, it is after all preferable for all parties in society that economic and social value is created as opposed to “just” economic value being created with societal “side effects”, such as for example disrespect of workers’ rights or the environment.
 

Porter and Kramer present three ways a business can create shared value, the first being by re conceiving products and markets through serving a specific societal need. An example could be low-priced cell phones in Kenya, which is something that has provided poor people the opportunity to save money securely and which has as a result helped small-scale farmers into the market (ibid, 68 & 76). Taking care of societal problems such as high energy use or health and safety in the value chain is another way of creating shared value, Porter and Kramer state. Accordingly, developing new ways of operating can create shared value if done successfully (ibid, 68-69). The third way is local cluster development, which deals with filling gaps in clusters, for example through training of employers, improving the education system or the distribution channels (ibid, 74-75). Clusters can be defined as “geographic concentrations of interconnected companies, specialized, suppliers, service providers, firms in related industries, and associated institutions (e.g. universities, standards agencies, trade associations) in a particular field that compete but also cooperate” (Porter 2000, 15). Porter and Kramer state that in order to maximise the creation of shared value, it is of importance that the business choose to work on “the weaknesses that represent the greatest constraints to the company’s own productivity and growth” (Porter & Kramer 2006, 75). They moreover state that cluster development often has to take place collectively in order to be successful, for example in collaboration with NGOs or governments. 
 

Porter and Kramer’s' exposition of how shared value can be created has been critiqued for being indefinite and not really of any use at all. Accordingly, some scholars have claimed that after having read Porter and Kramer’s articles on shared value, they are not in doubt as to what the purpose of the framework is, what it focuses on and in which ways it benefits society and business, but how to implement it is not at all clear. There is no tool box, only indefinite information. This has made some argue that the shared value framework cannot be considered a model to be applied, but merely a way of thinking about CSR and as presenting a hope for the future; a one-day wonder only. However, in an interview made with Porter from 2002 he states the following “my work aims not to be descriptive but normative” (Argyres and McGahan 2002, 45). This seems to imply that the framework is meant to guide the business system of today in a new direction and not be considered a “recipe” for how to create shared value. Due to this statement by Porter it might be difficult to rightly criticise him and Kramer on the matter of the intangible nature of the shared value framework, as it seems that it was not the idea to create a recipe. 
 

 

In 2011 an article was published in The Economist in which the author argues that the shared value framework is very similar to Jed Emerson's blended value framework as well as Stuart Hart's book Capitalism and the crossroads (Oh, Mr. Porter). Among other things, Schumpeter critique Porter for not really bringing anything new to the table. He for example states that firms already have understood that it is a good idea to invest in emergent markets through offering consumers in developing countries affordable products and services; referring to the idea of serving the bottom of the pyramid (Prahalad 2009). Moreover, Schumpeter states that there is a “striking similarity between shared value and Jed Emerson's concept of blended value, in which firms seek simultaneously to pursue profit and social and environmental targets. There is also an overlap with Stuart Hart's 2005 book, “Capitalism at the Crossroads” (Oh, Mr. Porter). The blended value framework thus seems very similar to the shared value framework and one can argue that it is problematic that Porter and Kramer do not at any time mention either Emerson's or Hart's work in their articles on shared value. 
 

Another matter on which the shared value framework can be criticised is the way in which Porter and Kramer depict CSR. They thus state that CSR is, as opposed to creating shared value, separate from profit maximisation. The fact is, however, that already beginning from the 1970's and onwards, authors have suggested that there exists a link between CSR and profit maximisation. This can be exemplified through Johnson's focus on utility maximisation from 1971, which I touched upon earlier. Hence, in his work Johnson suggests a clear link between CSR and profit as he states: “Social responsibility states that businesses carry out social programs to add profits to their organization” (Johnson 1971, 54 in Carroll 1999, 274). Johnson is thus a representative of the stakeholder view which holds that business is responsible for the way in which it impacts on society and stakeholders. 
 

Economic activity has to, in one way or the other, be regulated. The shared value framework is an example of the regulation of economic activity through a combination of self-governance and partnership. As Porter and Kramer states concerning the advantages of working across private/public and profit/non-profit boundaries: “shared value creation will involve new and heightened forms of collaboration” (Porter and Kramer 2011, 76). These partnerships across sectors arguably constitute a new form of governance and what Porter and Kramer refer to as “hybrid enterprises” (ibid, 67). Further, they argue that from the perspective of civil society, what is vital is that the challenges at hand are dealt with and that shared value is being created; what type of organisation is creating the value is not of importance (ibid, 72). There is probably little doubt that most people find it a positive development that an increasing number of businesses engage in shared value-initiatives, for instance through partnerships with governmental and non-governmental organisations, and one can say that when these initiatives work, they arguably are better for society at large than the businesses which create economic surplus at the cost of society, either in terms of for instance the exploitation of natural resources or of labour force. Accordingly, when shared value initiatives operate in a way which does create value for both the business and society, then this is preferable for all parties as it makes sense for all and there is therefore no need to not engage in it. However, the question is if it is always so? Is creating shared value as simple as Porter and Kramer portray it to be? And could it possibly be that creating shared value is easier for some types of businesses than others? These are some of the questions that Porter and Kramer do not engage themselves in in their work and this can be argued to constitute a weakness. However, when it comes to CSR and creating shared value, it can be argued that there is no need to perceive it as either/or. If a business manages to create a small degree of societal value this is certainly better than if none at all is created. 
 

8.4 The multi-level governance approach: From government to governance 

To an increasing degree international governmental institutions and states are realising that a state-centric approach to regulate corporations is not adequate and that a combination of actors from different spheres are needed to regulate corporations effectively. As mentioned earlier, the multi-level governance approach is increasingly applied today when dealing with global policy issues such as for example global migration, global commerce, climate change and global disease. The tenet is thus that governance in the multi-level governance approach occurs through multiple kinds of institutions spread across several scales of public, private, local and global organisations, of non-state and state nature. Examples include the UN, EU, Forest Stewardship Council, the Global Reporting Initiative and the Global Compact.

 

The idea that the government is not the only actor governing in society is not a new thought. Several decades ago the American political scientist and international affairs scholar James N. Rosenau came up with his theory on governance without government and his theory is recognised as a pioneering work within the field of global governance. I have decided to include Roseau’s' theory on governance as it can be perceived as constituting the backbone for the continuous work done on multi-level governance. Accordingly, Rosenau makes some interesting arguments on the changing role of governments as well as on how authority previously belonging to governments now belongs to what he refers to as other spheres of authority.
In 1992 Rosenau published his book Governance without Government: Order and Change in World Politics. In the book Rosenau poses the argument that national governments are losing some of their power to other spheres of authority such as corporations and NGOs, which are spheres that are non-territorial and non-governmental. One of the reasons for the loss of power is that national governments have proved incapable of resolving the many transnational challenges or crisis or the outcome of these; namely climate change, terrorism and the globalisation of economy. Rosenau does not believe that governments are losing all of their authority to the other spheres, but what he argues is that the sovereignty of governments is being challenged by other actors exercising governance. Hence, governments are seen as sovereign in various ways, governments are for example still the only body able to pass laws and moreover states hold the authority to hand over the responsibility to an international organisation as for instance the World Bank to deal with a certain policy-issue. However, some of the authority now belongs to sub national collectivities including many informal actors, whom govern on an equal basis as the state (Rosenau and Czempiel 1992, 3). Rosenau argues that there is a big difference between government and governance and that it is crucial to distinguish between the two. He states that whereas the term governance can encompass both governmental institutions, it also includes for example NGOs, which are informal authority; it is thus broad in that it refers to any collectivity ”that employs informal as well as formal steering mechanisms to make demands, frame goals, issue directives, pursue policies, and generate compliance” (Rosenau 2004, 31 in Bache and Flinders 2004). For governance to function properly, the activities it is involved in has to be goal oriented and it has to be accepted by the majority; it is dependent on what he refers to as inter subjective meaning. Rosenau contrasts governance to governments by stating that governments can function ”even in the face of widespread opposition to their policies” (Rosenau and Czempiel 1992, 4). It is my impression that Rosenau here refers to so-called fragile states, which are states that are not living up to the expectations of what a state is supposed to live up to. To clarify what is meant by a fragile state, a common cited explanation is the one developed by the OECD which holds that: “States are fragile when state structures lack political will and/or capacity to provide the basic functions needed for poverty reduction, development and to safeguard the security and human rights of their populations” (OECD 2007 in Engberg-Petersen et al. 2008, 21). What Rosenau thus tries to show is that established and formalised authority does not necessarily have to be effective. 
Proceeding from the debate on global governance I will now focus on multi-level governance, taking my point of departure in the work of Gary Marks, a political scientist. I will then proceed to apply the theory of Marks to the context within which my problem statement lies – that of corporate governance. Marks is the developer of the multi-level governance and he introduced the concept around the same time as Rosenau started writing on global governance. Marks used the EU system as his point of departure as he was of the belief that the EU system is governed at multiple levels and that European integration challenges the role of the state. More precisely, he argued that authority and decision-making in the EU community is functioning across different levels of government, in various arenas and that it is distributed across regional governments (Marks 1992 and 1993 in Marks et al. 1996, 346). The phrase multi-level governance thus ”capture the shifting and uncertain patterns of governance within which the EU is just one actor upon a contested stage” (Bache and Flinders 2004, 2). 

Hence, Marks was of the belief that European integration is a polity creating process in which influence and authority is shared at all levels; both the sub national, national and supranational (Marks et al. 1996, 342). The perspective thus marks a move away from perceiving European integration as driven by either intergovernmentalism or supranationalism. One can say that the multi-level governance approach is a challenge to the argument belonging to the state-centric stance; that the autonomy of nation-states is not challenged by the increasing number of countries integrated into the European community. Accordingly, while Marks agrees with the state-centric argument that governments still possess a considerable amount of authority when it comes to policy-making, he at the same time argue that this authority is being challenged by the entry of other actors who also possess authority. To sum up, the argument Marks is making is that the decision-making arena in the EU system consists of a number of actors today and the result is that governments no longer have monopoly on decision-making (ibid, 346).
8.5 New modes of governance: Multi-level governance in a global context 

Corporate governance has to do with the way the modern corporate capitalist corporation is governed. Today, corporate governance is increasingly of a multi-level character due to its global nature, and as mentioned this approach is increasingly used to approach global policy problems. Multi-level governance can be defined as ”a set of general purpose or functional jurisdictions that enjoy some degree of autonomy within a common governance arrangement and whose actors claim to engage in an enduring interaction in pursuit of a common good” (Enderlein et al. 2010, 4). The reason for the use of the multi-level governance approach can thus be found in the fact that these global policy problems are problems states share and they are of a nature which requires collective action, if they are to be solved successfully. Challenges such as the above mentioned are not becoming fewer, in fact they are becoming more. As a result of this development corporate governance has also developed from being perceived as a national affair related issue into being perceived as what it arguably is; a transnational challenge which requires the collaboration between actors from different spheres.

 

What characterises corporate multi-level governance is thus actors from multiple arenas at the local, national and global level in both the private and public (national governments and international governmental institutions such as the UN, EU, ILO, OECD) sphere, coming together in the regulation of corporations in the aim of achieving beneficial outcomes in a more efficient and effective manner. The various levels affect each other. Economic globalisation has thus arguably lead to the creation of collective action problems which single governments do not possess the resources to fix – some even argue that states as such are unable to solve the problems; again referring back to the argument Rosenau presented back in the beginning of the 1990's (Scherer and Palazzo 2008, 227, Rosenau 1992). The growing need to realise that we are dependent on each other was also proclaimed by Kofi Annan in 1998, just before the United Nations Global Compact was initiated by his initiative:”peace and prosperity cannot be achieved without partnerships involving Governments, international organisations, the business community and civil society. In today's world, we depend on each other” (Annan 1998 in Scherer and Palazzo 2008, 230). The Global Compact can be perceived as an example of how corporate business tries to regulate itself and constitutes a form of global governance. It is following a regulations objective and is thus”soft”; it is not a binding framework.
 

Elaborating on the above, it can be argued that several governing actors exist and that they affect each other. Following the work of Demasi, the actors can be divided into four categories: National governments, public international institutions, activist and civil-society groups and private governance actors, primarily in the form of MNCs (Detomasi 2007, 325). It can be argued that there is no such thing as a recipe for how multi-level governance functions in practice, but the way I understand it is that this is not needed due to the very nature of multi-level governance which implies that governance is created by the concerned parties and these exert authority and govern at the needed level and in the way they perceive is appropriate for the specific situation, so naturally this will vary from situation to situation.
This division of authority has altered the role of the state which still plays a role, but it arguably governs on the same basis as the other actors, and it is not in the centre as it is in the state-centric view. Public international institutions such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO), the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank (WB) and OECD are governing bodies in the sense that they establish norms of expected behaviour through for example guidelines on expected business behaviour. 
Activist and civil-society groups constitute a governing body, both in the form of consumers putting pressure on MNCs to take social responsibility as well as in the form of NGOs, but as mentioned earlier there is a growth in partnerships between governments, NGOs and businesses in order to solve global policy problems such as CSR-related challenges. Hence, through these partnerships NGOs can exert authority and become part of the decision-making process. 
Lastly, private governance actors, such as MNCs, constitute governing bodies in that they increasingly use regulatory frameworks as a potential for securing competitive advantage by showing that they take their social responsibility serious; thus, an increasing number of MNCs have realised that they have the possibility of shaping the regulatory framework within which they operate. This can be exemplified through the Global Compact, as touched upon earlier in this chapter. 
Partnerships in themselves such as the one between TG, IBIS and Danida thus also constitute a governing body, but a different and more pluralistic governance system than the above mentioned, as the competences of the diverse actors come into play with each other. 
 

Theorists have argued that the increasing privatisation of governance which can be illustrated through the self-regulation of CSR activities is problematic in relation to democracy and accountability. The argument is that despite the fact that private authority (here referring to business) derives both sanction and legitimacy of the state, it however still “entails a blurring of boundaries between the state and private authority” (Levy and Kaplan, 14 in Crane et al. 2008). If one takes into account the general interest of business, which is to create profit, one might rightly problematise this development in which business actors are increasingly put in the driving seat when it comes to the regulation of CSR activities (ibid, 16). The argument theorists make is thus that the development is rather problematic as it supports the displacement of the regulatory authority of the state and instead hands this authority over to private actors, whom might be more interested in public relations than in substantive change (ibid, 21). 
 

Another school of thought argues that multi-level governance and the role of non-state actors such as NGOs is positive in relation to responsiveness and accountability to social concerns. This argument is based on the idea that NGOs represent the interest of civil society; they serve specific societal interests and are thus responsive and accountable to these. This school of thought perceives the development of diffusion of authority between NGOs, MNCs and global policy networks etc. as promising as regards both democracy, accountability as well as the capacity to solve complex problems which requires collective action at the international level (ibid, 12). Accordingly, what is meant is that it is positive for democracy that non-state actors such as NGOs are able to exert authority in relation to CSR-related issues as this entails a more pluralistic form of governance. The multi-level governance approach prompts us to move beyond state-centric notions of democracy, and to recognise the potential this new form of governance holds; the 'participation gap' in global governance can be reduced through the participation of a diverse set of stakeholders (Bäckstrand 2006, 293). The multi-level governance approach in fact bears resemblance to David Held's notion of cosmopolitan democracy. Held perceives the global governance order as a cosmopolitan order which is based on the values and the decisions of the citizens; a decentralised form of governance and thereby a break with the view that authority lies solely in the hands of the state. He holds the view that many different actors govern on a global level; they govern at different levels, as single actors or in partnership with sates or intergovernmental organisations in for example rule-making, implementation or service provision (Held & Hale 2011). Multi-level governance has been said to be a more result based form of governance due to the nature of it which is decentralised and consists of actors possessing diverse forms of expertise. As Bäckstrand states in relation to the potential multi-level governance holds: “potentially close the implementation gap by connecting local practice and global rules in a flexible and decentralised manner” (Bäckstrand 2006, 293). In relation to Toms Education project it may be argued that this is exactly what IBIS is working on as they on the basis of the right children have to education and the need TG has to improve their value chain, collaborate with local NGOs in improving the education sector in the concerned cocoa districts in order to retain the children in school. 
 

In order to make the processing of the qualitative data acquired through the interviews I have made as structured as possible, I have chosen to divide it into four different focus areas. I have done this by way of a thematisation, taking my point of departure in the questions I asked during the interviews. Accordingly, the questions asked revolve around the following themes: the value of partnership, shared value, governance and distribution of roles and impact of the CSR work.
 

8.6 The value of partnership 
 

It makes sense to start out the analysis with the value inherent in the partnership between TG and IBIS. During the interviews, both parties expressed contentment regarding the partnership, which has now run for almost seven years. In fact, and very much to my surprise, none of the parties expressed that any problems have been faced during the partnership. I will get back to this later on. 
Lene Hjort Lorenzen (LHL) from TG stated that in the initial phase where they were to choose between different NGOs to partner up with, the chemistry between IBIS and TG had been good from the beginning. Maybe more importantly, both LHL and Anne-Margrethe Hefting (AMH) from IBIS note that they shared the same objectives to the CSR-work in Ghana. As expressed by AMH: ”we have had some discussions concerning the fact that we are different ”sizes”, but that we are a match for each other as regards the common objective” (Interview with AMH, 16 min, 23 sec). In continuation with this, LHL states that IBIS”had a good appreciation of what we were looking for, and I simply think we found out that we actually shared the same objective” (Interview with LHL, 8 min, 3 sec). Before meeting with IBIS, TG had discussed the possibility of partnering with other organisations; UNICEF is mentioned during the interview, but based on the remarks of LHL it appears that they chose IBIS due to the immediate good chemistry between the two and the common objective they shared. In relation to the theory on multi-level governance the importance of the existence of a common governance arrangement is mentioned, and it seems that IBIS and TG shared such a common goal. One can only speculate about LHL exactly was referring to when she spoke of good chemistry. One possibility may be that she referred to chemistry on a personal level; that the chemistry between the concerned persons during the preliminary meeting and phone conversations was good. It can be argued that the importance of personal chemistry between the parties should not be rejected as this arguably plays a vital role in all human interaction including in professional situations such as this one. It could however also be so that LHL referred to good chemistry on a more professional level and here the principal-agent theory is relevant to make use of. The theory holds that it is of great importance that the goals and desires of the principal and agent, in this case TG and IBIS, do not conflict; hence if this occurs or if the principal has difficulties controlling what the agent is doing, problems will most likely arise. Moreover, perceptions of and approaches to possible risks should not differ very much, as it is important that the parties are on the same page what matters how these should be approached (Eisenhardt 1989, 58). In relation to this it can be argued that the statements made by LHL and AMH suggest that the parties initially and up until now have agreed on the objective and on how this should be approached and have not faced problems in this regard. The principal-agent theory also holds that it is vital that the parties have a clear sense of each other’s incentives. For NGOs partnering with businesses it is generally of importance that they have a sense that the business is “in it” because it thinks it makes sense for itself and for for example the community a specific CSR effort is directed at, and not because of “greenwashing”, that is, because it wants to portray itself as a socially responsible business even though it is not really. Accordingly, for the NGO this is crucial. Partnering with a business which is interested in “greenwashing” only threatens the integrity and independence of the NGO, Eisenhardt states (ibid, 65). In relation to this aspect of the principal-agent theory and the partnership between IBIS and TG it is interesting to note that AMH says that it has been of importance for IBIS that TG has not used their CSR work in Ghana pro-actively and that they have been very sober concerning the matter. This approach of TG may have had a steadying and convincing effect on IBIS in the understanding that it may have convinced IBIS that TG are genuine and that they can be trusted as a partner.
 

LHL states that in fact TG would not have been able to have come so far in their CSR work without IBIS, but notes that it naturally goes the other way around too. For TG it constitutes an advantage that IBIS as a development organisation knows a lot TG does not know and TG takes advantage of IBIS' competences by calling them whenever they have a question relating to the Education project (Interview with LHL, 36 min, 48 sec.). Moreover, LHL states that the different perspective IBIS holds as a not for profit organisation is interesting (ibid, 37 min, 19 sec). This relates to the shared value framework which holds that even though some shared value opportunities can be approached by a business on its own, there are some opportunities which will require heightened forms of collaboration and benefit from the ”...insights, skills, and resources that cut across profit/non-profit and private/public boundaries” (Porter and Kramer 2011, 76). Hence, it can be deduced from the interviews with LHL and AMH that they have not only learned a lot in general about collaborating with someone from another ”sphere”, but they seem to agree that they would not have been able to have gone so far had they only been one doing the work. Hence, AMH also states that it has been a great value for IBIS as an NGO to collaborate with a business, as IBIS does not have experience with these kinds of partnerships. Normally they partner up with other NGOs and communicators (Interview with AMH, 15 min, 17 sec). AMH states that ”We have gained a lot of experience in relation to how a business is operating and what it is driven by and that thing about collaborating in trying to solve a CSR-issue; in doing that we have shared a common objective (ibid, 16 min, 5 sec). As a result of this, AMH notes that IBIS' division in Ghana has developed a lot of new competences when it comes to partnering with a business and moreover the partnership has opened up some new doors for future partnerships with businesses (ibid, 17 min, 27 sec). Accordingly, the publicity which the partnership between IBIS and TG has received over the years is certainly an advantage for IBIS. Lastly, AMH states that TG from the very beginning has been very good at giving IBIS free hands and this has been of great value to IBIS, she states:”Toms has been extremely good and professional and they have also been very good in appreciating that we are the development organisation, so they have said that they will not interfere, so in many ways they have behaved like a clever donor, which has left the work for us to do. And Toms has not interfered by asking what about this and this” (ibid, 15 min, 36 sec). The above might have something to do with TG trusting IBIS as an organisation; this coheres well with the statement AMH makes with regard to TG having met IBIS with trust from the beginning of the partnership (ibid, 18 min, 58 sec).
 

Lastly, I will touch upon the matter of challenges faced in the partnership and as stated in the beginning of this chapter, it came as a surprise to me that none of the parties expressed any challenges faced. Here it should however be noted that I did not ask LHL a specific question concerning possible challenges faced in the partnership; I only asked her about the advantages of such a partnership and as a result it makes sense that we did not touch upon this matter. The reason for this is that I at the time of this interview, which was in the beginning of my work, had a different focus running through the thesis. The focus was more on the reasons for TG prioritising CSR and the possible link to competitiveness as well as shared value and possible challenges in relation to the CSR work. I asked questions concerning the partnership with IBIS, but the focus was more on the background for the partnership, how objectives were developed and which advantages the partnership has had for TG so far. Accordingly, if I had asked LHL whether or not any challenges had been met, she might have told me that they had faced challenges or that they have not. When I realised that this gap existed in my data I sent an email to LHL with the question as well as other follow up questions. During the interview LHL had told me that I was welcome to contact her with questions, however, as I am writing this I have still not heard back from her despite having both emailed her and called her several times. The missing data thus constitutes a weakness, which I acknowledge and keep in mind as I go along in my analysis and continuous work on the thesis. Returning to the statements made by AMH, she said that she believes the reason that no challenges of any significance has been faced can be explained by”the clear distribution of roles all the way through, we have had an open, close and good dialogue and we have been met with great trust by Toms as well as soberness” (ibid, 18 min, 42 sec). In continuation with this, AMH states that she also thinks it has to do with TGs' way of communicating on their CSR work, which has so far been reactive. Hence, she says that TG does not communicate themselves as heroes, but instead use it in the way that if for example the media asks questions concerning the use of child labour on Ghanaian cocoa farms, they tell them that they are working on the problem. This way of communicating matches IBIS' way of communicating, AMH says and this is of value to IBIS which is of the belief that results should not be used pro-actively if it does not have any basis in reality (ibid, 19 min, 6 sec). Accordingly, when it comes to communicating with the surrounding world it appears that TG and IBIS share the same values and it moreover appears that, at least for IBIS, this shared approach constitutes a value in the partnership. 
Lastly, AMH also says that the fact that she has a past in the business world herself as well as the previous CSR-manager at TG, whom has a background in International Relations, has helped to bridge the gap between the two parties as it is easier to understand each other (ibid, 22 min, 42 sec). 
It should be noted that there is a possibility that the information I got during the interviews is affected by the arguable different forms of power which the two parties are in possession of. Whereas IBIS is important for TG due to the way in which the partnership portrays TG as a socially responsible business, TG on the other hand is important for IBIS in the sense that it enables IBIS to show to the world that they as an development organisation possess knowledge and experience which is of value for businesses, as it holds the potential of helping businesses improve their value chain. Accordingly, for IBIS the partnership with TG opens up doors to other partnerships and as a result of the value this has for IBIS, there is a possibility that AMH would not inform me about possible challenges faced during the partnership, as there is a risk that this would be interpreted negatively by TG. This can of course go the other way too, but as I do not have any data from TG concerning this I am not able to wonder about it.
 

8.7 Shared value creation 
 

 

To start this chapter off, one can argue that the societal problems in the cocoa value chain in Ghana affect not only TG, but also the farmers whom suffer from general low production and they are also dependent on the cocoa value chain having a good reputation. The last mentioned goes for other stakeholders as well. The value chain is affected by these societal problems, but it goes the other way too (Porter and Kramer 2011, 68). TG has been negatively affected by the focus stakeholders have had on the use of child labour on Ghanaian cocoa farms and this have arguably created economic costs and/or constituted a threat to the business. The training of farmers and the introduction of the new fermentation method arguably creates both societal and ecological value and value for Toms in that they have been able to both future-proof their access to cocoa to some level and they have been able to produce a new product which is developed in a more sustainable way and to communicate their progress to the world (Porter and Kramer 2011, 70). One can thus say that TG have managed to turn a rather bad situation marked by bad publicity into something valuable, not only for itself but also for the cocoa communities, by way of working on improving the value chain in the areas which affect the business the most; namely the problem with the use of child labour and the challenge surrounding low production. One can only speculate about how the CSR approach of TG may have been, and is, perceived by the consumers. It can however be argued that there may be a chance that the approach TG have used is positive for TG, since what TG has done after the public debate concerning their responsibility for eliminating the use of child labour, is that they have worked pro-actively with their value chain. They have chosen to address the challenges or problems one may say, in the value chain instead of closing their eyes for the problems or disclaim any responsibility. This approach arguably means that TG appear as a responsible, dynamic and empathic business, and this may positively affect the consumers view on TG. Referring to the idea of a social license to operate existing for businesses, it may be that TG through their CSR efforts are increasingly perceived as a legitimate business. 
Going into more depth with the fermentation method, which is known as tray fermentation or Trey10, referring to the height of the trays on which the cocoa beans are being fermented which are 10 cm off the ground, in the following I will introduce the perspective LHL has on what this new method has meant for TG and the farmers. LHL tells that what drove TG to make use of this new fermentation method was that it results in a richer taste as compared to the traditional fermentation method, in which the beans are fermented inside banana leaves. The new method however also proved to be preferable for the farmers, LHL states, simply because it involves less work for them as they do not have to turn the beans around as many times as previously (Interview with LHL, 7 min). It thus relieves some of the burden of the farmers, she says and despite the fact that the Toms Extra series, which is made from the chocolate fermented on trays, is a success LHL says that TG constitutes the constraining factor in that many farmers wish to convert to this new method, but TG can of course only buy the cocoa they need, and therefore it does not make sense for more farmers to turn to tray fermentation as at this point in time (ibid, 20 min, 35 sec). At first glance it thus seems that the tray fermentation method has been of value to both the cocoa farmers and TG. Accordingly, LHL states that with Toms Extra TG has been able to launch a new product which is not only better tasting, but also more sustainable in that it involves less work for the farmers and also in the sense that it does not require use of banana leaves, which the old fermentation method does, and this is of great value to the business (ibid, 29 min, 4 sec). This corresponds well with the increasing focus consumers as well as e.g. supermarkets have on the sustainability and quality of products as a result of the growth in consumer focus on ethical supply chains, cf. the chapter on the political consumer. TG has also noticed this:”for the supermarkets it is very important that we are a supplier that works with improving the supply chain” (ibid, 30 min). It can be said that all the CSR work TG engages in constitutes a value for TG in that the surrounding world has become aware that the MNC is in fact doing something to improve the value chain (ibid, 29 min, 46 sec). Referring to the shared value framework, the new fermentation method provides an example of how TG has managed to approach the matter of resource use in a strategic way and has improved the value chain. Accordingly, TG was aware that the previous fermentation method required a lot of natural resources in the form of banana leafs and that it was therefore not a sustainable fermentation method (Porter and Kramer 2011, 69). The matter of tray fermentation and shared value will be approached from the perspective of Danida in the last sub chapter of this chapter; “reporting and impact”. 
 

What concerns the Education project, some tangible improvements can be identified in the two cocoa districts. According to LHL more than 8000 teachers have been educated and more than 4500 children whom did not attend school before, do today (ibid, 30 min, 20 sec). LHL moreover says that the teachers have expressed satisfaction with regard to the training and the tools they have received, as they know feel much better prepared to teach (ibid, 31 min, 32 sec). This is important as it in general is an issue to attract teachers to the rural areas in Ghana. AMH shares the impression as TG, as she states the following with regard to the fffects of the Education project:”such a tremendous change in the children’s exam results, that is very tangible. Interviewing the teachers after they had finished the training is also very tangible, they were acting in a very different manner, possessed a completely different self-confidence and awareness of their role in relation to the children” (Interview with AMH, 44 min, 25 sec). What AMH refers to here is the improvement the concerned children have made in their exit exams; they went from the bottom to almost the very top in all of Ghana in just three years. AMH moreover notes that retainment of the children has improved and this especially goes for the older pupils. She states that”from this we could draw that the children certainly not were victims of working only and not attending school” (ibid, 37 min, 27 sec). However, AMH notes that this does not mean that the children do not help their parents on the farms in the weekend; this is very common, but referring to the Convention on the Rights of the Child, what is crucial is that the work does not stand in the way for the child attending school and doing homework (ibid, 37 min, 40 sec). In continuation with this, AMH states that the project has resulted in a close-to-elimination of child labour in the two cocoa districts as well as better awareness of the infringements child labour is on the rights of children as well as how problematic the use of child labour is in relation to Ghana's future (ibid, 38 min, 33 sec and 41 min, 47 sec). 
 

What concerns the agricultural training of the farmers, results in shared value creation can be identified. The training has led to the farmers producing more cocoa than before, and has led to TG now only buying cocoa from two districts, whereas before they bought from three (Interview with LHL, 30 min, 59 sec). LHL also provides an example of the effect the training has had on the farmers by referring to the way in which a specific farmer handled diseases in the cocoa fruit and also provides an example of the improvements of another farmer:”She used to just take them down and was not aware that by doing so she actually was spreading the disease. So today she has improved her yield and another farmer said that whereas he used to produce six or seven sacks of cocoa, now he produces twenty” (ibid, 36 min, 36 sec). 
For TG the increasing production of cocoa means that they, at least to some degree, have future-proofed the access to cocoa (ibid, 46 min, 40 sec). The future-proofing is arguably rooted in all the CSR efforts TG has and still are undertaking in the cocoa districts in Ghana, as it can be argued that TG is future-proofing itself through its general work in improving the value chain. Hence, similar to the example of Nestlé which Porter and Kramer provides TG has worked on improving the value chain and creating shared value through e.g. farmers training, the Education project, the new fermentation method and the provision of village resource centres and bore holes for drinking water. Similar to what happened to Nestlé, through these initiatives the cocoa farmers produce a substantial larger share of cocoa (Porter and Kramer 2011, 70).
Lastly, I will touch upon the matter of government regulation in relation to shared value creation. Hence, Porter and Kramer state that governments play an important role with regard to either supporting or hindering the creation of shared value (ibid, 74). Departing from the Danish governments Action Plan for responsible growth it can be derived that the government is supporting TG in its efforts. In the action plan it is stated that the government perceives CSR as integral to economic growth and thus points out that responsible conduct and growth should not be considered as conflicting goals; in the view of the government they go hand in hand and the importance of the public sector in promoting responsible growth is acknowledged (Danish Action Plan, 4). In the action plan it is noted that Denmark in general and Danish companies in Denmark and abroad are doing well in this regard, and that in order to continue strengthening this work ”we need to increase our focus on developing new business models that aim to create shared value and responsible growth (ibid, 5). The Danida Business Partnership Programme which TG's CSR project receives funding from supports projects which strengthen competitiveness, create jobs and promote CSR in the developing world, as these initiatives are responsible in their nature and they help Danish companies such as TG find new markets as well as get improved access to cost saving opportunities and raw materials (Danida Business Partnerships). 
8.8 Governance and distribution of roles 

This short chapter will touch upon the governance aspect and the distribution of roles between TG and IBIS. As mentioned previously, IBIS in collaboration with two local NGOs was responsible for the Education project, so TG left this project to be run with the ones who has experience within this field, as they said themselves. TG initiated and ran the traceability project without support from IBIS, as this project did not have anything to do with the competences of IBIS, but it was deemed crucial in working with as a basis for a well-functioning value chain. 

Regarding the communication between TG and IBIS, AMH told me that the way in which they communicate has been formalised more in the second funding period, which began in the beginning of 2013. Accordingly, during the first funding period starting in 2007 and ending in 2010, it was mainly the CSR-manager at TG and AMH from IBIS whom conducted meetings and besides that yearly progress meetings were held during which it was discussed how the project was proceeding and evaluation reports were discussed. Since the beginning of the second funding period the partnership and work as such, has been formalised more in that both a steering group, a communications group and a general project group has been developed and they consist of the CEO of TG, the general secretary of IBIS, TGs external CSR-consultant, AMH and LHL as well as communicators from both TG and IBIS. In the groups they discuss matters such as how reporting and monitoring is going and which communication to make on the project (Interview with AMH, 9 min, 50 sec). 
8.9 Impact of the CSR work 

When it comes to especially the impact of the CSR work, challenges can be identified on the basis of the qualitative data. Linda Kafui Abbah-Foli (LKAF) from Danida says that TG together with their partners IBIS and Amajaro report on activities and results every quarter. They report issues directly related to the project approval which focuses on the strengthening of education; for example how many teachers they have trained. The procedure is that if Danida thinks anything is left out they let TG and partners know. Danida then verifies the report by going to the field with their consultants. TG have employees doing the monitoring so it is not something they themselves are doing (interview with LKAF, 7 min, 25 sec). 

What concerns the new fermentation method, it can be discussed whether or not it has had a role to play with regard to the improvement of the working conditions of the farmers Accordingly, whereas LHL states that tray fermentation involves less work for the farmers (interview with LHL, 7 min), when interviewing LKAF I got the impression that the issue is not that simple and that different opinions exist among the farmers. LKAF says that new equipment and technology has been introduced to the farmers in the aim to produce better quality chocolate and Danida has interviewed a small number of farmers in order to get a clarification on how it has possibly supported their work and states that ”One for example said that the work was less strenuous now and that it was an advantage not having to collect banana leaves for fermentation any more. But others said that in some aspects the work had become more strenuous and that they still received the same price for the product” (Follow up questions sent to LKAF, appendix). The validity of this can however be questioned as a result of the seemingly few farmers interviewed, but it does still challenge the statement made by TG. 

It can be argued that both Danida, IBIS and TG acknowledge that it in some areas remains a challenge to trace the impact of the CSR work, among other things because of the intangibility surrounding the matter of education; there is no doubt that AMH believes that the improvements made by both the pupils and teachers can be traced back to the work done by IBIS and the two local NGOs, and chances are that it is so, the problem is however that it can be a challenge if one is to prove that this is the only factor which has impacted on the results. As a result of these variables AMH also notes that ”You can interview people and from this conclude that improvements have been made, but we have not been able to put a number or percent on the improvements” (Interview with AMH, 47 min). It also remains an issue that it has proved difficult to get continuous information about the number of pupils attending school and the drop-out-rate (ibid, 46 min, 12 sec).

On the basis of field trips to the cocoa districts LKAF notes that it has been difficult to find out to what extent the CSR activities in fact impacts on the livelihood. During my interview with LHL she also mentions that TG acknowledge that the matter of impact is complex. I also discussed this matter with LHL during the interview, and she told me that TG as a result of this realisation is working on developing an impact system, which she states is a very challenging system to develop and so far they have not found out how to do it. LHL says that it is of value to TG to find out what it concretely leads to when they for example have given training to a certain number of farmers; if there for example is a clear link between the training and increased production or if the picture is more complex than so (interview with LHL, 39 min, 19 sec). 
9.0 Discussion

As the previous part of this thesis has argued, MNCs are responsible for delivering good as well as bad things to society and a growing number of actors have within the last decades started to call for business to take responsibility for their actions and to take upon themselves a social responsibility. The role of the state in relation to this is complex. As touched upon previously in relation to the theory of e.g. Susan Strange and John Ruggie, states are not as relevant in the global market as they used to be and it is not at all straightforward for the state to regulate and control the actions of MNCs; both as a result of the fact that no international treaty has been made concerning the social responsibility of MNCs, but also because of the delicate balancing act the state has to manage between reacting on the demands the citizens make concerning CSR and offering to MNCs an attractive environment to conduct business – this is what has made theorists such as John Ruggie state that a 'governance gap' has developed. In relation to the governance of corporations this has shown to be a problem, because the question is how they are to be regulated if the state is not capable of doing so? In relation to the debate, Rosenau argues that the state has lost some of its authority in the capitalist market as it has proved incapable of resolving complex transnational challenges; this authority has been divided between actors from other spheres; e.g. businesses and NGOs, whom collaborate in trying to solve these problems. There are signs that European states are increasingly realising that the best way they can regulate MNCs' approach to CSR is through developing a favorable environment for CSR, and as a result states are to a growing extent seen to engage in partnerships with businesses. The Danish Action Plan is also an example of this development. MNCs however also regulate themselves in various ways and the argument I have made is that they do so both as a result of pressure from stakeholders, but also because they have realised that CSR in general is important in relation to competitive advantage and joining e.g. the Global Compact arguably means that MNCs to a growing extent can affect the CSR agenda. As Sahlin-Andersson says in relation to the development:”corporations appear both as main targets and as main driving actors of the trend” (Sahlin-Andersson 2006, 600). There are however great variations when it comes to MNCs CSR work, and whereas some develop codes of conducts and donate money to charity, others go a little further and engage themselves deeper in social responsibility by way of for instance engaging themselves in CSR partnerships with governments and NGOs or other businesses; according to Utting they are co-regulated as stakeholders are involved in improving the social or environmental performance of the business (Utting 2002, 65). Through this value is arguably created not only for the business but also for society at large or a specific community, depending on the CSR approach and what it is directed at. Increasingly scholars and e.g. UN officials argue that the multi-level governance approach is preferable for dealing with global public policy issues such as CSR challenges as the one TG is facing; challenges which affect many stakeholders and therefore are all the more important to find solutions to. The argument goes that non-binding frameworks are not sufficient in plugging the 'governance gap'; they are helpful but it is not enough as they are easy for businesses to dismiss. As a result of this realisation a call has been made for the multi-level governance approach to be applied to address global public policy issues as this approach allows for more actors with different competences from different spheres to take part in governance, and as a result for more voices within society to be heard as they are represented by the governing actors. Scholars holding such views are for example David Held and Karin Bäckstrand. Moreover, the multi-level governance approach is indeed preferred in some cases, a well-known example being the approach to the climate change challenge; confer the example of the Climate Alliance in the introduction. 

The former part of this thesis has shown that the challenges in the cocoa value chain are many. TG has in collaboration with IBIS and Danida been able to approach some of these challenges and based on my findings from the interviews with the parties it seems like the results of the partnership have so far been positive, although there is a general problem as regards impact assessment. In general my findings show that both IBIS and TG think that the multi-level governance approach has been advantageous as regards the creation of shared value. Adding to that, the approach also seems to have been very positive what concerns the advantages of partnership and it can moreover be argued that the multi-level governance approach has been advantageous when it comes to plugging the 'governance gap', as both LHL and AMH agree that they have come much further as a result of the collaboration; arguably, more aspects relating to the CSR challenge may have been approached than had only a single actor been involved in the work, and the representation has become broadened as a result of the pluralistic approach, thus also helping closing the 'participation gap'. The progress may have come about as a result of the expertise IBIS possess within the area of children's right to education and the general experience they have in working in a Ghanaian context, and this expertise and knowledge is something TG is dependent upon in their effort to improve the value chain, as they themselves do not possess the expertise. This aspect thus depicts one of the the advantages of the multi-level governance approach. Another advantage of the multi-level governance approach is that it as Bäckstrand states has the potential to close the implementation gap “by connecting local practice and global rules in a flexible and decentralised manner” (Bäckstrand 2006, 293). Hence, in their work IBIS are guided by e.g. the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child; they adopt the principles from such conventions and apply them to specific contexts; in this case the Ghanaian education sector, acknowledging, as AMH states, that in order to succeed they had to include the chiefs in their thoughts on the projects due to the realisation that if the chief did not accept the work they would most likely not get very far with the project. So for IBIS it was important to embed the project in the community in order to better ensure that the project would not fall flat. Referring to the theory of Rosenau, it may also be argued that IBIS constitutes an informal authority, for which it may be easier to gain acceptance in the local community as opposed to state-actors which often work top down as opposed to IBIS' approach which is bottom up. Accordingly, it is characterised by awareness building, the acknowledgement of the importance of including chiefs in the project in order to ensure better the embedding of the objectives of the project into the communities, the motivation and training of teachers etc. Accordingly, that IBIS is working directly in and with the local population in their best interest may mean that they as governing actors are being accepted and maybe even valued and perceived as legitimate, as the community members realise that the Education project may be of benefit for themselves as persons (Bäckstrand 2004, 294). Once again, these are only speculations and I do not have any data confirming or disconfirming my assumptions, but success and value creation arguably is arguably dependent on the governing actor being perceived as legitimate by the local community.
In the following chapter I will quickly sum up the main aspects touched upon in the analysis with regard to value creation and proceed to discussing an aspect relating to shared value creation, taking point of departure in the findings from my interviews. In general it can be said that the multi-level governance of TG's CSR work has progressed in a positive way; at least, this is what I can conclude on the basis of my findings from the interviews. As mentioned in the methodology chapter it constitutes a limitation that I have not interviewed either some of the cocoa farmers, neither the pupils or the teachers as well as included the perspective of the local NGOs IBIS collaborate with in Ghana. The reliability of the conclusions I make as I go along is therefore affected by this fact, as the number of parties I have interviewed are limited which means that I have most likely lost out on valuable information from other perspectives. However, the data I am in possession of shows that as such the collaboration has been valuable for the parties in various ways; e.g. the common objective they have shared from the beginning has meant that collaboration has been smooth and little time has been spent discussing the objective of the project as IBIS and TG have agreed on this from the beginning. Instead, what has been discussed between TG and IBIS is minor issues such as for example how many schools they thought would be possible to include in the Education project. Adding to that, LHL and AMH clearly states that they have found it valuable to get a different perspective on the challenges dealt with and they have been able to use each other’s competences in various ways and have learned from this. Whereas TG gains from it through the positive publicity they receive from partnering with an NGO in their efforts to improve their value chain, not to mention through the capacity IBIS is in possession of and which means that they can deliver something to TG which they themselves are not capable of delivering, IBIS receives funding from Danida through the partnership as well as gain important experience in what it means to collaborate with a MNC on a CSR challenge; this experience is valuable for IBIS as it enables them to get access more easily to future partnerships which are important as they constitute a channel to funding and the opportunity to make use of their competences in the aim of creating awareness and secure through the improvement of the education sector, the rights and livelihood of the people at the bottom of the value chain. The free hands TG has given IBIS from the start of their partnership is also valued by IBIS and mentioned as one of the reasons that no problems worth mentioning have been faced in the partnership so far. 

When it comes to the creation of shared value AMH and LHL agree that they would not have been able to have come as far as they have in their CSR work, had they not collaborated on the issue. The shared value results developed from the partnership are more or less tangible as some can be made up in numbers, such as for example the numbers of teachers that have been trained by IBIS and the two local NGOs (in total around 800), as well as is the statements made by the teachers as regards the training they have received. Some of the teachers express that the training has been very helpful and has made them feel confident and in possession of the tools needed to teach. The results in school retention are also very tangible; as more children are attending school it can be drawn that less children are involved in work on the cocoa farms which stands in the way for them getting an education. Moreover, the children's exam results went from being in the very bottom to at the very top in all of Ghana, and this constitutes a very tangible improvement. It may also be argued that the village resource centres and bore holes for drinking water that TG has provided the communities is of value to the communities in that they improve the livelihood of the community members, and what concerns TG it is an advantage for them to through this be able to communicate to the surrounding world that they are working on the challenges in the cocoa value chain. However, when it comes to the new fermentation method it is not so straight forward to conclude whether or not shared value has been created; this is something LKAF from Danida draws my attention to as she states that whereas some farmers appreciate the new fermentation method as their job has become less strenuous, others yet say that it has become harder. Thus, whereas LHL seems to be certain that the new method involves less work for the farmers, the qualitative data points to it not necessarily being so simplified. In general it can be said that all parties agree that they face challenges as regards impact assessment and that this has to be improved. LHL for example states that it is of importance that clear links can be seen between the CSR efforts made and the results for both TG and the farmers and these links are not always so clear. This is also what makes her say that they in TG agree that an impact system needs to be developed. Summing up, there seems to be no doubt that the interviews imply that all parties are acknowledging that all of the CSR challenges in Ghana's cocoa value chain have not been solved, but progress has been made in some areas and results from the work are visible; ranging from an increase in the number of children attending school and the improvement of their exam results, to the general contentment the teachers express with regard to the training they have received, that have enabled them to perform much better as teachers; results which make both LHL and AMH state that they are in fact close to eliminating child labour in the two cocoa districts within which they are working. There is also no doubt that cocoa production has increased since the CSR work was initiated in 2007 and the agricultural training the farmers have received has arguably benefitted them in that they for instance know better how to deal with sick trees. While it is more or less certain that this has happened as a result of the work of TG and partners, I am not able to conclude whether or not other factors may have also played a role in relation to this. The benefits the new fermentation method may have had for the farmers is not clear as mentioned earlier, but there is no doubt that it has had benefits for TG whom as a result has introduced a chocolate series which is being branded on social sustainability. Accordingly, it can be discussed whether or not the new fermentation method has provided little value for the farmers, whom have to get accustomed to a new way of fermenting; something which might or which might not be a difficulty for the farmers, whereas it has provided great value for TG. In relation to this it may be argued that in the case that the new fermentation method does in fact benefit the farmers in one way or the other; because it involves less work or less strenuous work, or because the farmers in fact also benefit from being part of a more sustainable value chain (the new fermentation method is as mentioned earlier more ecologically sustainable), as an increasing number of consumers and investors focus on the sustainability of production, then at least some shared value has been created in one way or the other and the CSR effort has been successful. These are however merely assumptions, but they provide a good starting point for discussing when shared value is in fact created and whether little shared value creation is a problem or if the point is that some level of societal value is being created. 
It may be argued that my findings have shown that the multi-level governance approach has certain advantages; shared value is easier and more effectively created if actors from different spheres with different competences, perspectives and experience collaborate in the aim of achieving a certain objective and if it is approached from different levels. Adding to that, there are signs that the different parties benefit from the experience of collaborating with an actor from a different sphere and it can be said that the multi-level governance approach is beneficial in that it helps plugging the 'governance gap'; hence, where the state is not able to do much other actors, whether formal or informal, can and are ready to take over and to exert authority. It is however debatable to what extent shared value has been created and how this has been balanced, but I argue that the importance is that TG have made improvements in the value chain, improvements which the community members of the two cocoa districts to some degree have benefitted from.  But whether or not TG has benefitted much more than the cocoa communities from the value chain improvements is not important in this context; this is very diffuse and also not the focus of the thesis. The advantages listed makes it tempting to argue that the multi-level governance approach is in general a preferable approach to corporate governance, however, as shown in my theoretical chapter there are different opinions on this matter. Moreover, as I stated in the methodological chapter, the findings from my data is case-specific and does as such not enable me to make any generalisations. Whereas Held believes that actors such as NGOs govern to more or less the same degree as state-actors and that this has positive consequences for the democratic order of society as representation is being broadened, and Bäckstrand similarly argues that this form of governance is both more effective and representative, others yet state that governance should be done by state actors, as this ensures democratic and accountable governance. The problem however arises when this is no longer seems to be possible for states to fulfill this responsibility. Porter and Kramer do not belong to the aforementioned school of thought, holding the belief that the point is that societal value is being created and that progress is made; not which actor or actors create it. Scholars from the other school of thought however argue that governance exerted by private actors such as MNCs is a symbol of the increasing privatisation of governance which is seen today, for example in the form of self-regulation of CSR efforts or as depicted in TG's partnership with IBIS, and that this is problematic in relation to accountability and democracy. Despite the fact that it may be argued that it is problematic that some hold on to the belief that it is the state only which should be governing; problematic because many of the transnational challenges we face today simply cannot be solved by states alone, it may on the other hand also be argued that it is important that one critically evaluates the role of for instance MNCs in governance. Accordingly, I will argue that it is important to always keep in mind the main purpose and objective of the MNC which is to survive in the global market place, which it does by creating profit. This fact may also at least partly explain why some people are very sceptical towards the governing role business plays within the Global Compact, the compact being a symbol of the growth in self-regulation of MNCs, but also a symbol of the growing role of private actors such as MNCs within the UN system and, some would argue, of the corporate world affecting the UN's human right, development and environmental agenda, in this way symbolising the privatisation of governance and the handing over of power to business. There are arguably a lot of good reasons for discussing this problematic. Critics of the multi-level governance approach state that it does not live up to traditional accountability structures and monitoring mechanisms, and that the entire construction is unaccountable as a result of the actors in it (Bäckstrand 2006, 294). Once more this argument refers back to the insecurity and concern surrounding the intentions of business, and this concern may be qualified. The above statements then raises the question if the change in global governance structures coerce us into trying to think differently about accountability? Accountability mechanisms within the nation state are much more straightforward. It is so because the citizens can vote decision-makers out of office if they do not live up to their expectations, whereas in the global system such accountability mechanisms do not exist, and so in this regard the multi-level governance approach may be said to be under pressure. What further complicates the matter is that there is not just talk of one governing actors, but multiple actors between which accountability is divided. On the other hand it can be argued that whereas no formal accountability mechanisms exist in relation to citizens, it can be said that the parties in this specific case, TG, IBIS and Danida are accountable to each other in that they are collaborating and therefore rely on each other’s accountability. Besides that they may also be said to be indirectly accountable to other stakeholders such as the media, the governments of Ghana and Denmark and the frameworks they abide by; e.g. the Global Compact. These stakeholders certainly also do their part to make sure the work is being done (Bäckstrand 2006, 295). As mentioned earlier, Danida for example requires regular reporting so that it can be determined whether or not the objectives of the project are being met. 
10.0 Conclusion 

As mentioned earlier in the presentation of Ruggie’s view on global governance, it is a fact that we have a state-centric system and this is complicated by the fact that we live in a globalised world. As regards corporate governance this has proved to be a problem. We hear of corporate scandals quite often and especially the developing world is hit hard by these, arguably mainly due to the poor public sector which often defines these countries, which means that it is easier for MNCs to get away with e.g. human rights violations in these countries. A number of international conventions relating to the responsibility of MNCs to conduct CSR have been developed; e.g. the UN Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations and voluntary frameworks such as the Global Compact have been created. Self-regulation is also common as well as is partnerships between e.g. NGOs, businesses and governments. The question is if this is enough; many scholars argue that it is not sufficient and that the ‘governance gap’ complicates the matter further. The question is if we need to look elsewhere for the solution to the problem of corporate governance and if we should follow the thoughts of Held and realise that we need to break with the idea that the state ought to be the sole actor exerting authority as this is simply not realistic in today’s world? Arguably, this thesis has shown that the multi-level governance approach in at least this specific context is an advantageous approach to CSR, not only because it is effective in creating shared value, but also because it is equally good at helping plugging the ‘governance gap’. The results of the collaborative work of TG and IBIS so far range from the training of around 800 teachers, the children are better retained in school and their exam results have improved, the teachers express satisfaction with the training they have received, cocoa production has increased and farmers have received agricultural training. TG and IBIS state that they are close in eliminating child labour in the two cocoa communities, but it is still taking place to some extent and they acknowledge that things will not change from one day to the other. As regards the new fermentation method it is unclear how much or if the farmers have benefitted, but LHL expresses that they certainly have benefitted from it as the Toms Extra series is very popular. I have also found that the approach is beneficial when it comes to partnership outcomes; that is both TG and IBIS talk positively about the partnership which they think involves many advantages, not only in relation to the overall objective which is more easily reached, but also in the sense that they learn from the perspective the other party has. Moreover, TG and IBIS possess different kinds of authority and competences and they make use of and are in fact dependent on this for the CSR work to be successful. Accordingly, IBIS is capable of implementing the changes in the local communities which TG is dependent on in their work to improve the value chain, cf. how IBIS connects local practice and global rules in their work, guided by e.g. the Convention of the Rights of the Child. 

While I will argue that the multi-level governance approach in many ways can be perceived as advantageous in creating shared value and helping plugging the 'governance gap' I however will conclude that the approach also holds some drawbacks which needs to be taken into account. As I have argued in the Discussion chapter the matter of accountability and democracy is a problematic aspect which should not be neglected. As opposed to Porter and Kramer I argue that it is important to discuss the implications the privatisation of governance involves. On the other hand the multi-level governance approach can be said to have a lot of potential as a result of the pluralistic nature which ensures better representation; something which arguably enhances democracy. Although I can conclude that the multi-level governance approach in this specific context is advantageous in creating shared value and help plug the 'governance gap', there is no doubt that further investigation needs to be made on the subject. 
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12.0 Appendix 

As agreed with my supervisor the three interviews have been saved to USB keys which are enclosed with the thesis. Here I will however provide a short introduction to the interviews and following this I will put forward the follow up questions sent to LKAF from Danida and her reply to these.

The interview with LHL from TG was conducted in April 2013 and it was conducted face to face. The focus of the interview was on TGs CSR work in Ghana's cocoa value chain and the objective was to find out why TG prioritise CSR, to learn more about their CSR work in Ghana and in which ways they believe shared value is being created. Moreover, I wanted to find out if TG has faced any problems in relation to reporting and monitoring and lastly whether or not the CSR work has been neceasary for TG to stay competitive. After the interview with TG I moved a little bit away from the focus on reasons for prioritising CSR and became more interested in shared value creation, the 'governance gap' and the advantages of partnerships and multi-level governance.

The interview with LKAF from Danida was conducted in June 2013 via phone. The aim with this interview was solely to find out more about how monitoring and reporting of TGs CSR work takes place as I from the interview with LHL could conclude that there exist some problems in this area. 

Lastly, the interview with IBIS was conducted face to face in August 2013 and the objective was to learn more about what IBIS perceives as the biggest challenges in the cocoa value chain and the role they play in solving some of these challenges. Moreover I wanted to find out what the partnership with TG involves and what IBIS' perspective is on the creation of shared value through the CSR work in Ghana's cocoa value chain.

Follow up questions and answers - LKAF, Danida:  
"How often did Toms Group and partners report in the period 2007-2013? In the interview you said that companies are expected to report every quarter, but that it is usually done every half year. In the case of Toms, how often was reporting done"?
"Regarding the impact of the initiatives Toms Group and partners have made in the specific period: Has it been possible for you to document it? I remember you told me that monitoring has been improved and that results are easier to see because of this, but looking at the reports, is it possible for you to find out what impact the project has had for the cocoa communities (e.g livelidhood), or is it only possible for you to say that for instance a specific number of teachers have been trained etc"?
Answer received from LKAF via email: 
"Kindly put the issues into perspective. This interview is relating to 2007 to 2010 project. 2012 project is a new approved project yet to fully operationalized

Reporting is done every quarter as per the requirements. However a major problem identified during a recent review was challenge regarding physical monitoring by the Embassy.

During out recent review in June 2012 the review team identified a number of positive impacts and challenges please see the teams comments regards the Toms CSR project:

The Toms A/S PPP project is an interesting project for a number of reasons, but does also point to challenges in respect of EDK’s monitoring and follow-up. It consists of two separate sub-components: One aiming at introducing an improved fermentation technology with the cocoa farmers, and the other strengthening of children’s basic education in the cocoa zone. The project seems to have been successful in introducing new technology and equipment enhancing product quality through tray fermentation, but according to the (admittedly, very few) farmers interviewed the improvement for farmers’ working conditions is less certain. Some interlocutors indicated trays were less strenuous to work with and that there was an advantage of not having to collect banana leaves for the traditional heap fermentation. Other farmers indicated that some aspects of the work had become more strenuous, and the price they receive is the same as before. The RT notes with some concern that the primary education and child labour interventions are undertaken separately from the other activities through an NGO and do not necessarily benefit the same farmers as those involved in technology improvement. Although the primary education and child labour sub-component seems to have been successful in improving schooling in general in the districts involved in the project, any additional benefit compared to a traditional NGO school project has not been demonstrated.  Gearing the B2B/PPP programme with CSR interventions of a major player like Toms A/S could be of mutual benefit and ultimately have strong development impacts. When visiting the cocoa farmers, who are living isolated with few utilities, it is striking that a small support could improve their livelihood tremendously. Looking forward, what appears to be needed is more focus on livelihood improvement (income, water, working environment, primary education for children, child labour reduction) for the farmers directly involved in Tom’s cocoa supply-chain. It appears that Toms A/S does considerable monitoring of the project – including physical visits to project sites. Thus, add-on requirements to Toms A/S from the B2B/PPP programme that could increase the development effect may have a good chance of being implemented successfully".

"Can the multi-level governance approach be perceived as advantageous in supporting the creation of shared value, and if so: in which ways"?





- "Can the approach moreover help plug the 'governance gap', and if so: in which     ways"? 
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