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ABSTRACT

Corporate Social Responsibility as a new concept
I N managenent science is gaining ground. This work is
an attenpt in the direction of gaining an insight into
this concept, the views held about it and the effect
it has on the effectiveness of an organisation. The
need to assess the performance of organisations is as
perennial as the study of business itself. It is in
this regards, that data was collected on two vari abl es
of social responsibility and a neasure of effectiveness.

To achieve its ains, this study is divided into
five chapters which are integrative in nature.

The first chapter as the introductory chapter
entails a discussion of the background of study,
statenent of problens, limtation and inportance of
study, the hypothesis as well as the assunptions
underlying the study and the rel evance of the concept
of social responsibility to N gerian Busi nesses.

The second chapter deals with the revi ew of
relevant literatures on the concepts of soci al
responsi bility and organi sational effectiveness.

Chapter three addresses the research methodol ogy
used in testing the data coll ected.

The fourth chapter contains the presentation of
data as well as the analysis of data while the |ast

chapter contains the conclusion and recomendati ons.



Based on the analysis of the data coll ected,
it was discovered that there may not exist significant
rel ati onshi p between the neasures of corporate social
responsibility and the | evel of an organisations
effectiveness (except for contribution to governnent
revenue which is discovered to be significantly rel ated

to North Brewery's | evel of effectiveness).

Havi ng done this, recommendati ons are then put
forward that social responsibility as a new concept in
managenent science should be a factor business organisations

take into account in their operations.



fviii)
TABLES O NT

CONTENTS PAGE
i 1e page....................-........a-.............
DeclarationNesssecssssonvessossscssssssssssasnssssennsenas ii
Certification--.............-..............-...-..-... iii
Dedicatiorn,es csscesascscsesesovetsccscnssssnonrsocossacnsna iv
Acknowledgement....--................a.......-.....-.. v
ADBEPECT ss s vn tanngamasn pa e Eetsgd s atesssneessneseses s vi
Table of Contents.........-...............-...--..-o-.Viii
List Of TableSsececccccessccecssscscsssssasssscrscsacce ix
List of Figures.--.......---.....-........-........-.. x

CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION 1

BaCkground of StUdY.o¢o-o.-o-o-o-o-oo.o..oo..oco. 1
Corporate Social Responsibility - The Nigerian case.7
Statement Of ProbleMSsescsescsesstssessssssscanss 15
ObJjectives and Importance of Studyessececsessessss 17
ASBumptiOnS and Hypothesia...........-o...-..-... 20
Limitation of Study and Period Covered..ssceseses 22
Footnot@Bes vsc s tsvovos s o s 6668000 58 FE#ssresssee 25

. @

SRS, NP W YN W W Y

s s v 8 0 s

~NoOWnfFlwn =
.

CHAPTER TWO - LITERATURE REVIEW 27

Corporate Social Responsibility.......-..--...o.o
Organisational Effectiveness...-.....--..o-..---. g?

FOOtnOtES.--..-.-......o-o-noooo--..oo-_o-o-ooooo.o

VSRS
. @
wn -
. @

CHAPTER THREE - RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 65

3.1. IntrofuctitNicssssdossantespis s e sonsbaeorts soree 65
3¢2. Methed of Data COllection.-..-................... 65
3¢ 3« Nogsures svid Measuresantescerovsessvsensnnavnnvey OF
3el4e Data Analysis and Hypothesis Testingeeseeceecessee 70

CHAPTER FOUR~-DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

Intrwuction....iit..........l..l............-... 72
contribution to 80018.1 Causes‘..' ® 58 8 " s FeEBEE AN 72
Contribution to Social Causes and Government

Revenue...-..-...-.......................-.....o. 75
Contribution to Government Revenue and ROI.sessss 78
Combined Effects of VariableS..eeseeecsccccseseee 81
Summary Of FindingS...-'..I..'I...l.-..l'..I..... 85

@ & @
I

FEE OFFF
onE w2

CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 86

ConC].uSionB..co.o-o...oo-.-.co--o-.ooo-cco---otoa 86
Hecomemations...l..t..li..l.i.‘.lI...l...-..... 88
Footnotes LA R R N NN RER] 95
Refererlces.'..l‘..l.ll..'.l‘.l.l.l....ll"ll..ll. 96
7.iAppendixCO.l‘ll".l.l...llil.l.ld‘..l'll.ll...... 100

(S 28N 2, ]

.« = @
Owuh)A

. 0



)

. LIST OF TABLES
TABLES ' PAGE
1« Matrix for corporate social responsibility
. ConstituenC193¢..oo.c.ocoo.o.ncoo.-o.o.o.o-.caa. hz

' 2., Contribution to social causes and return on
Investment of John Holt Agricultural Engineers.. 73

3. Contribution to social causges and return on Inves-
tment.of lNorthlBrewery.Limited. IR EENEN SN ENNNEENRNEN] 71-'-

. Contribution to social causes and government
revenue by John Holt Agricultural Engineers Ltd.. 76

5. Contribution to social causes and government
Irevelnlle by NOI"th BI‘EWEI"Y Limited T srr v e TERteR RS 77

6, Contribution to government revenue and return on
investwent of John Helt Agricultural Engineers Ltd,79

7. Contribution to government revenue and return on
investment of North Brewery Limited..,¢ecceeseseee 80

8. Level of ROI, contribution to social cauges and
government revenue by John Holt Agricultural
Engineers Limited..l.l‘..'l..l...ll...l.’.d.'..... 82

9, Level of ROI, contribution to social causes and
government revenue by North Brewery Limitedeees.. 83



.I(:)

LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURES C | PAGE

1« Mistaken conception of social responsibility.. L6
2, Realistic conception of social responsibility. 46



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1, BACKGROUND OF STUDY:

The development of the institution of "Business"
has seen business organisations and business managers
through different attacks at some points in time.

In the early days of business Development, Aristotle
characterised buying and selling as "umnatural' money
making; Napoleon called England a Nation of shopkeepers,
and in Adam Smith's view, "..eess.sbisinessmen form
themselves into group to deceive and oppress the public

and have actually deceived and oppressed the public
1
1]

in many instances,

After this period also came the criticisms by
the "havé nots", whose main theme was the redistrilbution
of society's wealth, This was to provide them with
larger shares of the society's wealth as they saw
businesses receiving disproportional shares of the
National Income of countries at the expense of other

classes in the economy,

There was also the set of critics who were
religious or philosophically bent and saw the aims
of business (mostly profit) as against the intellectual
and cultural values which should prevail in the society.

The main centention of the liberal critics was their



fear of business acquiring tco much resources as to

become monopolistse.

No doubt, one cén make bold to say, the development
of the institution of_business was affected by the
activities of these different set of critics. Such other
factors that have been advanced as having affected the
development of the institution of business and it's
management include: the compartmentalization of the
social sclences; the emphasis on Macro rather than Micro
aspects Of economics; the emphasis on technology as
against management as the means of development, the
belief that management was an art and was therefore not
open to science or theory, and the emphasis on price and

balance sheet by earlier practioners. 2

The social responsibility school of critics is
the latest and perhaps the most debated today. A
forerunner of this school, Elton, Mayo (1933), said of
business Managers: "Our administrative elite.......is
the elite of yesterday. It faces the problems of the
present with the outworn weapons - political and
economic theories of yesterday. The chief difficulty
of our time is the breakdown of the social cocdes that
formerly disciplined us to effective working together,

For the non-logic of understanding-biological and social-
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has not been substituteds......we have too few administrators

alert to the fact that it is a human social and not an

economic problem which they face.“3

The question that then comes t¢ mind 1s, what does
society expect of business organisations rather than the
primary purpose of accomplishing useful or desirable
sccietal ends and remaining viable? This is what the
concept of corporate social regponsibility seeks to
address, The concept of corporate social responsibility
is strategic in nature and has been defined by various

authors on the subject.

Keith, Davis and Blomstrom, Robert (1975), defined
it as; "the obligation of decision makers to take actions
which protect and improve the welfare of the society

as a whole along with their own interest."h

To Bauer, Raymond (1976), "Corporate Bocial Responsibility

is seriously considering the impact of the company's

~actions on soclety,®

In a classic disaission of the concept of corporate
social responsibility, Howard, Bowen.R. (1953), defined
it as, the "Obligations of husinessmen to pursue thoge
policies, to make those decislons, or to follow those
lines of action which are desirable in terms of the

objectives and values of the society."6



- b4 -

7'Strategy on the other hand, has been defined as;
"the forging of the company wmissions, setting objectives
for the organisation in the light of internal and
external forces, formulating specific policies and
strategies to achieve abjectives and assuring their
proper implementation so that the basic purpose and
7

objective of the organisation would be achieved."

Alfred, Chandler (1962), in "Strategy and Structure®
defined strategy as, '"the determination of the basic
long term goals and objectives of an enterprise and the
adoption of courses of action and the allocation of

8

resources necessary to carry out these goals.”

If we accept the observation of Newman and Logan
(1972), that any "meaningful strategy must be concerned
in operational terms with - products to sell, markets
to reach, materials to acquire, research to perform and
the 1ike;"9 The linkage between corporate social
responsibility and organisational strategy will become
more obvious. The basic strategic posture of an
organisation requires decisions about its consumer
targets, product mix, geographic limit of the market
to be served, company objectives as well as competitive
emphasis. Upon predicting its environment and assessing

the organisation's strength and weaknesses, the next
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- logical step is the consideration of the products
| or services to produce and the group of customers to
which these preducts/services are to be offered, The
- importance of the environment of organisations cannot
therefore, be overemphasized. In pursuing its objectives
therefore, business organisations must put in mind the
- society as its constituency since the society's
expectations are such that if a business organisation failsg
- to respond affirmatively, its role in the society may be

altered by the public,

The strategic concept of social responsibility in
other words, implies that, modern business organisations
need to realise that in this day and age, society's social
problems cannot and must not be neglected/ignored in its
hungry pursuit of profit, The idea is, therefore, that
corporations have not only legal and economi; obligations
but also certain responsibilities to the society which
differs from these two obligations, As McGuire, Joseph
(1963), observed, "the idea of social responsibilities
supposes that the corporation has not only economic and
legal obligations but also certain responsibilities to

society which extend beyond these obligations."10

In like manner, Archie, Carroll B, (1974), also
observed, that, "the social responsibility of business

encompasses the economic, legal, ethical and discretionary



- & -
expectations placed on organisations by society at a given

point in timeQ"11

It is important to point out here that the concept
Iof social responsibility is sorrounded by a lot of |
controversies, So complex has this concept beey that there
has not been a general concensus (amongst writers,
practionefs and researchers) as to what the term is all
about, There are both conceptual and theoretical difficulties

as to what the concept 1S and its meaning.

It is these difficulties and compkexities that has made

authors variously deseribe corporate soclal responsibility
not only as a "fuzzy" doctrine, but also ill conceived, and
i1l defined and a crude blend of long run profit making and
altruism; a sea;ch for monetary reward tempered by.the
environment in which the search is conducted. All these
notwithstanding, a basic fact is that, we still have to
address the issue of whether or not business organisations

should be socially responsible,

It is with these "Problems" and "difficulties" in
mind, that this study was conducted with the aim of
throwing more light on this aspect of management science

and practice.
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1.2, CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ~ THE NIGERIAN CASE:

"The sellers market of yesteryears under which

" the interest ¢of the buyers were surbodinated
to those of the manufacturers and middlemen
has been swept off, A new market based on
consumer soverelgnty is emerging. Manufacturers,
whose only problem hitherto was how to produce,
are now stuck with overfilled warehourses.
Their major challenge now 1s how to market

thets o v e .. " Obaigbena (1987)72

Like most ofher concepts iﬂ management science.
and practice, the concept of corporate social responsibility
has its origin in the advanced economles of the world such
as France, United States and Britain., In these economies,
the concept's origin canbe traced to such movements as:
Consumerism (1960 s), civil rights movement, anti-
nuclear war movements, environmental wmovements etc,
Basically, it is inconceivable to expect that this concept
be superimposed on Nigeria as it is being practised in
all these countries. Ihis is as a result of such factors

as;

(1) The difference in the stages of development
hetween Nigeria on the one hand and the advanced

countries of the world on the other hand.



(2) The concern over such factors as the environment,
job condition etc is secondary in Nigeria, This
could be considered as a consequence of the first
factor above. The primary emphasis 1s on physiological

needs such as, food, shelter, and clothing.

(3) Availavility of goods and services, and awareness
which are basic necessities for the operationalization
of the concept are lacking., With awareness, the

weaknesses of the proposition "the business ¢f business

" is business" would have been detected. But this is far

from being the case in Nigeria and to this end, Onipe,
E.0, (1983), raised a number of issues that are responsible

for this. These include: Public Opinion,

(1) Generally and strongly endorses rising consumption

of goods and services as the primary soclal goal.

(2) Largely igﬁorhs industrial pollution of air-and
water and despoliation of land and its resowrces. For
example, most Nigerian Industrial towns (Lagos, Port-
Harcourt, Kano, Kaduna, and Warri), despite being
filthy with industrial wastes has elicited little or no
reaction from the inhabitants of the towns., Only a

few exceptions to this have heen experienced in the oil-

producing areas in the country where inhabitants have

[y
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reacted to incessant 0il spillage by resorting to the

destruction of crude oil pipelines; and also complaints

as in the case of the Kaduna fertlllizer company.

(3) 1Is substantially indifferent to equity in unemployment
- and career prospects., Quota system, tribalism, godfatherism,

etc are fully embedded in our country's system,

(4) Accept "Let the buyer beware" as the standard of
behaviour in commercial transactions. This is not
surprising however, because the Nigerian market has always
tended towards "absolute sellers" market" in which case
producers/distributors do not consider the need to beware

of the goods/services they supply into the market.

(5) Exhibits little concern about industrial safety and

hygiene,

(6) Generally’believes that vigorous market compétition
would solve the consumer's problems, This has led to
calls for the flooding of our markets with goods to check
the existing high prices and alsc eliminate the middlemen
as they interfere with the forces of demand and supply.13

" No doubt these guestions raised as well as the
observations made are thought provoking and highly
academical, Recent events in the country have proven some

of the observations right. For example, the liquidity
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squeeze in the economy has actually made companies more
aware of the need to satisfy customers (prices,quality
and service wise etc) since the market is now tending

towards a "buyers warket",

Another significant factor, (perhaps the most
significant), that cannot escape mentioning in the
discussion of corporate social responsibility in Nigeria
is the (level of) government participation in business
activities. This 1s not to suggest that, in any economy
in the world, (advanced countries inclusive), government
adopts a total "hands-cff" policy as regards business
activities; but rather, that, the level of participation
in Nigeria by far exceeds what is obtainable in a
supposedly Ymixed econcmy". By government participation
in business activities, it is meant, the methods government
usge in regﬁlating business oerganisations, and to aid the
understanding of this process, a brief history of .
government regulation of business activities in Nigeria

will be undertaken, ‘4

Government regulation of business has been defined
as that encompassing "all of the controls, directives,
pre~requisites or pre-«requirements, procedures, and_
processes that government requires of or imposes on

015

businesses.



- 1 -

In Nigeria, the Trans-Saharan Trade as carried
out between some North African and West African countries,
opened the floodgate of controls which during the period

was in the form of taxes.

However, it was in 1922 that the colonial government
formally laid down the need for its involvement in
business. It was in this year that the companies'
Ordinance, described by Alhaji Ibrahim Aliyu, asg, "the
first systematic effort at providing a law governing the
establishment and conduct of business units within the
Nigerian context" was enacted., 1939 saw the company tax
crdnance come into effect., This pioneering ordinance was
aimed at determining government's revenue through the
taxation of company income. There were many such other
regulations before independence in 1960, The year 1961,
saw the companies' Income tax law being amended. By 1961,
out of a total of 72 laws enacted by the then House of
Representatives, 40 affected the conduct of business
relationship with society.'® - A record high of 56% -
Government regulation of business activities thus arrived

with full force.

With political independence, there was a clamour
for economic independence as well. The peak of government
participation in Business activities in Nigeria came with
the promulgation in February 1972, of the Nigerian
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Enterprises Promotion Decree (NEPD) which has been
nicknamed -~ "The economic magna carta of Nigeria".
With this Decree, government involvement in business,
which had hitherto been limited to monetary and fiscal
measures added an ownership, management and control
dimension, To aid in the implementation of the 1972 Decree,
Develcopment financial institutions were set up to provide
loanable funds to business organisations. Swch institution
as the Nigerian Industrial Development Bank (NIDB), was
to "act as catalyst to the growth of industries by
contributing to¢ the equity and loan capital of such
ventures. The lupact of this is the shifting of the risk
of investiment from these private investors to the

government and its agenciES.16

Other such institutions
as Nigerian Bank for Commerce and Industry (NBCI), and
Nigerian Agricultural Cooperative Bank (NACB) were also

established,

In 1977, the NEPD was re-affirwed with the aim of
correcting lapses therein. This reaffirmation saw the
divigion of all business Units in the country into three
schedules the purpose of which was to control participation

and ownership by Nigerians in such business units,
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Schedule one, which contained 35 enterprises
required a total equity ownership of 100% hy Nigerians,
Such enterprises include: commercial transportation,

advertising, dry cleaning,bread and cake making etc,

Schedule two, contained a lisy of 57 enterprises
where equity ownership of 60% or above was reserved for
Nigerians. Included here are the banking, boat building,

brewery and publishing enterprises.

Schedule three, comprising 39 enterprises, required
equity ownership of at least L4LO0% by Nigerians. Cement
manufacturing, paper convergon, distillery and tobacco

manufacturing among others are included here,

The issue of government involvement In business
activities in Nigeria has been traced with a view to
showing further, the near impossibility of éisbussing the
concept of social respensibility without a clear reference
to government and its agencies in our case. The extent
of government involvement in business has even.made |
authprs argue that corporate socilal responsibility is
moré appropriately termed, "government-corpeorate social
responsibility.”" Such is the arguement of Onipe E.O.
(1983) when he said inter alia, "Today it is not easy to
speak of corporate social responsibility in Nigeria.
Infact it appears more appropriate, tenable and
- admissible to talk of government-corporate social

responsibility., This is because government now has
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majority participation in almost all companies operating

in Nigeria."'

In the same light, Keolade, Christopher argued,
that, "the government sector regulates and sometimes
controls the bulk of the economic activity, (therefore)
the private sector wlll perform well only if the public

sector is also performing competently and efficiently."1§

It is on record that subsequent Nigerian governments
have since independence been involved and continue to
Justify this involvement in business activities., As it
is now, corporate social responsibility can never be
divorced from government social responsibility., The
drawback however is that, "the soclal responsibility of

government is not more than the question of paper plans.“19

In such a situation, as is to be expected, businesses
cannot be soclally responsible and even s0, governments
social irresponsibility notwithstanding, some businesses

on their own are not socially responsible.

Christopher, Ogunbanjo R. , 8 leading
industrialist in a paper he delivered on the role of the
private sector observed that, '"Far be it from me tc hold
brief for everyone in the private sector......ours is not

a perfect society in terms of +...s..business ethics."20

It is pertinent to mention here that the arguement

is not that government should handsoff husiness in
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absolute terms since its involvement in some cases -
strategic areas of the economy and the provision of
social benefits - is Jjustifiable. As things are however,
business organisations may only beccme socially
responsible if government encourage them by being so

itself.

However, with the new waves being created about
privatization, it is hoped that businesses and government
would become more seperable making corporate social
responsibility divorcable from government-corporate

sccial responsibility.

1.3, STATEMENT OF PROBLEMS:

The concept of corporate social responsibility
has been identified to have both conceptual and
theoretical difficultiess It is these difficulfies that
has led to differences in opinion and the consequent
development of two major opposing schools of thought -
the idealists and the purists.

It is on record that while the purists would not
want business organisations to even remotely concern
themselves with social responsibility and call for a
complete neglect of all forms of socially oriented

responsibilities on the part of businesses; the idealist
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would want to see businesses not only participate in

virtually all socially oriented activities but would

go even further to suggest that they initiate such

activities. It is common knowledge in Nigeria that

some companies have continued to exist in ignorance of

societal problems and in complete neglect of the social

costs of their allocation of resources. Conditions are

however changing and a new orientation fast emerging.

It is these changes and the emerging new trends that

necessitate business practioners, scholars and the

public in general to ask such questions as:

Te

2a

3.

Can businesses survive by being exclusively wrapped
up in the profit motives in oblivon to the social needs

of the time?

Are socially responsible organisatons more acceptable
to thé soclety and hence more effective than the |

irresponsible ones?

Is the concept of corporate social responsibility
another fad that has no bearing in this country and

will soon come to pass or is it a fundermental

- change that is here to stay?

How are the bounds and sﬁecific contents of a

company's responsibility determined?



5, Do businesses respond to environmental problems
because it rationally recognises the need to be
socially responsible s0 as to maximize long run

profits and growth potentials or as & result of

"Corporate Conscience"?

6, Is social responsibility compartible with the

ideals of business in a mixed economy such as ours?

These and other such issues is what this research

aims to analyse.

1.4 OBJECTIVES AND IMPORTANCE OF STUDY:

The central theme of this study is corporate |
social responsibility and organisational effectiveness
in Nigeria. The concept of social responsibility is of
strategic impqrtance in management and plays an important
role in the country's development. The specific objectives

of this study, therefore, include:

17« To examine previous works done on corporate social
responsibility so as to gain an insight into what

the concept is as well as the views held about it,

2. To establish the relationship(s) (if any) between

an organisation's concern for social responsibility

and its :level of effectiveness.
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3. To identify the problem(s) faced by organisations

in their gquest for social responsibility.

. To make recommendations concerning the solution(s}
to the problem(s) identified as well as suggest areas
of further study.

It in pursuance of these obJjectives that a number
of organisations( +tyo ) have been chosen as objects

of the study.

' The importance of corporate social responsibility
can be seen in the sense that, it is a value which
management factors into its policies and decision making
process. 41t could be viewed as one of the number of
influential forces whose presence affects business policles,
decislon making, as well as the operations of the
organisation. Although the concept, as has been stated
earlier, is alien to Nigeria and is more pronounced
in such countries as, U.S.A., France and Britain, it is
of no less importance in the Nigerian business environment.
So important 1s this concept that it has in recent
time led to the break of diplomatic relationship between
Nigeria and Italy over the social cost of some Italian
businesses -~ the dumping of residual chemicals containing
chlorine called polychoridinated biphenyls (PCB5) on

Nigerian soil.21
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' Variocus problems are usually associéted with the
operations of businesses and these include such problem
of urbanization as: congestion and the attendant
difficulties of adequate water supply, sewage disposal,
transpertation flow and high population density. Moreover,
there are the problems that have to do with atmospheric
and environmental pollution caused by the waste of
business organisations in the forms of littered sorroundings,
poisoned streams and rivers, as well as poisonous gases
emitted during the process of production which may
constitute a danger to public health, or noise from

manufacturing firms.

Although the concept of corporate social
responsibility may not be as widely and fana}ically
pursued in Nigeria and other developing countries as it is
in the advanced world, this research is undertaken
because of the importance of the social contract that

exists between business and society,

The desire to undertake this study has alsc been
borne out of several other reasons among which is the
fact that, the understanding of the concept is of
particular significance for developing countries of which

Nigeria is one., At this point in time, -~ .. ¢~
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in Nigeria'’s history, next to the universal humaﬂ needs
to understand cur purpcse of existence, owr major
National requirement is to raise the standard of living
from what it is now.22 If business organisation are te¢
play a role in this, their part must exceed economic and

legal obligations.

" Secondly, it has been established that social
responsibility is an input force which influences business
policies, decision making and business operations. To
succeed therefore, business managers need to be aware of
the effects of this concept on thelr operations. It is
in their best interest to do s0, since a manager that
finds appropriate answer to the burning questions raised
in social responsibility must have succeeded in
locating the key determinant of critical business

strategy.?3

If we accept the fact that social responsibility is
perennial; as 0ld as the stone age, as current as today
and as topical as tomerrow, its study definitely holds

a lot of importance for businesses, managers and society.

15, ASSUMPTIONS AND HYPOTHESIS.

In conducting this study,'the following assumptions

are made:
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1 A basic assumption in this study is that meaningful

Z2e

3

relationship does exist between corporate social
responsibility as a strategic concept in management
on the one hand and organisational effectiveness

on the other hand.

It is also assumed that all measures of corporate"
social responsibility used in this study are
representative of all other varisbles of corporate

social responsibility.

In the same light, all measures of organisational
effectiveness used are assumed to be as meaningful

as those not used.

the

As the. qQuestionnaires served on / organisations
provided a major source of data for this study, 1t
is assumed that all the pieces of information’
extracted from this source are valid and reliable
and would therefore pass any possible test for

validity and/or reliability.

Given these assumptions, and with a view of

sclentifically researching into the problems identified,

the following hypothesis has been tested in this study: .

"Organisations that are socially responsive are more

effective than those that are not."



1.6. LIMITATION OF STUDY AND PERIOD COVERED:

A perusal through the different literatures on
the concept of social responsibllity by corporate entities
will reveal the concept as being used to mean: The

organisation's:

1. Responsibility towards itself.

2. Responsibility towards its employees.

3. Responsibility towards the larger society and
. 4. Responsibility towards the goverrnment.

An organisation's responsibility towards itself
implies that, the organisation has to ensure its survival.
This calls for efficiency in its operations, Profit is -

'therefore important,.

The social responsibility of an organisation towards
its employees, focuses on the organisation providing
its employees with proper work environment as well as

rewards to meet their needs among tthers.

A third dimension of social reéponsibility is
taken to be the organisations responsibility towards
the society of which it is a part, In this regard, an

organlisation is expected to produce goods and services of
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high quality and are safe; avoid misleading advertisements
to the society; fix low prices; assist educational
‘programmes; donate to charitable, social, artistic and

cultural activities. .

- The social responsibility of a business organisation
éould alsc be towards the government. 1In this case the
organisation aids the government with regards to the
society's welfare, pays taxes regularly and obeys all

governmeht regulations affecting it.

However, rather than there being a clear cut
demarcation between these items as discussed above, they
are dependent and interconnected. For the purpose of
this research, the social responsibility of an _
organisation will be used to mean: Responsibility towards
itself, Respongibility towards the society and Responsibility
towards thé government, The decision to limit the research
to these fields is borne out of the Bndlysis of
factors like, time constraint, availabliity of data

as well as rescurces availlable to the researcher,

Also, with reference to the period covered, a time

period of seven years, that is, 1980 through 1986 has
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been.used. The decision to make 1980 a starting

point was taken because the concept of corporate social
responsibility started gaining Naticnal attention
around this period. (The first National Conference on,
"Business Ethics and Social Responsibility in Nigeria",
Just took place at the Institute of Administration,
Ahmadu Bello University, Zaria, from 27th - 29th April,
1683), Also, the limit of 1986 was set considering the
avallability of data,

However, one.can still make bold to say the duration
is long enocugh; and it is also believed all attributes
of the variables examined are revealed and validly
supports the conclusions reached through analysing thése

variables.



2.

3.

10.

1.

- 25 -
FOOTINOTES

Xontz, Harold et al (1980}, "Management. " :
Auckland, McGraw - Hill International Book Company.

Koontz, Harold et al (1980}, op. cit.

Mayo, Elton (1933), "The human problems of an '
Industrial Civilization' NY: The Macmillan publishing
company, . . .

Keith, Davis and Blomstrom R. (1975), "Business and
Soclety: Environment and Responsibility." NY: McGraw
HIII, 3rd kEd.

Bauer, Raymond (1976}, Quoted in John L. Paluszek
"Business and Society" 1976 - 2000, NY: AMACON,

Bowen, Howard R. (1953), "Social Responsibilities in
the Businessman." Harper and Row Books.

Steiner, G.A., and Miner, J.B. (1977), "Management
Policy and Strategy", Macmillan Books.,

Alfred, Chandler, JR. (1962), “Strategy and Structure“
Cambridge Mass MIT Press. ,

Newman, William H. and Logan, James P. (1972):

"Strate Policy and Central Management." U.S.A.
South Western Publishing GOy, 7th %3.

McGuire, Joseph W. (1963), "Business and Society."
NY. McGraw Hill Books. , ,

Archie, B,C. (1974), "Corporate Social Responsibility:
Its Managerial Implications", Journal of Business
Research. Vol.2 number 1,




12.

13,

11.].-

15.

16.

17 »

18

19.

20,

27,

22.

23.

- 26 =

Obaigbena, Nduka (1987), "The new economy" This Week
Magazine, volume L number 3.

Onipe, E.O. (1983), "The role of Government in
Encouraging Corporate Social responsibilit¥ (in
gigeriai“ %eing a seminar paper presente n e

siness Admin, Dept, A.B.U. Zaria,

Aliyu, Ibrahim (1981), "Government Regulation of
Business; Management in Nigeria, June ed. Col.1 P,28

Aliyu, Ibrahim (1981), op.cit.

Babarinsa, Dare (1987), "Dreams, Sweet Dreams",
Newswatch Magazine, October, Sth ed. P.34

Onipe, E. C. (1983) op. cit.

Kolade, Christopher (1987), in an interview
with Newswatch Magazine, October, S5th ed.

Onipe, E.O. (1983), op.cit.

Ogunbanjo, Christopher (1987), "The fow and the
Milk man", Newswatch Magazine, October, Sth ed.

Punch Newspaper (1988), "Pollution", June 9th ed.

Akindele, Jacob (1980), "Corporate planning for social
Responsibility", Management in Nigeria. July ed,

Akindele, Jacob (1980), op. cit.



- 27 =

CHAPTER TWO

o1« LITERATURE REVIEW ON: CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

The concept of corporate social responsibility has
for long been a focal point for researchers, theorists

and business practioners.

Generally, corporate social responsibility could be
viewed as an action that protects and improves the
social quality of life along with the organisation's
own quality of life, Quality in this sense, is used,
in feference to the degree to which people live in
harmony with their inner spirit, their fellow man and

natures physical environment.1

It is pertinent to mention, that, as a ﬁew concept
in management 'science, corporate social responsibility
has generated a lot of arguement and controversy.
Nnaemeka Ikpeze (1981), writing in, "Business social
responsibility, conceptual and practical difficulties,"
not only touched on the theoretical difficulty involved
in the concept but alsc the conceptual difficulty

involved in corporate social responsibility.

In this regard, the conceptual difficulty has
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resulted in corporate social responsibility being

viewed from three different but related angles.

Firstly, the term could be used in reference to, outright
contribution to social causes. This scope, which is
generally the reference point in most discussions 1is a
limited one. Social responsibility in this regard,

is used to mean contribution to such causes as: Education,
arts and culture, urban decay, poverty, improvements in
priscns, churches and classrooms et¢. An important

issue to address in social contributions by business
organisations is that, they lack Justification on a

honest simple costs - benefits analysis.

A second conceptual difficulty in social responsibility
is the use of the term to mean, the elimination or
reduction of social costs arising from businesses
normal operations as they allocate resources. The
issues te be éddressed here includes: external h
diseconomies to other businesses and health harzards to
non-business entities. The social resgponsibility groups
are always on top whenever businesses take actions or
commit faux pax which they c¢onsider noxious - prominent
here are cases of pollution, misleading advertisements,

fa ulty products.:

A third conceptual difficulty encountered in

discussing social responsibility is the conception
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of the term as the adoption and observance of

ethical codes of conduct with the primary aim of
exitrpating malpractices in the activities of business
organisations. Here, instead of the reactive stance of
the first two approaches, the business is expected to be
proactive through formulating and obeying ethical codes

aimed at preventing social evils.

These conceptual difficulties notwithstending, such
is the ambiquity of the term, "corporate social
responsibllity", that it also faces theoretical difficulties.,
This has to do mainly with distinguishing between
business as an artificial entity and the owner(s) as real
person(s). In this regard, it is argued, that only
persons are known to have responsibilityes and not

artificial entities such as limited liability companies.

A major theoretical difficulty assoclated with
this concept is the problem of enforcement. This
could either be internal to the business organisation or
external, It is common knowledge that, accepting the
social responsibility phileosophy does not guarantee
implementation by business organisations, Although,
voluntary compliance would have been suggested, this too is
fraught with problems and sooner or later makes 1t

inevitable to introduce the mandatory approach. The
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government has a major role to play in this direction,
Government's enforcement of compliance through the

mandatory approach could take the forms of:

(1) Elimination of social costs by offending business

crganisations and

(ii) Adoption and observance of ethical codes of
conduct with the aim of avoiding malpractices
by business organisations, These, government

could ensure by using legal sanctions,

Within the business organisation itself, there is
also the problem of enforcement since the perception of
members as regard the concept differs, The chief
Executive must, therefore, address the question of how to

ensure the efficient and effective implementation of

perceived social needs throughout his organisation,

A seéond thecretical difficulty sorrounding this
concept, concerns the establishment of criteria for the
selection of social causges to which the business would
respond. This is constrained by accountability,
feasiblility of undertaking any social cause considering a
company's unique competitive position and unique resources,
and lastly, identification of respenses that require

governmenti's intervantion tec which the organisation may
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contribute valuable guidance, While the choice of social
cause(s) may pose no problems to individual owner(s),

it is far from being the case in limited liability
companies since ownership is distinct from contrcol,

The third theoretical difficulty, is the problem of
measurement. This is in regard to measuring corporate
social responsibility in terms of cost benefit analysis
to the society. An often used intellectual arguement in
this regard is that, any external diseconcmies or such
other costs resulting from an organigationsg conversion of
resources are neutralized by the benefits derived therefrom,
In other words, the benefits derived from and the cost

associated with,cancel one another, Benefit + Cost = Zero.2

It is these conceptual and theoretical difficulties
sorrounding the concept that has made some authors argue
that the concern of businesses should not be "social

responsibility” but rather "social responsiveness,"

Such is the view of Melvin Anshen (1980), in
"Corporate strategies for social performance." According
10 Anshen, responsibility is under social control
and hence outer-directed and alsc outside management's
control, Social responsiveness on the other hand is

inner directed and under management control since 1t
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basically has to do with ﬁerformance. Melvin Anshen
would not want social responsibility equated with social
performance since this is loaded with complex probleus

3

and questions.

The arguement of Newman and Logan (1976), regarding
the inability of business executives, due to lack of
means and competence, to undertake lmprovements in churches,
prisons, classrooms as well as other areas that are only
remotely connected with their normal activity reinforces
the view of Anshen. Newman and Logan would want
business executives to be concerned with social
responsiveness since it, "deals with actions and outcomes
that are directly affected by executive decisions -
Employment, pollution, customer satisfaction with product
qualities, Advertising, Jjob harzards and deaths or injuries

caused by defective product content.“h

The Secretary of the Organization of European
Community Development (OEED) in 1969, also argued along
this same line. To him, an organisation should not
delve into the complex issue of corporate social |
responsibility but should rather concern itself with social

5

responsiveness,

Ackerman and Bauer (1976), alsc contended that,

the term "responsibility" connotes the assumption of
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obligation which in turn emphasizes motivation as
against performance. In their Opinion, Business Social
responsiveness should be the theme of concern to
organisations, since motivation although an essential
input, is not sufficient if corporate social programmes

are to be implemented.6

The views of these authors have bheen given to
show the difficulties sorrounding the concept itself,
Although, the differences in Opinions as regard the
meaning of this concept should not he significant
enough tec obscure our understanding of what the concept
seeks to address, the lack of simple and clear meaning for
the concept, has led to the development of two opposing
schools of thought, There are the IDEALISTS on the
one extreme and the PURISTS on the other extreme. In
between these two seemingly opposing views, various
shades of mixed OCpinion Cbtains. It should however be
put to rest here, that the disagreement has never been
over whether businesses have responsibilities or not.
Rather, it is over what those responsibilities are -
economic and/or social. This is a complex issue that

raises not only ethical but alsc meta ethical issues.7
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The Purists as earlier identified, are proponents
of the profit maximization school of thought., They
have also been referred to as the classical school.

A lot of work has been done under the umbrella of this

school.

Milton Friedman (1962), a leading proponent of this
school, writing in the, "social responsibility of
business" in his book, "capitalism and Freedom", considered
the view that, corporate cfficials and leaders have a
"social responsibility" that goes beyond serving its
stockholders or members interest as a fundamental
misconception of the character and nature of any free
economy, To Friedman, the business of business should
remain business and in this light, the profit maximization
objective of an organisation should be considered purely
on its merit.. He equated social responsibility with
stealing from shareholders and therefore, adviced that,
business managers should concentrate on what they excel

in-making profits.a

Theodore Levitt (1958) holds the same view as
Professor Friedman, Writing in, "The dangers of social
responsibility," he posited that, a business organisation

is in existence only to perform the function of
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producing sustained high level profits. According to
Levitt, welfare and society are never the corporation's
business. As a corporation, "its business is to make
money and not . .sweet music," In this wise, therefore,
the government exists for the welfare of the people and
not to provide business services; in like manner, the
business's Jjob is not government. To Levitt, therefore,
businesses have only two responsibilities: Firstly,
Obeying the elementary cannons of everyday face to face

with civility and secondly, seeking material gain.9

Christopher D. Stonme (1975), also argued that,
"business is not equipped to handle social activities."
The view point of this position is that, managers are
only economically and production oriented and necessarily
lack the expertise - social skills to make social

decisions.qo

On the other extreme of the continuum there exists
the idealists, "As far as this school of thought is
concerned, the problems of the soclety's environment are
created by the business establishments and as such,

they should be held r‘esponsible."11

It is the
contention of this school of thought, that managers and
business organisations should be socially responsible
without too much regard to the cost of being so. In
thig light, the liberal economist, Neil Chambertlin
(1973), has argued that the profits to be forgone by

buginess organisations for being socially responsible
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is so negligible as to make no much di:t‘ference.12

Melvin Anshen (1980), writing under the idealists
umbrella, contended, "that there are two generally
accepted principles regarding the issue of corporate

s0cial responsiveness."

(1) Businesses are created by the society and it is this

same society that makes them function, and

(2) In pursuing its economic goals, business organisations

generate a variety of social effects.

It is on the baslis of the obvious linkage between
the first and second principles that, "differing ideas
about the appropriate role of performance of business
in responding to socletal needs have emerged."13
Anshen therefore, called for a new soclal contract
between business and society. Acknowledging the fact
that, the demand for social responsibility not only
challenges the thesls that decisions taken with a view
to maximizing private profit also maximizes public
benefits, but also raises fundamental questions about
the managers' intellectual ability, he still maintained
that it was in business' best interest to be socially
responsible. Melvin would like the debate over whether
or not corporaticns should be socially responsible put
to rest; and the more fundamental question of which
corporation has which responsibilities as well as the
prioritizing of these responsibilities discussed.13
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Keith Davis (1975), observed that: (1) the concept
of corporate social responsibility applies to all

organisations (business and non-business);

(ii) Applies to all persons in all of their life roles

whether as employees or employers;

(1ii) The movement toward greater social responsibility
rather than being a fad is a fundamental change

in social directions;

(iv) Social response by business will increase business,
economic costs and could further strain business
customer relationship as a consequence of the

higher price that would result,

However, Keith still posited that businesses still
be socially responsible, He gave five guidelines that
businessmen must have to take heed of as reggrds
social responsibility so as to avoid unnecessary’
confrontations with society, These guidelines he
collectively referred to as, the "social responsibility
mode", The guidelines include: social power of
businesses; open system interface (i.e. input receiver
and output producer); calculation of social costs; the
users pay; and social responsibilities as citizens.
Keith, using this model, stressed the need for businesses
to be responsible for the social costs of their

operations as well as, bear the kind of citizenship
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costs for society that individual citizens bear too,.

Drucker, Peter (1973), referred to the area of
corporate social responsibility as partaining to the
quality of life which is a major task area for
management, In Drucker's opinion, all management should
be responsible for their by-products, which is the impact
of their legitimate activities on people and on the
physical as well as social environment. In his opinion,
the concern of managers should not be limited to
providing the quantity of life, but also attention need
be paid to the guality as well., While he agreed, that,
"Social responsibility will undermine business' economic
performance and society with it, and will involve the
usurpation of power by managers in areas where they
lack legitimate authority, nontheless, social
responsibility cannot be evaded." 1In the light of its
unavoidability, managers he adviced, need to think
through the responsibilities they can and should assume in
what areas and for what obJjectives., Drucker concluded,
that businesses should take care to manage both their
soclal responsibilities as well as their social

15

ilmpacts,

Such 1s the position of Hayes A. Douglas in,
"management in a crisis society". While conceding that

corporate social responsibility will require major
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changes in the traditional patterns of management
decision making, he also argued, that, organisations,
in other to avoid self-destruction must be socially
responsible. He warned that unless organisations
become so, history may have to declare the: tragic
demise of business free enterprise system in this last

half of the twentieth century.16

Andre Van Dan (1982), also writing under the
idealists school, argued that as multipurpose corporations,
business organisations need to become aware that,
awareness 1s on the increase, and with it, it (business
organisation) is being held more and more accountable
for such externalities of its operations as: allocation
of scarce resources; contamination of the environment}
the well being of its workers and of the comhunities in
which it operates, The arguement in short, is that,
economics as a dimension of the society, can therefore,
no longer be divorced from other societal dimensions such

as the social dimension.17

Marusi R. Augushne, has suggested that organisations
work hands in gloves with the government in preventing

social problems from arising at all. They should also
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be socially responsive and help in solving social

problems as they arise.18

Norman Bowie, in "changing the rules", also
expressed the need for corporate entities to be socilally
responsible, He argued that, society imposes certain
obligations on corporaticns in their charter of
incorporation and in accepting this charter, therefore,
the corporation accepts the moral constraints contained
therein, Any corporation that, therefore, falls to be
moral, violates the principle of fairness, which is
synonymous with breaking a promise. Putting forward the
principle of contribution, that is, if one contributes
to a social harm, then, one has a proportiocnal
obligation to contribute the most to resolving social
ills. Bowie said, corporate entities should be socially
responsible if not because it has agreed to do so,
because of these two factors/principles.19

Leading idealists Ackerman and Bauer (1976),
attempted a classification of the social issues that has
been the concern of corporations over the past twenty

years into three broad categories:

(1) Social problems external to the corporation which
were not caused by any direct business action, or,

if by direct business action (e.g. Job description),
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reflected flaws of the larger society - poverty, drug
abuse, decay of cities etc. That these stimulate

corporations to be socially responsive.

(2) External impact of regulat economic activities -
Environmental pollutien, product quality, safety of use
of products, reliability of goods and services, confuision
or deception from marketing practices, the social

impact of plant closings and workers' layoffs and plant

locations.

(3) Others found within the firm (and these are closely
related to (1) above) - egual employment opportunity,
ocfupational health and safety, the quality of work

life, industrial democracy.

Ackerman and Bauer, while agreeing that a business'
social impact -can be perceived in a variety of ways and
hence has no specific boundaries as such, still maintained
that the "constituencies" of the business should remain
the focal point. The "constituencies" in this regard,
is an umbrella word covering its employees, customers,
vendors, owners, the immediate community and the larger
community. It is in th€ light of defining an
organisation's soclal responsibility in terms of its
relationships and roles to these constituencies that they

developed the matrix bverleaf,ao
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In line with the somewhat "revolutionary" nature
of the concept, other ideallsts have even suggested
more radical roles for business organisations. Such
is the suggestion of the council of Trends and perspectives
of the chamber of commerce of the Unlted states, which
would want businesses to proact and not only react in
being socially responsible. It went further to suggest
the (re) structuring of objectives so that, "social

goals are put at par with economic goals."21

David Rockfeller (1972), in his address to the
advertising council also advocated for the necessity of
certified accounts of corporate social performance which
should be discussed by shareholders during Annual
Ganeral Meetings.22

Also, in the Nigerlian context, some work that bear
directly on the subject under investigation has been
uncovered, Onipe, E.O. (1983), in, "The role of
government in encouraging corporate social responsibility",
raised a number of issues regarding the concept and its
application in Nigeria. Drawlng from the arguements
of both purists and idealists, he identified the unique
features that affects the application of the concept in

the Nigerian scene~government participation in Business.

Hea Ararntavds +hat Flhin Aasrvoan AF retrarmemeant fncrat aramam e Lo
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Nigerian business in most cases exceeded what is
obtainable in a supposedly "mixed eccnomy". And in this
light, an important factor in encouraging organisations
to be sccially responsible was the degree to which
government itself was socially responsible, Drawing

on scme major government corporations as examples -
National Electric Power Authority (NEPA) and the Nigerian
Railway Corporation among others ~ he argued that, the
government on the contrary was socially irrespeonsible.

He reiterated the need for government to be socially
responsible so that corporations can be encouraged to do
same 1In such areas as Infrastructural development;
provision of social services; education; pollution control;
employment opportunities; good marketing practices; arts
and culture; availability of goods and services; poverty;

decay of clities; health and safety measures. .23

Akindele, Jacob (1980), in "corporate planning for
social responsibility", posited that social responsibility
is the business of business, In his opinion, as
management performs its basic duties of planning,
organizing and controlling company operations, 1t should
bear in mind the fundamental objective of inbuing all
these activities with relavance to humanity.zh
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Thomas, Petit (1958), synthesized the thoughts of
such idealists as Elton Mayo, Peter Driicker, Adolph
Berle and John Maynard Keynes, and asserted that, the
differences in their individual approaches notwithstanding,
agreement on two fundamental points are discernible from

their writings. These are:

(1) They agree that industrial society today faces serious
human and social problems brought on largely by the

rise of large corporation and

(2) There is the need to conduct the affairs of their
corperation in ways which would solve or at least

25

amelicorate these problems,

Such has the literature been in this field of
management stience that it has actually become a challenge
te the basic foundation on which business organisations
were first built. It is however discernible from the
arguements ¢f the two opposing schools of thought
presented above, that both sides generally agree that
organisations have responsibilities - economic and/or

social,

It is in this regard that Archie B. Carroll (1974),
developed his venn Diagram depicting the response of

managers to ecconomic concerns and social concerns. To
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Archie, the view that economic concerns and social
concerns are opposite ends of a continuum is a "mistaken

conception" as shown in figure 1 below:

| Economic :////;;cial
\ concerns \ concerns '//
\ /
—— -/

Archie argued, that, a more realistic view of corporate
social responsibility is that, "although there may be

some clearly distinct economic versus social concerns,
there is a rather broad area in which economic and

social concerns are consistent with one another, It

is corporate activities which fall into this shaded

area that provide the more realistic view of social
responsibility, that is, activities that are profitable

but at the same time responsive". This is also represented

in figure 2 below:

Economic

concerns concerns

i
It should therefore be expected that, the school of

thought a manager belongs to or leans toward, as well
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as how he views economic and/or soclal concerns will

26

determine his response to social causes.,

In the words of Ian Wilson (197}), "managerial
response to social issues c¢an essentially range on a
continuum from no response (do nothing) to a preactive

27

response (do much)."

2,2+ ORGANISATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS:

The need to assess the performance of formal
organisations has been widely recognised since the
beginning of the twentieth century, In this regard,
Max Weber (1947), Chester Barnard (1958), and other
members of the now popular'classical" school of
crganisational theorists such as Fayol 1949; Gulick
19373 Taylor 19113 and Urwick 1943; all placed héavy
emphasis on the variables that determine organisational
effectiveness or "efficiency".28 However, while the
necessity of evaluating an organisation's performance
has never been in doubt, it is indeed a most difficult
task. In the words of Osborn and Hunt (197), evaluating

an organisation's overall performance is smongst the
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.difficult problems in organisation theory.29 The
multifacetedness and complexities sorrocunding the

concept of organisational effectiveness has made
theoretical pluralism (to) become a defining characteristic
of the extent of literature dealing with the effectiveness
of an orgenisation. According to Hall R.H. (1972), "the
effectiveness of an organisation has been of concern to
both researchers and practioners - especially those -
who are also decision makers for some years now. Despite
such marked interest in the subject, however, much
confusion still exlsts regarding the definition,
theoretical approach, dimensions and measurement of

effectiveness."so

Lee Spray (1976} gquoting from "Organisational
Effectiveness: some dilemmas of perspective, "by quert
Dubln,identified one such confusion associated with the
concept of organisational effectiveness. According
to the author, organisational effectiveness could be
interpreted in at least two fundamentally different ways
depending on whether the organisaticn is viewed from
the inside or outside, Dubin termed the inside
perspective of an organisation's effectiveness as
baslcally the managerial viewpoint, In this regard,

the prime concern in measuring effectiveness is whether
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the resources invested ape efficiently utilized. However,
the outside perspective as a radically different view
point, considers the output of the organisation as regard
its contribution to the larger society, These two view
points are simply put worlds apart and difficult to
reconcile., It could be discerned therefrom, that,
organisations exist under conflicting demands as regard
how to be effective., In his view, effectiveness should,
therefore, be considered from three seperate areas of
business operations - market and economics; behavioural
personnel management; and organisational structure.

As a solution to these dilemmas, Dubin recommended a
strategy involving the following elements: (1) In
developing a strategy, the first step is to accept the
fact that a choice must be made (2) Recognize that within
any given organisation and particularly a b;siness
organisation, it is not always true that the preferred
choice will be the one consistent with the view of an
insider (3) There is also the need to recognize that,
under some circumstances both views of organisational
effectiveness will have to be taken into account
simultaneously. Incorporating these elements into 1ts

believed
strategy islz ' ‘will lead to the optimization of an

31

organisation's overall effectiveness.
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still reserved for the headquarters. For the
implementation of such strategies, he continued,
policies are however needed, The relationship between
policy formulation and evaluation can be seen in the light
that, when policy making is done effectively, such
policies can be used as the basis for setting sub-goals
for the organisation which also serves as the evaluative
standards for the sub-units, Moreover, these measures
also help in assessing the effectiveness of the business
functions and managers as well, In this light he argued
further, even while measuring the performance of a

sub-unit, the input of the headguarter cannot be overlooked.33

Writing in, "contributions Research can make in
understanding Organisational Effectiveness'", Campbell
J.P. in the book, "Organisational effectiveness theory -
Research utilization", edited by Spray (1976), g;w the
concept of Effectiveness as a construct which has no’
direct operational definition but which constitutes a
model or theory of what organisational effectiveness is.
Campbell identified two general models of Effectiveness
construct. The literature on effectiveness according to
him, consisted of (1) the goal-centred view and (2) the

natural systems view,

The goal-centred view explicitly assumes that, an

organisation is run by a rational set of decision
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makers who have in mind a set of goals to be pursued,
Also, these goals are few enough in number to be
manageable and they can be defined well enough so as to
be understoed, These assumptions, therefore, makes it
possible to plan the best management strategles for goal
attainment, Within this orientation, developing criterion
measures to assess how well goals are being achieved is
considered the best method of assessing the effectiveness
of any organisation. The natural system view on the
other hand, assumes that the size of an organisation
notwithstanding, the demands placed upon it are so
dynamic and complex, thereby making it impossible to
define any small number of organisational goals in any
meaningful way. Using this orientation to assess the
effectiveness of an organisation, involves the

analyst trying to find out if an organisation is internally
consistent with itself, whether its resources are being
Judiciously distributed over a wide area of coping
mechanism, and finally, whether it is using up such

resources faster than it should.Bu

"The fact that most of the literature on organisational
Effectiveness is based on static assessment of mature
organisations whereby perceptions of organisational

effectiveness are measuredat one point in time", has also
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been advanced as a drawback associated with measuring an

35

organisations performance,

Lack of concensus as to the meaning of the concept
of effectiveness, has also served to make more difficult
the task of assessing organisational performances. Writing
in, "when is an organisation effective"?, Richard M,
Steers (1976), said, although analysts are generally
agreed on the need for the pursult of effectiveness as a
basic managerial responsibility, they lack concensus as
to the meaning of the concept., In this regard, to the
Economist or financial analyst, organisational effectiveness
is measured in terms of high profit or Return on Investment;
the line manager smes effectiveness in terms of the amount
and quality of goods and services generated; the Research
and Development sclientist views it in terms of the
number of patents, new inventions or new products developed
by the organisation; while Labour union leaders see it
as Job security, wage levels, Jjob satisfaction and the
quality of working lige. Steers ralsed several questions
associated with measuring effectiveness of organisations

and these include:

(1) Is there any such thing as organisational effectiveness?
(2) How stable~consistently valid-are the assessment

eriteria®?
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(3) What time perspective is most appropriate in

assesgsment?

(4} Are the assessment criteria related positively to

each other?

(5) How widely can the criteria be applied?

(6) How do such criteria help us understand organisational

dynamics?

(7) At which level should effectiveness be assessed?

To combat the problems assoclated the static
viewpoint, measure of an organisations effectiveness, he
suggested the definition of effectiveness in terms of
achieving cperative goals ~ a "process model' approach
consisting of three related components namely: the notion
of goal optimization, a systems perspective, and an
enmphasis on human behaviour in organisational settings.36

The literatures on effectiveness also reveal quite
a number of approaches used in isolation or combination
in seeking to measure organisational effectiveness,
Among these are: the decision making model of March and
Simon (1958), the criterion approach of Georgopoulos and
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Tannentaum (1971), the contingency approach of Lawrence
and Lorsch (1967), the structural approach of the Aston
group (Hinings and Lee 1971; Inkson, Pugh and Pheysey
(j973) and various system models (Evan 1972; Katz and Kahn
1966; Likert 1961; Taylor and Bowers {972). There are
also a host of programmatic approaches such as, operations
research, cost/benefit analysis, management by objectives,

and different organisational development models.37

Closely related to the problem of apprc¢aches is the
issue of criteria used by analysts. The multiplicity of
criteria used by analysts ha$ also not helped in solving
the problems associated with measuring effectiveness.

A search through the literature has revealed such diverse
criteria asg: adaptability to environmental conditions
(Yuchtman, 1966), human assets value (Bennis; 1966),

impact on society (Parsons, 1960), the degree of ‘cooperation
with other organisation (Price, 1968), and efficlency in
the utilization of assets (Etzioni, 1960).38 |

E.C. Onipe (1988), in "Corporate strategy selection-
policy formulation and organisational effectiveness: An
empirical study", alsc identified flfty-eight such
variables that could be used in assessing an organisations

performance. This comprehensive list include inter alia:
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Productivity, efficiency, overall effectiveness, profit,

quality, accidents, absenteeism turnover (personnel or

inventor?), job satisfaction, control, goal congruence,

stability, conflict, return on investments -'-.39
However, s¢ complex is the task of wmeasuring the

effectiveness of an organisation that, most of these

variable have been criticised as being subjective. Such

siibjective measures are said to befzvoured by researchers

because of the relative ease of their construction in

contrast with the manifest difficulties involved in

developing obJjective and unobstructive measures of

effectiveness. Another advantage identified with

22 bjective measures is that, they can be applied to

all types of organisations - business or government, a

court or a university. The major drawbacks, however,

are those of-reliability and validity. As lee épray

(1976), observed, "Unless subjective ratings of organisational

effectiveness are consistently and significantly

associated with unobstructive measures of an objective

nature, there is little reason to accept them as either

valid or reliable."uo

To cap the complexities sorrounding the measurement

of an organisation's effectiveness, lies the lack of a
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generally acceptable definition and operationalization
of what constitutes crganisational effectiveness. This
has led to the development of as many definitions as
there are authors on the subject. Some of these
definitions are to say the least not only conflicting

and contradicting tut also confUSing.u1

Yuchtwan and Seasore (1967), favouring a "resource"
approach to effectiveness, therefore, defined it as,
"the effectiveness of an organisation in terms of its
bargaining pcsition as reflected in the ablility of the
organisation in either absolute or relative terms, to
exploit its environment in the acquisition of scarce and

valued resourcas."hz

In seeking to define effectiveness, James H. Stewart
having classified previous research studies on )
effectiveness into four based on their conceptual
frameworks {goal achievement, system resource, organisational
means and ends, and functional requirement models), went
ahead to develop ~ a system's effectiveness model .
According to Stewart, organisational effectiveness
can be framed in terms of: acquisition, consolidation,

power, and goal, Effectiveness therefore, is "the
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extent to which a social system makes progress toward

wlt3

its acquisition, consolidation, power and goal objectives.

In his own definition, Barnard {(1938), saw effectiveness
as, "the accomplishment of the recognised objectives of
cocperative action. The degree of accomplishment

nlils

indicates the degree of effectiveness.

To Etzloni A:(196L), organisational effectiveness
refers to the degree to which an organisation realises its
goals, This definition of effectiveness is generally |
favoured over other definitions, However, this is net to
suggest in anyway, that Etzioni's definition is without
blemish as it also runs into such problem as determining
whose goals are being evaluated - official geals or
operative goals? As a multiple goal apprOacﬁ however,

it is the most widely used.hs -

These complexities and problems as discussed
above notwithstanding, the strategic choices and
implemental policies of organisations (amongst which is
corporate social responsibility) cannot be left
unevaluated, What need be done is tc synthesize the

different perspectives thereby using common criteria for
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evaluative purposes. As observed by Spray Lee

(1976), "the diversity of specific interest manifested
by organisational analysts should not, however be
allowed to obscure the consensus which exists at a
general level in the field. Scanning the organisational
horizon in search of similar process which -~ due to
competing theoretical perspectives or a variety of
other inflaences - have escaped consensual definition
is more than simply a mopping=-up procedure on &
Lexicographical plane., Highlighting the common
observational dimensions embedded in various approaches
to organisational effectiveness provides a foundation
for exploring the emerging task of synthesizing the
multiplicity of perspectives." In seeking'to identify
areas that are common to all analysts of organisational
effectiveneés, Spray stated that, all 11 teratures on
the subject are largely concerned with raising and
providing answers to five distinct but interrelated

issues, These are:

(1) wWhat alternative ways of evaluating organisational

performance are conceivable?
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(2) what are the consequencies of various levels of
organisational performance for other organisational

processes?

(3) What are the underlying causes of various levels of

organisational performance?

(4) What advantages and disadvantages are inherent in
the various approaches to evaluating organisational

perfc;::r‘mm'me'?J"'6

As has been highlighted earlier, all the
complexities and problems sorrounding the concept of
organisational effectiveness do not serve to vitiate
the necessity for this analysis, but rather it should
be seen as a constraint that imposes upon the analyst,
the importance of excercising utmost care in such

analysis,
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1, INTRODUCTIQN:

This research has as one of its aims, the
establishment of the relationships between an organisation's
concern for social responsibllity, a strategic choice
issue, and its level of effectiveness, Recognising the
need for a fairly representative sample of companies in
the pursuit of this aim, a number of organisations were
served with questionnaires for this study. However, as a
result of such constraint as the availability of data,
only the response of two such organisations are analysed.
The results obtained from the analysils of thése data
are used as basis for estimating the prediction eguations for

the two organilisations,

3.2, METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION

Data Inputs into this research was collected from
two principal sources. These are generally categoriged
into:

1« Primary source and

2+« Secondary source,




PRIMARY DATA:

For the purpose of this research, the major source
of primary data was the questionnaire, (See Appendix 1).
To gain an indepth knowledge into the concepts of
corporate social responsibility and organisational
effectiveness, the guestiomnaire was divided intec two
sections., The first section dealt with the concept
of corporate social responsibility. The aim among others
was to collect information on how socially responsible
an organisation is 1in the three areas addressed by this
study - responsibility to itself, responsibility to the

society and responsibility to the government.

The second part of the questionnaire dealt with
the organisation's effectiveness and data was collected

on two measures of effectiveness market share and return

on investment,

Another primary source of data yas interviews with
members of the organigsations. These Iinterviews were
aimed at clarifying some information gathered through

the secondary data source,

SECONDARY DATA:

Extensive use was made of secondary data for the

purpase of this research. The most lmportant source of
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secondary data include library readings from periodicals,
magazines, Journals, newspapers and textbooks. These
sources contributed immensely to the materials used for

this research.

3.3. MEASURES AND MEASUREMENT:

As has been earlier stated, uncovering the effects
of certain corporate social responsibility variables
on the level of an organisation's effectiveness is an
aim of this research, Going through the literatures,
quite a number of such variables are known to exist,
There are both quantifiable and non-quantifiable variables,
Such social responsibility variables that are known to
exist and could significantly affect the levél of

-

organisational effectiveness include:

1« Contribution to social causes such as education,
arts and culture, urban decay, poverty, relief fund,
motherless baby homes, hospital, pocllution control

and improvement in churches, prison and mosques,

2, Contribution to government revenue.
3. Distinctive product quality.
e Product pricing.

5. The role of selection, development and compensation

of employees,
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6, The role of advertising and personal solicitations

and a lot of other such related variables,

However, for the purpose of thls research, the
explanatory variables used were limited to two of the

above., These are:

1. Contribution to socilal causes and

2» Contribution to government revenue.

The decision to limit the variables to these two
was taken considering the availability of data and the
relative ease with which they could be measured when
compared to such other variables as distinctive product
quality or role of advertising and personal solicitation.
Also, although contribution to government revenue as
2 blanket term could be used to refer to custom-duties,
excise duties and company taxation pald by the
organisations to the government, for the purpoée of this
study, only tax figures are considered. This is because,
such tax figures are readily availlable from organisations

while the others are not,

In seeking to obtain information for this purpose,
the organisations were requested not only to identify
such social causes that they have contributed to, but

also to rank order them, The problems faced by
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organisations in their bid to be soclally responsive
also recelved the same treatment. These problems

were in other words, also required to be identified and
rank ordered. As regards the Nalra contribution to
social causes, values ranging from no contribution
(zero Naira), to contributions in excess of ¥1,000,000
were assumed from which the organisations stated thelir

contribution,

Also, tax values ranging from a situation of no-
tax-payment (zero tax) to tax figures in excess of
4,000,000 were assumed and the organisations requested to
tick the level applicable to them during the periods under
study. -

As regard the concept of effectiveness, the-
literature on effectiveness has revealed such measures
as: productivity, return on investment, efficiency, profit,
quality, quality acckdents, growth (increase in such
varlables as total manpower, plant capacity, assets,
sales, profits, market share and number of innovation),
cash flow from operations and turnover among others,
For this research, data was gathered on two variables
of effectiveness - market share and Return on
Investment. However, the return on investment (ROI)
has been favoured over market share as the dependent

variable in this study. This is not without reasons most
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important among which is the fact that, market share
although a measure of effectiveness, could also be a

for strategic choice issue. To prevent ambiguity therefore,
the return on investment is favoured. The return on
investment 1s also favoured because, of all the
profitablllity measures available in the literature, it is

the most widely used and accepted measure of effectiveness.

From the above, it becomes discernible that while
contribution to social causes and contribution to
government revenue on the one hand constitute the
independent variables, the Return on Investment as a measure
of effectiveness represent the dependent variables in this

study.

3.4 DATA ANALYSIS AND HYPOTHESIS TESTING:

In an attempt to analyse the data gathered and test
the hypothesis develcped, the relationship between
the chosen independent variables individually and the
dependent variable was determined, The relationship
between contribution to social causes and return on
investment was investigated, and also the relationship
between contribution to government revenue and return on

investment was investigated too, The relationship between
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the chosen independent variables, that is, contribution
to social causes on the one hand, and contribution to

government revenue on the other hand was tested too.

Then, the Joint relationship between the independent
variables (contribution to social causes and contribution
government revenue) on the one hand, and the dependent
variable (Return on Investment) on the other hand,
over the period for which the study was conducted was also

examined using multiple correlation analysils,

The aim was to explalin the coefficient of correlation
(r) obtained from the analysis as described above, so
as to determine the significance of the relationship

between the variables,

In seeking to determine the strength of the
relationship between varlables, the coefficlent of

determination (r2) was also calculated.

It should be noted that, "the interpretation of a
correlation coefficlent as a measure of strength of the
linear relationship between two variables 1s a purely
mathematical interpretation and is completely devoid

of any cause or effect 1mp11cations."1

1. Hoel, Paul G. (1976), "Elementary Statistics" Lth
Edition, Wiley InternatIonal Editlon: John Wiley and
Sons Inc,
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CHAPTER FOUR

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

4e1e INTRODUCTION:

Reviewing the literature on corpcrate social
responsibility, a variety of variable are discernible,
The same applies to organisational effectiveness, However,
the variables for social responsibility tested in thils

study are:

1. Contribution to social causes and

2, Contribution to government revenue,

Also, for organisational effectiveness, the Return

on Investment was tested for the two organisationfused

in this study. -

4.2, CONTRIBUTION TO SOCIAL CAUSES

While decisions regarding an organisation's
contribution to social causes are supposed to be voluntary
in Nigeria, pressures are constantly being mounted on
business organisations to be responsive in this wise.

If contribution to social causes is measured in terms

of an organisation's contribution towards such causes as:
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education, relief fund, arts and culture, urban decay,
hospital, pollution control, improvements in chruches,
prison and mosques, poverty and motherless baby homes,
the values of contribution to soclal causes and the
Return on Investment for John Holt Agricultural
Engineefs Limited between 1980 to 1986 are as tabulated

helow:
TABLE 2

YEAR 'cowgiﬁgggx?glggos?CIAL RETUR?%?N INVESTMENT
1980 5 17.5

1981 5 17.5

1982 5 17;5

1983 . - 5 12.5

1984 a0 12.5

1985 30 12.5

1986 30 12.5

From the abcve, the coefficient of correlation
between the organisations contribution to soclal causes
and its level of effectiveness denoted by rA equals to
- .75 (See Appendix A). This ilmplies that there iz a

negative correlation between the two variables tested,
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In other words, as contributions are made to social
causes, the level of an organisation's effectiveness
diminishes., Also, the coefficient of Determination
r,2 = (~.75)2 = 0. 5625 shows the strength of the
relationship betweem them. Testing for the statistical
significance of the coefficient of correlation, from the
Appendix, it is discovered that P.E = 0. 1115 and 6PE =
0,669. Since r, is L «30, which is also less than
6PE, the coefficient of correlation is not significant
and Infact no evidence of correlation exists. For the
second organisation, North Brewery Limited, the values

of its contribution to soclal causes and its Return on

Investment are also presented in Table 3,

TABLE 3

YEAR CONTRIBUTION TO SOCIAL RETURNS ON INVESTMENT
CAUSES (H'000s) (%)

1980 5 2.5

1981 5 75

1982 275 1745

1683 5 2.5

1984 5 12.5

1965 5 20

1986 5 17 +5%
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From the table, the coefficient of correlation
between the organisation's contribution to social
cases and it's Return on Investment denoted by Ty
equals to 0.3648 (See Appendix A)., This implies that
there is a positive correlation between them. The
coefficient of Determination r,2 = (-36&8)2 = 0,133,
This shows a weak relationship between the two
variables. Testing for the significance of this
correlation coefficient, it has been found that the PE
is 0.221 and 6 PE = 1,326, Since Y /_ 6 PE,

decidely, thereis no evidence of correlation,

The results of these analyses have therefore,
further confirmed the earlier assertion in the write-up
that, contribution to social causes cannot be Justified

on anhonest cost-benefit analysis.

4.3, CONTRIBUTION TO SOCIAL CAUSES AND GOVERNMENT REVENUE:

As has been stated earlier, government revenue
figures in this project refer exclusively to tax
figures over the years, In examining the relationship
existing between an organisation's contribution to social
causes and government revenue, the figures in table

L overleaf were used. These figures are for the
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John Holt Agricultural Engineers Limited between
1980 and 1986,

TABLE b
YEAR ggggg§3%§§ggogg SOCIAL Coggségggl?gt380§?VERNMENT
1980 5 500
1981 S 500
1982 5 500
1983 5 500
1984 30 500
1985 30 500
1986 30 500

From the above, the coefficient of correlation
between the organisation's contribution to social causes
and its contribution to government revenue denoted by
rp equals O, (See Appendix B)a  This implies that, there
is not correlation whatsoever between these two variables,
In like manner, the coefficient of determination
rp2 = (0)2 = 0 shows a lack of correlation between them,
Testing for the statistical significance of the
coefficient of correlation, it is discovered that
PE = 0, 2549 and 6 PE = 1,529,
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Since ry is /_+ 30 and also less than & PE the
correlation coefficient is not significant and infact,

no evidence of correlation exists.

For the North Brewery Limited, the values of its
contribution to social causes and its Return on

Investment are also presented below.

TABLE 5

YEAR CONTRIBUTION TO SOCIAL CONTRIBUTION TO GOVERNMENT

CAUSES (¥'000s) REVENUE ('000s)
1980 S 500
1981 5 " 500
1582 - 275 3,500
1983 5 1,500
1984 5 2,500
1985 5 3,500
1986 5 3,500

From the above, the coefficient of correlation
between the organisations contribution to social
Causes and its contribution to government revenue denoted

by ry equals 0.44110, This shows a positive correlation
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between contribution to social causes and contribution

t0o government revenue for this company. Coming to the
coefficient of Determination ryp2 = (.h11)2 = 0,169 and
this shows a weak relationship between them. As to

the statistical significance of this relationship, from

Appendix B, PE = 0,212 and 6 PE = 1,2711, Since ry

/_ 6PE, then the correlation between contribution to
soclal causes and contribution to'government revenue is

also insignificant for this organisation. From the above,

we can see that the PE i1s relatively very small and since

rg is /_ .30, we conclude that the correlation is

highly insighificant,

Leolte CONTRIBUTION TO GOVERNMENT REVENUE AND RETURN ON

™~

INVESTMENT :

The values of contribution to government revenue
and the Return on Investment for John Holt Agricultural
Engineers Limited between 1980 and 1986 are tabulated

overleaf,
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TABLE 6
oy Fassa o
1980 500 17.5
1981 500 175
1982 500 1745
1983 500 12.5
198l 500 12.5
1985 500 12.5
1986 500 12.5

From Appendix C, for this organisation,- the
value r, resulting from the correlation of its contribution
to governhent revenue and Return on Investment = O,
Similarly, n% = (O)2 = 0, This shows a total lack of
strength in the relationship between contribution to
government revenue and Return on Investment, Testing
for the statistical significance of this relationship,
from the Appendix, it is discovered that PE « 0,2549 and
& PE = 1,529,
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Since ry is /_ .30 and also less than GPE the
correlation is not significant and no such evidence of

correlation exists.

In the case of the North Brewery Limited, the
values of its contrlibution to government revenue and the
Return on Investment as shown  below are also analysed

in the Appendix.

TABLE

¥EAR  CONTRIBUTION TC GOVERNMENT RETURN ON INVESTMENT

REVENUE (%'000s) (%)
1980 500 2,5
1981 500 7.5
1982 - 3,500 17.5
1983 1,500 2.5
1981, 2,500 12.5
1985 3,500 20
1986 3,500 17..5%

From the table, the coefficlent of correlation

between this organisation's contribution to government
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revenue and its level of effectiveness denoted by rc
equals to 0.911. (See Appendix C). This suggests a high
positive correlation between them, The coefficient of
Determination rg“ = (0,911)° = 0.823. This also shows

a strong relationship between the two variables tested
above. As regards the statistical significance of the
relationship, PE is 0,045 and 6PE = 0.27. In this case,
the coefficient of correlation is strong and is

6PE and we can thus conclude that, the correlation
between contribution to government revenue and Return on

Investment for this company is significant.

4.5, COMBINED EFFECTS OF VARIABLES:

As has Yeen earlier stated, we are also interested
in thei?in? impact of contribution to government revenue
and contribution to soclal causes (independent variables)
by an organisation on the one hand and the Return on

Investment (dependent variable) on the other hand.

From the Appendix, this 1s done by using multiple

correlation analysis.

Table 8 overleaf shows the level of contribution to

social causes, contribution to government revenue and the
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Return on IhVestment for John Holt Agricultural Engineers

Limited.
Table 8
YEAR SOCIAL CAUSES GOVERNMENT REVENUE TRETURN ON
(%' 0003) ¥'000s) INVESTMENT (%)

1980 5 500 . 7.8
1981 5 500 - 17.5
1982 5 p - 500 17.5
1983 5 . 500 . 12.5
1984 3 ' 500 12.5
1685 30 . _ 500 . 12,5
1%96 30 . 500 1245

From Appendix D, the multiple coefficient of
correlation Rx3/x1x2 = 0.994 while the multiple
coefficient of Determination R2x3/ X1x2 = 0,988, Testing
for the statistical significance of this relationship,

PE = 0,0031 and 6 PE = 0.0186. 1In other words, the
multiple correlation between contribution to social
causes and contribution to government revenue on the one

hand, and the Return off Investment on the other hand
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Rx3/x1x2 -~ 6PE.
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This is because

For the North Brewery Limited, the values of its

contribution to social causes, government revenue and

Return on Investment are as in Table 9.

Table J
YEAR s%gglaog;)xUSEs Gommrznggogggmu %E&gglg }ggT (%)
1980 5 500 2.5
1981 s 500 745
1962 275 500 1745
1983 57 500 245
1984, 5 500 12.5
1985 5 500 20
1986 5 500 17.5%

Also from Appendix D, the multiple coefficient of

correlation Rx3/x1x2 = 0, 600 while the multiple

coefficient of Determination R® x 3/ x1x2 = 0.360, Testing

for the statistical significance of this relationship, PE

is calculated to be equals 0,163 and 6 PE = 0,979,
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We can deduce from this, that the multiple
correlation coefficient between the contribution to
gsocial causes and contribution to government revenue
on the one hand, and the Return on Investwent on the
other hand, is not significant for thilis organisation.
This is so because R x 3/x1x2 /_ 0,979 which is the value
of 6 PE.

As regards the earlier mentioned aim of predicting
an organisation'’s level of Effectiveness given its
corporate plan for strateglc cheice, based on the
analysis in the Appendix, the multiple regression equations
for the two organisations were calculated., For John Holt

Agricultural Englneers limited, this is giben as:

X3/%1X2 = 17 = , 15xt + Ox2
Also for North Brewery Limited, the prediction

equation is given as:

X3/x1x2 = ,6834 - ,0008x1 + ,00489x2

Where X1 Contribution to social causes

X2 = Contribution to government revenue and

X3 = Level of Effectiveness (ROI).

i
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.6, SUMMARY OF FINDINGS:

Bearing in mind the limitations of this study,
and based on the analysis of the data used in the
study, our hypothesis that, "Organisations that are
socially responsible are more effective than those that
are not" is rejected, This 1s because, the two variables
representing social responsibility in this study -
contribution to social causes and contribution to
government revenue -~ are found to be insignificantly
related to the organisations levels of effectiveness.
Save for contribution to government revenue which is
discovered to be significantly related to one of the
organisations Return on Investment all others are

insignificantly related.

As far as this study is concerned, one can therefore
make bold to generalise that, the degree to which an
organisation is socially responsible may not in any

way be important to its level of effectiveness.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Ag far as this study is concerned, based on the
analysis of the data collected the following

generalisations can be made:

1. An organisation'’s contribution to social causes of

any kind may not affect the level of its effectiveness.,
This has been shown in the study since for both
organisations used, there exlst no significant relationship
between contribution to socilal causes and organisational

effectiveness,

For example, the coefficient of correlation
between the lesvels of effectiveness and the contribution
to social causes for the organisations are 0,365, and
- 0,75. These represents a weak positive and negative

correlation respectively,

2+« There is also no relationship whatsoever between an
organisation's contribution to social causes and its
contri bution to government revemue, From the study,

for John Holt Agricultural Engineers Liwmited, the
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correlation coefficient of zero shows a lack of
significant relationship between these variables. Also,
for North Brewery Limited, the coefficient of correlation
of 0.411 shows that the two variables do not significantly

infiluence one another.

3« The position of an organisations contribution to
government revenue as it affects the organisation's
level of effectiveness is indeterminaté ag far as this
study is concerned. This is so because, for the North
Brewery Limited the correlation coefficient of 0,911
shows a strong positive correlation while the zero
correlation for John Holt Agricultural Engineers Limited

represents a total lack of correlation.

Jeint
4. As regards the / - lwpact of an organisation's

contribution to social causes and ceontribution to
government revenue on the one hand and the level of
Effectiveness on the other, as far as this study is
concerned, the position is also somewhat indeterminate,
This is s0 because for John Holt Agricultural Engineers
the coefficient of 0,994 is a high positive correlation,
while the North Brewery correlation coefficient of
0.600 does not show a significant relationship,
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It is important to stress that the limitations of
this study alsc limit the generalisations made from the

S'tU.dy .

5.2. RECOMMENDATIONS:

The following recommendations are put forward

bearing in mind the limitation of the study:

On the basgis of the findings of this study, one is
tempted to quickly saccept the position of the purists
that the business of business should remain purely business.
This position represents a very dangerous one as it could
'be termed to even mean that, business organ{sations
should refuse to pay taxes t¢ the government among other
things., ‘It is with this in mind that recommendations are
formulated which may in spirit be regarded as mildly
opposed to some of the findings of this study. The
recommendations are therefore, based on the writer's
observations of the role of business organisations and
government in the country. The recommendations are in
two sections and are made in respect of (i)business

organisations (ii) Government.
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SECTION ONE ~ BUSINESS ORGANISATIONS:

(1) As observed by Hargreaves and Dauman (1975),

nCorporate soclal responsibility is gaining ground. The
concern however is that, without a body of theory that
relates this involvement to the mainstream of business

and includes techniques for evaluation and measurement,

this new activity may well go in the wrong direction,
against the best interest of business itself and against
those of society."1 What business organisations need
therefore, ls a social programme. Such a programuwe should
be developed to meet the challenges, of the corporate social
responsibility concept., It is in this light that the
situational model of making socially responsible decisions
as developed by Petit, Thowas (1959), is recommended .
This model hinges on the general concept of soclal
responsibility and lmplies that each case ;pvolving
soclal responsibility be seperately analysed and a
best-fit possible action taken, The situation model
should in turn be used to determine whether the

accomodating model, defensive strategy or the deceptive

model is ideal for a situation.

2, There is alsc the need for businesses to establish
and clearly define their focuses in dealing with the
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social impacts of their operations. It is with respect
to such focuses (also called business constituencies)
that they should define their social responsibilities,
The matrix developed by Ackerman and Bauer (1976), should
be used for the purpose of defining the future role of
businesses with respect to their relationship to these
constituencies.” (See page 42 ),

3. Also, rather than see gocial responsibility advocates
(idealists) as enemiesof business, business organisations
should see social problems as business opportunities,

As observed by Drucker, P.F. (1977) ,?it is not hostility
t0o business that explalns the demand for sogial respon-
sibility., On the contrary it is the success of the
business'sys;em that leads to new and, in many ;ases,
exaggerated expectations, The demand for social

responsibllity is the price of succeas."h

As challenges a business organisation must turn the
resolution of social problems into busliness opportunities
through social innovations which serve to benefit and

strengthen the company,

4+ A recommendation put forward by Reginald, Jones
(1979), and alsoc shared by this writer is the need to

develop managers of the future.5 As a new concept in
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management science, the future manager according to Jones,
must have the concept of social responsibility as an
iwportant ingredient in his/her qualities, To such
managers, who will have rich supplies of alert and
preparedness to environmental changed and be fast
thinking, flexible, aggressive and have appropriate
visions into the future, relating their business
responsibilities to the wider stream of human problems

and experience will pose no difficulty.

S. Lastly, it is als¢ important to stress that, while
it way be necessary for business organisations to be
responsive to social problems, there is algo a need to
establish a limit beyond which businesses must not go
if the aim i; not to encourage socially responéible but
economically irresponsible business organisations. The

limit should be set by such factors as:

(a) Competence: In which case, business organisations
should define their competences and accept to be
scclally responsive only in regard to tasks for
which they possess the competence to execute
successfully, while striving to acquire the competence

needed to manage its impacts in the other areas,
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(b) Performance: Business organisations are also
adviced to refuse social responsibilities beyond their
areas of performance as doing so will amount to the

highest level of social irresponsibility.

SECTION TWO

GOVERNMENT :

1. As has been earlier highlighted in this project,
government and business in this country do not exist in
water-tight seperation., This led to a case being advanced
for government-corporate social responsibility and that, a
major factor in encouraging business organisations to be
socially responsive therefore, was for government

to be socially responsible itself. Government should
therefore, not only encourage but also respond to certain
social needs perceived alone and at times in cooperation
with business organisations, As rightly observed by
Onipe, E.0. (1983), "any rooted negative attitudes towards
government response t¢ such soc¢ial needs may end up in a

loose battle for the company concerned. Moreover business
managers understand administrative process very well
and legislative process very poorly. The reverse holds

6
for the politicians,"
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o, The issue of government regulation of business
activities is also an area where improvement is needed.
It has been observed that, "at times the enforcement of
certain government policies or programmes does not
encourage business establishments to be soclally
responsive."7 Similarly, the present economlic recession
does not encourage organisations to be socially
responsible and the government urgently needs to do
scmething about this as businesses operating far below
capacity cannot in the least put soclal responsibility
on their priority list. Regulations in the way of
Environmental laws are als¢ inadequate in this country.
There is therefore, the need for government to regulate
the activities of some business organisations
particularly as regards the management of their impacts

e.g. waste disposal/treatment,

However, government regulations must, "bear in
mind the need to solve problems at the minimum cost and

with the greatest benefit to public and business §1ike‘"8

It is hoped that these recommendations if adhered
to will not only improve the performance of business

organisations in their response to social problems but
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also . lead to improvement in their other spheres of
activities. As cobserved by Petit, Thomas (1959),
although, "......making socially responsible decisions
is more difficult technically than making profit
maximizing decisions.....«.It can be done legitimately

and effectively."”
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bricf.

Please mark the approprinte hox with a tiok,

Whi ch
tc?
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ii)
iii)
iv)
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vi)
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viii)
{x)
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of the socinl onuses bolow hns your organisation contributed
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3 "mich provlam(e) has your orgnyd sation been confromted with in
an attonpt to Yo scoinlly responsihle? (Tick any one or a

combinntion of the fcllcwin,"):

i)
ii)
1i1)

iv)

v)

Problon(s) of choosin: which socinl cause(s)
to contribute ¥~

Problam(a) of opposition fram membors of the

L7
opmoni sation D
7
LT

Troblom(s) o measuramont (in tems of cogt—
bonefit annlysis in scoloty)

Probloms romordin: the availahility of funds
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4) Rank ordor these prohlams:
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i1)
iii)
iv)
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5) Your organisation's planning horizon is (tick any one of the
followings

1)
ii)
111)
iv)

0 = 8% voors g
5 = 10 years D
10 = 15 yonrs L7
Over 15 yonrs [::/

..;;/3..
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# Fyem the £:11~anc vics any one, ter ench of the yeurs, dapd
you coneiler - “e the amrunt of money that your organisation

crmmitto? t- sceinl onuscs:

— 5 .
1) 0 = 10,0 7 [ 7 7 7 [0 LT
11) 110,000 « {"§0,00 [T 7 [T [T [7
141) '50,000 = $'50C, O ) LT [T LT [T
iv) '50¢,000 - itoc,00¢ /7 [TF [T7 [T
v) Ovor 100,00 L7 [T [T [T T [T [T

-
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]
N
~

Ts On the avereaso, how much coppornte incame tax has your campany
paid to the povormment betweon 1010 and 12067

1570 1961 1282 1903 1984 1985 19C6
1) ©0.= 1"4,000, 200 L7 00 LT 3 7 LT
i1) 1,000,000 - t2,0c0,00¢ /7 [T [T [T [ [ 7 [ 7
114) 2,000,000 - 3,000,000 /.7 7 7 L7 7 [ 7 L7
iv) 3,000,¢00 - 4,000,000/ 7 7 [ 7 L7 L7 [T [T
v) fver i'4,000,000 =t L7 &7 57 &7 L7

ORGANT SATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

1. thich of the fallowing Ac y-u use 0 dotermine the effectivoness
of your orsonisation? )

i) Market share L7
1) hotwrn ~n Investment (n01) L7
{ii) Vet -rofit marein D
{v) nfeturn ~n /escte [:__7
v) Met Cperatin: prefit rate of roturn 7
vi) ssete turncver Rati L7
vii) irofit growth late D
44 ) wrsots ~rowth pato E
ix) Sales /rcwth Rate i
L7

x) Profit ae o rercomtore of sales

e/



2,

3.

- 10l -
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111) 10 = 157 L7 L) L) o F st
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you consider te he your market shoyo:-
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APPENDIX 2

(1) SIMPLE CORRELATICN ANALYSIS

To calculate the coefficient of correlation r,

the following formular was used:

rix1x2 = $ ¥2%1 - £X2 & X3

fﬁixg - x0T B2 - (xn3

r2 X1X3 = ‘n¥ X311 - Zx31£x1
/[n§X§ - (£x3)°) [n«iX"f - (£x1)%)

r3 x2x3 = n& x2x3 - €x3 (xz
Tngx; - (% x27) (42~ (£x3))

where:

ri (1=1, 2, 3 ) = Pears on coefficient of

correlation

2
Ti = Correlation ccefficient of Determination.
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MULTIPLE CORRELATION AND REGRESSICON ANALYSES:

(11) MULTIPLE CORRELATION ANALYSIS:

This is calculated using:

2
(1) R X3 /x1, X2 = SSREC  (Multiple coefficient

of Determination).

(11) R3/X1, X2 = / ESEEG (44
=70 ple coefficient of
S5 correlation.) _
Note: SSREG = S8T0 = SSE
sst0 = X5 - (£13)°
n
SSE = éxg - bo ($x3) -bi (% x1x3) - b2 (€ x2x3)

SSREG, SSTO and SSE are all computer terms,

(1ii) MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

As has been earlier stated, since it is desirable
to find the combined effect of the two independent
variables on the dependent variable, the independent
variables have been duly labelled X1 and X2; and the
dependent variable labelled X3,
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Regressing X3 on the values of Xi (1 = 1,2), the
estimated prediction eguation for the 3 variable case

(social causes, revenue and ROI) are:

nbo + b1 %€ x1 + b2 £ x2 = £ x3
bof x1 + b1 % x21 + b2 £ x1x2 =&x1x3

ho£ x2 + b1 €x1%x2 + b2 & xg = & x2x3
and the estimated prediction equation is given by

] 'y Fs
X3/X1X2 = bo + bix1  +  b2x2.

(iv) STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE TEST.

In testing for statistical significance, Karl
Pearson's coefficient of correlation otherwlse known as
the Probable Error (PE) apprcach was favoured over the
t - and Z tests. The PE was used in an attempt to
determine the significance of the relationships amongst
variables, The formular for calculating this error is

given as:

PE = (0. 6748) (4 - r2)
(r——1

where: PE represents the probable error

0.6745 and 1 are constants
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r2 is the coefficient of determination

n = nunber of paired ohservations.

Based on the results obtained from the test, the following

rules were applied:

1.

2e

3.

LLC

If r is less than the Probable Error (PE), there is

no evidence of correlation,

If r exceeds the Probable Error six folds, correlation
is significant, In other words, correlation exists

with practical certainty.

If r is less than 0.30, and the Probable Error is

relatively small, correlation need not be considered.

If r exceeds 0.50, and the Probable Error is relatively
small, correlation 1s decidedly existing.
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APPENDIX 3

Brewery Limited.

YEAR
1980
1981
1982
1983
198l
1985
1986

(11)
YEAR

1980
1981
1982
1983
198),
1985
1986

SOCIAL CAUSES {(x1)

5,000
5,000
275,000
5,000
5,000
5,000
5,000

(5)
(5)
(275)
(5)
(5)
(5)
(5)

GOVERNMENT REVENUE(x2)

500,000

500,000
3,500, 000
1,500, 000
2,500,000
3,500, 000
3, 500, 000

(500)

(500)
(3,500)
(1,500)
(2,500)
(3,500)
(3,500)

Contribution to sccial causes, government revenue

ROI(x3)
2.,5%
745%
17 . 5%
2.5%
12.5%
20%
17.5%

JOHN HOLT AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERS LIMITED, ZARIA.

SOCIAL CAUSES(x1)

5,000
5,000
5,000
5,000
30,000
30, 000
30,000

(5)
(5)
(5)
(5)
(30)
(30)
(30)

GOVERNMENT REVENUE(x2) ROI(x3)}

500,000
500,000
500,000
500,000
500,000
500, 000
500, 000

(500)
(500)
(500)
(500)
(500)
(500)
(500)

17 +5%
17 . 5%
17 .5%
12.5%
1245%
12,5%
12.5%
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APPENDIX A
CONTRIBUTION TO SOCIAL CAUSES/ROI
JOHN HOLT AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERS LIMITED, ZARIA.

x1 %3 x12 x32 xix3
g 175 25 .030625 875
5 . 175 25 . 030625 875
S . 175 25 .030625 . 875
5 .125 25 015625 .625
30 .125 900 015625 3.75
30 .125 9C0 « 015625 3.75
30 +125 900 .015625 3.75
£ 110 £1.025 £2800  £.154375 €145
ra = 7(14.5) - (1.025) (110)
J[?(.15u375> - (1.025)2] [7(2800) - (110)2
rA = 101.5 - 112,75 = =-_11.2
225 —152
rA = - 075
ra? = (-.75)2 .5625



IP.E. = ( 0.6745)

6 P.E

= » 6714-5

P.E =

7
2

+ 111

(.1115) (6)

1M1 =

21 - .56253

= L6692

NORTH BREWERY LIMITED KANO.

¥1 X3
5 + 025
S .075
275 175
5 .025
5 125

5 20

5 2175
£305 g. 80

xi?

25

25

75625

25

25

25

25

£75775

x32
»000625
« 005625
.030625
.000625
«015625
Ol
. 030625
&£.12375

X1X3
.125
375
48.125
.125
625

)
875
£ 51.25

rA = 7 (51.25) - (.80) (305)
2
212 - (. - J
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rA = 358,75 ~ 244,00 = 114.75
v 98,861.75 31k.58

rA = 3648

rA2 = (.3648)° =.1331

PE = L6745 1 = ,1331
( )
= 6745 (,866
2. 5)

PE = 0221

6PE = (,221) (6)

- -1.326
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CONTRIBUTION TO SOCIAL CAUSES/GOVERNMENT REVENUE.
John Holt Agricultural Engineers Limited, Zaria,

X4 X2 xi? x22 X1X2
5 500 25 250,000 2,500
500 25 250, 000 2,500
3 500 25 250,000 2,500
500 25 250,000 2,500
30 500 9Go 250,000 15000
30 500 900 250,000 15000
X 200 200 _ 250,000 12000
€110 £3500 &€ 2800 £1,750,000 £ 55,000
rB = Q00 00) (110

(7 (1,750,000) - (3500)°] [7 (2800) - (110)2)

rB = 385,000 ~385,000 = 0
VO 0
rB =0

rB° = (0)2 a Q
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(1-0)
7))

PE = ,6745

- 67h5 (1)
(2.64575)

PE = 02514-9

6PE = (.2549) (6)

- 10529

NORTH BREWERY LIMITED KANC.

Xi X2 x12 x2°2
5 500 25 250,000
5 500 25 250,000

275 3500 75625 12,250,000
5 1500 25 2,250,000
5 2500 25 6,250,000
5 3500 25 12,250,000

S _3500 25 12,250,000

£305  €15,500 £75775 £45,750,000

X1X2
2,500
2,500
962,500
74500
12,500
17,500

17 4500
£1,022,500
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rB = 7(1022500) - {15500 0
7 (L5,750,000) - (15500)?]i7(75775) - (305))

rB = ?,1573500 - ll..'_?27,500 = 2!]_+ }OIOOO
| 34992000000000 5,915,403,6219

rB° u (.L11)°

= 0169

( )

= L6745 {831}
(2.64575)

a L2712

6PE = (.212) (&)

= 1,2711
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APPENDIX C

CONTRIBUTION TO GOVERNMENT REVENUE/ROI

John Holt Agricultural Engineers Limited.

X2

500
500
500
500
500
500

500
£ 3500

rC =

rC

rc2

X3

175
175
175
. 125
.125
3125
212

£1.025 £1,750,000 €.154375

7(512.5)

x22

250,000
250,000
250,000
250,000
250,000
250,000

250,000

(3500

x3°
.030625
.030625
.030625
.015625
.015625
015625

.015625

X2X3
87.5
87.5
87.5
62,5
62.5
62.5

62.5
£ 512.5

A7(1,750,000) = (3500)8Y [7(.154375) - (1.025)°]

= 3587.5

— 358705
0

= (0)2 = o

[



PE = ,6745 (_1_=0)
W7 )

= 6745 éjg

PE = 2549

6PE = ,2549(6)

= 1,529

NORTH BREWERY LIMITED KaNO,

X2 X3 x22 x32 X2X3

500 .025 250,000 . 000625 12.5

500 075 250,000 .005625 37.5
3500 ~ 75 12,250,000 030625 - 612.5
1500 - ,025 2,250,000 .000625 37.5
2500 125 6,250,000 ,015625 312.5
3500 +20 12,250,000 Ol 700
3500 <175 12,250,000 030625 612,5

£15,500  £.80  £15,750,000 §.12375 £ 2325
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rC = 16275 « 12,400 = 38%5

V18, 100, 000 y2sh
rC = ,911

rc? = (,911)2 = ,829

PE = 6745 (1 - ,829)

= 6745 (.171)
(2,64575)

PE = .OL36

6PE = ,0436(6)
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A A ” A
X3/X1X2 = bo + b1x1 + b2x2.

nbo + b12x1 + b2 Ex2 = & x3
bofx1 + blEx1Z + DR2ExIx2 = £ x1x3
bofx2 + Db1Ex1x2 + b2%£ x22 = £ x2x3.

Substituting values in the normal equation below:

-OO?bO + .11b1 + 3.5 b2 = .1025 ..l.l.t.ll...(i)

o11b0 + 2.8b1 + 55b2 = 1.“5 c.c-ooo-unoo-co(ii)
3500 + 55b1 4+ 1750b2 = 51425¢ececenrcesscca(iil)

Solving simultaneously for the 3 unknowns; bo, bl and

b2 the values of the unknowns are found to-be:

Cbo = 17

»15
b2 « 0

b1

A
T X3/X1,X2 = 17 - .15x1 + Ox2

The Multiple Correlation
r2 X3/x1 x2 = 1,54375 -~ (.1025)2
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SSTO = 1,54L375 - ,0015008928
SSTO = 1.542249107

SSE = 1,54375 = (17 X .1025) —=(- .15 x 1)

SSE = ,01875

SSREG = SSTO -~ SSE

= 1.,542249107 - 01875
SSREG = 1.523499107

The Coefficient of Correlation:

R°x3/x1x2 = SSREG
=55T0 w  .9678421 31

Rx3/x1x2 = [/ SSREG
.- TSST0 = ,993902626

To Test for significance:

PE = (0.6745) (1 - ,987842 L31)
(/ 7 ) = ,0030994146

6PE = (6) (.0030994146)

= ,018596487
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X3/x1x2 = bo + b1x1 + b2x2
Substituting values in the normal equation:
. 007b5 + .305b1 + 15.51)2 = .08.0000000-0(1)

o 30500 + 75.775b1 + 1022.5D2 = 5,125....(1ii)
15.5b0 4+ 1022.5b1 + U45750b2 = 232.5....(11i)

Solving simultaneously for the 3 unknowns, bo, b1

and b2 the values of the unknowns are found to be:

b0 = .683885812
b1 = - ,0008122153
b2 =  .00LB68L21

$. X2/X1X2 = 683885612 - ,0008122153K1 + .O0LB68121

The Multiple Correlation

R°X3/X1X3 = .36028537)

2
SSTO = 841 - Lxgé) = .84008571)

SSE = ,841- (.6838852812 x ,08) - (-,0008122153 x 1.45)

- (,0014868421 x 51,25)
= ,537960272 = ,538



SSREG = SSTC - SSE
. 841 ~ 538 =.303

The coefficient of correlation

RPX3/X1X2 = SSREG = ,30
- SST0 = LB = 36028537L

Rx3/x1x2 = /[SOREG e  .36028537%,
SST6
= 600237765

Te test for significance:

PE = (0.6745) (1 = .3602)8537))
(V4 7 ) = .163086951

6PE = (6) -(.163086951)




