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Abstract

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is generallywéd as corporations moving beyond their primary matment to their

shareholders to contribute towards a better sacldéowever, the extent to which the desired positimpact is felt by

beneficiaries differ in relation to their needs.isThtudy identifies corporate social performanasotly as being relevant in
evaluation the CSR programmes and activities of thitimational oil companies in the Niger delta ragiof Nigeria. The

study assesses the level of commitment of theasiipanies to the needs of their host communitiesutiir CSR, and how
morally acceptable their CSR policies have been ¢oldhal communities. This is an exploratory reseamtich obtained

data mainly from primary sources. Using twenty-eiglmi structured interviews obtained from threstlmmmmunities in

the Niger delta region, Nigeria. Finding suggest the oil multinational in this region have engage various form of CSR
programmes and activities. However, the succeaspfCSR initiative is positively related to an intefation of the motives
behind such gesture by beneficiaries and not mérapcial contributions.

1.  Introduction

The Niger Delta region plays a significant rolettie Nigerian economy because crude oil is the maimce of the country’s
foreign exchange earnings and federal revenue @gehh, 2005). Oil provides about 90% of Nigeria@gefgn exchange
earnings and 80% of annual federal revenue. Ire sfitthe enormous earnings from the region’s od gas deposits, it
remains the poorest in the country (Aaron, 2012}jrdfeum profits have brought huge benefits to Négas a whole, but
very little to the local communities where the igilbeing extracted (Evuleocha, 2005). Lack of dewelent, widespread
poverty, feeling of marginalisation and discontamiong the people of the Niger Delta have resutiembnstant conflicts and
crisis (Afinotan & Ojakorotu, 2009).

This research is pertinent in exploring how CSR camuged as an effective means of reducing the dnigise Niger Delta
region (Ako, 2012; Idemudia, 2010) through sociakkgeptable business practices. This is borne fnenassertion by Crane
and Matten (2010) that business should contrilut®lving social problems which may be caused by tctivities (such as
pollution) or some other causes. The researchss edlevant in exploring how CSR undertaken by matimal oil
companies can achieve desired positive impact (&jlonEdo, Avweromre, & Sagay, 2012) in order toarde mutual
understanding and peaceful coexistence betweedmttecommunities and the oil companies.

The central argument of this paper is that CSR iebeappreciated if it meets the needs of its beimfes. However, the
successful implementation of a CSR initiative largédépends on the involvement of the host communit@® its initial
planning to its execution stage which could alsadferred to as stakeholder engagement as idehbfigHeravi, Coffey, &
Trigunarsyah, 2015). Furthermore, as upheld byctrporate social performance thegdtyis study lays emphasis on mutual
benefit from corporate activities that hinges ohictl considerations of CSR initiatives rather thamrenfinancial
investment. Previous research has shown that itaditlivelihoods have been lost due to oil ex@tdn as opined by
Idemudia (2009). The corporate social performaheerty therefore buttresses the need for more pesitipacts of a firm’s
activities which are not only about “doing good” éddm, 2006; Wood, 2010) as sometimes assumed, ding advhat is
right. However, constant protests by the host conities attest to their displeasure over the MNC’'soas whose cost
outweighs the benefits (Newell, 2005; Tuodolo, 2006@nce the demand for more benefits.

2. Corporate Social Performance Theory
Corporate social performance (CSP) theory has eddiam several previous notions and approaches.iffipécit moral
underpinning of early CSP was that companies shaaik to increase the benefits and reduce or eliteilae harms
resulting from their activities (Wood, 2010). CSRdty is defined as the identification of the dorsairi an organisation's
social responsibility, the development of processesevaluate environmentally and stakeholder demaadd the
implementation of programs to manage social is¢Aeshie B. Carroll, 1979; Wartick & Cochran, 1985; Whd 991a).
This theory according to Crane et al. (2008) manstdhat business, apart from wealth creation, ladsoresponsibility for
solving social problems created by a business oothgr causes beyond its economic and legal regplitiess. From the
above definitions, it seems top managers of therosgtion and those who make important decisiormutatis future



Journal of Economics and Sustainable Development www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1700 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2855 (Online) 5-'—.i,1
Vol.9, No.24, 2018 IIS E

direction play a critical role in the articulatiaf the organisations CSP. Corporate boards alsocfively enhance the
corporate social performance of firms (Coffey & Wah§98).

Carroll's 1979 article introduced the first concegdtmodel of corporate social performance (Cranetéfiat& Spence, 2010;
Wood, 2010). Carroll suggests that an entire rarigibligations that business have to society mudiagiy the economic,
legal, ethical and discretional (philanthropic)egadries. This he included in a pyramid of corposateial responsibility. The
term CSP has emerged as an inclusive and globaépbtw embrace corporate social responsibilitypsasiveness and the
entire spectrum of socially beneficial activitiebusiness. The focus of CSP emphasises the cofmenorporate action
and accomplishment in the social sphere (Crane &dvia008). Arguing that ‘responsibility’ suggestedtivation and was
not measurable, Wood opted instead for ‘performaasehe operative term (Wood, 2010). In CSP thébiy viewed that
improving CSP means modifying corporate activit@gitoduce less harm and more favourable outcomsoftety and their
people (Wood, 1991a).

In order to determine specific responsibilities, njnaauthors insist on the importance of paying ditbento social

expectations regarding the firm’'s performance ammtern for needs of society. It is emphasisedgbeiety gives license to
business to operate, and consequently businesssang society not only by creating wealth but dgocontributing to

social needs and satisfying social expectationsatdsv business (Crane & Matten, 2008). CSP theoryrasngled in

sociology and it responses to social requiremehimisiness organisations in relation to policie®gpammes and tangible
results that reflect the company’s relations wititisty. Wartick and Cochran (1985) updated Caso@'SR model and
folded in some additional concepts that made the @8&el more robust and logical. From their poinwigw, the three

challenges to CSR are economic responsibility, pulgigponsibility and social responsiveness. Theidehancorporated

three segments: principles, processes and policgsesenting philosophical, institutional and migational orientations
respectively.

Carroll (1979) suggested a model of Corporate Pedooa with three elements: a basic definition ofadaesponsibility, a
list of issues in which social responsibility egisind a specification of the philosophy of respdasocial issues (Garriga &
Melé, 2004). Carroll considered that a definitiorso€ial responsibility, which fully addresses tidire range of obligations
a business has to society, should embody the edontegal, ethical and discretionary categoriebuasiness performance
(Garriga & Melé, 2004). He later incorporated luarfpart categories into the pyramid of CSR (Card®b1).

3.  CSR and Corporate Social Performance Theory

As earlier mentioned, in 1979, Carroll proposeduardpart definition of CSR that was embedded in aceptual model of

CSP as represented in figure 1 In this model, Qafi®79) differentiated between four types of cogte social

responsibilities: economic, legal, ethical, andcdionary. Carroll (1991) later changed the disonetry category to

philanthropic responsibility. He also presenteddhgument that firms wishing to engage effectivial{CSP needed to have
(a) a basic definition of CSR; (b) an understandifighe issues for which a social responsibility &eds and (c) a

specification of the philosophy of responsivenesshie issues. A basic starting point for effectu8P from Carroll’'s

perspective is the assimilation and adoption oflihsic types of CSR (Jamali & Mirshak, 2007). Thetfategory that

Carroll delineated is a responsibility that is eaoiwin nature, which entails providing a returniomestment to owners and
shareholders; creating jobs and fair pay for warkeliscovering new resources; promoting technoldgiazivancement,
innovation, and the creation of new products amtices. Business from this perspective is the bas@nomic unit in

society, and all its other roles are predicatethsfundamental assumption (Archie B. Carroll, 1979)

A business organisation according to Crane and MgR2608) is seen to be economically responsibie performs in a
manner consistent with maximising earnings per esheommitted to being as profitable as possibleintaim a strong
competitive position, maintain a high level of ogtérg efficiency and is consistently profitable.iséri and Seppala (2010)
and Friedman (1970) all maintain that the econoragponsibility (to create profit for its sharehaklérom supply and
demand of society) is the primary role of businassociety, and all other responsibilities are updeed by this role. This
feature of the pyramid is positioned at the bot@snthe foundation of the pyramid and only aftes thiinciple has been
satisfied can other responsibilities occur (Clayd20i1). This view is at variance with the stakekoltheory of Freeman
(1984) who argues that economic interest shoulcbadhe primary purpose of business, but the istarkits stakeholders.
Thus, the focus of CSR is no longer how the proféipient, but how it is generated.
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Figure 1 The Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility
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At the second tier lie the legal responsibilitiediereby the corporation must adhere to the lawadindiles and regulations
that it is governed by to ensure it maintains resgige business practices. The legal responsitglitiails expectations of
legal compliance and playing by the rules of themgdJamali & Mirshak, 2007). The third tier is ththical layer, where
corporations are obliged to do what is right, jast fair for their stakeholders and avoid doingnthany harm. Such
responsibility is mainly rooted in religious contims, humane principles, and human rights commitsnéLantos, 2001).
The last tier, the philanthropic level, ensureg tha corporation is a good citizen to the commyrdbntributing resources
where needed (Archie B. Carroll, 1991).

The last two tiers of the pyramid have also begghlighted within the social contract theory of CSRheneby the
corporation is regarded as a citizen within the amity who should, therefore, contribute to socigékg any other
individual (Dahl, 1972). Crane and Matten (2008)uarghat it is a societal expectation that busirmgganisations should
contribute to humanitarian programmes and purpissesler to improve the quality of lif&imilarly, (Smith, 1994) believes
that companies have begun to link corporate phitaply directly to their strategic objectives wittetexpectation that it will
enhance the well-being of the company as well asctmmunity. Consequently, corporate philanthropy hacome a
strategic issue about which boards of directorsopporations are concerned (Coffey & Wang, 199&8)dgreen, Swaen, and
Johnston (2009) suggest that companies are mdragntib invest in CSR in order to gain the positassociation to enhance
their product evaluation as well as customer Igya@iusiness organisations also seemed to embraatimection with the
non-profitorganisation and advertise their collaimn in their marketing campaigns as a means gifarding to the
philanthropic aspect of CSP.

Carroll's model is one of the earliest examples ofvhithe structure of responsibilities should be apphed within a
corporation and is still widely used. However, déshalso faced wide criticism. For example, Camp{&€lD7) argued that
companies who are economically weak are less litelgngage in acts of CSR as they have fewer resotmdaevest time,
effort and money into it. He also argues that takationship between economic conditions and cotpob&haviour is
mediated by public and private regulation; the @nes of non-governmental institutions and orgaitisatthat monitor
corporate behaviour; institutional norms regardiagpropriate corporate behaviour; associative belbaviamongst
corporations themselves; and organised dialoguesm@roorporations between them and their stakermldédrus, although
the simple structure of the pyramid is somewhatnigin appeal, it is too simplistic as a tool fopkning complex
relationships between business, society and thieoerment, as outlined by Campbell (Claydon, 2011).

Wood (1991a) criticises Carroll's approach of phasfeesponsibility as delimited and having isolatimmains. According
to Wood, Carroll succeeds in differentiating thesrattions between firms and society but negle@srtter-connectedness
that is required. Another criticism of Carroll’s pynid observes its lack of consideration of envirental management and
corporate sustainability, which is particularly fieent as corporate managers are more likely tpa@S&R using the triple
bottom line approach (Visser, 2005). Crane and Maf#®08) identified weaknesses in the CSP theomyoagaking into
consideration the changing expectations of theespeind the fact that this theory emphasises thilscontrol of business
by paying attention to public responsibility. Woeden turns Carroll's responsibility pyramid upsidesth to achieve the
inter-connectedness of corporation and society. \&perimposes the responsibility categories of CBRnthree levels
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of analysis and allocates principles to them in Imnterpretation of corporate social responsibil{achs, Edwin, &

Mittnacht, 2005) as represented in figure 2.

Figure 2. Levd of analysis, corporateidentity and corpor ate responsibilities
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This view is shared by Kang (1995) (in Wood 201®owargues that moral responsibility is primary &f human
institutions, followed by legal compliance, andidated by economic responsibilittheargued that businesses were free to
make money only after they had complied with eth&rad legal requirements (Wood, 2010). In otherdsothe primary
objective of a corporation should not be that affpprmaximisation but rather doing things the rigtdy and in accordance
with the law. Comparing Carroll’'s and wood’s appraaghSachs et al. (2005) claim that corporationchvifiollow CSR
understanding in compliance to the pyramid of Kang wood (1995) are better prepared to deal wiferdnces regarding
CSR orientation in different cultures compared tgpooations that are based on the thinking of Car(@®91) pyramid.
Other criticisms have evolved specifically focusedthe development of CSR models with emphasis diaisability (Aras

& Crowther, 2009). They assert that most analysesusfainability concentrate on environmental andas@spects while
the financial performance is overlooked, whichésessary for the success of sustainability.

Later, Schwartz and Carroll (2003) presented a tHoeeain concept of CSR which defines its elementsnitude;
economic, legal and ethical obligations, collapdimg fourth dimension of philanthropy into the etliicomponent (Brown
& Forster, 2013; Garriga & Melé, 2004) (See Fig8yeThey argue that the pyramid framework usedefoict the domains
of CSR may be confusing or inappropriate for somdiegupns. As regards the hierarchy of the CSR dom#ie pyramid
does not clearly suggest whether the most impodamain is from the top (philanthropic) respondipibr the bottom
(economic) responsibility. This they say, coulddiea misunderstanding the priority of the four damsa They also argue
that the pyramid framework does not capture thelapping nature of the CSR domains (Schwartz & Car2al03).
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Figure 3 Three-Domain Model of Cor porate Social Responsibility

Source:Schwartz and Carroll (2003)

The rationale for collapsing the philanthropic dirs®n into the ethical and economic responsibdliiecording to Schwartz
and Carroll (2003) is because it is sometimes diffito distinguish between the two. This can baiadyon the basis that
ethical values constitute right behaviour whicreigpressed in organisation’s policies, procedures @actices that have
moral consequences (O’'Donohue & Nelson, 2009). Ehiuite different from economic issues which emacerned about
profit generation. There could be a relationshipMeen the two in the sense that ethical respoitgilmbuld be used to

determine how the economic motives are achievedthisi does not mean that one cannot be distingdistom the other.

Wood (1991) asserts that although ethical questi@mve ultimately been tied to economic activitid®y both appear to
detach from each other.

Schwartz and Carroll (2003) also argue that theapltikopic activities might be based on economierégt. This view is in
line with that of Garriga and Melé (2004) who opthat the philanthropic aspect of CSP (Carroll, 19@8gs an adaptation
perspective toward the demand of societal expecimti This is an important link that can be seemnfrmost of the
organisations to embrace cause-related marketing philanthropy in their marketing campaigns. Theilagnthropic
activities are examples of ethically motivated dties (Schwartz & Carroll, 2003). An alternativeewi is held byLindgreen
et al. (2009)who suggest that companies are more willing tesiin CSR in order to gain the positive associatmn
enhance their product evaluation as well as custéoyalty, which is a means of responding to thégpithropic aspects of
CSR.

Following the arguments surrounding Carroll's pyrdrand their subsequent Venn framework, it can baet that a firm’s
concern for profit does not necessarily excludengknto consideration the interest of all who havetake in the firm
(stakeholders). It is imperative that a firm shobdprofitable in order to meet other obligatioegequired and expected by
society. This view is in line with Garriga and Md#004) who say that a number of studies carriedsbow a positive
correlation between the social responsibility aindricial performance of corporations. The stakeérsldre the beneficiaries
or sufferers of the harms resulting from firm'siaities. Clarkson (1995b) and other business schdiave argued that the
stakeholder concept (responsibility to multiplekstzolders) is a foundation of the larger CSP modehbse management
response to stakeholders and their accompanieésisdinectly affects the social impact of the firfthe strategic role
performed by the top managers in organisationsuénite their perception of events in the external amernal
environments. This individualistic perception sufpgently guides the development of priorities wiglgard to the needs and
demands of the numerous and diverse stakeholders. r&sult of this, the corporation's social progrand policies, and
consequently its social performance, is partialtgfection of its management (Greening & Turba0@.

4. TheRelevance of CSP Theory to the study

Much of the debate on corporate social performasaef a normative nature, building on the idea thmatral principles
should or should not guide corporate decision-n@Kinaan, Ees, & Witteloostuijn, 2 008). The succefghe firm is
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inadvertently linked to its impact on the societyats level of involvement in societal issues. @@oate social performance
is seen as instrumental to a firms effectivenesedan the assumption that business success isheamelated to the
extent to which the firm manages to deal with tiffeknt stakeholder needs (Laan et al., 2008). dhjectives of the study
which areto assess oil companies’ activities and the ingact the traditional livelihoods of local commuedti and
populations and to review CSR programmes and aetvitf the multinational oil companies is basednen@SP theory. The
purpose of this is to examine the effectivenes€®R by multinational oil companies in improving thanslard of living of
the communities.

CSP is a way of making CSR applicable and puttingté practice (Marom, 2006). Carroll (1994) assdréd the reason for
analysing CSP is to be able to evaluate how a catiporis socially responsible. Its objective iptompt managers to make
social responsibility more concrete (Clarkson, 199%0pmpanies must embrace the challenge of incrggsilic and
stakeholder concern in order to reap the benefitsgal, social, environmental and reputationgk risanagement; enhanced
organisational effectiveness; improved relationshith stakeholders; and social license to operathinvcommunities
(Huang, 2010).

5. Methodology and study area
This study adopts a qualitative and exploratoryrapgh to understand and clarify the nature ofrdiationship between the
multinational oil companies and the host commusiirethe Niger Delta region of Nigeria. The reshaschased on primary
data generated through semi-structured intervienssn fthree host communities and one multination&l company.
Purposive sampling technique was used for the stAdgitionally, a snowballing technique was usedidentify other
participants through the initial respondents. T8ampling technique was particularly useful in idfgittg multinational oil
company employees and members of the host commtmiparticipate in the interview. the Niger Deltanmprises nine
states with a land mass of over 75,000 square kii@a which makes it practically impossible fostheésearch to cover the
entire region due to time and cost constraints. §élection was therefore restricted to include ahé major oil producing
states. This was to enable the researcher to faudyson those communities where oil exploitatiorswearrently taking place
which led to Delta, Bayelsa, Rivers and Akwa IbontestdAKS) being subject to consideration. Havinigeted four out of
the nine states, the other criteria used in seleatiere, site of operation and level of violencke Bite of oil production is
considered to be relevant to this study becaudetérmines the extent to which protest from the bommunity can affect
oil production (Idemudia, 2007). The communitiesewéhoil is exploited close to their farm lands (shere) are more prone
to direct effects of the negative impact of oilrextive processes on the locals than those wheseitation is carried out
off-shore. However, this does not prevent enviraomi@empact due to oil exploitation; onshore anfsleére oil productions
do cause major environmental damage to the hosincoities. Akwa Ibom state was therefore selectedhie study.

Table 1 MULTINATIONAL OIL COMPANIES OPERATING IN AKWAIBOM STATE

Multinational Qil Commenced operation Origin of Exploration Local Government Area of

Company in Nigeria MNC site operation

Exxon Mobil 1955 American Off-shore Eket, EEket , lbeno ang
Onna

Total PLC 1992 French Of-fshore Ikot Abasi, Eastebolo

Addax 1998 Chinese Off-shore Mbo,Oron,Udungu Uko

Source: Compiled by the researcher

The choice of the MNC inescapably affects the choitéhe communities where such MNC operates. Thenoanities
selected for the study are in Eket, Esit eket dmhd local government areas. They are thereforgadiék in Ibeno LGA,
Edo in Esit Eket LGA and Eket in Eket LGA. The stdel communities are located at the coastal regidghe state. These
communities were selected based on their proxitoithe MNC and their constant interactions with Mi€Cs.
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6. Research findings and data analysis
A review of the CSR programmes and activities byMINC arises from the need to establish the impasuch projects on
the host communities. Therefore, the first thingctmsider is who initiates the idea of such prgjectvhen discussing
decisions with regards to community investment pognes, projects and activities, the participand $hat there is
reasonable input from the community on what shdigddone, though in other cases the MNC executegsqtsojhey feel
will meet the needs of the host communities. Hearded that:

‘We get requests from community through letters tikis [showing a letter] When we have meetings with t
communities, requests can come from that meetirgh&Ve a scheduled meeting with chairmen of comi@sinit
tomorrow, [..] issues can come up, we need this wd tfest. So at that meeting, such issues we will taite, I'm
not saying we will provide [..] They write formallyyad, they make request, thirdly, we live with the conitias
here; we also know some of the community’s needeloass Sometimes we sit back and say why we cattiisio
or that?..”. (AS, 4 Aug 2014, MNC)

This statement confirms that the MNC organizes mgstwith the communities where their needs areudsad. At such
meetings the communities present their most impbmacessities and the projects they would wantMhE to execute.
However, the final decision on what is actually\pded for the community is done by the MNC. Statihgt the MNC only
takes note of what the communities need and conuates to them at a future date on why they canfdararry out certain
projects makes the meeting a mere formality. Itld¢doe argued that the input from the community deesreally matter
when the final decision regarding the projects atext by the MNC is not in line with the outcome atls meeting. This
suggests a passive involvement of the host comieariit decisions regarding community projects. Agaaof community
investment includes education through the awarschblarships to undergraduate students in varioiversities in Nigeria
and scholarship for nursing students specificaltyXkwa lbom indigenes. AS states that:

‘... Allot of investment in education [..] Annually@from Akwa Ibom State, that is about 50% [..] Bexe we are
operating from here, this place becomes our openati community, so the NNPC /MPN community development
budget must be felt where we operate from primérilywe run scholarship for Akwa Ibom indigenes i tiour
schools of nursing in Akwa lbom State [..]. We also another programme at the Maritime Academy abrOfior
those doing ND programme in some Maritime relatedrses about 50 of them every year[..]. Then we rujust.
three four years ago we started scholarship prograsifor secondary schools, taking people from pybiimary
schools to private secondary schools, boardingS,(4 Aug, 2014, MNC)

Investment in good education seems to be the pyriofithe MNC, and their focus on the host commesiis commendable.
But this is disputed by an indigene from Mkpanak oamity who says:

‘I don’t know how that is done, since they cannotnpoam a youth and | graduated from [..] and am @ot
beneficiary. None of my colleagues benefited tleatr yand | cannot point at anyone who has benefitethis
community at this age up till now. So who?[..] Wedaeen reading on paper that they've done sontetiiia
that, | don’t know how it is run. | cannot even ni@mtone person who is a beneficiary or who is stihefiting
from that scholarship. [..] (Company) has not givamy scholarship to anyone in this community. Letrttcome
and mention one.” (KA, 27 Oct, 2014, Mkpanak)

From the assertion by KA, the MNC is accused of mgkialse claims regarding their investment in etioba The

participant, who is a graduate of 30-39 years, s@ysannot point at anybody from his community wilas benefitted from
the scholarship programme. It is an indictmentabesthat there is nobody known to him that hasfited up till his age but
rather reading on paper that the MNC has undertakestment in this regard. He also explained tlsaa gouth in a small
community like theirs, they know each other so wldit such investment would have been known to miote community
members. This may be because the host communétgeis as always opposing the MNC and would hardlyseayething

good about them. For example, giving them schoiprstay not be the immediate needs of the communibijch makes
such investment unappreciated by the host comnesnifinother area of community investment is ontheate. However, a
participant from the MNC states that:

‘...as we speak, there are free mobile medical sesvitall the 31 local governments of the state.stdeted with
the immediate communities here, so we are doing tatently we are in Ikono, last week we were in todlay
we are in lkono, 5 days a week. Next Monday we aragyba in Obot Akara, the other one at Ikot Ekpéridjke
that throughout the entire..., we are going to bettreppeople free-of-charge [..] in the entire stat®e also do a
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lot of things in the area of health, rebuild someatth Centre, and equip some Health Centre not Al8,(4 Aug,
2014, MNC)

This suggests that investment in health care asetbld; provision of free medical services, retimgy health centres and
equipment of health centres. Unlike the investnieriducation that was out-rightly disputed by tlagticipant from the host
community, that of health was affirmed by JE frorkRgdnak community but complained that the right pess(those really
sick) could not benefit from their services. Thetiggpant explained the inefficiency with which $uprogrammes were
carried out which made little or no impact to thede needed such help most. She states that;

‘..Free medical services, | know [..] that there wéree medical services sponsored by [company] bwaisn't enough.
People that were really sick were not opportune totgehat place. Imagine the whole of this commuaityl the whole of
Ibeno, the other side of Ibeno, Upenekang comingymw know! For a particular thing, you see thabpke will be crowded
and you see that those that are really sick maygeoto those medical services. It is the youtlopfeethat are strong, that
can struggle in the crowd that will really get in the (JE, 27 Oct, 2014, Mkpanak)

However, another participant from the host commudisagrees with regards to rebuilding and equippihhealth centres

‘Even in health care, where is the clinic? The atllpic we have here is a private clinic, which Isrgg the road and [..] the
second one is the government clinic. Which onddmmpany] built?. Or even equipped?..’ (KA, 27 114, Mkpanak)

This suggests that the opinion of the participémis the host communities differ with regards te MINC’s investment on
health. While some locals agree that such prograremést, others complain that they are insufficiéntvould seem that
such initiatives may have been carried out in sofmthe host communities and not in others. It coalkb mean that the
projects executed by the MNC are not evenly distebuThe same opinion is held by the host comnemitiith regards to
the MNC'’s acclaimed investment in sports. The MNClaled that they have invested in sports activiéiesry year since
2001 for athletic championships. According to théhg programme is for all secondary schools indtia¢e to encourage
young people who may be interested in athletics spudts in future. This view is disputed by a p#ptnt from the host
community who states that;

‘..Maybe when the youth will play football you (MNC) @juod stand on the field and snap pictures and saynpany] has
sponsored a tournament. Is that development, whenthay deceiving?’ (KA, 27 Oct, 2014, Mkpanak)

The respondent sees the MNC as deceiving peomeaghrtheir publications because most of the ththgy write are not
what is actually on ground. Though investment iar&pis not seen as important because there aee wthre fundamental
needs than sports, proper investment in sports dvbal building stadium, providing training facilsiechanging rooms,
equipment, spotlights etc. Though there are variatin opinions amongst the participants from fosbmunities, most of
the CSR initiatives (community investment) have bgeestioned by participants. Some argue on the bésist doing it the
right way and others outright denial of the exisenf such projects. This indicates the disagre¢sbat exist between the
MNC and the host communities. Whereas the MNC feey have done so much and deserve to be commeadéukefr
efforts, the host communities feel they are beirgipulated for selfish purposes. The host commemftel that most of the
projects the MNC claim to be carrying out may notlet they need but a way of manipulating themraleoto continue to
operate. The approach to community investment doeseem to yield the right result for the MNC besgit is perceived
by the host communities as a means to an end vidicht based on sincere intentions. The host corntiesrieel that the
MNC'’s investment initiatives are purely to secure titense to operate and continuous survival. Thiessgreements and
counter views of both parties may be partly resfi@gor the continuous conflicts in this region.

7. Discussion of Findings

Oil extraction has taken a serious toll on thelih@ods of the people of the Niger Delta (Ejumudale, 2012) and this can
be appraised through corporate social performa@&P}. CSP, as earlier mentioned, considers how agorganisations
can reduce the harm and increase the benefitsrpbaie behaviour (Wood, 1991b). Wood argues th#& siuld be based
on visible components (outcomes) of corporate #igt/rather than on principles and processes. W8P theory in mind,

there is a need to examine specific causal proesdand features of the environment that determihetiver or not

corporations engage in the socially responsiblewielr. A. B. Carroll (1994) asserts that the redsomnalysing CSP is to
be able to assess the extent to which a corporaisacially responsible. Therefore, socially rasgble behaviour can be
viewed through the lens of CSP. In assessing gosahé&ss practice, it is important to scrutinise rtiative behind certain
CSR initiatives. Such consideration of ‘good and tipkhaviour would bridge the gap in the literatwigich asserts that the
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process of delivering CSR by MNCs indicated that tosts outweigh the benefits CSR brings to local conitias
(Tuodolo, 2009).

This seems to be in line with recent trends in CSfclwvemphasise how the private sector generatgwafit rather than

how a part of such profit could be ploughed backeaefit the society. CSR is not only about how bessnorganisations
generate their profit but also what they do withlsprofits (Aaron, 2012). One of the research qaestof this study aimed
at assessing oil companies’ activities and thepaat on traditional livelihoods of the local comrities and population.
This is relevant to CSP theory. The findings haweashthat one of the major causes of conflicts afrontational attitude
of the host communities to the MNC in this regiemue to the negative effect of oil exploitationtmaditional livelihoods of

the people. In as much as the host communities ni@éroampensation for the pollution of their land amater through oil

spillage and gas flaring as noted in chapter 4y tilso desire that such occurrences should be astiopfhe traditional

livelihoods of the people of this area, which foe tmajority are farming and fishing, have been sdyeaffected (Afinotan

& Ojakorotu, 2009). The findings relate to the C&Bary and further buttress the need for effectivlk @®ich emphasise
increased benefits and reduction of harm resuftimy corporate activities (Wood, 2010).

As found in (Wood, 1991a)’s framework, CSP is focliea the impact and outcomes of corporate actionthe society as
well as other stakeholders. These outcomes arentieel and defined by the firm's values of CSR (W ,d2@{L0). In other
words, the involvement of a firm in CSR may seenhtrigt first but could be interpreted adversely utls activities
contribute to more negative than positive impactshe society. Therefore applying this notion ie gtudy, findings suggest
that the host communities demand more benefits ftiaam from corporate activities of the MNC. Locasidents’ constant
protests attest to their displeasure over the MN(€tons. This supports Marom (2006) and Clarks®9%b)’'s argument
that CSP is making CSR more concrete and practical.aith of CSP is to evaluate the effect of the firacdon on others;
positively and negatively. The argument here i$ the process of scrutinising the CSP of corporatisrto be able to assess
the extent to which they are socially responsitd@peshding on their motives. Some authors have ed@8P with “doing
good” based on its numerical relationship with ficial performance (Griffin & Mahon, 1997; Rowley Berman, 2000;
Ruf, Muralidhar, Brown, Janney, & Paul, 2001; Woo8.1@). However, such relationships are focused enfittancial
investments of the firm on CSR without referenceh® purpose of such gesture. In as much as statistieasurements of
CSR are important to the firm, this research is ratwncerned about the moral underpinnings of e@8P which
emphasises improved living conditions through asialgf corporate behaviours.

Participants from the host communities claim the tevel of poverty in this region is due in largart to the loss of
traditional livelihoods. Though poverty is seeraasational problem, it seems to be compounded ¢firdurther destructive
activities as a result of oil exploitation which @t acceptable to the people of this region. Ipasticularly noted by
participants of the focus group in Edo communiigttthey would like the traditions of their ancest@farming and fishing)
to be maintained. The argument here is that what b seen as ‘good’ (CSR) may not be regarded as i§uths
accompanied with negative impacts. The implicati@ne is that considering a firm’'s CSP is importantdentifying and
undertaking environmental assessment and effeptaeagement of stakeholders’ interests which Wo8814a) also refers
to as corporate social responsiveness. In as mathieahost communities desire developmental pofeai the MNC in the
form of CSR (Aaron, 2012), they do not want the gtitig of the MNC to destroy their traditional lilebods. The host
communities are concerned that the CSR initiativeshef MNC do not incorporate the potential difficedt for future
generations which relate to issues of sustaingbilit

In recent times, issues of sustainability (suclthase mentioned above) have become the focal pbimbst CSR practices
(Tullberg, 2012). Sustainability implies consideyithe economic, environmental and social effecba$iness practices
which is often referred to as the ‘triple bottoméi (Elkington, 1998). This implies that corporatsoshould engage in
business practices in ways that promote sociah@oic and environmental well-being. The findingghis research suggest
that the MNCs focus most of their efforts and dttenon the economic aspect of their activitieghat expense of the social
and environmental bottom lines. Faced with theallehge of frequent oil spillage and gas flarindethudia & Ite, 2006)
participants are concerned that such q harmfubiies will not benefit future generations dueite destructive nature.
Constant pollution of their rivers and farmlands bastributed to the civil unrest in this region aubsequent abandonment
of such livelihoods (George, Kuye, & Onokala, 2012)

8. Conclusion
Through the practice of CSR, corporate organisatwasupposed to ensure that their activities da@ontribute to creating
societal problems but rather address and redubed #em. This research has shown that the negatipacts of the MNC's
operations are often associated with conflict issudich explains why the agitations are focusethenMNC. The findings
also indicate that the host communities expect mesponsibility from the MNC than the governmentnieeting their
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needs. Though CSR cannot be a substitute for thefdle government, it can bridge the gap to sortene. However, the
situation in the research area shows that the NRmta crisis goes beyond the provision of physis@lictures and
employment. It is argued that until the income &ars capabilities of the rural dwellers are develhpenhanced and
augmented, whatever is done to the physical dewsopin the area would remain largely a wasterétand effort.

Gibson (2012) suggests that a company shoulddponsible for any damage to the flora and faungitifitnge on human
welfare. Therefore, it is arguable that MNCs shasgek to engage in activities that would addressggative impacts on
the host communities. This is so because concesatdbe environment has become an integral pabusiness literature
and business practice. CSP theory as used in tegsuneh is relevant in clarifying the attitude awctvities of the MNC in
their host communities with regards to their CSR tliedneed to be involved in sustainable practicea foetter relationship.
This is affirmed by Wartick and Cochran (1985) whtate that CSP is the integration of the principbéssocial
responsibility, the process of social responsiveraesl the development of corporate policies to egidsocietal issues. In
other words, the attitude of the corporations sthgualrtray a positive act of responsibility.
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