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Abstract

Increasing globalisation, neoliberal policies and migration inflows have in the
last few decades transformed the United Kingdom into a largely cosmopolitan
nation with a varied and growing population of ethnic minority owned and/or
managed businesses. There is however very little knowledge of how the
imperatives of social responsibility resonate within this ever expanding cluster

of ethnic minority businesses.

This study investigates how the concept of social responsibility (SR) is
understood and practiced by African and Caribbean small business
owner/managers in the UK cities of London and Nottingham. The social,
business and institutional networks of owner/managers are examined in order
to understand the embeddedness of their understanding and practice of social
responsibility in particular places and spaces. The research also investigates
the motivations underlining owner/managers’ interpretations, attitudes and
involvement in socially responsibie practices and activities and identifies
different styles of behaviour common within the African and Caribbean small
business community. The research adopted an interpretive qualitative
methodology to the empirical investigation. It combined semi-structured
interview data from African and Caribbean small business owner/managers
and key informants in the local small business community, together with
participant observation data from case studies of a sample of small
businesses, to examine the issue of social responsibility in the two study
areas. The key findings of the study include: that African and Caribbean
owner/managers of small businesses were oblivious of the terminology of
corporate social responsibility and that their interpretation and practice of
social responsibility was in many ways incongruent with normative notions of
"Corporate Social Responsibility”; that the concept of social responsibility is
generally interpreted as a moral imperative to contribute to the welfare of
stakeholders and others in society, but in some cases, also understood as a
responsibility exclusively owed to co-ethnics; that social responsibility as
practiced by African and Caribbean owner/managers was generally
inconspicuous, informal and motivated by their idiosyncratic predispositions
towards cultural, moral and/or religious traditions; that while the
embeddedness of SR practice in co-ethnic business and social networks
predominates, nonetheless, second generation African and Caribbean small

business owner/managers were more likely to locate their SR activities and
10065208850



practices within mainstream networks and communities; and that the
different styles of BSR behaviour of African and Caribbean small business
owner/managers can be understood as “insular”, “clannish” and “eclectic”. On
the basis of these findings it was concluded that the SR attitude and
behaviour of African and Caribbean small business owner/managers were
influenced and shaped by their ethno-cultural and religious beliefs, as well as
their embeddedness in social and institutional networks across space and

time.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

On the 3™ of December 1984, what has been frequently described as the
world’s worst industrial disaster occurred in India, as safety and maintenance
failures resulted in the release of pollutants from the pesticide factory of the
Union Carbide Corporation killing several thousands of people, and causing ill
health and premature death for many hundreds of thousands more in Bhopal,
India (Fortun, 2001; Broughton, 2005). In an unrelated incident, 20 people
were killed and over 450 others became ill in the UK town of Wishaw in the
autumn of 1996, after a local butcher breached food safety regulations and
standards, and subsequently supplied contaminated raw and cooked meat to
the general public, resulting in one of the world's worst recorded outbreak of
E. coli food poisoning (Pennington, 1998). These incidents although different
in scale, geographical location and timing are nonetheless similar in the
seriousness of their impact (i.e. resulted in death and serious illness) and
dramatically illustrate the capacity of all businesses irrespective of their size,
location or commercial activity to adversely impact society and the natural
environment. The rise of the phenomena of globalisation and neoliberalism in
the second half of the 20" century has not only predicated flows of trade,
capital and people across nations with different cultural, socio-economic and
regulatory frameworks but has also served to highlight and intensify the
adverse impact of business in spatial and temporal terms (Sadler, 2004;
Jenkins, 2005). Growing levels of public awareness and concern over the
potential for businesses to cause adverse social and environmental impact, as
well as actual incidents of corporate impropriety, environmental disasters and
health scares, have underscore contemporary debates on the role of business
in society (Levi and Kaplan, 2008; Sadler, 2004). As observed by Warhurst
(2005:152);

"The roles and responsibilities of business in society, in particular
global business, are being defined more broadly. Stakeholder demands
are increasingly going beyond the obligation to ‘do no harm’ to the
responsibility of being ‘a positive force’ in contributing to worldwide

social development goals.”



There has therefore been mounting pressure on businesses to act in a socially
responsible manner that goes beyond its traditional economic and fiduciary
interests by developing strategies, standards and practices that demonstrate
their sensitivity to a range of social, political and environmental issues in
society (Garriga and Mele, 2004; Brammer et al. 2007: Asongu, 2007).

The concept of corporate social responsibility (CSR) is an important discourse
on the role of business in society that emerged in the late 1950s to address
questions of the social responsibility of business, which has in the past three
decades moved from the margins to the mainstream of business experience
(Grayson and Hodges, 2004; Sadler and Lloyd, 2009). CSR is described by
van Marrewijk (2003) as referring to a framework of business decisions and
actions (albeit voluntary) that demonstrate the inclusion of social and
environmental concerns in its operations and relations with stakeholders. As a
theoretical and business management concept, CSR has been largely
embraced by academics and practitioners alike to the extent that it has
evolved into a credible field of scholarship (Crane et al., 2008). However there
are concerns and criticisms of contemporary conceptualisations and
approaches to CSR and its dominance as a framework for understanding and
recognising social responsible behaviour within the business community. Not
least of such concerns is the distinct lack of knowledge of how the underlining
principle of social responsibility in business- that is, businesses seeking to
minimise social and environmental harm and promoting social good-
resonates within and from the heterogeneous small business context (Spence
et al., 2003; Jenkins, 2006). This concern is even more pertinent when
considered with respect to the contextual complexities of the ethnic minority
small business phenomenon that has emerged within the small business
sector of most developed economies in Western Europe and North America
(Ede et al,. 2000; Worthington et al., 2006). This research addresses this gap
in knowledge by examining how the principles of social responsibility of
business are analysed, interpreted and expressed from the perspective of the

ethnic minority small business context.
1.2  Research Background
Understanding the nature and character of the social responsibilities of

businesses, and the contradictions and tensions therein, has become an

increasingly important field of enquiry both for academic researchers and



business practitioners who have devoted considerable time and effort to
questions concerning how and why firms conduct their business activities and
what kinds of social contributions they make to society in general (Moon et
al., 2005; Carroll and Buchholtz, 2008). The traditional neoclassical economic
model of business largely defines its social responsibility around the economic
contributions of business (e.g. job creation and payment of taxes), with little
salience attached to the social and environmental aspects of business
operations (Moir, 2001; Valor, 2005). This approach has nonetheless been
challenged by heterodox theories of the social embeddedness of business
(Granovetter, 1985; Uzzi, 1997, 1999), which propose a broader social role
for businesses in society that exceeds its traditional economic and fiduciary
responsibilities (Moir, 2001; O’Laughlin, 2008). This approach, according to
Moir (2001) underpins the concept of CSR, which is commonly described as
both a normative and conceptual framework that describes and seeks to
explain how the business community responds to a wide range of economic,
legal, ethical and discretionary expectations that society has of business at
any given point in time (Carroll, 1979, 1991). It has however been argued
that CSR is a fuzzy concept, a contradiction in terms, that is vaguely defined
and open to multiple interpretations, as well as being difficult to codify and
highly contextual in terms of temporal and societal settings (Moon, 2007).
Despite such criticisms, the CSR paradigm has emerged as the most widely
adopted framework for studying the social responsibilities of the business at
the level of the firm, and more importantly the dominant way in which the
social responsibility of business is interpreted and acknowledged. Its status as
a mainstream business issue is evident by both its prominence in the agendas
of most boardrooms and the emergence of a budding CSR consultancy and
lobbying sector (Sadler, 2004). Likewise, the growing significance of CSR
within political circles is also underscore by the growing number of high profile
governmental and intergovernmental initiatives that are geared towards
advancing the CSR agenda at the national and international level (Crane et
al., 2008). More importantly, interest in CSR has generated a large body of
practitioner and academic literature, for example, on the meaning of the
concept (e.g. Carroll, 1979; Wood, 1991; van Marrewijk, 2003), encouraging
business to engage with the concept (e.g. Vogel 2005), its implementation in
practice (e.g. Nattrass and Altomare, 1999; Maon et al., 2008; Jamali, 2008),
identifying appropriate levels of involvement by businesses (McWilliams and
Siegel 2001; Aguilera et al., 2007), managing CSR strategies (e.g. Husted,



2003; Castka et al., 2004), and reporting CSR performance (e.g. Friedman
and Miles, 2001; Morsing 2003; Perrini, 2005).

In the United Kingdom, as with most other countries in Europe, political and
academic debate, theory building and research on the social responsibility of
business have traditionally been set in the context of large corporations,
focusing on their attitude and behaviour towards the notion of social
responsibility of business, vis-a-vis CSR (Spence et al., 2003). This is despite
the fact that approximately 99% of businesses in the UK are categorised as
small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs), which not only make a
considerable input to the local and the national economy, but are also
involved on a daily basis in activities and decisions that have a social and
environmental impact on their local communities and society in general
(Spence, 2006). Only recently and partially has the concept of social
responsibility of business been explored from a small business perspective
(Quinn, 1997; Spence and Rutherfoord, 2001; Jenkins, 2006). According to a
number of commentators, there is lack a lack of understanding of existing
levels and types of small business involvement with the concept, mainly due
to the relative scarcity of academic research in this area (Thompson and
Smith, 1991, Quinn, 1997, Vyakarnam et al., 1997, Spence, 1999). In this
respect, some of the studies on small business social responsibility in the UK
(Castka et al., 2004; Hillary, 2004) have simply tried to a transpose
conventional CSR approaches that have been formulated within and for large
corporations into the small business context (Jenkins, 2004). Other studies
have highlighted the need to take into consideration the heterogeneous and
idiosyncratic nature of the small business community and learn more about
particular organisational cultures and the network of relationships that
influence the social and economic performance of small businesses (Spence
and Rutherfoord, 2003; Spence et al., 2003; Vyakarnam et al., 1997). The
complexity and heterogeneity of the small business sector is particularly
evident in the context of “ethnic minority businesses”. These are regarded as
a distinct subset of the small business community with particular social,
cultural and structural characteristics differentiating such businesses from the
general small business population (Ram and Smallbone, 2001). It has been
suggested that these qualities subsequently influence the way they do
business and potentially the way they understand and practice social
responsibility (Worthington et a/., 2006a). Thus, while anecdotal and extant

survey evidence indicates that many small businesses in the UK exhibit some



kind of socially responsible business behaviour, there is little understanding of
the context in which it is understood and practiced (Lepoutre and Heene,
2006; Worthington et al., 2006b). This is especially the case within the ethnic
minority business community where research into owner/managers socially
responsible behaviour is almost non-existent (Ede et al., 2000; Worthington
et al., 2006a).

It is against this background that this study aims to contribute to existing, but
limited research on small business social responsibility within the UK small
business community in general and the ethnic minority business sub-set in
particular, by examining the attitude and behaviour of African and Caribbean
small business owner/managers towards the notion that businesses have

social responsibilities.
1.3 Research Aims

The problem that concerns this thesis is the lack of understanding of how
ethnic minority owner/managers of small businesses in the UK engage with
the concept of social responsibility. This gap in knowledge is particularly
worrying as small businesses account for the majority of business enterprises
in the UK and as discussed earlier they do not only make significant social and
economic contributions but also have a great capacity to negatively impact
the environment and society. However, the small business community is
largely a complex and eclectic mix of economic agents (Curran, 2000;
Jenkins, 2006) who are often socially embedded in different local networks
and markets that necessitate close, informal and personal relationships
(Worthington et al., 2006, p. 202). The small business community is therefore
unlikely to wholly reflect the “corporate” model of social responsibility (Spence
and Rutherfoord, 2001) and it is problematic to approach the issue of their

social responsibility from one single perspective.

The ethnic minority component of the small business community embodies
this heterogeneity and is often regarded (although contentiously) as different
from the general small business population in terms of the unique ways in
which owner/managers leverage on their familial and co-ethnic networks to
start, fund and sustain their business operations, as well as on the basis of
the ‘disadvantaged’ socio-economic context in which they are embedded
(Waldinger, 1993; Smallbone, et al., 2003; Ram et al., 2000). The population



of ethnic minority owned/managed small businesses in the UK has grown
significantly in recent times, and so has their significance within the nation’s
small business community. Furthermore, their projected growth and
diversification into more mainstream and high value economic activities is
likely to translate to a much broader impact on the social and economic
framework of local communities, particularly in urban localities. Consequently,
the present shallow understanding of small business engagement in social
responsibility that still does not fully appreciate the variability and
idiosyncrasies of the ethnic minority business subsector, coupled with the
near absence of knowledge about how ethnic minority owner/managers ‘do
business’ in a socially responsible way and the contributions they make to
people and places, limits understanding of how the concept of social
responsibility is constructed in different business contexts. Furthermore, given
the growing interest of UK policy makers in promoting and engaging with the
ethnic minority business community both at a national and regional level, a
lack of understanding of how these businesses and their owner/managers
address the issues and challenges of social responsibility within their
particular business context is likely to hamper policy interventions in this
area. This study was therefore undertaken to contribute to existing knowledge
of small business social responsibility in the UK, provide useful insights into
the various discourses and practices of social responsibility within the
somewhat unfamiliar context of the ethnic minority business and to provide
an important foundation for subsequent research into the subject within the

UK ethnic minority business sector and beyond.

1.4 Research Objectives

In order to address the main aims of this thesis, an empirical investigation
was carried out with the intention of providing answers to the research
guestion “how is the social responsibility of business understood and practiced
by African and Caribbean small business owner/managers in the UK cities of
London and Nottingham?” With this in mind, the specific objectives that
guided the study were:

* To understand and describe owner/managers’ interpretation of and
attitudes towards the social responsibility of business.
* To understand and describe the scope and character of

owner/managers’ socially responsible actions, practices and initiatives.



e To understand and describe how the networks of formal and informal
relationships of African and Caribbean owner/managers influences their
engagement in social responsibility.

e To identify and describe the different styles of socially responsible
behaviour within the African and Caribbean small business community
in the UK

1.5 Structure of Thesis

This thesis is structured into eight chapters and will proceed as follows:

Chapter Two: The Social Responsibility of Business: Theory and

Practice

This chapter presents a critical review of the literature on the theories and
practice of the social responsibility of business. It is broken down into three
parts, the first of which introduces the debate on the role of business in
society and provides a brief outline of key paradigms associated with the
discourse on business-society relations as well as providing a background to
popular conceptions of the social responsibility of business. Given that CSR is
the most dominant approach to the social responsibility of business, the
second section provides a review of the conceptual history, theories and
approaches to corporate social responsibility (CSR) as a field of academic
inquiry and practice. The third part of this chapter involves a consideration of
common concerns and criticisms of CSR, with respect to the lack of research

into a specific small business theory and engagement with social responsibility

Chapter Three: Small Business and Social Responsibility

This chapter is the second of the two-part literature review, which focuses on
arguments for studying social responsibility of business from a distinct small
business approach and highlights the possible contributions of research into
the social responsibility of ethnic minority businesses in the UK. The chapter
is divided into three parts. The first part examines the literature on small
business characteristics and the rationale for a separate social responsibility
research agenda and theory that appreciates the complex and heterogeneous
nature of small businesses. This is followed by a review of some of the key
literature on ethnic minority businesses with particular reference to the socio-

economic and cultural context in which they are embedded and their



relevance to the UK economy. Finally, descriptions of the case subjects and

study areas that will be the focus of this study are discussed.

Chapter Four: Research Methodology and Methods

This chapter sets out the methodological approach to conducting the empirical
investigations and the methods used and how they were deployed. The
chapter has three sections, the first of which describes the principles of the
interpretative methodological tradition and the rationale behind its selection
as the most appropriate basis for achieving the aims of the research. The
second part presents a justification for adopting the qualitative research
methodology and the use of semi-structured interviews and participant
observation methods to collect data. Finally, the chapter explains the process
of data collection through to analysis, as well as related issues of data and

result reliability and validity.

Chapter Five: Owner/managers’ Understanding and Practice of Social
Responsibility

This chapter is the first of three discussing the findings from the study, which
presents an account of how the social responsibility of business is interpreted
and practiced by the sample of African and Caribbean owner/managers. It
covers the analysis of respondents’ perceptions and interpretations, attitudinal
orientation as well as the scope and character of activities and practices that

embody socially responsible behaviour of these groups.

Chapter Six: Formal and Informal Networks and the Embedding of SR
Practices

This chapter presents an analysis of the social, business and institutional
context and its influences on the different dimension of socially responsible
attitude and behaviour amongst African and Caribbean owner/managers. It is
divided into three broad sections beginning with a description of the nature
and extent of their family and interpersonal social associations, with particular
reference to the availability and use of ties to family, friends and other
acquaintances and their influence on owner/managers socially responsible
behaviour. The second section describes research results as they reifate to the
nature of stakeholder relationships and how these influence owner/managers
perceptions and practices of social responsibility. The final section presents
research findings on owner/managers’ formal and informal linkages with

regulatory, business support and civic institutions and the influence these



relationships have on their attitude and behaviour towards social

responsibility.

Chapter Seven: A Heuristic Characterisation of Owner/managers’ SR

Behaviour

In this chapter, a stylised model of the socially responsible behaviour of
African and Caribbean owner/managers is proposed, based on a thematic
analysis of the nature of their involvement in socially responsible actions
within and beyond their business environment and their attitudes and actions
towards formal and informal expectations arising from their network of social

and business relationships.
Chapter Eight: Discussions and Conclusion

This is the final chapter of the thesis which summarises and discusses the
implications of the findings of the research. The limitations of the study and
areas for further research are also outlined. The key findings of the thesis
provide evidence to suggest that the terminology and normative approaches
of “corporate social responsibility” have little salience within the ethnic
minority small business community in the UK. The notion of social
responsibility is generally perceived as a moral imperative to contribute to the
welfare of stakeholders and others in society, but in certain quarters of the
community it is understood as a responsibility exclusively owed to co-ethnics.
Subsequent resuits also suggest that social responsibility as practiced by
ethnic minority owner/managers was generally embedded within their ethno-
religious networks, but the extent to which this occurs will most likely differ
across social and temporal settings. Research findings on the scope and
nature of participants’ involvement in social activities, practices and
initiatives, suggest that it is possible to describe a heuristic map of different

/Y

styles of socially responsible behaviour as “insular”, “clannish” and “eclectic”.



CHAPTER TWO

THE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY OF BUSINESS: THEORY AND PRACTICE

2.1 Introduction

“Few trends would so thoroughly undermine the very foundations of our
free society as the acceptance by corporate officials of a social
responsibility other than to make as much money for their share
holders as they possibly can” Friedman (1962, cited in Moir, 2001:16)

The role of business in contemporary society has been a contested and
evolving issue over the past half century. Its traditional function as a profit
centred endeavour, concerned with the creation of wealth for an individual or
group of individuals has been challenged by new notions of social
responsibility (Warhurst, 2005). These extend the role of business in society
beyond its legal and instrumental obligations to encompass ethical,
philanthropic and political responsibilities - albeit voluntary ones -to deliver a
wide range of social and environmental gains to society alongside economic
contributions (Moir, 2001; Garriga and Mele, 2004). Contemporary debates on
the nature and scope of business social responsibilities have been dominated
by the discourses of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), which has come to
be widely used to describe the business approach to delivering these
expectations, managing its relationship with society and more recently a
framework for achieving sustainable development. However, the ensuing
debate in this field of academic enquiry has for the most part failed to engage
small businesses, partly because its terminology, theories and practices are
unappreciative of the distinctiveness and heterogeneity of the small business
sector (Lepoutre and Heene, 2006; Spence, 2004; Jenkins, 2004). The lack of
engagement with the small business context is even more evident in relation
to the study of ethnic minority-owned small businesses, whose unique social,
cultural and economic geography and its influence on their social
responsibility has been largely ignored in academic research (Ede et al.,
2000; Spence et al., 2003; Worthington et al., 2006a)

This chapter is the first of a two-part review of existing literature on the social

responsibility of business as it relates to the central themes of the study and
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the research question. The objective of this chapter is to present a critical
review of literature on the social responsibility of business with respect to its
theory and practice. It will act as a background to the research in terms of the
different conceptualisations of the role of business in society. This review is
broken down into three sections, the first of which examines key paradigms
associated with the discourse on business-society relations that provide the
background to popular conceptions of the social responsibility of business. The
second section provides a critical analysis of the concept of CSR, because of
its dominance in this field of research. The third section briefly examines
common concerns over the lack of research into small business theory and

engagement with the concept in practice.
2.2 The Role of Business in Society

In recent times, discussion of business-society relations particularly with
respect to questions surrounding the nature, scale and consequences of the
role of business in society have become increasingly pervasive within the
academic, public and business domains. However, this is a highly contested
topic, since it can be understood from a variety of perspectives and
interpreted in diverse ways (Carroll, 1999; Crane and Matten, 2007). Neither
is the debate a new one. Discussions of the role of business in society have a
protracted and wide ranging history that dates back to medieval times
(Cheney et al., 2005; Sadler, 2004). Nonetheless, the issues at the centre of
this debate remain very similar and are dominated by concerns about the
nature, type and range of contributions that businesses make to society, their
potential to cause social and environmental harm and the most appropriate
ethical behaviour firms should adopt with respect to carrying out and
managing their business activities, processes and relationships in order to
prevent or minimise the occurrence of such harm (May et al., 2007).
Common perceptions of what should be the business response to all these
issues have however changed over time, as the relationship between business
and society is continually being influenced and redefined by changing social
values, norms, attitudes and expectations in relation to the ethics and
responsibilities of business organisations towards society (Warhurst, 2005;
Moon et al., 2005; Carroll, 1999).

It has been argued by some scholars (Moir, 2001; Key, 1999) that the

theoretical lens through which the business firm is perceived influences how
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its role in society is understood in relation to who and what responsibilities are
owed. On the basis of this argument, it can be inferred that the different
perspectives on the role of business in society generally swing between two
extreme positions on the nature of the firm; that is, on the one hand, a view
based on neoclassical economic theory and, on the other hand, the social

embeddedness view based on heterodox theories of the firm.
2.2.1 The Classical View

The classical model of the role of business in society reiations is based on the
neoclassical economic theory of the business firm as a discrete economic actor
that is solely engaged in rational economic activities in response to rational
expectations from society, for reasons of profit maximisation (Colander, 2000;
Martin, 1999; Bathelt and Glucker, 2003). Business firms are regarded as
essentially atomistic, closed economic systems solely concerned with
commercial objectives and fiduciary responsibilities to shareholders, with any
other obligation outside this frame limited to obedience of the laws of society.
In this regard the role of business in society is perceived to be wholly
economic in nature and as such limited to the maximisation of profit for
shareholders, as well as making economic contributions to the wider society in
the form of taxes, employment, creation of goods and services whilst
conforming to the rules of the market (Moir, 2001; Meehan et al., 2006; Lee,
2007). Underlying this traditional perspective of the role of business is Smith’s
(1759, cited in Carroll and Buchholtz 2008:36) theory of the ‘invisible hand’,
which posits that “society could best determine its needs and wants through
the market place. If business is rewarded on the basis of its ability to respond
to the demands of the market, the self-interested pursuit of that reward will
result in society getting what it wants... thus the ‘invisible hand’ of the market
transforms self-interest into societal interest”. Consequently, the classical
economic view of the role of business in society suggests a narrow set of

ethics and social responsibilities for businesses.

However, this traditional view of business and its role in society has been
criticised for being simplistic, overtly normative and insensitive to the
practicalities of the real world in which it is embedded (Martin and Sunley,
2001; Barnes, 2001; Boggs and Rantisi, 2003). It has been accused of failing
to take into cognisance the socio-cultural, geographical and institutional

structures and relationships in which firms are embedded and which influence
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their organization, behaviour and performance (Martin, 1999, 2003; Boschma
and Frenken, 2006). Furthermore, some of the key assumptions of
neoclassical economics with respect to perfect maximisation of utility,
bounded economic spaces and systems, and economic actors as rational, self-
centred, profit maximising entities (amongst others) are considered to be
unrealistic and empirically deficient (Colander, 2000). According to
Séderbaum (1999:167) the classical economic model of the role of business in

society has four main disadvantages:

¢ “All kinds of organisations are reduced to one model;

s Effects that are muitidimensional are reduced to one monetary
dimension hiding multidimensional realities;

s Individuals are made (more or less) invisible; and

o Issues of ideology, ethics, participation and responsibility are avoided

in favour of one specific market ideology.”

It therefore follows that the ‘invisible hand’ theory is not able to properly
account for unfair, unethical, but profitable business behaviour that causes
harm to others in society and is therefore deficient in explaining and
addressing the real and observable friction that exists between the unfettered
pursuit of profit by businesses and the interests of consumers, employees, the
environment, and society in general (Carroll and Buchholtz, 2008).

Given these criticisms, the classical model of the role of business in society is
often considered inadequate particularly with regards to addressing the
growing public awareness and concerns over the negative impact of the

activity of business on society.
2.2.2 Social Embeddedness View

In direct contrast to the classical model of business-society relations, the
social embeddedness theory of the firm presents an alternate approach to the
role of business in society. It can be described as progressive because it
conceptualises the role of business beyond the exclusively economic and
profit-oriented boundaries of the classical model and outlines a broader scope
of business responsibilities beyond maximising shareholder value and
obedience to the law. Generally speaking social embeddedness theory is
founded on the underlying assumption that economic actors and activities are

spatially and relationally embedded across, and within different spaces and
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places in society (Maskell, 2001; Taylor and Asheim, 2001; Dicken and Thrift,
1992; Foss, 1999; Uzzi, 1997; Granovetter, 1985). Proponents of this theory
argue that the firm is as much a sociai actor as it is an economic entity. It
does not operate solely within the vacuum of the market but it is rather
socially enmeshed in loosely coupled networks of reciprocity,
interdependence, and disproportionate power relations with external others in
society and as such its responsibilities extend beyond economic duties owed
to its shareholders. These include consideration of the multiple (social,
economic, environmental, political) concerns and interests of other groups in
society who may benefit or be harmed by its decisions and actions (Freeman,
1998; Valor, 2005). These interest groups are described as ‘stakeholders’ and
they include owners/shareholders, customers, empioyees, suppliers, creditors,
competitors, members of the local community® where they operate and
society at large. Thus the social embeddedness perspective presents a
broader view of the role of business in society in terms of meeting a wider
range of expectations that includes, amongst others, community involvement
and development, protecting the environment, conserving resources and
engaging in philanthropy (Steiner and Steiner, 1997; Jamali and Sidani,
2008). Nonetheless, critics of the social embeddedness view argue that for
businesses to engage in a range of non-economic activities is neither an
efficient nor appropriate use of their resources as they are not set up to
address social issues. Nor, critics argue, does it help society as it makes
businesses less profitable and less able to engage in their core functions of
wealth creation to meet the needs of people in society (Friedman, 1970;
Jensen, 2002; Crook, 2005).

In summary, both the classical economic and social embeddedness models of
business-society relations clearly offer different and competing views of the
role of business in society but also represent the polar ends of a continuum of
perspectives. These opposing views that they articulate extend to other
important aspects of the debate on business-society relations, notably the
role of philanthropy, the meaning, significance, scope and application of ethics
and morality in business, the personal values of managers as well as the
relevance of nuance concepts such as sustainability. In order to set-out the

context of the discourse on the role of business in society, a critical review of

It is acknowledged that the term community is a complex one that can be interpreted in different ways. For
the purpose of clarity the term as used in this thesis broadly refers to the interacting groups of social actors

(e.g. people/group/organisation) who share a common functional bond such as kinship, locality. occupational
interest, religion ctc
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three perspectives namely, business philanthropy, business ethics and

sustainability paradigms are summarised below.
2.2.3 Business Philanthropy

Philanthropy can be literally described as “love for humanity” and while there
are different definitions of the term, it is generally portrayed as discretionary
acts of charity, even-handedness and service to others in society. The
business community and business leaders have a long history of responding
to the social concerns of society through discretionary philanthropic activities
and initiatives (Marinneto, 1999; Sadler, 2004; Wren, 2005). Business
philanthropy is often expressed through acts of generosity towards
employees, local communities and the wider society mainly through some
form of sponsorship, largess or endowment (Wren, 2005;Asongu, 2007; May
et al., 2007). According to Marineto (1999) business philanthropy has
historically been perceived as an expression of magnanimity, largely
perpetuated by business organisations whose structure (family or solely
owned and managed) made such activities relatively unproblematic. For
example, It was common for prominent companies and/or their owners? to
engage in the voluntary provision of housing, schools, hospitals, recreational
facilities and other initiatives that improved the welfare of their employees
and people in the local community where they operated, thus taking on a

paternalistic role in societal governance (Cannon, 1994; Moon, 2005).

However with the rise of the contemporary Transnational Corporation (TNC)
during the post WW2 period, business philanthropy has increasingly been
portrayed as both significant and contentious in the social responsibility of
business discourse (Hurd et al., 1998; Marineto, 1999; Dennis et al., 2009).
There has been a growing debate on whether and why businesses
(particularly corporations with stockholders) should engage in philanthropy.
On one side of the debate, neoclassical economist contend that philanthropy
for philanthropy sake is unacceptable unless it positively impacts the financial
bottomline as the sole responsibility of business managers is to maximise
profits for the stockholder (see Dennis et al., 2009; Godfrey, 2005; Saiia et

? Notable examples include Jediah Strutt and his son Wiliiam, cotton mill industrialists from Derbyshire. UK
who in 1776 provided housing, Sunday and day schools, health care, chapels and music tuition for their
employees. In 1904 a sweet maker called Joseph Rowntree built the Rowntree village in York. within the next

14 years he also established a pension fund. a profit sharing scheme and instituted holidays for his workers
(Cook, 2003).
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al., 2003). Other academics take a less dim view of business philanthropy
describing it as a discretionary social responsibility that is dependent on the
availability of slack resources that arises from being profitable such that it has
no adverse impact on the financial bottom line of a business (Seifert et al.,
2004; Waddock and Greaves, 1997). On the other extreme of the debate on
business philanthropy is the social embeddedness position that ‘true’
philanthropy is not only voluntary but “undertaken without the expectation of
tangible benefits in return” (Hurd et a/., 1998:5). The argument in this case is
that businesses are not just economic actors but social actors with a ‘moral
responsibility’ to society and as such have a duty to engage in philanthropy to
better society, which takes priority over any instrumental financial
considerations (Saiia et al., 2003; Shaw and Post, 1993). According to several
commentators (Dennis et al., 2009; Saiia et al., 2003, Seifert et al., 2004)
the practice of business philanthropy can therefore be delineated into two
dominant models, namely strategic and altruistic philanthropy, based on the
rationale adopted by business managers. Strategic philanthropy relates to the
integration of philanthropic processes and practices into the financial strategy
of a business, such that business managers will only engage in philanthropy
where such involvements would yield financial dividends or will deliver other
qualitative gains such as improved public image and standing. Conversely,
critics argue that the notion of strategic philanthropy is an oxymoron and not
‘true’ philanthropy, rather it simply an attempt by businesses to appropriating
the notion for their own self-interest (Saiia et al., 2003). Altruistic
philanthropic model is therefore regarded as the true philanthropy, which
involves businesses voluntarily and selflessly carrying out, activities, practices
and programmes that improve the welfare of others in society, motivated by a

sense of social responsibility rather than an expectation of reward in any
shape or form.

2.2.4 Business Ethics

Ethics and morality can be described as the understanding of what is right
and fair behaviour or practice (Carroll, 1991). According to Velasquez (1999
cited in Joyner and Payne, 2002) ethics is concerned with moral judgements
that imply that a decision, action or practice is right or wrong, or good or bad.
Similarly, Raiborn and Payne (1990: 879) describe ethics as “a system of
value principles or practices and a definition of right and wrong”. Thus ethics

is generally considered to be synonymous with the attribution of value to
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action, in order to enable an individual, organisation or agent to decide
whether or not he or she should engage in the action in question (Joyner and
Payne, 2002:298). The consideration of the issues of ethics in business is
seen as an important aspect of business-society relations because it concerns
the ‘good’ conduct or otherwise of members of the business community in
their dealings with each other, as well as with other actors in society
(Velasquez, 1999 cited in Joyner and Payne, 2002). The business ethics
discourse is generally centred on unpacking business policies, relationships,
practices, and decision-making in relation to society’s views, understandings
and expectations of ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ and to a lesser extent, more complex
notions of fairness, justice and equity (Carroll and Buchholtz, 2008; Crane
and Matten, 2004). According to Crane and Matten (2004) ethics often relates
to the ‘grey areas’ of business that are not regulated by laws and where
values are in conflict. This is not to suggest that law and ethics are mutually
exclusive as it is evident that they overlap substantially (and also occasionally
conflict, e.g. when laws violate civil rights). Rather laws represent minimum
acceptable standards of conduct and behaviour in society and invariably
embody notions of ethics but in a codified form (Carroll and Buchholtz,
2008:246). In this regard business ethics is generally considered to be related
to, but not comparable with statutory laws as it often represents behaviour
above that which is required by codified rules and regulations (Crane and
Matten, 2007; Carroll and Buchholtz 2008).

A neo-classical or free market view of business ethics best describes the
question of business ethics as an oxymoron for the core objective of business
is incompatible with ethical considerations. Proponents of such a view argue
that morality has no place in business as the ‘economic man’ is inherently and
un-redeemably selfish, and/or systemic pressure to maximise profit is
essentially inexorable and as such only clearly defined statutory laws and
regulations should modulate business behaviour (van Liederkerke and
Dubbink, 2008). This echoes the assertions of Carr (1968 cited in Branco and
Rodrigues, 2007; Liederkerke and Dubbink, 2008) that businesses cannot
afford to be strictly guided by universal codes of ethics as conceived by
society and a certain level of bluff and deceit is probably a necessary
component of a successful business strategy. Albert Carr therefore concluded
that business decision making and strategy should preclude consideration of
any other factors but the pursuit of profit, so long as business operates within

the rule of law. This is symbolic of the classical view of the role of business in
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society with regards to business ethics, which percieves the firm as only
having a responsibility to obey the law in its self-centred quest for profit.
However, as implied earlier, obedience to the law is normally considered to be
only a minimum criterion of ethical behaviour and as such proponents of a
socially embeddedness business view argue that undue emphasis on the law
to the neglect of ethics could potentially be detrimental to business
shareholders, stakeholders and society at large (Carroill and Buchholtz, 2008).
This view is underlined by the fact that iaws have in the past proven to be
inadequate in preventing unethical and harmful behaviour by actors in the
market place (evident by numerous cases of fraud and ethics scandals) and
have in most cases been codified in law with the benefit of hindsight (Crane
and Matten, 2004). There has therefore been a broad acceptance of what van
Liederkerke and Dubbink, (2008:273) calls “a macro-sociological truth” that
the ‘system’ is not omnipotent and does not and cannot codify all domains
where questions of ethics might arise in society”. Within this discourse
business actors are therefore regarded as social actors, who like any other
private individuals in society are entangled in complex webs of trust and
reciprocity with other actors, relationships that are guided by socio-cultural
norms and expectations not codified in law (Granovetter, 1985; Johannisson
et al., 2002; Valor, 2005; Spence et al., 2004). Thus, the social
embeddedness model of the role of business in society embraces the notion of
business ethics and calls for a higher standard of ethics over and above that
which the law requires to include moral judgements in business decision
making. In this regard businesses are expected to have a moral responsibility
to consider not only a universal code of ethics but also to have regard for
more contentious ethical realms such as trust, reciprocity, fairness, and equity
(Habisch, 2004, Spence et al., 2004).

2.2.5 Business and Sustainability

The contemporary conceptualisation of sustainability in business can be traced
" to the environmental movement of the 1960s and 1970s that highlighted
escalating environmental problems of pollution and degradation associated
with expanding industrialisation and urbanisation (Mebratu, 1998; Robinson,
2004). It represents another important element of the business-society
discourse that calls on business to actively pursue environmental and societal
objectives alongside financial growth and profitability. According to Langhelle

(2000) the main concern of sustainability is the satisfaction of human needs,
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which can be brought about by economic growth and development
orchestrated in a manner that protects, even if it does not improve, natural
systems and attains social justice and equity within and between generations.
Dyllick and Hockerts (2002:130) assert that sustainability "embodies the
promise of societal evolution towards a more equitable and wealthy world in
which the natural environment and our cultural achievements are preserved
for generations to come”. The concept of sustainability proposes that societal
development should no longer be solely defined in terms of quantitative
economic growth but qualitatively as improvements along ecological, social
and economic lines (Redclift, 2005; Mebratu, 1998; Daly 1996). Sustainability
therefore envisages a new kind of global development that is hinged on strong
linkages between the economic, social and environmental spheres of society,
on the basis of inclusiveness, connectivity and equity in the holistic pursuit of
social and economic objectives that uphold the integrity of ecological systems
for present and future generations (Redclift, 2005; Langhelle, 2000; Gladwin
et. al., 1995). This perspective implies that social, political and economic
agents in society would have to redefine their basic policies and practices to
change the way they function in order to achieve sustainability (see Gladwin
et al.,, 1995; Byrne and Glover, 2002; Naess, 2005). The notion of
sustainability was most prominently mobilised in global scale discourse on
development but despite the emphasis on a range of non-state actors in Rio’s
Agenda 21 (1992), attempts to transpose the concept at a more meso and
micro scale was initially associated with local government authorities acting as
the main agents initiating policies, plans and programmes in line with the
discourse of sustainability. However, since the 1990s the spotlight has moved
towards business as a key player, based on the view that economic actors and
activities are an important part of the problem and solution to unsustainable
growth and development in the world (Matten and Crane, 2005; Levi and
Kaplan, 2008; Dyllick and Hockerts, 2002). Thus problems of environmental
degradation, social and economic inequality and deprivation at a local and
global scale are attributed to expanding economic activities driven on the
organisational platforms of business (Crane and Matten, 2008). In this
respect, businesses are both encouraged and pressured by government
regulation, civil society pressure groups and market forces, to integrate and
balance the economic, social and environmental concerns of their
stakeholders into their operations and decision-making processes (Crane and
Matten, 2007). Thus, proponents of this approach argue that any evaluation

of business success should be based not only on the growth of the financial
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capital base but on a triple bottom line that includes growth in social and
environmental value (Crane and Matten, 2007; Elkington, 1998). The
sustainability discourse therefore advocates a broadening of the role of
business in society to include environmental responsibilities in addition to

social and economic obligations.

This proposal for business involvement in sustainability is not without its
critics who describe it as an ambiguous and impractical endeavour that can
neither be clearly defined nor simply applied (e.g. Martens, 2006; Crane and
Matten, 2007). The notion of sustainability is often criticized for being at odds
with the ‘essential’, profit maximising nature of business enterprise, as
embodied in the classic conceptualization of the role of the firm, and for
setting ill defined long-term goals the actualization of which lies outside the
temporal scope of business and make vulnerable traditional financial goals
(Crane and Matten, 2007; Moon and Vogel, 2008). Others contend that
prevailing business-centric approaches to issues relating to sustainability are
an attempt to dilute the goals of sustainability and preserve corporate power
and influence. Nevertheless, the concept of sustainability has been widely
embraced across the corporate business community as an important aspect of
doing business (Giddings et al. 2002; Dyllick and Hockerts, 2002). Proponents
contend that there is a business case for adopting sustainability based on the
supposition that organisational measures, practices, products and services
that minimize the environmental impact of a business (eco-efficiency) as well
as those that maximize its positive social impacts whilst minimizing the
negatives (socio-efficiency) reduce overall costs, improve company reputation
and competitiveness and generally contribute to the economic growth of the
business (Dyllick and Hockerts, 2002; Young and Tilley, 2006). Proponents
also argue a moral case for business involvement in sustainability, claiming
that good business ethics warrant consideration of the environmental and
social concerns of stakeholders to reflect transparency, accountability and the

public good in business decision making (Bendell and Kearins, 2005; Naess,
2005).

In summary it is obvious that there are no easy answers to the question of
the role of business in society as it is a contextual subject that is influenced
by an interrelated network of values, social mind-sets and expectation with
regards to the obligations that businesses have towards the societies in which

they are situated (Dahlsrud, 2008). According to some scholars (Hofstede,
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2001; Lam and Hung, 2005; Alas, 2006) social values and expectations are
seldom constant and generally differ through time, and across geographical
space and cultures. The concept of philanthropy, ethics and sustainability in
business are three important aspects of how societal values and expectations
attempt to define business-society relations by assigning social and
environmental responsibilities to businesses that exceed their traditional
economic roles. These issues are at the centre of this research. The principle
of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) represents one of the principal
platforms by which abstract debates about business philanthropy, ethics and
sustainability have been translated into forms of practical action at the level of
the firm, and as means by which the new and changing socio-political, ethical
and environmental concerns of society are integrated into the day-to-day
activities of business (Van Marrewijk, 2003; Garriga and Mele, 2004). As the
CSR paradigm represents the most widely adopted framework for studying
the social responsibilities of business at the level of the firm, the next section

of this literature review will explore in detail its institutionalisation in society.

2.3. Corporate Social Responsibility: A Field of Research and

Practice

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is widely regarded as a multi-
disciplinary subject and possibly the most dominant and well-known
contemporary discourse on the social responsibility of business in society (e.g.
Crane et al., 2008; Asongu, 2007; Fredereick, 2006; de Bakker et al., 2005;
Maignan and Ralston, 2002). Widely purported to have emerged in the 1950s
from the much broader long standing debate on the social responsibility of
business, and spurred on by concerns over the adverse consequences of
globalisation and neoliberalisation (Jenkins, 2005; Sadler, 2004), CSR has
since evolved into field of academic scholarship and practice ( Crane et al.,
2008; Lockett et al., 2006). Its movement from the fringes to the
mainstream of business theory and practice since the 1990s has seen the
paradigm gain substantive prominence not only within the academic
community but also within business and political circles (Lockett et al., 2007
;Crane et al., 2008; May et al., 2007). Notwithstanding its status as a major
area of academic inquiry and business management practice, there is no
singular standard definition of CSR. Rather there is a broad perception that at

the core of the various debates on CSR is the notion that businesses have
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social® commitments beyond their fiduciary responsibilities, particularty with
respect to their impact on society (e.g. Matten and Moon, 2008, Crane et al.,
2008; Garriga and Mele 2004). On the basis of this rationale CSR within this

thesis is defined as;

A framework of business decisions and actions (albeit voluntary) that
demonstrate the inclusion of social and environmental concerns in its

operations and relations with stakeholders (van Marrewijk, 2003).

However, in the multidisciplinary literature on business and society, CSR still
remains a controversial and contested concept that has given rise to a
multiplicity of complimentary and competing theories and approaches that
attempt to define and describe the concept of CSR along institutional,
academic and practitioner prerogatives (van Marrewijk, 2003; Moir, 2001;
Carroll, 1999). Some scholars (e.g. Moon et al. 2005; Okoye, 2009) have
attributed these ambiguities to the essentially contested nature of CSR as a
concept. They contend that since CSR is appraisive/evaluative it cannot be
simply regarded as an empirical concept but rather it is a valued concept that
accredits a vital element to an organisation or activity. Thus being socially
responsible is desirable to the contrary (socially irresponsible) and there is a
risk that businesses or its activities are described in these terms simply for
public relations purposes. CSR is also perceived to be internally complex
because of the different values and expectations introduced into the multiple
relationships between a given business and its various stakeholders, which
presents an intricate problem with respect to balancing different economic,
legal, ethical and social responsibilities towards different stakeholders (Okoye,
2009). This is further complicated by the fact that CSR does not easily lend
itself to generalization across businesses as they have dissimilar social,
environmental and ethical impacts for which they may be held responsible
(Moon et al., 2005). Another aspect of CSR as an essentially contested
concept is that it is difficult to codify as the system or principles of its
implementation are relatively open, meaning that CSR is not simply a matter
for individual firms to specify and categorize, as other stakeholders like
governments, business associations, business consultants, NGOs,
shareholders, employees and consumers are often inclined to define CSR in

their own terms as they seek to approve, encourage or condemn its practical

3 N . . . . . .
The CSR paradigm conflates ethical, economic, environmental and societal issues under the caption of
“Social”
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manifestations (Okoye, 2009). Lastly, CSR is regarded as highly contextual in
terms of its temporal and societal setting, as it is subject to issue attention
cycles in which events or findings give it urgency, organizations respond and
adapt, over time new customs become ‘business as usual’ and their salience
diminishes again until a new set of issues re-energize the cycle (Moon et al.,
2005; Okoye, 2009). It has therefore been recognised that there are
technical, normative and ideological challenges to arriving at a universally
accepted definition of CSR as different perspectives in this regard continue to
influence its meaning and interpretation (Crane et al., 2008). Thus Dahlsrud
(2008) concludes that the complexity that surrounds the concept has less to
do with how CSR is defined and much more to do with how it is socially
constructed in a specific context. It is against this background that some
commentators (Crane et al., 2008; Lockett et al., 2006) have suggested that
CSR should not be regarded as a theoretical construct due to the lack of clear
paradigm but should be considered as ‘a field of scholarship’ since it is
representative of a variety of concepts, themes and theories (some of which
contend with each other) from different perspectives, disciplines and
philosophical positions. CSR knowledge is therefore regarded as being in a
continuing state of emergence and thus the lack of a clear paradigm is not
essentially a weakness of a field of scholarship which is still developing
(Lockett et al., 2006:133).

However, given that both advocates and critics of the CSR paradigm are
convinced that its status is such that much of the contemporary discourse on
the relationship between business and society is framed around or linked to
the concept and practice of CSR (see Jenkins, 2004; Moir, 2001; Carroll,
2008), this raises a number of questions as to whether and how the
terminology, theories, and approaches to CSR can and should be transposed
to address small business social responsibility. Consequently, this section of
the literature review presents a critical look at CSR as a field of academic
research and practice. It begins with a brief history of the concept to highlight
some of the factors and characteristics of its institutionalisation in
contemporary society, followed by a review of typologies of CSR theories and
approaches. It will conclude by critiquing common approach to its

implementation and what that means for small business.
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2.3.1 A Political History of CSR

This review takes a look at how CSR evolved in the 1970s within academic
circles and the external social and political contexts that influenced its rise as
an important field of research and practice in the 1990s and 2000s. According
to van Oosterhout and Heugens, (2008) any systematic inquiry into the field
of CSR can benefit substantively from knowledge of the historical origins and
the evolution in society as it provides a background to current understanding
and developments. There is a broad consensus amongst key contributors in
this field (Carroll, 1999; 2008, Van Oosterhout and Heugens, 2008; Lee,
2007; Frederick, 2006) that the history and evolution of academic inquiry into
the field of CSR can be traced back to the second haif of the 20" century* .
Commentators on the genealogy of CSR clearly locate its roots within the
wider and longstanding debate on the social responsibility of business. Carroll
(1999, 2008) and others have repeatedly cited the work of Bowen (1953),
“The Social responsibilities of the Businessman”, as seminal to contemporary
discourse on the subject in published literature. Carroll (1999) asserts this
could possibly be attributed to the fact that the significance and power of the
modern corporation was at that time either not evident or was unappreciated.
A review of the literature on the history of CSR also shows that the academic
debate and publications that followed Bowen’s work in the 1950s and 1960s
mostly centred on generic references to 'business organisations’, and it was
only in the 1970s that the explicit terminology of ‘Corporate’ social
responsibility and attempts at theory building and research emerged. It is the
assertion of CSR historians that academic debates on CSR widen in scope
during this period, which also marked the beginning of the development of
diverse definitions and theoretical frameworks by which CSR could be
explained. According to Frederick (1998) and Carroll (2008) the only
commonality between the different definitions and models that had emerged
was the perception that CSR could be coupled with traditional management
functions to deal with issues of social responsibility. It has however been
suggested by some commentators (Jenkins, 2005; Sadler, 2004; Sadler and
Lloyd, 2009) that the rise of CSR discourse in the 1970s in academic circles
can best be understood within the context of growing civil and political
concerns over the adverse effects of corporate hegemony during this period,

as several high profile incidents of environmental pollution, poor labour and

* A few others like Hoffman, 2007 have traced it further back to the 1920s
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human rights standards and political interference in developing countries®
linked to corporations were brought to the public domain. According to Carroll
(1999:6) "The iate 60s and early 70s was a period during which social
movements with respect to the environment, worker safety, consumers, and
employees were poised to transition from special interest status to
government reqgulation”. Sadler (2004) suggests that the emerging CSR
debate was in part fuelled by environmental, labour, human rights and other
civil society groups agitating for national and international regulation to

curbed corporate power and increase its accountability.

In academic circles during the 1980s, there were substantive efforts to
develop further theoretical frameworks for CSR. An important example of
such CSR models was the need-hierarchy framework by Frank Tuzzolino and
Barry Armandi, (1981, cited in Carroll, 1999, 2008) which was framed along
the lines of Maslow’s (1943) needs hierarchy and sets out a hierarchy of
organizational needs by which socially responsible practices of a business
could be assessed. There was also a growing number of empirical research
into the practice of CSR within organisations, most of which concentrated on
the relationship between CSR and business profitability (Cochran and Wood,
1984; Aupperle et al., 1985 cited in Carroll 1999). Despite these academic
excursions the conceptual fuzziness attached to CSR did not abate (de Bakker
et al.,, 2005; Lockett et al.,, 2006). According to Van Oosterhout and Heugens
(2008:200), conceptual understanding of CSR was not enhanced by research
during this period mainly because of methodological problems and a “self-
justificatory bias” in research questions. Again the conceptual history of CSR
during this period can best be understood in the context of prevailing forces of
neoliberalism and globalisation during this period. According to some
commentators (Sadler, 2004; O’ Laughlin, 2008; Utting, 2007) in the late
1970s and 19805 the CSR debate in business and political circles changed
substantiaily with the resurgence of neoliberalism and deregulation as there
was a shift from government regulation towards self regulation by
corporations. A number of commentators (Carroll, 2008; Sadler and Lloyd,
2009;Moon and Vogel, 2008) asserts that the CSR debate in the 1980s was
beginning to be framed by governments at the vanguard of neoliberalism
(e.g. the UK and USA) as a free market solution to social and environmental

problems. This shift has been described by other academic (Moon, 2005;

St . . N ~ . . .
FFor example the TNC International Telephone and Telegraph Corporation was implicated in attempts to
overthrow a democratically elected government of Chile
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Matten and Moon, 2005; Moon and Vogel, 2008) as largely the result of a
perceptible deficit in domestic governance in some countries in Europe and
North America, which portrayed the state as being incapable of addressing
socio-economic issues relating to unemployment, economic growth, urban
decay and social unrest, etc and subsequently resulted in the re-evaluation of
business-society and business-government relations. During this period, there
were signs that the concept of CSR was gaining ground within corporate
circles as a self regulated activity®, designed some argue (Jenkins, 2005;
Sadler, 2004; Sadler and Lloyd, 2009) to restore their societal legitimacy and
status lost during the 1970s, but aiso driven by the business case for CSR
(Moon, 2007).

Research in the field of CSR in the 1990s and 2000s burgeoned than ever
before as much of the emerging debate, research and learning around the
subject found a place in academic conferences and societies as well as in the
formal knowledge creation realm, as published literature in journals of several
academic disciplines as well as in the electronic media (Matten and Moon,
2004). The review of CSR literature suggests that there have been three key
shifts in the field of CSR research during this period. The first of these is a
greater slant in the literature towards the theoretical development of
complementary themes and concepts (e.g. corporate citizenship, corporate
social performance, stakeholder theory) rather than on CSR itself (Carroll,
2008; Lockett et al., 2006; Lee, 2007). Most of these concepts and themes
were borne out of and/or linked to CSR thinking and were quite compatible
with CSR. Secondly, a far greater increase in the volume of empirical
research that attempts to align CSR theories with practice (Van Marrewijk,
2003; Frederick, 2006; Carroll, 2008). There has also been greater emphasis
on small business research and the emergence of a discourse that critiques
CSR as a useful paradigm for understanding the meaning (Tilley, 2000;
Murillo and Lozano, 2006) and practice (Spence and Lozano, 2000; Spence
and Rutherfoord, 2003; Perrini, 2005) of social responsibility within the small
business context. Thirdly, there has been a distinct increase (compared to
previous years) in the implementation and practice of CSR by corporations as
well as a host of other business, civil, public organisations (Sadler, 2004;
Jenkins, 2005; Crane et al., 2008; Moon and Vogel, 2008). Furthermore,

different CSR geographies have emerged with subtle and significant

6 . . .
Corporate Management Systems are often based on in-house and/or external standards that may involve
external verification and certification, thus assign legitimacy 1o the systems and practices that they initiate.
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differences between national CSR agendas and performances as the dominant
Anglo-American version of CSR has been translated and recast in other
regions such as Asia and Africa by TNCs, and various international regulatory
and standardsetting bodies’ (Chapple and Moon, 2005; Visser, 2008). It has
been suggested by Sadler (2004) and others that this expansive interest in
CSR in best understood within the context of anti-globalisation and anti-
corporate campaigns that arose in the 1990s, which propelled local and
geopolitical issues around the economic, social and environmental impact of
neoliberal globalisation and TNCs to the global political and corporate stage.
According to Jenkins (2005) these anti-corporate and anti-globalisation
sentiments and subsequent highly publicised protests were in many ways
linked to high profile often global cases of fraud, violation of human rights,
exploitation of child labour etc mainly in developing countries of the world®,
and have once again led to increased calls for regulation of TNCs. Sadler
(2004:851) asserts;

"It is now undeniably the case that anti-globalisation movements in
their various forms have become voices that national governments and
international organisations are increasingly forced to recognise and

face up to.”

Thus it is the opinion of some commentators (Levy and Kaplan, 2008; Scherer
and Palazzo; Sadler, 2004; Jenkins, 2005) that from the 1990s and 2000s
TNCs have increasingly been exposed to risks of loss of reputation and cost of
regulation, and that the rise in CSR adoption by the corporate community is a
response to these issues as they attempt to deflect criticism, regain/maintain

social legitimacy and address a growing global risk economy.

In summary, a review of the literature on the history of CSR has shown that
its rise to prominence as a field of research and practice emerged out of wider
debates on the social responsibility of business. It was evident from the
literature review that CSR did not evolve as a “neutral” concept but rather its
evolution and wide acceptance was influenced by local and global economic

and socio-political forces operating at different times in its history. It is also

" In the 1990s and 2000s, CSR was adopted by international organizations such as the World Bank and the

;Jnited Nations. and leading International development organisations and agencics e.g. DFID. CIDA etc,
Notable rallying points for protest during the 1990s include the role of Royal Dutch Shell in Nigeria — in

refation to the killing of Ken Sarowiwa, a human rights/environmental activist by the Nigerian government:

The use of child labour in South Asia within the supply chain of Nike Sports ware; The collapse of Enron and
Worldcom etc
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acknowledge, although not discussed in detail, that there are also other micro
and meso factors {e.g. local cultures, institutional and regulatory frameworks,
internal drivers within businesses etc) that influence adoption of CSR in
corporations. Currently, CSR is a discourse no longer confined to academic
theorising but one that is constantly being shaped and reshaped by
academics, practitioners, NGOs, national and international politics and

economic paradigms.
2.3.2 CSR Theories and Typologies

In spite of the huge academic, practitioner and wider interest in CSR, it still
remains conceptually ambiguous. It has however been suggested by Lockett
et al., (2006:133) that the field of CSR research is in a “continuing state of
emergence” and the absence of a single dominant paradigm was not
necessarily a disadvantage but could have helped to broaden and enliven the
debate within the field of study (Crane et a/., 2008) . It is thus
accommodative of divergent ideologies and research traditions that
concentrate on different, sometimes competing, issues relating to the social
responsibility of business, such as business ethics, stakeholder management,
economic responsibility, environmental and social obligations, etc. (Garriga
and Mele, 2004; Lockett et al., 2006). Some of the key theories associated
with the field of CSR include, corporate social performance, corporate
citizenship, corporate sustainability, stakeholder theory, share holder value
theory, Universal Rights theory, Integrative Social Contract theory, Cause
Related Marketing, Common Good theories etc. There is a large body of
literature on most of these alternative concepts or themes, the examination of

which is beyond the scope of this literature review.

In order to provide some clarity to the seemingly chaotic landscape of
theories in the field of CSR, there have been several attempts by scholars to
classify the various approaches, theories and themes into coherent framework
of distinct or synthesized sets of theories. In this respect several authors (for
example, Klonoski, 1991; Moir, 2001; Garriga and Mele, 2004; Windsor,
2006; Dahlsrud, 2008) have developed frameworks that attempt to classify
the plethora of theories and approaches based on rationales for business
involvement in CSR. These frameworks generally characterise CSR theories on
the basis of the normative roles business organisations are obligated or

expected to play in society and thus offer different and hybrid accounts of the
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significance of CSR and motivations for business engagement in CSR.
Examples of such classifications include the work of Moir (2001), who
describes three broad categories of CSR theories and approaches based on
whether they advocate an “enlightened self-interest” rationale for business
involvement in CSR in relation to their long term business sustainability,
proffer a moral framework driven by social expectations and obligations or
whether they adopt a neo-classical approach of near immediate value
maximisation. Similar work by Aguilera et a/. (2007) aiso outlines three
categories of CSR theories that take into account multiple actors at different
levels of analyses. These include theories that are underpinned by
instrumental (business case), relational (stakeholder interests) and moral
motives. Windsor (2006) similarly articulates a three part model of CSR
theories, which comprises of economic and ethicai theories and a corporate
citizenship conception that represents a synthesis of the first two. The study
by Garriga and Mele (2004) represents the most comprehensive classification
of the diverse CSR theories and related approaches. They categorize the
different conceptions of CSR into four types - instrumental, political,
integrative and ethical - on the basis that they represent key aspects of any

social system, namely economics, politics, social integration and ethics.

The typologies outlined by Garriga and Mele (2004) and others, generally
reflect conceptualisations of CSR as an applied field of research, a
hypothetical construct or a synthesis of both. For example instrumental
theories make a case for business involvement in CSR on the basis that it
provides beneficial outcomes to business organisations and their stakeholders
(Blowfield and Frynas, 2005; McWilliams et al., 2006). The emphasis on
tangible outcomes (such as improved profits, reputation, brand image,
relationship with stakeholders etc) implies that instrumental theories tend to
be closely associated with the actual practice of CSR (Lockett et a/., 2006). On
the contrary, ethical theories of CSR are often normative in character as they
normally imply that businesses have a moral obligation to be responsible and
that business engagement in CSR is important because it has implications for
organisational behaviour and culture. These theories therefore assume that
businesses should be imbibing CSR because it is the right, fair or just course
of action and not because it is instrumentally beneficial to shareholders or
stakeholders. However, ethics-centred theories skew the CSR debate towards
an abstract perspective and away from the realm of practical application, as

they call for businesses to deliver social benefits whose impact is subjective
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and practical implementation within the everyday context of business activity
is likely to be problematic (e.g. prioritising and expanding stakeholders’
involvement in the business decision making process). There are however
other categories of CSR theories that are representative of a synthesis of the
practical and theoretical aspect of CSR (e.g. political and integrative theories)
and also contextualise the social responsibility of business by taking into
account cultural, religious and political influences (Donaldson and Dunfee
1994, 1999). The development of these theories is however supported by
very little empirical evidence and like ethical theories they are often slanted
towards the normative aspect of the CSR discourse (Windsor, 2006; Mehaan
et al., 2006). There is therefore scope within the general CSR literature for
further research into how practitioners understand and manage the
relationship between business and society whilst taking into account pertinent

contextual factors to help explain and predict CSR behaviour.
2.3.3 CSR Practice: The Orthodoxy of Formalisation

The conceptual and definitional confusion that exists in the field of CSR has
meant that practitioners have the leeway to describe and define CSR in
practice based on their own (often contextual) understandings of basic
principles of the concept. However, Blowfield (2005) argues that while the
meaning and nature of CSR is contested, there appears to be an implicit
orthodoxy on the means and tools for its practice, stating that this orthodoxy
involves the use of voluntary codes and standards, the notion of the
‘stakeholder’ and multi-sector partnerships. A review of the general literature
on CSR practice (e.g. Levis, 2006; Cramer, 2005; Nijhof et al., 2005; van
Merrwijk et al., 2004; Owen and O’'Dwyer, 2008; Veser, 2004; Maignan and
Ralston, 2002) indicates that there are broad similarities in the practice of
CSR in terms of the formalised and often strategic approach to
implementation and reporting of CSR activities and programmes. According to
van Marrewijk (2003) the practice of CSR within organisations is generally
influenced by two key principles, namely agency and communion. Agency
refers to the need to maximise shareholder value in all its operations and
protect its continual existence, while communion is linked to ideas that
propose that an organisation is intrinsically linked to society and as such will
tend to align itself with a range of stakeholders (employees, customers,
suppliers, local communities and the environment). Van Marrewijk (2003)

argues that in most cases the practice of CSR in TNCs addresses these two
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issues simultaneously. In practice most corporations adopt a stakeholder
approach to CSR, whereby their social and environmental initiatives
incorporate actions that are in reaction to or pre-emptive of its stakeholders
concerns (see Dunfee, 2008; Levis, 2006; Nijhof et al., 2005; Aguliera et al.
2007) but also have an implicit justifiable business case (van Marrewijk,
2003). The development and implementation of CSR practices and
programmes therefore follow a fairly standard sequence that involves
“conducting a CSR assessment, creating a CSR strategy (often in conjunction
with key stakeholders) and identifying the specific commitments to be made,
creating monitoring and reporting systems (and in some cases identifying key
performance indicators), identifying appropriate communication channels for
different audiences and reviewing performance on a regular basis” (Bondy,
2008:308).

According to several authors (e.g. Aguliera et al., 2007; Joyner and Payne,
2002; Maon etal., 2008) CSR actions aimed at preventing harm and/or
improving the welfare of stakeholder are generally implemented and
formalised through management systems and quality standards/codes (as
ISO 9000, EMAS/ISO 14001, SA 8000, Ecolabel, Transfair etc) that are
designed and certified externally or by in-house professionals. This process of
formalisation is intended to ensure that it is possible - at least to an extent- to
systematically measure, report, audit and facilitate continual stepwise
improvements of CSR practices and processes within an organisation and
consequently benefits to stakeholders (Nijhof et a/., 2005; van Merrwijk et al.,
2004). Advocates of this formalised approach to CSR practice have laid claim
to substantial operational, managerial, and competitive benefits for
corporations that implement them , as well as highlighting their utility in
improving transparency and accountability (Kolk and Tulder, 2002).
Furthermore, Bondy (2004) is of the opinion that the use of international
codes and standards have also been described as a useful means of regulating
corporate behaviour globally, as they are not restricted by the local regulatory
framework of any one country where they operate (e.g. TNCs cannot take
advantage of the poor institutional and regulatory environment in some
developing countries). The orthodoxy of the formal standardised approach to
CSR practice according to some commentators (Jenkins, 2005a; Doh and
Guay, 2004) has been driven by governmental, non-governmental and global
institutions (e.g. ILO, OECD, World Bank, DFID etc) some of whom have not

only actively endorsed their adoption by corporations and other organisations,
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but apply such codes and standards in their own organisation. Bondy (2008)
takes the view that the use of codes and standards is currently the most
widespread and recognisable approach to implementing CSR practice.
However, there are critics of this formalised approach to CSR practice, some
of whom are uncomfortable with the connotations of its orthodoxy. Fassin
(2008:368) observes that;

“The escalating importance of communication has increased the
impression that CSR is worthless without this reporting and
formalisation. Corporations have to show and to report to the public
what they do in order to justify their license to operate. Reporting

becomes the proof for this accrued need for justification.”

Others commentators have also been critical of the ‘codes and standards’
norm to CSR practice, which according to Blowfield, (2005:175) is underlined
by the implicit belief that “acceptable behaviour can be itemised, measured,
accounted for and otherwise atomised.” Several authors have pointed out that
product standards like ISO 9000 do not necessarily resuit in quality products
and neither do environmental standards (e.g. ISO 14001) guarantee that an
organisation is not adversely impacting on the environment, further stressing
that these standards do not ensure either legal/ethical compliance or
continued performance improvements and are in most cases an image-
building or public relations exercise (Fassin, 2008; Bansal and Bogna, 2002;
Darnal et al, 2000; Hooghiemstra, 2000). Similarly, Langley, (1999) is of the
opinion that while code and standards have their advantages, they are also
insufficient for dealing with the socio-cultural complexities and challenges of

real life situations.

In summary, CSR practice is often equated with the adoption and
implementation of formal codes and standards as Fassin (2008) argues, the
formalised approach to CSR is generally taken to be the ‘best practice’ for all
businesses, notwithstanding functional, structural and contextual difference
within the business community that make this orthodoxy debatable. There is
therefore scope to explore how this orthodoxy of CSR practice is recognised
and experienced within the small business contexts as authors like Aucquier
and Gond (2004, cited in Fassin, 2008) are also concerned that research into

the social construction of CSR as discourse and practice have been relegated
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to the background and in some cases, have developed as separate and

discordant strands of academic inquiry.
2.4 The Small Business Question

An outcome of the dominant nature of CSR scholarship and practice has been
that some perspectives and understandings of social responsibility of business
are less established (though no less salient) within the wider business and
society debate. One such gap is the small firm perspective of social
responsibility, which until recently, has been mostly ignored in favour of
theory building and research around the large firm and their attitude and
behaviour towards CSR (Spence et al., 2003; Werner and Spence, 2004;
Hillary, 2000; Observatory of European SMEs, 2002). Given that the status of
the CSR paradigm in contemporary discourse on the nature and scope of
business and society relationship is such that the social responsibility of
business is generally framed around or linked to the concept and practice of
CSR (see Jenkins, 2004; Moir, 2001; Carroll, 2008). This has raised a number
of questions as to whether and how the various CSR theories, themes and the
emergent orthodoxy in practice can and should be transposed to address
small business social responsibility. Consequently, interest in small business
social responsibility has gradually increased in recent times as academics,
practitioners, governments and inter-government agencies have called for
recognition of the unique perspective that small firms bring into the business
and society debate (Perrini, 2005). Thus the literature on small business
social responsibility has grown relatively in response to these interests (see
Vyakarnam et al., 1997; Quinn, 1997; Tilley, 2000; Jenkins, 2004; Spence et
al., 2004; Spence et al., 2003) supported by special journal issues edited by
Spence and Rutherfoord (2003), and Moore and Spence (2006). Nevertheless,
knowledge of small business understandings, attitudes and behaviours
towards social responsibility still remains limited and has not yet developed
into a workable theory (Lepoutre and Heene, 2006:257), a situation
exacerbated by the heterogeneity of the small business community and the
complexity of incorporating all small businesses into a common theoretical
framework or model of practice (Curran and Blackburn, 2001; Lepoutre and
Heene, 2006). There is therefore much scope for contributions to the nascent
body of knowledge around the social responsibility of the small firm especially
from the cultural perspectives of the ethnic minority small firm (Ede et al,,
2000; Spence et al., 2003; Worthington et al., 2006b). A review of the
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literature on small business engagement with social responsibility with respect
to theory building and empirical research will be discussed in detail in the next
chapter. However, this study recognises that the marginalisation of small
businesses in the debate on the relationship between business and society is
underlined, rightly or wrongly by the terminology of CSR. The “corporate”
connotations appears to linguistically exclude unincorporated businesses (i.e.
the majority of small businesses) and practically acts as a barrier to engaging
small firms in the social responsibility of business discourse (Jenkins, 2004,
Castka et al., 2004; Southweli, 2004; Spence, 2000) such that some
commentators, for example Spence (2007), have suggested that the term
should not be used in relation to small businesses. Furthermore, given that in
most small businesses the boundary between the personal and business
obligations, commitments, motivations and resources of the owner/manager
is often blurred and indistinct, it is likely to be confusing to refer to small
businesses’ (or their owner/managers’) involvement in social practices and
initiatives as ‘corporate’ social responsibility as the business and personal
motivations and outcomes are very likely to be indistinguishable. Hence, there
are possible challenges to adopting the CSR terminology, theories and models
of implementation to discussions and research relating to small business

social responsibility.

2.5 Conclusion

The review of literature on the social responsibility of business has provided a
number of insights for this research. Firstly, it has revealed that the debate on
the role of business in society is a broad, complex and contested subject,
which could be simplified by examining the different schools of thought on the
nature of the firm and their different competing views on the responsibility of
business to society. The literature review showed that common notions of
responsibility (philanthropy, ethics and sustainability) are often value laden
and are therefore likely to be influenced by time, space and culture. Secondly,
the review revealed that concept of CSR is the most dominant contemporary
discourse on the role of business in society despite the lack of clarity
surrounding its meaning and practice. A brief review of its history and rise to
prominence showed that CSR is not a neutral concept as its development is
complex and has been influenced by a several geo-political and social and
economic factors over the course of its history. It was revealed that there are
therefore many theories of CSR as well as other closely related concepts the

bulk of which can be classified into three broad categories based on whether
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CSR is conceptualised as a theoretical construct, an applied field of research
or a blend of both. The review also indicated that while there is still great deal
of confusion surrounding CSR as a theoretical construct, there appears to be
an implicit orthodoxy on what constitutes the most appropriate means and
tools for CSR practice. Finally, the key insights of the review led to questions
being raised about the relevance and applicability of CSR within the small

business context, which will be examined further in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER THREE

SMALL BUSINESS SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

3.1 Introduction

There is a broad consensus in the business-society literature concerning the
existence of conceptual complexities associated with defining and
understanding the concept corporate social responsibility (CSR) and that the
relatively high level of academic and practitioner interest in theory building
and empirical research in the field of study is stiil emergent and incomplete
(Crane et al., 2008). Likewise, it is widely accepted that CSR has over the
past two decades emerged as a mainstream public and business issue to
which considerable attention has been given by government and non-
government organisations all over the world. Whereas, much of the academic
inquiry and public interest in the subject has chiefly been concerned with the
attitudes and behaviour of large often multinational companies (Jenkins,
2004, Castka et al., 2004; Spence 2007), there is a nascent acknowledgment
in academia and different spheres of government of the need to engage
smaller sized businesses (that make up 90% of the world’s business
population) in the theory and practice of social responsibility (see DTI, 2002;
Worthington et al., 2006b; Spence, 2007). The recent interest in small
business social responsibility is an appropriate reflection of the significant
impact small businesses have on national and local economies as well as their
capacity to engage in actions and practices that have a social, ethical and
environmental impact on society as a whole {(Spence, 2004). It is also an
acknowledgement of the argument that conventional approaches to the
theory and practice of social responsibility in business, which are mobilised
around the concept of CSR and are based on the experience of large
businesses are not wholly comparable and/or transferable to the small
business context (Spence, 1999; Lozano and Murillo, 2006). The examination
of questions on the social responsibility of business from a distinct small
business perspective is therefore likely to contribute to the debate on how and
why businesses engage in social responsibility and create opportunities for
developing models and frameworks for engaging small businesses in practice.
So far, the literature on the social responsibility of small business has

increased in recent years, nonetheless, the knowledge and understanding of
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the attitudes and behaviour of small business owner/managers is still
fragmented and has not yet developed into a coherent theory (Lepoutre and
Heene, 2006:257). According to a number of commentators, the lack of
clarity has been largely due to the relatively small number of academic and
empirical studies that have been conducted to date into the social
responsibility of small businesses (e.g. Quinn, 1997; Vyakarnam et a/., 1997;
Spence 1999; Spence and Rutherfoord, 2003). In addition, such problems
have been exacerbated by the fact that much of the research that has been
conducted in this area has exhibited a relative lack of appreciation of the
small firm context, and as a result authors have frequently employed
inappropriate theoretical and methodological approaches that fail to address
the idiosyncrasies and complexity of the small business sector (Moore and
Spence, 2006; Spence, 2007). Consequently, while there is some evidence to
suggest that many small businesses are engaged in some form of ‘silent’ or
‘invisible’ social responsibility (Luetkenhorst, 2004; Murillo and Lozano, 2006;
Perrini, 2005), many of these practices remain unexplored and undocumented
(Spence et al., 2003; Worthington et a/., 2006b). As such there remains an
urgent need for further research to investigate the nature and extent of SR in
small businesses (Spence et al., 2003; Lozano and Murillo, 2006), particularly
in the context of specific sectors such as ethnic minority small! firms (Ede et

al., 2000: Worthington et al., 2006a).

Having set out in chapter two the context in which academic inquiry into SR
emerged and developed into its present state characterised by the hegemony
of CSR, in this chapter I argue for a distinct small business focus in the field of
study, and in so doing seek to highlight the important contributions research
into the SR of ethnic minority businesses (subsequently referred to as EMB)
can make to debates in the UK. The rest of the chapter will proceed as
follows. In the first part I will review literature on small business
characteristics, justifications for a separate SR research agenda and theory
that is sensitive to the complex and heterogeneous nature of small
businesses, as weil as examine extant research findings on SR in small
businesses in the UK. This will be followed in part two by a review of some of
the key literature on EMBs with particular reference to the socio-economic and
cultural characteristics that set them apart from the other small business
sectors. In the final part of the chapter an analysis of the case subjects and

study areas that will be the focus of this study will be provided.
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3.2 Small Business Characteristics

There is little doubt that small businesses are by far the most common form
of private enterprise in the world, yet there is no single definition of what
constitutes a small business (Curran and Blackburn, 1994). However, the
common convention is to define business organisations as ‘small’ on the basis
of criteria such as financial turnover, assets, market share, number of
employees, and ownership structure (Curran and Blackburn, 2001). However,
different threshold levels are frequently utilised to define exactly what
constitutes a smatl business, and the use of such competing criteria often
reflects the different administrative requirements of political, social and
business institutions that deal consistently with small businesses® (Lapoutre
and Heene, 2006). The EU definition of small business organisations that is
based on employee numbers, turnover or balance sheet total, and ownership
is the one most widely used by researchers, and is useful in that it provides a

)10 of small

more detailed description of sub-groups (micro, small and medium
firms. While definitions based on size-related variables are important and
have advantages, as size-related resource and time constraints can be
identified and macro-policies can easily be directed at a particular size group
of small businesses, they have also been criticised for failing to take into
account the very different types of businesses that are grouped together
under the small business umbrelia. This therefore presents a narrow and
incomplete view of small businesses as homogenous scaled down models of
larger organizations (Jenkins, 2006) According to Curran and Blackburn
(2001) small businesses are qualitatively different from large businesses in
their everyday behaviour including their responses to social and ethical issues
(Spence and Rutherfoord, 2001). Consequently, while size is a factor (and an
important one at that) there are a number of qualitative characteristics
relating to the ownership, management and stakeholder relations that are
generic to small businesses and differentiate their response to issues of social

responsibility from that of larger corporations.

? Legal definitions of small business for tax and accounting purposes vary across nation states, financial
ilgslilutions (based on business banking codes )

The EU defines SMEs based on employee numbers, turnover or balance sheet total and ownership. such
that a micro enterprise as having less than 10 employees and a turnover or balance sheet total of not more
than €2 million per annum; a small cnterprise should have a workforce of between 10-49 employees and a
turnover or balance sheet total of not more than €10 million: and a medium-sized enterprise has a headcount
of less than 250 and a turnover of not more than €50 million or a balance sheet total of not more than €43
mil!ion, with the additional criteria that they are independent enterprise, i.e., 25% or more of the capital or
voting rights cannot be owned by an enterprise that employs more than 250 people or balance sheet of more
than €43 million (EC 2005).
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3.2.1 The Agency of Small Business Owner/managers

The vast majority of small businesses operate under the legal framework of
either a sole trader, partnership or a private limited company. They are often
owned by a single individual, or by a small number of individuals who are aiso
involved in the management of the business (Spence, 1999). There is
therefore little distinction between the ownership and management of small
businesses, as is also frequently the case in terms of the assets of the
business and that of the owner/manager, a coincidence which according to
some commentators (e.g. Spence, 1999; Jenkins, 2004; Fassin, 2008)
inevitably introduces personal and subjective concerns and interests into the
process of making business decisions. As Spence (2007), Quinn (1997) and
other theorists have made clear this is a fundamental difference between
small and large businesses, as owner/managers act as both the principal and
agent of the business and as a consequence the issue of fiduciary duty to
maximise shareholders wealth does not arise as owner/managers have the
right to independently appropriate the resources of the business based on
personal judgments, which may include taking into consideration their own
beliefs, values and social position. It is therefore a commonly held view within
the literature on SMEs that whilst it is not certain that owner/managers will
always act in an ethical manner, they are not inherently constrained like
managers of large corporations to maximise profit for shareholders (e.g.
Spence and Rutherfoord 2001). This is in contrast to large businesses, whose
ownership and management are as a rule separate, and owners
(shareholders) play no active role in the direct management of the business

nor do their personal predilections exert much direct influence on the running
of the business.

3.2.2 Informal Management Structures

The management infrastructure of small businesses is inherently different in
nature to that of large businesses and has been variously described as limited
in depth and scope because more often than not the management team is
made up of one or a few individual owners with limited specialty, skill sets and
multiple responsibilities that extend beyond management (see Spence, 1999;
Ang, 1991; Jenkins, 2006). It follows therefore that unlike corporate
managers who occupy wholly managerial roles with access to a relatively

larger pool of human and financial resources, small business owner/managers
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carry out numerous tasks (including non-managerial duties essential to the
functioning of the business) with limited resources, demands which act to
further constrain their capacity to proactively engage with issues outside their
routine business activities, including those relating to SR (Spence, 1999,
Tilley, 2000; Lepoutre and Heene, 2006). Similarly, the management of small
businesses is mostly characterized by underdeveloped and largely informal
structures, which often translate into low levels of formalization in their
organizational and management practices and procedures (Ang, 1991; Moore
and Spence, 2006; Fassin, 2008). Small businesses are therefore more likely
to adopt a reactive short-term approach towards addressing social issues than
a pre-planned codified strategy that requires formal administrative structures
common amongst large corporations (Jenkins, 2004; Spence, 1999, 2007).
Furthermore, since owner/managers are not restricted by agency problems
but are unlikely to have the resources and specialization to engage with social
issues from an instrumental (e.g. marketing or public relations) standpoint
(Jenkins, 2006; Spence et al., 2000), personal motivations play a more
significant role in the decision making process to engage with social issues
than any strategic rationate commonly employed in large corporations
(Jenkins, 2004; Spence, 2000, 2007; Vallentine and Morsing, 2008). In
contrast, large corporations are occupied by issues of agency and fiduciary
obligations, and as a result corporate managers are more likely to be
motivated by strategic objectives to engage in SR than by their personal
beliefs and values (Spence, 1999, 2007).

3.2.3 Informal Stakeholder Relations

A closely related characteristic of small businesses that differentiates them
from large firms is the management of their relationship with stakeholders,
which for the most part is inherently personal, less formal and based on
mutual trust, loyalty and openness (Vyakarnam et al., 1997; Jenkins, 2004,
Lepoutre and Heene, 2006). According to Goffee and Scase (1995:15)
owner/managers generally manage their businesses “through informal, face
to face processes rather than according to formal structures and job
description” and as such managing interpersonal relationships is an important
component of doing business (see aiso Spence, 1999; Spence and Lozano,
2000). Consequently, stakeholder relationships as they pertain to small
businesses are largely formed and managed on the basis of intuitive and

informal interactions as the structure of small business operations and
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management necessitates close personal contact between owner/managers
and their employees, customers and suppliers (Spence, 1999, Jenkins, 2004).
The high level of social proximity that exists between owner/managers and
stakeholders of the small business leads to the forming of trust relationships,
and is characterised, it is argued, by an openness in the interaction between
stakeholders and owner/managers, which in turn places a set of implicit and
largely non-contractual expectations on both parties to be socially responsible
in their dealings'! (Lepoutre and Heene, 2006). In contrast, relations between
small businesses and institutional stakeholders ( e.g. regulators) is less
constructive as small firms are widely considered to be difficult to regulate as
they appear unwilling to engage with institutions of governance or embrace
voluntary regulation (Spence, 1999; Tilley 2000), and are thus less
responsive to bureaucratic pressures to be socially responsible (Dex and
Scheibl, 2001)*?. On the contrary, bureaucratic structures and the enormity of
operations common to large businesses often mean that relations between the
large corporation and its stakeholders are much more formalised than is the
case with small businesses. Stakeholder management is facilitated through a
deliberate and controlled process that often creates a formalised bureaucratic
space, and at the same time a social distance between large firms and their
customers, employees and suppliers (Jenkins, 2006; Jenkins, 2004).
Furthermore, since most small businesses are, or operate like family
businesses with family and friends playing an active part in the business as
either owners, employees, customers, suppliers or competitors, this places an
extra moral expectation on owner/managers to be socially responsible in their
interactions with stakeholders, a situation which is uncommon in large

businesses where stakeholders are relatively anonymous (Janjuha-Jivraj,
2003; Jenkins, 2004).

In summary, it is clear that while small and large business are comparable in
terms of size, there are fundamental structural and organisational differences
between the two that qualify small firms as distinct business forms and make
it impractical to apply a large business model towards the understanding
and/or prediction of small business behaviour and hence there is a need for
specific consideration of SR from a wholly small business perspective
(Spence, 2007; Jenkins, 2004; Lepoutre and Heene, 2006).

" Conversely the social proximity between‘owncr/managers and their stakcholders may lead to unethical
chhaviour when this trust relationship is compromised by either party.

According to Murphy et al. (1992) unethical behaviour relating to tax evasion and non-compliance with
regulations are common amongst small businesses.
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3.3 Making a Case for Small Business Social Responsibility

There is a strong suggestion in the SR literature that up until recently there
has been a distinct lack of a small business perspective in the theorisation and
research into important aspects of the role of business in society. In this
review three important reasons were identified as central to the argument for
a distinct small business focus in SR research and practice, which relate to the
significance of the collective impact of small businesses on society, the
uniqueness of the small business form relative to large corporations and the
heterogeneity of the small business sector that suggest that a singular
approach to SR is inappropriate. The lack of academic interest in the small
business context as it relates to SR may be linked to unsubstantiated
assumptions about its relevance in the business-society debate. It is assumed
that the large business context represents a more credible research platform
for CSR as corporations are relatively more visible, powerful and experience
much institutional pressure and scrutiny from civil society, and as such are
more likely to play an active independent role in their political and social
environment than smaller businesses (Spence et al., 2003; Brammer and
Millington, 2006). However, while it is recognised that large corporations have
a major impact on society, the aggregate effect of small business populations
on the economy and society is as, if not more, significant than that of MNCs
(Jenkins, 2006; Spence, 2007) and as such they merit equal treatment in the
field of study. A case in point is the United Kingdom (UK), where 4.8 million
small businesses make up over 99.9% of the business population, with an
annual turnover of approximately 1.5 trillion pounds (BIS, 2008). They also
employ around 13.7 million people and account for 59.4% of private sector
employment (BIS, 2008). Small businesses therefore contribute substantially
to the economy of the UK (and its local communities) in terms of the creation
of employment, wealth, investment, innovation and international trade
(Worthington et. al., 2006a) but it is also estimated that small businesses are
responsible for approximately 60% of commercial waste and 80% of pollution
incidents in the country (EA, 2003). This situation is representative of most
modern economies, nonetheless, the debate on SRB has so far failed to fully
engage the small business community (Spence, 2004) and only recently has
consideration of the attitudes and behaviour of small businesses and their

owner/managers in relation to SRB been partially explored in the literature.

42



Another important reason for a small business focus in the field of SR
research is the uniqueness of the small business form relative to large
corporations. Until recently, the majority of theory building and empirical
research on SR appears to be guided by the assumption that small and large
businesses are comparable. Consequently, it is assumed that emergent SR
theories, models and strategies developed in and for large businesses can be
transposed to the small business community without problems, and as such
specific emphasis on small businesses is unwarranted (see Jenkins, 2004;
Fassin, 2008; Morsing and Perrini, 2009). However, given that the
fundamental differences that exist between small and large businesses have
considerable influence on their attitudes and behaviour towards issues at the
business-society interface, several commentators (e.g. Tilley, 2000; Jenkins,
2004; Lepoutre and Heene, 2006; Spence, 2007; Morsing and Perrini, 2009)
are of the opinion that it is unlikely both business forms will experience similar
motivations, challenges and modes of engagement with SR. In particular,
certain characteristics of a small business in relation to its ownership and
management structure as well as the nature of its relationship with
stakeholders are indicative of the idiosyncratic character of their engagement
with social responsibility which makes this different to the approach adopted
by larger businesses. A useful illustration to this effect is the characteristic
manner in which small firms are uniquely embedded in social networks and
their local settings'?, and the impact this has on the way they do business
(see Spence et al., 2004). According to Tencati et al. (2004) small businesses
are often more connected to the localities where they operate'* than large
firms, as they are more likely to obtain their empioyees, customers and
suppliers from such local communities. Likewise, owner/managers are
enmeshed in networks of informal interpersonal relationships with multiple
stakeholder groups central to the survival and success of their businesses
(Spence et al., 2003). This state of affairs has significant influence on the
socially responsible behaviour of small firms as it is often assumed in the
literature that they would ordinarily avoid unethical and undesirable actions
and practices that will compromise their reputation and consequently the
integrity of trust relationships with local stakeholders, whilst seeking out
opportunities to strengthen ties between the social and business aspects of
these relationships (Vyakarnam et al., 1997; Spence et al., 2003). It is the

" There is however contrary arguments in the literature about the scope of small firm local embeddedness
(Ms‘ee Curran and Blackburn 1994; Curran et al. 2000)

There are sector variations in this respect e.g. small businesses operating in the internet marketing
subsector of the service industry are likely to be less embedded in their local community than small firms in
the food and restaurant sub-sector (Spence. 2007)
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opinion of Fuller and Tian (2006:295) that “They [owner/managers] act
responsibly because their legitimacy with immediate stakeholders;
employees, customers, suppliers and their ‘local’ community is at stake in a
far more direct and personal way than it is with major corporations”. This
assertion suggests that the meanings, experiences and responses of smali
firms to issues of SR are distinct from that of larger corporations. It is
therefore unlikely that given the socialisation of small business ownership and
management, conventional models of understanding and measuring SR
engagement (characterised by formalized policies, practices, reporting
standards, etc common amongst large corporations), can be fully appreciated
and/or scaled down to fit smaller businesses (see Jenkins, 2004; Moore and
Spence, 2006; Spence, 2007; Fassin, 2008). According to Jenkins (2004)
smali businesses do not only lack the human, financial and time resources
that formalized models of SR require but they also are not naturally inclined
to codified and bureaucratic forms of behaviour and as such are more likely to
adopt approaches to SR that are less formal and more ad hoc than strategic
or codified. Spence et a/. (2003:18) state that researchers and theorists in
the field are too often influenced by the capitalist free market perception of
SR as a luxury good that non-wealthy actors (i.e. small businesses) will not
be able to afford. However this view fails to take into consideration and/or
appreciate the uniqueness of the small business context and its response to
issues of SR. It is therefore unreasonable to expect to understand and/or
measure social responsibility in small businesses according to the methods
used in large firms (Moore and Spence, 2006). To insist otherwise would likely
exclude small businesses from the SR discourse, along with the rich
perspectives that they bring to the debate and valuable knowledge of how and

why a vast majority of them engage in SR.

Thirdly, a distinct small business focus in SR is justified by the heterogeneous
nature of small firms and its implication for owner/managers’ attitudes and
behaviour towards SR, According to Leportre and Heene (2006) the argument
that large and small businesses are comparable is underlined by the notion
that all small businesses are structurally, and functionally homogeneous and
thus exhibit similar behaviour irrespective of their size and other qualitative
characteristics and factors. On the contrary Leportre and Heene (2006) and
others (e.g. Lozano and Murillo, 2006; Spence et al., 2003; Curran and
Blackburn, 2001) are of the view that small business behaviour will most

likely not only differ from the conventional large firm perspective but may also
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differ within the small business community itself. Similarly, Jenkins (2004)
argues that these differences extend beyond the relative sizes of small
businesses to include variations in business behaviour across business
sectors, geographic areas, cultures and ownership structures. For example a
study of socially responsible behaviour by Spence et a/. (2003) found sectoral
and regional variations within a sample of small businesses in the UK and
Germany, likewise findings from a study by the Observatory of European
SMEs (2002) indicate that the socially responsible behaviour of small
businesses varies across countries and industrial sectors. It is the opinion of
Lepoutre and Heene (2006) there are issue, personal, organisational and
contextual factors that variously influence the SR behaviour of small
businesses. However, of vital consideration in this matter is the personal
values, beliefs and attitude of the owner/manager - who is both a principal
and an agent of the business - and the contingent factors that shape their
variation across the small business community (see Vyakarnam et al., 1997;

Spence and Rutherfoord, 2003 and Spence et al., 2003).
3.4 Small Business Attitude and Behaviour to Social Responsibility

Given the relative increase in attention accorded to the small business context
in SR by academics and policymakers alike, there has been a corresponding
increase in the number of both guantitative and qualitative empirical studies
investigating different aspects of the subject within the small business
context, particularly with respect to owner/managers’ understanding of,
attitudes and behaviour towards social responsibility (e.g. DTI, 2001, 2002;
BITC et al., 2002; Observatory of European SMEs, 2002; Vives et al., 2005;
Longo et al., 2005; Borga et al., 2009; Spence and Schmidpeter, 2003;
Murillo and Lozano, 2006).

A review of the findings of these studies indicate that in general small
business owner/managers commonly express a positive attitude towards the
notion of social responsibility and only in very few cases have there been
some contradictory findings in relation to environmental responsibility (Winter
and Ledgerwood, 1994 cited in Schaper, 2000). The findings from these
studies also indicate that despite the constraints of time, resources and short-
term business priorities, small businesses and their owner/managers engage
in activities and initiatives that embody socially responsible behaviour. In
several UK based studies (e.g. Spence et al., 2000; Castka et al., 2004 and
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Jenkins, 2006) findings showed that on top of the basic social benefits
associated with their role as economic actors in local communities (e.g.
provision of local jobs, goods and services, etc), small businesses were also
engaged in a number of social activities and initiatives that were beneficial to
key stakeholders of their businesses and the community at large. Spence
(2006) in a qualitative case study of 24 UK based small businesses cites social
actions and initiatives that were beneficial to the environment (e.g. waste
minimisation, re-use and recycling schemes) to their employees (e.g. flexible
work patterns, staff training, etc), to their supply chain/ business to business
network (e.g. participation in supplier learning scheme, ISO 90001 quality
standard) and the wider community (e.g. sponsorships of and donations

towards local charitable causes) as evidence of their socially responsible

behaviour.

In terms of drivers of socially responsible behaviour within the small business
sector, a number of studies have shown that market drivers in sales and
supply chain of small businesses have minimal influence on the environmental
and social performance of small firms. In a literature review of 33 empirical
studies Hillary (2000), for example, concluded that SMEs experienced little
external pressure from stakeholders, such as customers or suppliers, to be
socially responsible. This assertion has been corroborated by Revell and
Blackburn (2007) whose research findings indicate that small business
stakeholders (suppliers, employees and customers) do little to influence the
socially responsibie behaviour of small firms. Likewise similar studies
(Wycherly, 1999; Merritt, 1998) have shown that in addition to the minimal
influence of supply chains on small business social responsibility, there is even
less partnership on matters of social responsibility between stakeholders
within the supply chain. These findings support the assertion by Revell and
Blackburn (2007) that many small businesses only demonstrate “vulnerable
compliance” to regulatory and supply chain pressures for them to adopt more
socially responsible behaviour, are cynical of the business case for social
responsibility and would often oppose voluntary adoption of measures and
practices that embody social responsibility (see Hillary, 2000; European
Observatory, 2002; Tilley, 2000). Rather the characteristics and ethics of
small business owner/managers have been identified as a major driver of
socially responsible behaviour within the small business sector (see Quinn,
1997; Spence, 1999; European Commission, 2003; Spence and Perrini,
2009). According to Spence (1999) the social and environmental ethics of

small business in the UK are for the most part driven by the personal
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predilections and commitments of the owner/manager and consequently
socially responsible actions are carried out in an informal and incoherent
manner such that on the whole they are undocumented, unreported and
unappreciative of the business case for social responsibility. These studies
suggest that social responsibility as practiced by the majority of small
businesses mirrors the particularistic nature of the small firm, as it reflects a
largely impromptu and unsystematic process that is regarded as a peripheral
add-on to the key objectives of the business. Similarly, other studies (BITC,
2002; European Commission, 2003) stress the embeddedness of small
businesses in local communities as another characteristic that defines their
socially responsible behaviour, as owner/managers naturally gravitate
towards social actions that enhance their reputation in the local community

and with their stakeholders.

In summary, empirical research into the social responsibility of small business
has provided useful insights into the attitudes and behaviour of
owner/managers, as well as the drivers and constraints to social responsibility
within the small business sector. Research findings have also underlined the
impracticalities of simply assuming that social responsibility as practiced
within the corporate business community can be wholly transposed
unproblematically to the small business community. However, as a result of
the heterogeneity of the small business context, neither can the findings
emerging from recent research on the SR of small business be assumed to be
universally applicable to the whole of the small business community since the
attitude and behaviour of owner/managers can differ across geographical
areas, sectors, sizes and cultures (Spence, 1999). Simila_rly, Lepoutre and
Heene (2006: 258) are of the view that conflicting observations and resuits
emanating from empirical research into the social responsibility of small
business shows that the question of whether and how the small business
context influences their social responsibility remains unanswered.
Consequently, some researchers (Spence, 1999; Quinn, 1997; Vyakarnam et
al., 1997) have suggested that since the idiosyncrasies and ethics of small
business owner/managers have a significant influence on their social
responsibility, it is essential that any examination of social responsibility
within the small business sector concentrates on the particularities of the

small business context under investigation.
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3.5 Ethnicity, Small Business Ownership and Social Responsibility

The heterogeneity that exists within the small business community is
exemplified in the existence of ethnic minority-owned businesses!® which are
an established feature of the small business sector in many developed
industrial economies. The ‘ethnic’ categorisation of these businesses refers to
the particularistic influences on business configuration and behaviour by “sets
of connections and regular patterns of interaction among people sharing
common national background or migratory experience” (Aldridge and
Waldinger, 1990:112). The ethnic business phenomenon contrasts with the
classic acculturation theory about contemporary immigration and the
suggestion that cultural traditions, values and networks of ethnic minorities
will be assimilated into the dominant indigent culture (Waldinger, 1993).
Instead they embody the retention and use of these cultural resources to
initiate and grow their business activities (ibid). In general, ethnic minority-
owned businesses are typically small in size, often serving local ethnic
markets with mainly cultural goods'® and are concentrated in highly
competitive markets with slim profit margins and therefore experience below
average rates of business growth and survival (Barrett et al., 2002).
Nonetheless, they are of considerable economic and social importance to
minority communities in the host country and are recognised as a unique

subset within the mainstream of their small business population (Ram et a/.,

2006).

There is therefore an obvious connection between the growing presence of
ethnic minorities in the small business community of developed economies
and the steady rise in immigration since the 1950s mostly from post-colonial
countries in Africa and Asia to nations in the western hemisphere in Europe
and North America (Barrett et al., 1996, 2001; Ram et al., 2006). Much of
this migration was initially driven by demand for low skill and wage labour
mainly in the heavy factory-style manufacturing industry of western nations
after WWII. However, with the decline of these industries and the rise to

prominence of the service sector and more flexible forms of production,

Picis acknowledged that ethnicity is a complex and contested phenomena whose measurement. identitication
and categorisation is a subject of much debate (Mateos. 2007). However in this study ethnic minority
businesses are regarded as those owned by individuals who identify with commonly accepted social or
cultural minority categories in the UK, with labels that commonly refer to their ancestral origin (e.g. African)
or skin colour (e.g. Black) or both (e.g. Black African).

' There is evidence of cthnic minorities participating in more mainstream markets such as the creative
industry, professional services (law, accounting etc) and manufacturing. although the level of involvement is
still relatively very low.
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traditional areas of employment for settled ethnic migrants have since
decreased while at the same time opportunities for self employment and
start-up of small businesses has increased (Kloosterman and Rath, 2003;
Ram et al., 2006). This has led some academics (e.g. Ram et a/., 2006;
Barrett et al., 2002) to suggest that the geography of ethnic minority-owned
businesses in the developed world has to an extent been shaped by historical
migration patterns and contemporary national policies as it relates to the
regulation of migration and citizenship as well as economic policies and
institutions with respect to opportunity structures and constraints to
entrepreneurship.!’. However, in spite of variations in the levels of migration
and composition of ethnic minority groups in most developed nations, the
involvement of ethnic minorities in small business start-ups and ownership is
relatively high (Ram et al., 2003; Dhaliwal and Adcroft, 2005). For example
Holford et al. (2009) state that the rate of self employment amongst foreign-
born individuals'® in the UK, France, Germany and Sweden is often equal to or

higher than native-born individuals (see Table 3.1).

Table 3.1 Share of Self-Employment in total employment by place of
birth in 2007

Native Born Foreign Born
UK 11.9% 13.4%
France 8.1% 10.8%
Germany 10% 9.5%
Sweden 8.5% 10%

Source: SOPEMI/OECS International Migration Outlook, 2009 (in
Holford et al., 2009)

There has therefore been considerable interest amongst government
policymakers in ethnic minority entrepreneurship, much of which is directed at
promoting and supporting the growth and diversification of businesses owned
by ethnic minorities. For example, in 2009 the UK Government's Ethnic
Minority Business Taskforce published a report, which recommended a
number of measures to increase the profile of EMBs in the UK economy in
recognition of the entrepreneurial propensity of ethnic minority groups, the
relative importance of their contributions to the economy and the
opportunities that they provide in the forging of links with emerging

economies like China and India.

7 Entr epreneurship in this review is defined as the ownership and management of a business activity
 ltis important to point out that foreign-born people are not always from an ethnic group but in general
ethnic minorities make-up a proportionately larger share of people born abroad.
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Likewise, amongst academics there has been a similar recognition of the
growing significance of ethnic cultures in business formation, management
and success, which is reflected in the ongoing debate on the most credible
explanation for the emergence and proliferation of the ethnic enterprise (Ram

et al., 2006; Dhaliwal and Adcroft, 2005; Barrett et al., 2002).
3.5.1 Contrasting Views on Ethnic Entrepreneurship

The emergence of the ethnic minority-owned small business as a conspicuous
component of the small business community in most developed economies of
the world has been accompanied by a burgeoning body of literature on the
motivations, behaviour and growth patterns of ethnic minority entrepreneurs
(e.g. Alder and Waldinger, 1990; Barrett et al., 1996; Klosterman et al.,
1999; Ram et al., 2001, Smallbone et al., 2005; Volery, 2007). It has also led
to a debate about whether or not EMBs are indeed a distinctive small business
form, differentiated from the mainstream smail business stock by their
distinctive use of cultural resources and social networks or in terms of their
experience of disadvantage and discrimination as minorities and foreigners, or
a combination of both. According to Ram et a/. (2001) there are three
competing perspectives in the EMB literature in relation to the ‘difference’
argument; these include the ‘culturalist’, ‘structuralist’ and ‘interactionist’

views on ethnic entrepreneurship.

Proponents of the culturalist perspective (e.g. Basu, 1995; Song, 1997;
Werbner, 1990, cited in Ram and Smallbone, 2001) argue that the decision to
start a business, as well as the subsequent structure and management of
EMBs is motivated and influenced by the cultural predisposition towards
entrepreneurship of certain ethnic minority groups. These proponents are of
the view that the high incidence of entrepreneurship observed amongst
certain ethnic groups (e.g. South Asians and Chinese) is as a result of cultural
attributes and values, which are uniquely accommodating of entrepreneurial
activity but invariably absent in other ethnic groups with a lower rate of
business start-ups and ownership (e.g. African and Caribbean). Thus certain
ethnic minority groups are ‘pulled’ into entrepreneurship as a result of their
unique cultural attributes and values that relate to particular configurations,
preponderances and uses of social and cultural resources as a means to start,
manage and grow their business enterprise (Jones et al., 2002; Ram and

Smallbone, 2001; Smallbone et al., 2005). The culturalist theory of the ethnic
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minority enterprise has, however, been criticised for being overly simplistic.
Commentators contend that it overstates the significance of ethnicity and
culturally specific virtues, whilst failing to account for the effect of the socio-
economic context in which ethnic minority enterprises are situated (Jones et
al., 2002; Rath and Kloosterman, 2002; Jones and Ram, 2007). Critics argue
that this is a form of cultural exceptionalism, which wholly ascribes
explanatory rights to the ethnicity of minority groups, to account for their
involvement and success in business activity and thus represents a narrow
reductionist view that conceptualises the ethnic enterprise as operating within
a social, economic and political void (Jones et al., 2002; Rath and

Kloosterman, 2002; Jones and Ram, 2007).

In direct contrast, the structuralist perspective discounts the role of cultural
attributes and values in the shaping of the ethnic entrepreneurship landscape.
Rather it explains the advent of individuals from ethnic minority groups in self
employment and business ownership as arising out of the wider political,
social and economic context in which they are embedded (Ram 2001).
Proponents of this view contend that individuals from ethnic minority groups
experience undue socio-economic disadvantage and discrimination,
particularly with respect to racial discrimination in the labour market, which
constrain their employment prospects and limit their opportunities for social
mobility, a situation often referred to as an ‘economic dead-end’ (Waldinger,
1993; Phizacklea and Ram, 1995; Jones et al., 2002). In effect, the
structuralist perspective posits that ethnic minorities are embedded in social,
economic and political contexts of disadvantage and are ‘pushed’ towards
entrepreneurial activity in “response to the adverse and often hostile
opportunity structure” in which they are embedded (Worthington et al.,
2006b:97). However, this explanation of the emergence of ethnic
entrepreneurship in most developed nations does not account for the
variations in the level of self employment and small business ownership
amongst the different ethnic groups that are a minority in these societies.
Consequently, alternative approaches that articulate a dual culture-structure
framework for explaining the form and character of EMB have surfaced. They
include the interactionist perspective which offers an understanding of EMBs
by unambiguously focusing on the socioeconomic context in which they
situated (Waldinger et a/., 1990; Kloosterman et al., 1999;). The interactive
hypothesis argues that the development, operation and ultimate success of an

ethnic enterprise cannot be exclusively tied to cultural traditions or the use of
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ethnic social networks. Rather it depends on a complex interaction between
these ethnic resources and the ‘opportunity structures’, such as market,
labour, legal and institutional frameworks, available to the ethnic enterprise in
the host society (Waldinger et al., 1990; Razin and Light 1998). These
opportunity structures interact with ethnic group characteristics in areas
central to the running of a business, such as the provision of information,
sourcing of capital, training and skills, human resources and competition,
further suggesting that these two elements are central to understanding
decision-making and business behaviour of EMBs (Volery, 2007). These
contrasting perspectives of ethnic entrepreneurship suggest that it is very
likely that there are differences (subtle or otherwise) in the motivations,
practices and aspirations of ethnic minority-owned small businesses and their
counterparts in the small business community. Furthermore, given the
particularities of ethnic minority-owned small businesses - their concentration
in ethnic markets and networks, the social and economic geographies of their
business locations and shared experiences of migration, for example - it is
also likely that the attitude and behaviour of ethnic minority owner/managers
towards the running of their businesses and also towards SR may differ from

that of the average small business owner/manager.
3.5.2 The Distinctiveness of EMBs and Its Implication

In most countries the population of ethnic minority-owned small businesses
can be quite heterogeneous in terms of the ethnic identities and national
origins of the owners, the particular goods and services that they provide and
the scope of resources available to them. However, there are some features
common to most ethnic minority-owned small businesses that are sufficiently
distinctive to qualify them as a subset of the general small business stock and
to justify a closer investigation of the attitude and behaviour of such
owner/managers towards SR. The first of such qualities is the ‘other culture’
experience of owner/managers, who for the most part have links to cultural
values and beliefs different from the norms of the local population. It has
been suggested that ethnic minority groups are often selectively (or not
wholly) assimilated into the indigenous culture of the nations in which they
are settled, particularly large groups of first and possibly second generation
migrants of ethnic minority populations (Dustmann and Theodoropoulos,
2010). What this implies is that since culture influences personal behaviour

(Hofstede, 2001), SR is likely to be understood and/or expressed differently
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by ethnic minority owner/managers as the value system of different ethnic
cultures and its influence on their personal ethics are not necessarily
comparable with that of the dominant ethnic majority culture (see Scholitens
and Dam, 2007). This assertion is in line with the argument by Tayeb (1994),
who identifies three reasons why cultural differences are relevant to

understanding ethics and social responsibility in business organisations:

e "The fact that cultural values and attitudes are different in degree at
least if not in absolute terms, in some cases from one society to
another;

» The fact that different cultural groups behave differently under similar
circumstances because of their underlying values and attitudes; and

e The important role that culture plays in shaping work organisations

and other social institutions” (Tayeb, 1994:429).

This implies that the cultural value system of the majority ethnic group which
influences the attitudes and behaviour of owner/managers towards the notion
of SR cannot be assumed to apply wholly and un-problematically to

owner/managers from ethnic minority groups who in general are affiliated (at

least in part) to different cultural systems.

The second important characteristic of ethnic minority-owned small
businesses that distinguishes them from others in the mainstream is their
distinctive embeddedness in co-ethnic networks of social relationships
(Waldinger et al., 1990; Barrett et al., 1996; Ram et al., 2003). According to
Aldrich et al. (1985) ethnic minority entrepreneurship typically arises out of
the context of protected ethnic markets that exist as a result of spatial
residential patterns of ethnic minorities that see their populations
concentrated in particular geographic locations'®, and due to substantive
demands for ethnic products and services that co-ethnics are best suited to
provide, especially when there is a cuitural preference for trading with them.
Consequently, most ethnic minority-owned businesses operate within their
ethnic community in niche markets and are strongly embedded within
informal socio-cultural networks of trust and reciprocity in terms of their

dependence on their kin and other co-ethnics for business patronage,

' Some commentators argue that there is a connection between cthnic minority residential concentrations and
institutional bias that lead to high and long term concentrations of ethnic minority groups in particular
residential areas that experience high levels of housing and other socio-economic deprivations (Aldrich ef al,
1983).
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employees, financial backing, advice and information (Altinay, 2008; Volery,
2007; Barrett et al., 2002). It has therefore been suggested by some
commentators (e.qg. Flap et al., 2000; Portes, 1998) that although similar
relationships exist within the mainstream of society, ethnic minorities have
different and more expansive and robust sets of socio-cultural connections
than those of the ethnic majority, within which less formal transactional and
relational responsibilities are executed and defaults addressed through socio-
cultural means such as social ostracisation. It therefore follows that both
transactional and relational aspects of the business behaviour of ethnic
minority-owned small businesses are likely to be shaped by the ethnic culture
of the owner/manager and stakeholders of the business (Basu, 2004; Basu
and Altinay, 2002, Tilley, 2000), influencing their attitude and behaviour
towards SR differently (at least in scope and operation) from the mainstream
majority small business community. Furthermore, ethnic minorities have, and
maintain strong ties with people and places in their ancestral nations
(sometimes holding dual citizenships) (Hsing, 1996; Mitchell, 2000; Olds,
2001). Accordingly some studies (Sassen, 1998; Faist, 1999, 2000) have
shown that exchanges within ethnic minority networks are often not localised
to their nations of settlement but extend to their nations of origin, in effect
creating trans-national social spaces, which may yet again impose different
sets of obligations and expectations on ethnic minority owner/managers that

other owner/managers would not experience.

Another important characteristic feature of ethnic minority-owned firms
relates to the socio-economic context in which owner/managers and their
businesses are situated. Ethnic minorities in most developed nations are
known to experience disproportionate levels of social and economic exclusion,
particularly in relation to employment, income, housing, education and crime
(see Shaw et al., 1999; Ley and Smith, 2000; Phillimore and Goodson, 2006).
According to Ley and Smith, (2000) ethnic minorities in Europe and North
America are on average more likely to experience higher levels of poverty,
unemployment and crime, as well as live, work or operate a business in
geographical areas with higher levels of economic and social deprivation than
the ethnic majority. It is therefore probable that the relative disparity in
social and economic status between ethnic minority and majority groups will
variously influence owner/managers’ interpretations, attitudes towards and
practices of SR. These differences are further underlined by the fact that the

socio-economic disadvantage that ethnic minorities experience is often
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explained within a context of racial and ethnic discrimination (see Virdee,
1997, Modood et al., 1997; Loury, 1999). Research findings on this subject
have suggested that there is a link (albeit contested) between the widespread
experiences of interpersonal and/or institutional racial discrimination and a
high incidence of social exclusion amongst members of ethnic minority groups
in Europe and North America. It therefore follows that owner/managers from
ethnic minority groups who on average may have experienced racial
discrimination and/or social exclusion as well as being more likely to reside in
and/or operate their businesses from socio-economically deprived inner city
areas, are likely to interpret and express SR differently, as well as experience
pressures, constraints and opportunities to engage in socially responsible
behaviour different from the mainstream small business community. This
suggestion is in line with the views of several academics (e.g. Lepoutre and
Heene, 2006; Vives, 2006; Amaeshi et al., 2006; Dahlsrud, 2008; Azmat,
2010) who argue that the socio-economic context in which businesses are
embedded cannot be divorced from the process of understanding how SR is

perceived and practiced by individual actors.

In summary, EMBs can arguably be described as a unique small business
phenomenon that occupies distinct economic, social and cultural spaces and
places, at the very least they are to some degree different from the general
small business stock particularily with respect to the cultural and ethnic
characteristics of the owner/manager and the attendant effect it has on
business behaviour and relations. These differences which relate to their
cultural value systems, socio-economic background and embeddedness in co-
ethnic networks will not only translate to variations in the way ethnic
minority-owned small businesses are organised and managed but is also likely
to lead to different interpretations, attitudes and behaviour towards SR
(Worthington et al., 2006). There has, however, been very little research that
focuses exclusively on the SR of ethnic minority owned/managed businesses
nor is there a clear picture of current levels of their engagement with the
concept. This thesis therefore addresses this lacuna by examining attitudes
and behaviours towards social responsibility in the UK African and Caribbean
small business communities with the aim of providing important insights into
the complexities of the ethnic minority small business context. In the next
section [ therefore provide background information on EMBs in the UK and

briefly describe the context within which the research is conducted.
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3.6 Ethnic Minority Business in the UK

The United Kingdom like most industrialised nations of Western Europe and
North America is a multicultural society with a large ethnic white majority and
a growing multi-ethnic minority population. The ethnic minority community in
the UK is largely made up of people whose ancestry can be traced to countries
in the Indian subcontinent, South East Asia, the Caribbean Islands and Sub-
Saharan Africa?® (Owen, 2003). The ethnic minority community is now a
visible and important component of UK society represented in all walks of life
and whose proportionally high and increasing involvement in self-employment
and business ownership is of growing relevance to its economy. This section
briefly reviews the growth of the ethnic minority population, its spatial
distribution as well as its participation in business activity, whose growth and
impact on society is increasingly of interest to policy makers and academics

(Ram et al., 2003; Jones and Ram 2007).
3.6.1 Population Growth and Composition

The history of ethnic minority groups in the UK predates the 20" century.
However, it was during the later half of this period that the UK witnessed
significant rise in ethnic minority population as a result of rapid increases in
migration flows and associated high birth rates. The initial substantive growth
of the ethnic minority population of the UK began during the post-WWII
period of economic recovery in the UK as mass migration from British colonies
particularly from the Caribbean and Indian Sub-continent (and much less from
Sub-Saharan Africa) was encouraged to help fill labour shortages in the UK
economy. It has been estimated that approximately a quarter of a million
migrants were recruited from the Caribbean alone to work in the transport,
health, domestic/hotel services and manufacturing sectors of the British
economy at this time (Atkins et al., 2005). This period of mass immigration
lasted from 1948 to the mid 1970s?! and resulted in the increase of the ethnic
minority population in England and Wales from 103,000 in 1951 to 1.2 million
in 1971 (Owen, 2003). The bulk of these immigrants, however, did not return
to their countries of origin but settled and transformed into more visible

ethnic minority communities whose numbers burgeoned in successive years

0 Although there are other significant ethnic minority groups which might be “white™ but which have their
g)lwn cultural attribute (eg polish, Irish, Jewish)

= Commenced with the passing of the British Nationality Act (1948) which allowed people trom the British
Commonwealth to come work and live in Britain but slowed intermittently with the passing of the
Commonwealth Immigration Act of 1962 and Immigration Act of 1971.
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as a result of natural increase and chain migration of family and relatives

(Barrett et al., 2001).

Figure 3.1 Immigration from the New Commonwealth to the UK,

1955-1995-
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Source: Home Office statistics and International Passenger Survey (in

Owen, 2003 et al., : 6)**

According to Owen (2003), the lull in work-related immigration from the
British Commonwealth as a result of economic recession and legisiation
restricting their entry, was soon followed by new waves of education and
asylum related immigration which emerged in the 1980s and 1990s mainly
from Sub-Saharan Africa, Hong-Kong, the Middle-East and South-East Asia
(see Figure 3.1). Thus growth of the ethnic minority population continued to
increase exponentially in the next three decades to 4.6 million in 2001and
now accounts for 7.9% of the total population (ONS Census 2001%%). The
composition of the UK population in 2001 by ethnic group is illustrated in
Figure 3.2. It shows that the largest ethnic minority group is South Asian,
made up of 2.3 million people or 4 per cent of the population, over a third of
whom were of Indian heritage. There were 1.2 million people of African

heritage in the UK, made up of just less than half a million Black-African

2 IPS stands for International Passenger Survey; and HO stands for Home Office statistics

P tis acknowledged that these figures would have changed significantly owing to the passage of time,
increased levels of migration from within and outside the EU. however the census figures dating up to 2001
represent the most accurate set of statistics available and would be continually referenced in this thesis.
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people and a slightly larger sized Black-Caribbean population?, while the
Chinese and other ethnic groups make up a relatively smaller proportion of

the UK ethnic minority population.

Figure 3.2 Ethnic Composition of the UK (as % of total population).
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Source: ONS, Census 2001

3.6.2 Geographical Distribution

Ethnic minority populations in the UK like most other developed countries are
not evenly dispersed across the country, rather they are spatially
concentrated in large urban centres disproportionally across the several of its
regions. The present day geographic concentration of ethnic minorities in the
UK mirrors the residential pattern of migrant labour communities in the post
WWII era who settled in London and other metropolitan areas in the
southeast, midlands and northern parts of the country where industrial and
public sector job opportunities existed (Owen, 2003). This settlement pattern
has persisted even after industrial decline and massive job losses in these
urban areas during the 1970s and 1980s, partly due to disproportionate public
housing policies that appear to confine ethnic minorities to deprived inner city
areas and the relative social and economic disadvantage of ethnic minority
groups that made it difficult for them to settle elsewhere (Peach, 1996;
Phillips, 1998; Clark and Drinkwater, 2006). Thus as ethnic minority
populations increased, they mainly clustered around specific geographical
regions and cities to the extent that their high population density represents

the ‘majority’ in certain local areas (e.g. Newham and Brent LGAs in London).

% Represents a rapid increase in the size of the Black-African population given that they are less established
and only having about half the population of the Black Caribbean community in 1991. However, the mixed
parentage ethnic group accounting for 677 thousand people is representative of a sizeable majority of children
of Black-Caribbean parents.
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A review of the 2001 census figures on the geographical distribution of ethnic
minority groups (see Figure 3.3) shows that ethnic minority populations were
much more concentrated in England (9% of the population) than in either
Scotland or Wales (2% of the population) or Northern Ireland (<1% of the
population), with the majority of ethnic minority individuals residing in large

urban centres.

Figure 3.3 The geographical distribution of Ethnic Minority Groups in
the UK, 2001.
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The 2001 census data (ONS, 2001) shows that almost half of the nation’s
ethnic minorities live in Greater London, which accounts for 45% of the total
ethnic minority population in the UK, with the second largest population
residing in the metropolitan counties of West Midlands (with 13% of the
minority ethnic population), followed by the South East (8%), the North West
(8 %), and Yorkshire and the Humber (7%). There are also particular
residential settlement patterns for different ethnic minority groups. For
example, 78% of Black Africans and 61% of Black Caribbean lived in the
London region, with the smaller concentrations in Birmingham and other
Midland conurbations. On the contrary the south Asian population (with the
exception of Bangladeshis) are less concentrated in London, for example only
19% of the Pakistani population reside in London, 21% in the West Midlands,
20% in Yorkshire and the Humber, and 16% in the North West. The Chinese

also have a relatively low population density in London and are more evenly
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distributed geographically than any other ethnic minority group in the UK
(Owen, 2003). The densities of ethnic minority populations equally differ
within cities and towns but would generally concentrate in certain areas (e.q.
St Pauls in Bristol; Chapel Town in Leeds).The uneven distribution and
clustering of most ethnic minority residential settlement in particular regions,
cities and localities in the UK invariably translates to these groups being
spatially?® and socially segregated from the majority white ethnic group
(Owen, 2003; Peach, 1996), whilst providing ‘protected’ markets that support
the emergence of EMBs to cater for particular ethnic tastes, products and

services (Barrett et al., 2001)
3.6.3 Participation in the Labour Market

The experience of ethnic minority groups in the UK labour market differs
significantly from that of the white ethnic majority. This difference is often
discussed within the context of socio-economic disadvantage in terms of
higher incidence of unemployment and dependency, as well as low levels of
earnings, occupational attainment and progression in the work place that
individuals from ethnic minority groups experience (Owen, 2003). According
to ONS (2004) there are significant differences between the unemployment
rates for persons from ethnic minority groups and those from the White
British majority. For example, in 2004 African and Caribbean men were three
times more likely to be unemployed than White British men, while Pakistani
women were five times and Black African women three times more likely to be
unemployed than their white British counterparts. Similar levels of disparity
are also observed with respect to other ethnic groups, with people for Indian
origin having the lowest rate of unemployment amongst all non-white ethnic

groups (see Table 3.2).

3 For example 45% of ethnic minorities live in Greater London compared to only 9% of the total white
majority population
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Table 3.2 Unemployment Rates by Ethnic Group/Sex in the UK, 2004.

Unemployment %
Male | Female
White Brifishe B f41or o e

White Irish 4.9 35

Other White 6.1 6.1

Mixed 12:62|311156

Indian 6.5 747/

Pakistani 11.0 | 19.7

Bangladeshi 12.9 | n/a

Other Asian 105388720

Black Caribbean 14.5 | 9.1

Black African 1SNIN{R1 2438

Chinese 9.7 74l

All ethnic groups el 5453

Source: ONS Annual Population Survey (2004).

The unequal levels of participation by ethnic minority groups in the UK labour
market is again repeated in the low levels of incomes and earnings and high
rates of economic inactivity and welfare dependency?® that can be observed
amongst ethnic minorities in the UK (McEvoy and Hafeez, 2009), all of which
according to Barrett et al. (2001:244) indicate that ethnic minorities in the UK
are, to varying extents, at a distinct disadvantage to the majority White

British ethnic group.

The apparent anomaly in this panorama of ethnic disadvantage in the labour
market is the rate of self-employment amongst ethnic minorities, which has
on the whole consistently increased from the 1980s through to 2001 (Clark
and Drinkwater, 2006). It is estimated that within a four year period (2005-
2009) the rate of self employment amongst ethnic minority populations in the
UK rose by 37%, compared to a 3% rise amongst the White British majority
(EMBTF, 2009). The ONS Annual Population Survey (2004) shows that on
average, the rate of ethnic minority self employment mirrors the performance
of the White British ethnic majority at 12.5% in 2004. The incidence of self
employment differs considerably across ethnic minority groups (see Figure
3.4), with South Asian and Chinese ethnic groups more likely to be self
employed than African, Caribbean or White ethnic groups. The ONS survey

data shows that while one in five Pakistanis were self-employed (21%), the

261> ~ v ] C H e
Except for Indians and Chinese who report similar or greater economic performance compared to the
majority white British group.
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comparable rates for Black Caribbean people are only one in twelve (8.6%)

and for Black Africans one in nineteen (5.8%).

Figure 3.4 Self Employment across Ethnic Minority groups in the UK,
2004.
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The relatively high rate of self employment amongst ethnic minorities is
reflected in the growing number of small businesses in the UK that are
owned/managed by individuals from an ethnic minority group. Recent surveys
have suggested that small businesses owned and/or managed by ethnic
minorities in the UK make up approximately 7-10% of the total small business
stock (Barclays Bank, 2005; BIS, 2008). The characteristics of the small
business community in the UK are quite similar to those of most EMBs in
developed countries. There is a tendency for a high proportion of micro
businesses (over 90%) whose structures range from single person sole
traders to family businesses or companies; a very high concentration of EMBs
in major urban areas of the country, mainly in London and the West Midlands;
and an over representation of EMBs in the service sector, particularly in low
entry-threshold business activities such as retail sale and food services (BIS,
2008; Ram and Smallbone, 2003; Ram and Jones, 2008). There is, however,
a growing recognition of the significance of EMBs to the UK economy.
According to a recent report by the Ethnic Minority Business Taskforce (2009),
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EMBs in the UK make up 9% of all VAT/PAYE?’ registered businesses in the
country, contribute between £30bn and £40bn to the national gross value
added (GVA) and have a relatively higher propensity for entrepreneurship

compared to the White British majority population.

The review of literature and related surveys on EMBs indicates that there is
little doubt that they make substantive economic and social contributions to
their ethnic communities (e.g. very high levels of co-ethnic employment,
catering for specialist tastes and preferences), evidenced by their
overwhelming presence in ‘limited’ ethnic niche markets. However, recent
studies (Holford et al., 2009; Ram and Jones, 2007; Deakins et al., 2007;
Ram and Smallbone, 2003) have also suggested that EMBs -particularly those
owned/managed by second and third generation ethnic minority individuals -
are increasingly diversifying into international markets and high value sectors
such as banking and finance, business and professional services, ICT, creative
and media industries in the UK. This potential for growth and diversity into
mainstream markets means that the socio-economic impact of EMBs will
extend to the wider UK society. Furthermore, EMBTF (2009) suggests that
due to their demographic momentum, high immigration and high propensity
for entrepreneurship the population of EMBs in the UK will double in size in
some regions by 2020, which is likely to translate into high levels of social and
environmental impact on society. Given these factors, the attitude and
behaviour of EMB owner/managers in the UK towards social responsibility is

an urgent area of investigation.

3.7 African and Caribbean Owner/managers

Having decided on the EMB community in the UK as an important focus for
research on small business SR behaviour, it was considered necessary to
define the unit of analysis for the research in relation to the specific ethnic
minority groups to be focused on, as well as the particular geographical
settings and business sectors in which they operate. African and Caribbean
owner/managers were chosen as the primary units of analysis in this study
because they are the least researched amongst EMBs in the UK (Curran and
Blackburn, 1994; Bank of England, 1999; Nwankwo, 2005; Ekwulugo, 2006)
and consequently very little is known about how they initiate, manage and

grow their network of business and social relations.

77 Businesses with a turnover of more than £67.000
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In this study, Caribbean group refers to people of mainly African ancestry who
migrated to the UK via the Caribbean islands. The migratory history of
Caribbean people in the UK is marked by very high inflows driven by work-
related migration during the post WWII period between 1948-1962 and
significantly lower inflows ever since (Owen, 2003). As was highlighted
previously they currently represent the third largest ethnic minority
population in the UK and are geographically concentrated in the urban areas
of London and to a lesser extent Birmingham and the Midlands region. In
general, people from the Caribbean ethnic group perform below the national
average and underperform against other ethnic minority groups in the labour
market, for example Caribbean men have the highest rate of unemployment
amongst all men in the country (ONS, 2004). Likewise, the rate of self
employment amongst Caribbean people is below the average for all ethnic
groups and below that of all ethnic minority groups except for Africans. They
therefore embody the perception of the disadvantaged ethnic minority but not
the characteristically high propensity for entrepreneurship that is often
associated with ethnic minority groups in the UK. This mirrors the experiences
of Africans (defined in this study as people and their children of African
ancestry who migrated to the UK via sub-Saharan Africa) who exhibit similar
low levels of participation in the labour market and the lowest level of self-
employment amongst all ethnic groups in the UK. The pattern of migration of
Africans to the UK is characterised by modest inflows dispersed over time up
until the 1980s and 1990s when high inflows were driven by a combination of
students, asylum seekers and work migrants that has led to the doubling of
their population between 1991 and 2001 (Owen, 2003). African populations
exhibit similar spatial residential concentration to Caribbean people, with 78%
resident in mostly deprived inner city areas of London and the remainder

being mainly concentrated in the west midlands conurbation of Manchester

and Birmingham.

Despite similarities in the social and economic profile of African and Caribbean
ethnic groups in the UK, they are nonetheless heterogeneous in character.
According to Jones et al. (1993) ethnic minorities in the UK are a
heterogeneous group that are characterized by different social, cultural and
economic values, beliefs and behaviour. Similarly, Agymang et a/., 2005 state
that African and Caribbean people in the UK are characterised by different
migratory histories, culture, language, diet, customs and beliefs, which

distinguish them from each other. Although the ancestry of both groups can
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be traced back to Africa, Caribbean people are several generations removed
from the African continent and its present day cultures and traditions, to such
an extent that people who migrate from the Caribbean to the UK have distinct
cultural features?® that are identified as “Caribbean” (e.g. food, music, and
cultural traditions such as street carnival) (Hall, 2001) and social
configuration (e.g. relative preponderance in mixed ethnic households) that
set them apart from other ethnic groups including Africans (Peach, 2005;
Muttarack and Heath, 2010). This cultural difference is again evident in EMBs
owned/managed by African and Caribbean individuals that are in part
differentiated by their presence in particular niche markets that cater

specifically to the cultural needs and preferences of their individual ethnic

group.

It is however important to point out that little is known about the
characteristics, structures and evolution of African and Caribbean business
owner/managers as they remain relatively under-researched even amongst
ethnic minority groups in the UK (Curran and Blackburn, 1994; Bank of
England, 1999; Nwankwo, 2005; Ekwulugo, 2006). However, what is known
about them is that they are in proportional terms less in number and less
prominent than Asian and Chinese owned/managed businesses (Smallbone et
al., 2003). In the limited literature on EMBs that refers to African and
Caribbean owner/managers (e.g. Barrett et al., 1996; Ram et al., 2003;
Smallbone et al., 2003) they are often represented as the under-class of the
ethnic minority business community in the UK, with limited structural
opportunities and/or socio-cultural resources to promote entrepreneurship
within the groups. According to some commentators (Basu, 1998; Ram et al.,
2003) it has been repeatedly suggested in the EMB literature that, unlike
Asian and Chinese entrepreneurs, African and Caribbean business
owner/managers lack the necessary cultural resources, values and traits
necessary to be successful entrepreneurs. The premise is that African and
Caribbean ethnic groups are not culturally disposed to entrepreneurship and
that the familial and kinship networks in which African and Caribbean
owner/managers are embedded is inherently deficient in particular kinds of
social capital (e.g. low-cost family and co-ethnic labour) that engenders and
sustains entrepreneurial activity and this is reflected in their low rates of

business ownership. Barrett et al., (1996:788) go as far as suggesting that,

* 1t is however recognised that cultural similarities still exist between Black Caribbean and Black Africans
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“African Caribbeans have in effect suffered cultural genocide through
slavery and transportation, an existential vacuum which has
profoundly destructive and lasting implications for sense of identity,
individual self-esteem and image of the group in the eyes of non-
members. From the specific entrepreneurial perspective, this historical
legacy would be assumed to express itself in all manner of negative
forms - weak family and community structures, lack of individual

motivation and self-confidence - all areas in which Asians are assumed

to be strong.”

However, these sorts of arguments in the EMB literature are largely based on
stereotyping, conjecture and unsubstantiated claims, which explicitly discount
the contextual, temporal and heterogeneous nature of African and Caribbean
businesses and their owner/managers (Ram, 1997). Thus other
commentators like Basu (1998) and Ram and Smallbone (2001) argue that
these sorts of cultural explanation are overly simplistic and limited, as in
reality individual circumstances are complex and as such other factors relating
to the institutional environment in which businesses are embedded should be
considered. This view is also held by those (e.g. Ram et a/., 2003; Smalibone
et al., 2003) who argue that Africans and Caribbeans owner/managers
experience undue difficulties in accessing opportunity structures (e.g. start-up
capital, overdrafts and other forms of business support) in society as the

reason for their limited business ownership. Ram et al., (2003:677) state

that,

“African-Caribbean business owners appear to have less success in
accessing bank loans than either their white or other ethnic minority
counterparts, a higher propensity turn to non-bank formal sources of
start-up finance (including various sources of last-resort lending), and
a below-average propensity to access informal sources of start-up
capital (at least in comparison with other ethnic minority groups). In
addition, established African-Caribbean businesses experienced lower
success rates in accessing external finance compared with other
established firms and a much higher propensity to report future

financial needs than other ethnic minority businesses or white control

firms.”
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Although there is no evidence from these studies -at least not from sources
other than ethnic minority owner/managers themselves- to suggest a
systematic attempt by financial institutions to discriminate against African
and Caribbean or any other ethnic minority groups (Ram and Smallbone,
2001), nonetheless, perception appears to be a more significant factor than
reality in this circumstance (Bank of England, 1999:26) as African and
Caribbean owner/managers express a greater level of disinterest towards
accessing financial and business support than any other ethnic minority

groups (Smalibone et a/., 2003: Nwankwo et al., 2010).

The preceding arguments, while contentious, serve to underline the perceived
context in which African and Caribbean owner/managers in the UK are
embedded, which portray them as noticeably different from the rest of the
EMB community. It therefore follows that examining their attitudes,
perceptions and responses to issues of social responsibility will present useful
insights into the social construction of the concept within the rather complex

and heterogeneous small business community in the UK,
3.7.1 Selecting Case Study Business Sectors

Small business behaviour and culture is often influenced by the business
sector in which they operate (see Curran and Blackburn, 1994) and as such
Spence (1999, 2007) argues that the business sector context in which small
businesses are embedded plays an important role in shaping their behaviour
towards social responsibility. African and Caribbean owned/managed
businesses, similar to other EMBs are over represented in low-value economic
activities in the service sector. While there is some evidence that they may
have begun to diversify into high-value service sector activities (e.g. Banking
and Finance, ICT, professional services, etc) they still remain less visible and

sparsely concentrated in these areas (Ram, 1997; Ram et a/., 2003).

The food retail and hair and beauty business sectors were chosen primarily
because both African and Caribbean owner/managers are known to
concentrate in these areas of economic activity and are far more dispersed in
others (Ram and Jones, 2008; Ram, 2003; Nwankwo, 2005; McEvoy and
Hafeez, 2009). Like most low-value economic activities in the service sector,
food retail and hairdressing activities are similar in terms of the low entry
requirements for business start-up and the tendency to cluster in urban areas

(Bryson et al., 1997; Keeble and Nachum, 2002); in addition, both are
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particularly amenable to niche markets with cuiturally specific tastes and
preferences. However, since different business sectors embody different types
of business activities, practices and culture that are likely to have different
impacts on society and the environment, and typically experience dissimilar
levels of institutional regulation and control (Curran and Blackburn, 1994;
Tilley, 2000). The two sectors selected therefore represent useful contrasting
contexts in which to examine whether the experiences, values and practices
of social responsibility amongst African and Caribbean owner/managers are

shared or different across the business sectors in which operate.

3.7.2 The Study Areas

The urban areas of London and Nottingham were chosen as the geographical
locations for conducting this research. These particular study areas were
chosen to provide a contrast in terms of the key characteristics of the groups
and issues under study, particularly in relation to the extent, history and
nature of African and Caribbean business development in the two areas. It
was adjudged that the breadth and depth of the socio-economic, institutional
and transnational networks of African and Caribbean small business
owner/managers in the cosmopolitan city of London would be significantly
different from those of the provincial city of Nottingham and that institutional
arrangements would also differ. Furthermore it was proposed that these
contrasts would help investigate the role of geography in shaping how
owner/managers perceived and practiced social responsibility. This section
presents a profile of these two cities, highlighting the social and economic

characteristics that underscore their suitability as areas to carry out the

study.

The conurbation of London?® is located in the south eastern region of the UK.
It covers a geographical area of 1,579 km? enclosed by a growing number of
satellite towns in the South East and South West regions of England with the
River Thames running through the middle dividing the city into north and
south London. For administrative purposes the London Government Act of
1963 divided the city into inner London, consisting of 12 boroughs bordering
the River Thames and outer London made up 20 boroughs. London is the
largest conurbation in the United Kingdom with a population of over 7 million;
it accounts for 12.2% of the total population of the UK in 2001. There were
more women (51.6%) living in London in 2001 than there were men (48.4%)

* London refers to the Greater London authority area made up of 32 boroughs and the city of London.
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and recent population estimates indicate that trend is expected to continue
(ONS, 2009). It has a relatively young population with 12.45% of its
population aged 65 and over compared to the UK national average of 15.9%
which is largely as a result of the high levels of education and work related
international migration (Rees and Butt, 2004). London’s population is also
the most ethnically diverse in the UK (see Figure 3.5), with 28.9% of its
residents described as belonging to non-white ethnic groups and African and
Caribbean people accounting for 5.3% and 4.8% of its population respectively
(ONS,2001). However, much of London’s ethnic minority population is
concentrated in its inner city areas that are noted for their high levels of

poverty, deprivation and social exclusion (Hamnett, 2003).

Figure 3.5 Graphical Representation of the Ethnic Diversity of London,

2001.
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London is widely regarded as the economic capital of the UK and an
international hub for trade in financial services and products. However as
Hamnett (2003) points out its economy, up to the 1960s, was largely based
on light manufacturing industries with a third of its employment drawn from
this sector. It has since evolved into a service-based economy that is
characterized by a dwindling manufacturing sector and an ever-expanding™°
service sector of high value, specialist financial and business service activities
that contribute the largest share to its economy in terms of economic growth
and productivity. It is estimated that London’s share of GVA in 2007 was
approximately 19% and 15% of total employment in the UK; earnings in

London have consistently remained the highest in the country and its service

0 The expansion of the service sector is likely to have slowed as a result of the global recession of 2007.
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sector accounts for just over 85% of all employment in London®'. Its status
as a ‘global’ city with international businesses and a skilled cosmopolitan
workforce is often cited as one of the reasons for its economic performance
(Beaverstock and Smith, 1996). The contribution of London’s ethnic minority
population to its economy is often discussed in terms of the human capital
that they provide to the various high and low value economic industries in the
city as well as the contribution they make as entrepreneurs creating jobs and
providing goods and services (Smallbone et al., 2005). The London
Development Agency estimates that there are 66,000 ethnic minority owned
businesses in London and 93,000 seif employed people from ethnic minority
groups, with a sales turnover of £90 billion and over half a million employees
(LDA, 2005). Even so, these impressive figures have been described by EMB
stakeholder groups as significantly understating the size of London’s EMB
community (Nwankwo et al., 2010). Based on the above, London was
considered as an ideal location to conduct this study. However, owing to the
size and complexity of the London area, along with resource and time
constraints associated with the research, it was decided to limit the study to
the London borough of Lewisham, a smaller geographical sub-area located in
the south eastern part of London. Lewisham was chosen as an illustrative
case because it exemplifies the physical setting and socio-economic context in
which African and Caribbean ethnic minority communities are embedded in
the city of London. For example, it is an inner city location characterised by
low quality public housing, relatively high levels of social and economic
deprivation and an over representation of ethnic minorities, particularly

African and Caribbean groups who make up 23% of its population (ONS

Census, 2001).

In comparison to the cosmopolitan city of London, Nottingham is a provincial
city, the county town of Nottinghamshire, situated in the East Midlands region
of the United Kingdom. It covers an area of 74.61km? located approximately
130 miles north of London, close to the midland cities of Leicester,
Loughborough and Derby, with the River Trent at its southern border. The city
is divided into 20 administrative wards with the city centre as its core
represented by three tiers of elected government at the local, national and
European levels of governance. According to the 2001 national census, the
population of the city was 286,400, while the population of Nottingham Urban

*! London’s Place in the UK Economy. 2008-09. A report by the London School of Economics. Published by
City of London Corporation. October, 2008
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Area was 666,358, making it the largest urban area in the region but only the
seventh largest in the UK. The city has a relatively younger population than
the national average (with 37.9% aged under 25 against the national average
of 31.2%), largely due to the large number of students attending
Nottingham'’s two universities, with full time students accounting for 12.3% of
the city’s population (ONS Census 2001). The population of Nottingham is
relatively ethnically diverse with 15.1% of the population coming from non-
white ethnic groups but with its African and Caribbean community making up
only 0.48% and 3.44% of its population respectively (see Figure 3.6). Like in
most cities in the UK, ethnic minority populations in Nottingham are
concentrated in particular wards (Berridge, Radford and Park, St Ann’s, and
the Arboretum) close to the city’s business district and much less

representation in wards in the outer areas of the city.

Figure 3.6 Graphical Representation of the Ethnic Diversity of
Nottingham, 2001.

NOllingham ® White British

= White Irish

# Other White

= Mixed

# Indian

= Pakistani

# Bangladeshi

# Other Asian
Caribbean

® African

% Other Black

Chinese

Other ethnic group

Source: ONS, Census (2001)

Nottingham'’s economy was largely based on the textile industry, most notably
lace production, during the late 1800s and later on, bicycle and
pharmaceutical production. However, manufacturing in Nottingham has since
declined in the 1970s and 1980s, while its service sector has grown and
emerged as the dominant component of its economy. In 2001 the service
sector accounted for 76.7% of total employment in Nottingham, while
manufacturing was responsible for 15.2% and construction 6.4% (ONS,

2001). Key elements of Nottingham's economic profile in the 2001 census are

stated below:
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- The rate of economic activity in Nottingham was 57.9%.

- There were 53.2% of men and 47.5% of women, of working age in full
time employment.

There were 13.1% of men and 5% of women in self employment.

- The rate of unemployment (measured as unemployed people against

the number of economically active) was 9.7%.

In 2008 there were 181,400 workplace jobs in Nottingham with the service
sector responsible for 87.5% of these (ABI, 2008). According to the Greater
Nottingham Economic Review (2009) GVA for the city was £7.5 billion in 2007
and GVA per capita was £26,100 (in comparison to the England average of
£20,500 per capita). The contributions of Nottingham’s ethnic minority
population to its economy in relation to self-employment and/or business
ownership are relatively unknown as there are no available historic or current
data on their participation. Nonetheless, their importance as a growing
business cluster has been recognised by policy makers in the East Midlands
region where there are substantial efforts to specifically promote and support

the growth of EMBs in Nottingham and other cities in the region (MEEM,
2005).

Nottingham was chosen as an illustrative case of a provincial city, which
represents a different urban, social and economic context from that of the
cosmopolitan city of London and other major conurbations in the UK
(Birmingham, Leeds, Manchester, etc). However, the settlement pattern of
ethnic minority populations in Nottingham is similar to that of London, with
ethnic minority groups concentrated in inner city areas with high levels of
economic and social deprivation. Nonetheless, the scope and character of the
ethnic minority networks in the study areas are likely to be different given
that in 2001 ethnic minorities in Nottingham made up only 15.1% of the total
population (compared to 28.9% in London and 33% in Lewisham) with African
and Caribbean groups making up only 3.92% (ONS Census, 2001). The choice
of more than one site for this study was primarily informed by the desire to
investigate the influence of cultural and socio-economic disparities and
similarities across different geographical locations, on the socially responsible
behaviour of respondents. Consequently, carrying out the study in two sites
enables the mapping of shared meanings, attitudes and practices of social
responsibility amongst owner/managers across the two different geographical

locations. Likewise, adopting a multi-site approach supports investigations
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into the likelihood of the research findings being transferred across analogous
settings and contexts. The areas of London and Nottingham therefore offer
different settings in which to explore spatial and contextual comparisons in
the meanings, perceptions and practices of social responsibility as described
and observed amongst African and Caribbean small business
owner/managers. These comparisons can also be explored in terms of
differences in the breadth and character of social, economic and institutional
networks in the study areas, whilst investigating whether and how they

influence the socially responsible behaviour of study participants.

In the next chapter, a detailed description of how this research was carried

out is outlined in terms of the methodology and methods of data collection

and analysis.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND METHODS

4.1 Introduction

The central objective of this study is to examine attitudinal and behavioural
issues pertaining to social responsibility within the small business
environment, with particular reference to owner/managers in the ethnic
minority business community in the UK. However for empirical research in this
area to provide a critical and scholarly account of how owner/managers
comprehend this phenomena and what they actually do in practice, an
appropriate methodology and methods of investigation are required (Spence,
1999; Spence and Rutherford, 2001; Sweeney, 2007). The methodological
framework underpinning this study is based on principles from within the
interpretative tradition of research that expounds the subjective nature of
reality and the social construction of knowledge (Sarantakos, 1997; Bryman,
2004; Saunders et al., 2007) to guide the conduct of the research process,
the techniques and process of data collection and subsequent analysis. The
objectives of this chapter therefore are to outline the theoretical foundations
upon which the research is based, outline methods used and how they are
deployed. The chapter is therefore divided into four sections, the first of which
describes the principles of the interpretative methodological theory and the
rationale behind its selection as the most appropriate framework for delivering
the research aims and objectives. This will be followed by discussions of the
rationale for adopting the qualitative research methodology and the use of
semi-structured interviews and participant observation methods to collect
data, as well as related issues of research ethics and the positionality of the
researcher. Finally, the chapter explains the process of data collection through
to analysis, as well as attendant issues of the reliability and validity of the

data gathered.
4.2 Methodological Traditions

The methodological framework that guides the structure, process and
direction of any research agenda, in terms of the sources and type of data to
be acquired and the techniques of collection, processing and analysis

employed, is essentially embedded in and influenced by the ontological
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(assumptions about the nature of social reality) and epistemological (means
of gathering knowledge about social reality) orientation of the researcher
(Grix, 2004: 30-31). Generally speaking, there are several methodological
theories and perspectives (e.g. positivism, interpretivism, symbolic
interactionism, phenomenology, feminism, and critical sociology) which
provide the theoretical foundations for most of the methodologies commonly
employed in the study of social phenomena, as well as influencing the manner
in which research is undertaken (Bryman, 2004; Miller and Brewer, 2003;
Grix, 2004; Sarantakos, 1997). Two methodological paradigms, in particular,
have influenced the structure and development of research in the social

sciences, namely; positivism and interpretivism.

The positivist paradigm is based on an ontological orientation that
presupposes that the nature of social reality is ordered and governed by fixed
universal laws, patterns and regularities, causes and consequences
(Denscombe, 2002:14). Positivists believe that the character of social reality
is independent of human perception and interaction, as social reality is
objective, unchanging and can be understood equivalently by all those who
experience it (Guba and Lincoln, 1998; Grix, 2004; Miller and Brewer, 2003).
Positivism is therefore based on the supposition that human beings are
rational and their understanding of social reality is external and measurable
using structured techniques, models and practices of the natural sciences
(Sarantakos, 1997; Denscombe, 2002). Similarly, the epistemological position
held by the positivist school of thought is that knowledge of the social world
can be derived from the human senses, as the observation and experience of
social reality can be objectively recorded and described as fact (Grix, 2004;
Sarantakos, 1997). The positivist paradigm therefore emphasises objectivity
and empiricism in the production of knowledge, considering the process by
which social reality is experienced and understood to be value-free, unspoiled

by the meanings and speculations of human beings (Creswell, 2003; Miller

and Brewer, 2003; Denscombe, 2002).

The interpretive paradigm takes a different and contrasting theoretical
position to positivism, with respect to the nature of reality and how knowledge
of it can be acquired (Bryman, 2008; Henn et al., 2006). The ontology of the
interpretive paradigm is grounded in the assumption that reality is socially
constructed through the perceptions, values and experiences of human beings
and as such its meaning and interpretation are neither predetermined or

homogeneous but fluid and changing (Grix, 2004; Bryman, 2001). The
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interpretive paradigm therefore presupposes that “there is a fundamental
difference between the subject matter of the natural sciences and the social
sciences and that an epistemology is required that will reflect and capitalise
upon this difference” (Bryman, 2008:16). The epistemology of the interpretive
paradigm therefore rejects the a priori approach of positivism, arguing instead
that knowledge of social reality can best be gained through the complex
meanings, interpretations and values that both research subjects and
researcher assign to them (Bryman, 2001). Thus, interpretativism is primarily
concerned with the creation of meaning within particular contexts and how
subjective interpretations of social phenomenon are translated into social
action (Schwandt, 2000; Baker, 2001; Spiggle, 1994) whilst taking into
consideration the belief that participants are not neutral or impartial observers
but react to the methodological process and to the knowledge produced by

the process (Grix, 2004; Denscombe, 2002; Saranthakos, 1997).

It is clear therefore that the positivist and interpretive paradigms proffer
competing perspectives on the role of science, the purpose of social research,
the nature of social reality and possible ways of acquiring knowledge about
social truths (Sarantakos, 1997; Bryman, 2001). (See a summary of the core
principles and viewpoints held by positivists and interpretivists in Figure 4.1).
These different paradigms thus embody different perspectives of thinking
about the world around us and the different ways of collecting, treating and
analyzing research data (Milier and Brewer, 2003). Consequently, the
researcher has to have a clear understanding of his or her ontological and
epistemological position and its influence on their choice of an appropriate
research methodology and methods (Grix, 2004; Silverman, 2000).While a
wide ranging review of the academic debates on the significance and
application of particular research paradigms and methodologies is beyond the
scope of this chapter, it is important to highlight the theoretical background of

the research methodology and methods adopted in this study.
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Figure 4.1 Positivist and Interpretivist Paradigms
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Source: Adapted from Denscombe

4.3

(2002:14-15)

Underpinning Methodological Theory

Given that the central focus of this research is to understand how the

phenomenon of social responsibility of business is subjectively perceived and
practiced by particular social actors, an appropriate methodological theory
that allows for diverse interpretations, understandings and discoveries of this
social phenomenon is therefore of primary consideration. The methodological
framework of this study is therefore based on the theoretical imperatives of

the interpretive paradigm, which describes a worldview where reality and the
knowledge of it is socially constructed through the subjective perceptions and

experiences of social actors (Bryman, 2001; Denzin, 2001; Grix, 2004). This
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methodological perspective was adopted primarily because it is underpinned
by ontological and epistemological foundations that are congruent with the
central focus of this thesis and provides a valid framework that can be
employed to derive information of the kind suitable for answering the
research questions. The ontological position of the interpretive paradigm is
grounded in the assumption that the existence of social reality and its
meaning are inextricably linked to, and socially produced through the
everyday experiences, knowledge and contexts in which social actors are

embedded (Grix, 2004; Bryman, 2001). As Sarantakos states,

“Reality is not ‘out there’ but in the minds of people; reality is
internally experienced, it is socially constructed through interaction

and interpreted through actors, and is based on the definition people

attach to it” (1997: 36)

This theoretical perspective of the nature of social reality has resonance with
the phenomenon of social responsibility within the small business
environment, which has been described as unpredictable, contested and
socially constructed. According to Dahlsrud (2008), current research findings
indicate that the definition of the social responsibility of business is neither
given nor universal but rather fluid and changing depending on the specific
context in which it is experienced and discussed (see Chapter 2 for details)
Therefore, understanding the phenomenon of social responsibility requires an
interpretive ontology, which prioritises the agency of social actors and the
interpretations that they give to their perception and experience of social
reality. The interpretive ontology also acknowledges that these meanings
emanate from the particular context(s) in which social actors are embedded
(Miller and Brewer, 2003; Henn et al., 2006) and is construed “against a
backdrop of shared understandings, practices, language and so forth”
(Schwandt, 2000: 197). Thus social phenomena like social responsibility, are
constantly being produced and reworked through human interactions, they
are not ‘value-free’ but embedded in the points of view, values and
experiences of human actors (Sarantakos, 1997: 36; Cohen et al., 2007).
Another equally important reason for adopting an interpretive perspective in
this research is its epistemological stance, which would as a rule, regard
knowledge of the phenomenon of social responsibility as best obtained and
understood through the perceptive meanings, interpretations and values
social actors give to their experiences of the phenomenon (Cohen et al.,

2007; Grix, 2004). The interpretivist epistemology assumes that research
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subjects and researchers are not wholly objective observers of the process of
knowledge construction as their expectations and conceptions of the social
world inevitabiy influence explanations and meanings attributed to social
phenomena (Henn et a/., 2006; Miller and Brewer, 2003; Bryman, 2004).
Similarly the interpretative philosophy assumes that all individuals (including
researchers and participants) actively interact with their social environment in
such a manner that they exert influence on it and are in turn affected by it
(Sarantakos, 1997). It is within these sets of multiple interactions between
individuals and their social environments that meanings and patterns of social
action are created and can be observed by the researcher. Thus, the
interpretative approach presents a suitable framework for investigating the
phenomenon of social responsibility and the various contextual influences on
patterns of socially responsible behaviour in business by interacting with
individuals and engaging with how they perceive, experience and explain their
social actions within the contexts in which they are embedded. This research
project therefore adopts the a posteriori approach of the interpretivist
tradition, which posits that knowledge of the social world cannot be known
through the senses alone, nor can it be rationally measured and quantified.
Rather understanding the different meanings and interpretations social actors
ascribe to their observations and experiences of reality is a more important

frame of reference (Grix, 2004; Sarantakos, 1997; Henn et a/., 2006).
4.4 Adopting a Qualitative Methodology

Having set out the philosophy underpinning of this research, the next step
was to decide on an appropriate methodology that outlines a framework of
principles that were used to guide and manage the conduct of the study.
According to Miller and Brewer (2003) methodology is central to all forms of
knowledge building as it provides the means by which understanding is
formed through a widely accepted structure of enquiry and inference. It is a
set of conventions and measures rooted in particular epistemological and
ontological worldviews on the construction of knowledge, and represents a
basis against which the reliability and validity of research resuits and
conclusions can be assessed (Miller and Brewer, 2003). Quantitative and
gualitative methodologies are the two most widely accepted research
frameworks in the social sciences that emanate from the different ontological

and epistemological foundations of positivist and interpretative philosophies of
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knowledge investigation and construction (Bryman, 2004; Miller and Brewer,

2003; Denscombe, 2002; Sarantakos, 1997).

In social science research, quantitative methodology presupposes social
reality to be a set of universal and unchanging truths, the knowledge of which
can be discovered by rational and objective human beings whose
understanding of social reality is external and measurable using structured
techniques of physical science models (see Sarantakos, 1997; Bry'man, 2001;
Denscombe, 2002). It adjudges the central relationship between theory and
research to be that of theory testing through deductive processes and
subsequently emphasizes quantification in the collection and analysis of data,
and the generalisation of results that are structured, static and given (see
Denscombe, 2002; Miller and Brewer, 2003; Grix, 2004). In contrast,
qualitative methodology adopts an interpretative epistemological approach to
knowledge creation as the discovery of meanings, values and experiences that
social actors attribute to their actions, based on the supposition that social
reality is created and recreated by human beings (see Bryman, 2001;
Denscombe, 2002). It takes the view that knowledge in the social domain is
not given and external, rather it is context and culture specific (Sarantakos,
1997; Marshall and Rossman, 2006). Thus theory building using inductive
processes is central to the qualitative approach to research, which generally
adopts less structured techniques to produce or reproduce results in similar
cases, situations or conditions (see Grix, 2004; Bryman, 2004). A more
detailed outline of the differences between these two research methodologies

has been described by Grix (2004) and is set out in Table 4.2 below;
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Table 4.1 Contrasting Characteristics of Quantitative and Qualitative

Methodologies

Quantitative Methodology

Qualitative Methodology

Interested in finding out
numerical qualities of an

Interested in the nature and essence of
and event, person or case.

Goal of investigation is
prediction, controi,

Goal of investigation is understanding,
description, discovery and hypothesis

Uses hard data (numbers)

Uses soft data (words or images from
documents or observations, etc)

Objective

Subjective

Usually tackles macro issues,
using large, random and

Tends to analyse micro issues, using
small non-random and non-

Employs a deductive research

Employs an inductive research strategy

Its epistemological
orientation is argued to be

Its epistemological orientation is argued
to be rooted in the interpretative

Aims at identifying general
patterns and relationships

Aims at interpreting events of historical
and cultural significance

Measures are created prior to
data collection and are

Measures are created during interaction
with data and often specific to the

Survey methodology

Interviews (in-depth case study)

Procedures are standard

Research procedures are particular,

Value free

Political

Abstract

Grounded

Concepts are in the form of

Concepts are in the form of themes and

Findings attempt to be
comprehensive, holistic and

Findings attempt to be precise, narrow
and illustrative

Source: Adapted from Grix (2004:122)

It therefore follows that quantitative and qualitative approaches imply social
investigations in contrasting ways as they have dissimilar views on what
represents valid and reliable knowledge (Bryman, 2004). They embody two
different perspectives of thinking about the world around us and thus different

ways of collecting, treating and analyzing research data (Miller and Brewer,

2003).

Qualitative methodology is adjudged to be the most appropriate framework
for conducting this investigation primarily because it best aligns with the
ontological position of this research in relation to the interpretative nature of
social reality and its epistemological stance on knowledge creation as based
on the subjectivity of human perception and experience of social

phenomenon. According to Winchester (2000: 1022),

“Different people experience the same events and places differently
and giving voice to the experiences of individuals allows viewpoints to

be heard, which may otherwise be silenced or excluded”
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Since this study is concerned with identifying and understanding the beliefs,
attitudes, behaviour and relationships of participants that embody socially
responsible business behaviour, the nature of the research problem requires a
qualitative approach that draws out people’s mind-sets, explanations and
experiences of the social phenomenon, within the context of which individuals
are a part ( Creswell, 2003; Bryman, 2008). Similarly, the qualitative
approach to problem solving is interpretative and descriptive in character,
largely concerned with describing social actors and events in their cultural
context, in an attempt to understand culturally sensitive patterns of social
action and the meanings that participants attach to them (Sarantakos, 1997;
Marshall and Rossman, 2006). It is therefore best suited to provide answers
to the research question as it will generate data that are descriptive,
contextual and culturally specific, which would otherwise be difficult to access
using a quantitative approach (Grix, 2004; Flick, 2006). A qualitative
methodology also facilitates an exploratory but in-depth examination of
contextually generated patterns of social action through the use of muitiple
data sources, rich textual descriptions and iterative research design (Maxwell,
2005), which is congruent with the inductive nature of the research problem.
It is therefore more useful than a quantitative approach in the investigation of
complex social questions with variable cultural and contextual undertones that
necessitate theory building and/or exploring new areas of research

(Denscombe, 2002; Creswell, 2003).

There are therefore several merits to adopting a qualitative research strategy
in this study, not least of all the generation of contextually rich descriptions of
patterns of social behaviour and relationships that embody the idea of social
responsibility. However, adopting a qualitative approach to social science
research does raise a number of concerns and criticisms, chiefly from
quantitatively oriented social scientists, who argue that there are significant
limitations to the accuracy and soundness of results that emerge from such a
research process. They cite reliance on exploratory, subjective and
‘unscientific’ approaches that adopt irregular and unsystematic processes of
data collection as problematic because findings are susceptible to bias and
even conscious and unconscious manipulation (Silverman, 2000; Sarantakos,
1997). In general these criticisms are based on quantitative philosophies of
the positivist tradition which perceive reality to be static and not fluid or
influenced by the perceptions and values of social actors (including
researchers) and as such may be regarded as an incompatible comparison.

However, amongst qualitative researchers there is also concern about the lack
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of rigour and transparency in the evaluation of qualitative research (see
Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Baxter and Eyles, 1997; Bailey et a/., 1999). A
review of the critique by Baxter and Eyles (1997) identified concerns relating
to the credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability of the
qualitative research process. Credibility relates to the descriptions that
emerge out of qualitative research, in particular whether these narratives
would be immediately recognisable to the respondent and researcher and
whether the wider academic and lay communities can make sense of them.
While there a some similarities to internal validity in quantitative research,
validity in qualitative research less concerned with establishing ‘truths’ and
more to do with the plausibility of the different interpretations that emerge
from a study to others beside the researcher Other concerns relate to a lack
of appreciation for the nomothetic elements of research findings and there
transferability across corresponding contexts, as too often qualitative
researchers are wholly focussed on the time, setting and people of a particular
study and their idiographic descriptions and explanation. It has therefore been
suggested that qualitative researchers should take into consideration the
possibility of shared meanings emerging out of their research and evaluate
the extent to which such findings are transferable beyond a single case,
Similarly, the dependability of qualitative interpretations in terms of
consistency across space and time is also of concern, as research designs
often do not accommodate changes across research contexts and perceptions
of respondents during the course of a research. Similar to concerns of
reliability in quantitative research, dependability relates more to the
consistency of descriptions and interpretations across the research setting,
rather than the research design. Qualitative researchers have been criticised
for not building into their research design, mechanisms for ensuring an
objective third-party audit of their findings can be achieved. The confirmability
of qualitative interpretations via a transparent audit trail of the research
process is considered necessary to establish the extent to which
interpretations are drawn from respondents’ narratives and the research
context and not by the subjective interests of the researcher. (Baxter and
Eyles, 1997: 512-17). It is therefore necessary that these issues are taken
into consideration in the design of qualitative research in order to

demonstrate its rigour and trustworthiness.
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4.5 Research Methods

Having argued for a qualitative methodology as a suitable research strategy
for studying the contested, contextual and socially constructed phenomenon
of social responsibility, this study will also require the use of research
methods to collate and analyse relevant data to answer the research
questions. Research methods refer to specific techniques and tools, which are
deployed during research within the framework of a chosen methodology to

collect and analyse relevant data to solve a research problem (Creswell,

2003; Grix, 2004).

In order to facilitate a qualitative and interpretative approach to data
collection, two different gualitative methods, namely qualitative semi-
structured interviews and participant observation, were employed to
investigate the research problem. The decision to use both semi-structured
interviews and participant observation techniques in this study was to allow
for the collection of two different but complementary sets of information about
the research problem. Atkinson and Coffey (2002) argue that participant
observation and semi-structured interviews are different forms of social
encounter, which generate different narratives that give rise to specific
versions of social analysis that may be complementary or contradictory. The
use of more than one qualitative method therefore ensures that thicker and
richer descriptions of socially responsible business behaviour are produced
through the research process than would have been achieved with a single
method as well as offering different perspectives on the phenomenon and
better opportunities to understand its complexities (Silverman, 2000). Using
more than one method also strengthens the reliability of the research process
through triangulation of data sources and methods, which also complement
the weaknesses and strengths of each method employed in the study
(Silverman, 2000; Bryman 2001; Grix, 2004). A description of the strengths

and weakness of these methods and their suitability for this study is set out in

the following sections.
4.5.1 Semi Structured Interviews

A qualitative interview is a social and verbal interaction where an interviewer
or researcher attempts to extract information from another person by asking
questions (Longhurst, 2010: 117). It is a data collection technique that uses

dialogue and talk with respondents to generate rich and detailed data about a
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phenomena as well as the social context from which it emerges (Valentine,
2005). In general, qualitative interviews can be described as semi-structured
or unstructured depending on the degree of flexibility incorporated into the
design and the agency accorded to respondents to define the research topics
under investigation (Bryman and Bell, 2007). The semi-structured interview
method is characterised by a loosely structured and flexible design®? that
facilitates focused, conversational, two-way communication between
interviewer and interviewee and which reflects the interests of the researcher
as well as allowing for the exploration of new themes and ideas that emerge
from the narratives of respondents during the course of the interview
(Cochrane, 1998; Crang, 2002; Valentine, 2005; Longhurst, 2010). According
to Gubrium and Holstein (2002) the design of semi-structured interviews
requires all interviewees to respond to specific issues of interest to the
research, but they are also informal enough to accommodate interviewees
views on issues that they consider pertinent to the research topic and have
thus been described as “a conversation with a purpose” (Lincoln and Guba,
1985: 268). They are therefore considered to be a very useful technique for
gathering qualitative data, by using dialogue and talk to explore how
individuals experience, interpret and respond to particular social phenomenon
and their interpretations of past events as embedded in the anecdotes and
narratives that emerge during conversations (Winchester, 2000; Valentine,
2005). The strengths of this technique are that it generates a rich depth of
information that is on the whole a reflection of interpretations, meanings and
values (including those that are unanticipated by the research) that are
contextually and culturally relevant to the respondent and as such are of both
descriptive and explanatory value to the research. The decision to use semi-
structured interviews in this study was therefore useful, given the nature of
the research questions, to allow African and Caribbean small business
owner/managers to describe their understanding, views and practices of social
responsibility with as much or as little detail as they thought appropriate.
Semi-structured interview data allow for a broad understanding of
respondents’ understandings of, and dispositions towards social responsibility
and also provides detailed descriptions of actual practices, barriers and
motivations, as well as an insight into key relationships that help to shape
their behaviour. However, instead of using a completely unstructured

technique, it was considered necessary to guide the flow of interviews by

32 Distinguished from unstructured interviews that operate with very little direction from the rescarcher. with
the focus of the interview largely dictated by the interviewee and structured interviews that are largely
controlled by the interviewer with the use of closed questions

85



focusing on specific aspects of the research problem to allow owner/managers
to then discuss their views, experiences and actions, as well as explore

underlying motivations and relationships, in relation to these.

It is however important not to treat the data that emerges from semi-
structured interviews as unproblematic accounts of social reality as such
accounts are subjective interpretations of historic events and may be socially
desirable narratives intended to uphold the expectations of a particular role
(Holstein and Gubrium, 2002). According to Dunn (2007: 82) “interviewing is
inherently problematic because the stories people tell about how they make
decisions are often radically different from the ways those decisions were
actually made”, suggesting that the narratives of respondents cannot be
assumed to entirely capture the complexities of social reality. According to
Atkinson and Coffey (2002: 808) researchers need to appreciate that
interviews are events in which respondents can enact narratives that portray
themselves and others as particular kinds of moral agents. Furthermore, the
interaction of this concern with other issues relating to the dynamics of the
interview setting - power relations, the interview location and the type of
issues being discussed (see Crang, 2002; Elwood and Martin, 2000; Mullings,
1999; Cochrane, 1998), for example - can also significantly influence the
nature and content of the data gathered using semi-structured interviews. It
is therefore recognized in this study that the data emerging from semi-
structured interviews with African and Caribbean small business
owner/managers are not necessarily factual representations of actual events
and as such the study does not simply take for granted that interviews are
accurate descriptions of some underlying reality. Therefore, based on the
advice of Denzin (2002), semi-structured interviews carried out in this study
actively encouraged participants to share their views and experience of social
responsibility. However, I was critical of the status of the emergent interview
data in line with the imperatives of the research to better understand how and
why interviewees engage in certain patterns of social action and the
idiosyncratic meanings that they attach to it. Data from interviews were
therefore considered to have intrinsic value as narratives and interpretations
that require distinct understanding and sensitivity. Furthermore, Dunn (2007)
suggests that a combination of methods that allows the researcher to observe
what people do as well as what they say, helps strengthen the reliability and

validity of qualitative research that deploy the use of interview techniques.
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4.5.2 Participant Observation.

The assertion by Hammersley and Atkinson that “all social research takes the
form of participant observation: it involves participating in the social world, in
whatever role and reflecting on the products of that participation” (1995: 16)
leads to the second part of the dual-method approach to data collection
adopted in this study. Qualitative observational techniques come in many
forms but whether they are direct or indirect, participant or non-participant,
covert or overt, all are fundamentally concerned with the visual scrutiny,
recording and detailed description of behaviour and talk within the context of
everyday lived experiences (Cook, 2005; Silverman, 2006). Participant
observation as the name implies is a form of qualitative observation that
involves the researcher deliberately embedding him or herself, through
participation, within the particular social context in which the activity,
relationship or phenomenon under investigation is situated, in order to be a
part of and study it more closely; what Cook (2005) describes as researching
from the “inside”. The participant observation technique therefore has the
ability to generate useful contextual information on, and perspectives to a
research problem, as it provides rich and in-depth insights into participants’

behaviour, actions and interactions as they occur in the minutiae of everyday

life. According to Adler and Adler,

“Qualitative observation is fundamentally naturalistic in essence; it
occurs in the natural context of occurrence, among the actors who
would naturally be participating in the interaction, and follows the
natural stream of everyday life. As such, it enjoys the advantage of
drawing the observer into the phenomenological complexity of the

world, where connections, correlations, and causes can be witnessed

as and how they unfoid.” (1994: 81)

A key strength of participant observation is that it facilitates the collection of
data on events as they occur in real time, which according to Becker and Geer
(1960, cited in Atkinson and Coffey, 2002) makes it a rich source of
‘complete’ data that superimposes talk and events to provide a deep
understanding of research questions. Becker and Geer also argue that
“observation of events in context yields a more complete record and
understanding of events than reliance on interviewing about those events
alone” (cited in Atkinson and Coffey, 2002: 804). Participant observation is

also widely used as an exploratory method in qualitative research, where the
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focus is to gain an in-depth understanding of a phenomenon and/or its social
and cultural context of which little is known (Kitchen and Tate, 2000; Cook,
2005; Laurier, 2007). This technique generates a dataset that is regarded to
be as important as those produced through semi-structured interviews largely
because it provides very rich datasets that often retain contexts and the

complexity of human behaviour in everyday settings (Bryman, 2001).

Given the synergy between the qualities of participant observation and the
focus of this research, it was regarded as a useful approach to the collection
and interpretation of data on events and reported descriptions that illustrate
the scope and nature of African and Caribbean small business
owner/managers’ socially responsible behaviour. However, as with the
narratives that emerge from semi-structured interviews, the observations of
events and talk that are recorded and subsequently analysed by the
researcher during participant work are not to be treated as unproblematic
definitive representations of social reality, as the researcher’s interpretation of
events is subjective and particularistic, influenced by his/her world view
(Atkinson and Coffey, 2002). It therefore follows that the analysis and
explanation emerging from the data should be reflexively sensitive to the
idiosyncratic nature of the process and outcomes of participant observation
studies, and should acknowledge the researcher’s role in shaping the results.
It has equally been suggested by Cohen et a/. (2007:158) that the status of
the data that emerges from participant observation can be influenced by a
number of factors including, “the researcher, in exploring the present, may be
unaware of important antecedent events; informants may be
unrepresentative of the sample in the study; the presence of the observer
might bring about different behaviours; the researcher might ‘go native’,
becoming too attached to the group to see it sufficiently dispassionately”.
However, these weaknesses can be addressed by the triangulation of data

sources, types and methods in the research design and critical reflection on

the research process.

4.6 Research Ethics

Qualitative research is often associated with a number of ethical issues
especially when human participants are the primary source of data production
and/or unit of analysis in a study. Most of the issues surrounding ethical
behaviour in research relate to the moral rights and wrongs in the process of

recruiting research subjects and securing their participation, as well as the
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handling and dissemination of data and information generated by the research
(Hay, 2003; Flick, 2006). In order to address these issues within the context
of this study, research design was guided by general principles of informed

and voluntary consent, confidentiality of information and anonymity of

participants.

The principle of informed consent is concerned with ensuring that all
prospective participants in social research activities are given the freedom to
choose whether to participate or decline involvement, having been given
sufficient information to comprehend the key elements of the research,
including its purpose, procedure, time commitments and possible risks and
benefits of participation (Hay, 2003; Flick, 2006). Similarly, the closely related
issues of securing access to business premises to conduct participant
observation and acceptance of the procedures to be adopted by the
researcher were also taken into consideration. Flick (2006) describes access
and acceptance as securing the necessary permissions to enter and conduct
research in a given physical setting and in a specific manner. In this study,
these principles were given due consideration in the recruitment of
participants and subsequent interaction between the researcher and those
participants that agreed to take part. Firstly, a letter of introduction and
information sheet to all potential participants provided information on the
purpose and the nature of the research, as well as other elements of the
research process such as time commitments and the possibility of intrusion,
that might influence their decision to participate in the study. Secondly, this
information was also provided verbally to potential participants and reiterated
before interviews and observation sessions with those individuals that agreed
to take part. Furthermore, participants were made aware that their
participation was strictly voluntary and they could freely withdraw from the
project at any time without risk or prejudice. However, it was acknowledged
that whilst informed consent was given by the principal participant prior to
carrying out several hours of observation in their premises, it was not
practical to obtain prior permission from all other individuals that were
observed during the course of the study. Nonetheless, in all cases of indirect
observation and one-to-one contact with other secondary participants
(employees, customers and suppliers) efforts were made to acquaint them

with key aspects of the research and to secure their consent to include our

interactions as part of the study information.
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Another significant ethical issue addressed in this study was that of the
anonymity of research participants and the confidentiality of the information
that they share with the researcher. These issues are widely acknowledged to
be important in research because they underline respect for the participant’s
right to privacy, self-determination and dignity and as such should not be
breached without prior consent of the participant (Cohen et al., 2007). In
recognition of these ethical prerequisites, all participants were given
assurances that all necessary steps were being taken to protect the privacy
and ensure the anonymity and non-traceability of their identities. This was
mainly achieved through the use of pseudonyms, for both individual and
organisational participants, in any written reports of the research and other
forms of dissemination. Similarly, effort was made to ensure that the data
generated by the research (e.g. transcripts of research interviews, field
reports and research diaries) was kept in a safe and secure location and used

purely for the purposes of the research project (including dissemination of

findings).
4.7 Researcher Positionality

Qualitative research that is underpinned by an interpretive philosophy
generally entails the use of techniques that warrant direct contact and
interaction with research subjects such as in interviews and observations. As
a result the identity of the researcher and his/her familiarity with the research
setting influences the process of knowledge production and hence the
outcomes of the study (Mullings, 1999; Merriam et al., 2001). Generally the
researcher assumes the position of an insider or outsider in relation to the
researched during the process of data collection (Merriam et a/., 2001).
According to Ganga and Scott (2006: 2) insider research involving interviews
can be described as “social interviews conducted between researchers and
participants who share a similar cultural, linguistic, ethnic, national and
religious heritage”. Conversely, outsider research can be described as one
involving significant differences between the investigators and researched in
relation to the context of the subject under investigation. In these respects it
has been argued that the positionality of the researcher can influence access
to study locations, participants and information (Mullings, 1999) as the
participants’ perception of the researcher can influence their willingness to
participate and the kind of information the researcher can obtain from them (

Denzin and Lincoln, 1998; Alridge and Levine, 2001). A common view of the
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nature of this impact assumes that social propinquity between the researcher
and researched enhances the research process and results by advancing
cooperation before, during and after the study, whilst detachment encumbers
the research process (Cook, 2005 et a/.,). A different view assumes the
opposite, and argues that being an insider has negative implications for
research. According to Patton (2002) insider researchers are more inclined to
gloss over certain issues due to perceived familiarity and thus fail to subject
them to more in-depth enquiry. Thus their social proximity is a limitation as it
influences the judgement of the researcher and leads to a poor understanding
of the research problem (Ganga and Scott, 2006). However, these
perspectives on positionality assume that researchers fit neatly into a given
model of an insider or outsider with respect to the circumstances of a
research programme. It is however the view of Merriam et al. (2001) that the
positionality of the researcher in any given qualitative study is complex,
evolving and relative to a multiplicity of social and cultural characteristics.
According to Villenas (1996, cited in Merriam et al., 2001: 411) “as
researchers, we can be insiders and outsiders to a particular community of
research participants at many different levels and at different times”.
Similarly, others such as Herod (1999: 320) argue that understanding the
positionality of a researcher is not unproblematic as it cannot be simply
separated into two distinct categories, but it is convoluted by three key
issues, namely the ability of the researcher to consciously manipulate his/her
positionality; perceptive differences in how the researcher and the researched
regard positionality; and the changing nature of a researcher’s positionality
during the course of the study. It therefore follows that due consideration
should be given to the issue of researcher positionality and its influence (if

any) on the research process acknowledged where necessary.

As a Black African, carrying out UK-based research set in an unfamiliar small
business environment but centred on individuals of African and Caribbean
descent, I could not regard my positionality in this respect as wholly that of
an insider or an outsider from the onset. Whilst I could easily be regarded as
an outsider as I was not a practitioner nor had I had any direct prolonged
contact with the participant sample before the study,* I could also be
perceived by some respondents to be an insider as I shared some of the
physical and social characteristics of the sample of owner/managers (e.q.

Black African and a migrant). I therefore regularly reflected on my

3 Except for two owner/managers in Nottingham whose services | had used on occasion and a key informant
from Groundwork Greater Nottingham with whom I had worked with as a volunteer.
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positionality throughout the research process, within the context of my role as
an interviewer or an observer/participant, and its impact on the process of
data collection. Firstly, in my role as a university student researcher, it was
my view that I was perceived by some of the owner/managers and a majority
of the key informants that participated in this study to be an outsider. A
number of owner/managers appeared to be very cautious about their
participation in the study, often seeking repeated clarification of my
credentials as well as the purpose of the research and/or expressing a
negative view of the relevance of academic research. On several occasions,
interviewees openly expressed their concern about me being a covert local
council or government agency official trying to get information from them,
whilst a few others appeared to be worried that I was after their trade
secrets. It was therefore necessary during interaction with these
owner/managers for me to gain their trust and confidence through gentle
persuasion but also to put in extra effort to drawing them into conversations,
whilst subjecting the data gathered from them to vigorous examination. With
key informants there were no obvious signs of distrust in relation to the
objectives of the study but rather a tendency to emphasise what they
regarded to be my naivety about certain issues that relate to the workings of
the small business community. This proved to be useful during my interaction
with them as their attempts to try to ‘educate me on how it really was’
provided rich contextual information about the study areas and the nature of
the relationships between small business owner/managers and other key
stakeholders in the locality (on the value of the researcher adopting different
positionalities see McDowell, 1998). Equally, further reflection on my
experiences/positionality as an outsider indicated that on the whole it differed
between the study areas of London and Nottingham. It was noted that in the
London area I was more often than not positioned as an outsider in my
relationship with interviewees than in Nottingham. It was observed that more
than a few of the owner/managers interviewed in London (the majority of
whom were recruited anonymously) were often reserved and guarded in their
interaction during the interview. These respondents would sometimes decline
to answer background questions about themselves and their businesses or
would be evasive in their responses to questions about their relationship with
their stakeholders. Whilst the same attitudes were experienced in Nottingham
they were not as prevalent probably because a fair number of participants
were aware of the University of Nottingham where the researcher is based.

The second dimension of my positionality during the research process was
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that of an insider. It was my perception that a few owner/managers regarded
me as an insider from the onset of the research for a number of reasons,
either because I had made contact with them as a customer prior to the
research, been referred to them by a close friend/relative or just because I
was another Black African/immigrant with whom they felt they shared a
common experience of migration. This insider experience was much more
common in Nottingham (particularly amongst African owner/managers) where
several respondents repeatedly referred to me as ‘brother’ and would often
speak to me in ‘pidgin english’ commonly spoken in certain parts of Africa and
the Caribbean. In one exemplar case, an interviewee invited me to his home
for his birthday party and insisted on giving me his product samples as a gift.
These owner/managers were therefore very friendly in their interaction with
me and although willing to talk about issues of interest to the research, they
repeatedly strayed away from central themes and glossed over certain issues
with ‘you know how it is over here’, assuming that I was already
knowledgeable about them. I therefore had to ensure that these respondents
were prompted to provide relevant detail during conversations and that I
closely examined the data gathered to ensure that it was not understating or

over-exaggerating the relevance of certain themes.

However in a few cases it appeared that my positionality relative to a number
of research subjects experienced a transition from that of an outsider to an
insider during the course of the study. A few participants who took part in the
second phase of the study and who initially regarded me during interviews as
an outsider seemed to change their attitude and behaviour towards me as our
rapport improved over the course of the study. So while they were somewhat
guarded and evasive during the first phase of the study, they appeared more
relaxed and open during their involvement in the participant observation
phase. In some other cases this transition took place over the course of a
single interview, such that at the start of the interview the respondent’s
behaviour would indicate that I was probably considered an outsider but as
the interview progressed their demeanour would indicate otherwise. I
therefore had to manage these changes by making a corresponding
adjustment in my approach towards collecting, treating and analysing the

data emerging from these research subjects.

93



4.8 Collecting Data

The actual process of data collection was guided by a fieldwork plan, which
set out the different stages of fieldwork, their sequence and the tasks to be
accomplished at each stage. The plan ensured that data was collected in a
systematic manner, firstly, by generating an appropriate sample of
participants, through a desk review and a preliminary survey to scope the
study area and potential participants. The next stage was an interview phase
to gather information from a specific number of African and Caribbean
owner/managers and key local informants and finally a participant
observation phase with a smaller number of business participants. However
during the actual process of gathering data, the use of interview and
observation techniques was not entirely restricted to any phase of the
fieldwork plan as direct observations were used to inform semi-structured
interviews and ad hoc interviews in the form of conversations were used to
deepen understanding of observations. The fieldwork plan was thus only a
general guide to data collection, as design flexibility, logistical limitations and
the need to ensure that valid and reliable data was produced were also

pertinent factors taken into consideration whilst collecting data.

4.8.1 Purposive Sampling

An important precursor to the collection of data in the field is identifying and
recruiting participants to take part in the study based on its research
objectives and the characteristics of the study population. In determining
which and how many African and Caribbean owner/managers should take part
in this qualitative study it was decided that purposive rather than probabilistic
sampling would be an effective way of selecting an illustrative sample.
Purposive sampling would ensure that “information rich cases” are selected to
produce a wide range of experiences and interpretations relevant to
addressing the research problem (Baxter and Eyles, 1999:513). Likewise,
given that this research is not concerned with representativeness but rather
with an in-depth understanding of how African and Caribbean
owner/managers interpret and practice social responsibility within a given
context and would thus leave any grand generalisations to the reader and
other researchers (see Chapter 3). Furthermore, there were practical reasons
for adopting a purposive sampling approach. Principally the sample population

for the study was restricted from the onset by the research focus, its
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inherently small size and barriers to access. The logic of purposive sampling is
based on the premise that it will enable the selection of study participants
that best fit the needs of the study and will thus produce rich data relevant to
understanding the research problem (Marshall and Rossman, 2006;
Denscombe, 2002; Patton 2002; Saunders et al., 2007). Thus the study
participants were selected with a specific goal in mind and based on a number
of criteria, the most important being the ethnic identity of the

owner/manager, the size, sector and geographic location of his/her business.

The task of generating a purposive sample of owner/manager respondents for
the study was addressed by using two sampling techniques, namely, the
random selection of prospective participants from business directories and the
snowballing technique, which are regarded as well suited for sampling less
visible and difficuit to access groups (Valentine, 2005). Given that business
size and the sector from which potential respondents will be drawn are two
important sampling criteria, a review of small business directories was
considered a useful means of quickly identifying a large number of potential
study participants that met the criteria of the purposive sample. A database of
178 small businesses likely to be owned and/or managed by a Black African or
Black Caribbean person was generated from directories of ethnic minority
small businesses in the city of Nottingham and the London borough of
Lewisham. Directories reviewed included, the London Black Caribbean
directory, Lewisham Small Business directory, African Caribbean Business
Network directory and Minority Enterprise East Midlands directory. The size of
the initial database was reduced to 102 after excluding businesses that did
not operate within the food and drink or hair and beauty sectors, those with
no contact details or whose details showed that they were located outside the
study area. A formal letter of introduction and information sheet requesting
an interview was then sent to each prospective participant (see Appendix 1
and 2). However, positive responses were initially relatively low (only 9
interviews scheduled) after three months and heavily skewed towards
businesses in the London borough of Lewisham given that over 75% of the
businesses identified in the databases were from this study area.
Furthermore, in addition to the initial low response, a few scheduled
interviews were cancelled and rescheduled on an impromptu basis, casting
further doubts as to the utility of the randomised approach to generate a
sufficiently large sample in a timely manner. However, over the course of the
empirical study the number of participants recruited through this sampling

technique increased substantially to 28 respondents, - largely as a result of
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follow-up calls, emails and face-to-face contact. The majority of these
participants were from the London study area, where the number of potential
participants was substantially larger that Nottingham. Nonetheless, in view of
initial difficulties and concerns about not achieving theoretical saturation
(Silverman, 2001; Bryman and Bell, 2007) a snowballing approach to
sampling was also adopted. This sampling strategy was employed much more
frequently in Nottingham study area where there was a relatively low
response to the initial random sampling. In order to avoid self-selection
biases, snowballing as used in this study involved several points of contact
amongst the owner/managers and key informants already recruited. The
approach was to treat every research participant as a potential gatekeeper
and depending on the level of rapport with respondents interviewed solicit
information and/or referrals to other potential participants likely to meet the
sampling criteria. Using the snowballing technique in this manner, a sample of
16 potential participants was generated and 12 eventually selected to take
part in the study. Subsequently, a purposive sample of 40* African and
Caribbean owner/managers of micro businesses® was generated using both
random and snowballing sampling techniques and these owner/managers

were interviewed between April 2008 and January 2009 as part of the

interview phase of the study.

The logic of purposive sampling was also applied to selecting key local
informants who participated in the study. Particular attention was given to
recruiting a diverse mix of informants with different backgrounds and from
different institutions in the locality in order to ensure a broad range of views
and perspectives. Participants were identified in public, private and civil
organisations that provide support to businesses and prospective
entrepreneurs (including those that provide services that strategically target
ethnic minorities) within the study areas, through a combination of databases
on business support, the researcher’s local knowledge of the area and
referrals from other participants. These included chief executives, senior
managers and specific officers in these organisations whose roles suggested
that they held privileged information about the local small business
community. These potential respondents were then sent formal letters of

introduction requesting an interview and were later contacted via telephone or

3 Made up of twenty cight participants recruited through random sampling and twelve others from

snowballing technique

3 Although the initial intention was to recruit participants who owned businesses of relatively varied small
sizes (with <249 employees) the practicalities in the field meant that there were virtually very few
owner/managers of businesses with greater than 10 employees and none agreed 1o take part in this study
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email in an attempt to secure their participation. In total 32 key informants
were contacted in both Nottingham and Lewisham, 23 of these responded

positively and 20 (10 in each study location) were eventually selected to take

part in the study.

For the participant observation phase of the study, a smaller sample of eight
owner/managers was generated from the larger sample of African and
Caribbean owner/managers who had taken part in interviews. The choice of
these owner/managers was based on a combination of pragmatism, as they
were willing to continue to be involved in the study while others were not; and
purposive sampling as they reflected aspects of key findings emerging from
the research for which further investigation was required. Fifteen prospective
owner/managers were contacted over the telephone -after indicating their
interest during the interview phase- and formally invited to take part in the
participant observation. This initial contact was then followed by a formal
letter of invitation, setting out the details of the participant observation study.
Participant observation studies were subsequently carried out in eight small
businesses during February and April 2009. The cases chosen were intended
to be illustrative of the larger interview sample in terms of criteria such as
business sector, geographic location and ethnic groups but also capable of
generating substantive and relevant data. A breakdown of key characteristics
of both the owner/managers and key local informants interviewed, as well as

owner/managers who took part in the participant observation study is shown

Appendix 3a and 3b.

4.8.2 Conducting Interviews

The first phase of data collection for this study involved carrying out a series
of semi-structured qualitative interviews with two sets of participants,
namely, African and Caribbean owner/managers and key local informants in
the study areas of Nottingham City and the London borough of Lewisham. In
order to manage the actual process of interviewing, an interview guide was
developed for each of the two participant groups based on a review of
relevant existing literature and the objectives of the research. The interview
guide included several open-ended questions on each of these areas of
enquiry to allow the interviewee freedom to frame issues and events relating
to the research. The guide also built in introductory questions to gather
background information on the interviewee and closing questions to explore

emerging issues arising from other interviews, where relevant, In the
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interview guide for owner/managers, these questions on the specific areas of
enquiry were posed directly to respondents who as a general rule were
encouraged to discuss and illustrate their answers. However, the guide for key
informant interviews was based on the nature of their relationship with the
small business community, in terms of the scope and uptake of the business
support services that they provide, including those that they consider to
promote small business engagement in social responsibility. Key informants
interviewed were also asked to comment on small business attitude and
behaviour towards social responsibility based on their knowledge and

experience of working with small businesses in general and the local ethnic

minority business community in particular.

The initial interview guide for owner/managers was revised during the course
of the fieldwork. The revisions made to the guide related to the addition of
new questions as themes began to emerge, such as whether and why
owner/managers are involved in trans-national philanthropy or the level of
their involvement in diaspora networks. Changes to the interview guide also
included the deletion of two initial questions due to an apparent lack of
response. These related to whether owner/managers had or intended to carry
out an environmental audit or assessment of their business activities and their
views on the influence of suppliers on their socially responsible behaviour3¢,
The interviews with key local informants also influenced the interview
questions for owner/managers in terms of identifying interview themes that
they believed would resonate with respondents, for example faith based
organisations as a hub for the social actions of owner/managers and socio-
cultural differences as a barrier to the involvement of African and Caribbean
owner/managers in the wider community. The final interview guides for
owner/managers and key informants are shown in Appendix 4 and Appendix 5
respectively, however since it was only intended to be a guide it was not used
inflexibly as additional questions were asked in response to particular
comments by respondents and some questions were sometimes left out if

already covered in previous discussions during the interview,

Following the recruitment of interview participants, face-to-face interviews
were conducted with forty owner/managers with interviews ranging from 28
to 66 minutes in length and twenty key informant interviews ranging from 40
to 70 minutes in length. These were undertaken in business premises, often in

open spaces and at various times of the day considered to be convenient by

% However if such issues did arise in subsequent interviews they were of appropriately followed up
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the participant. In order to ensure that the information gathered during these
interviews could be easily and accurately recalled for subsequent analysis, all
of the interview sessions were audio-recorded. The respondents’ permission
for the interview to be audio-recorded was requested during the recruitment
phase and again at the start of each interview. They were assured of
confidentiality with respect to their participation and that their input would be
anonymised whenever referred to in any report that emerged from the study.
As indicated earlier, flexibility is regarded as central to the process of
gathering data from owner/managers through semi-structured interviewing
and as such the interview guide and questions were not used to constrain the
process but rather to aid it. I therefore spent a few minutes before the start of
most interview sessions discussing issues totally unconnected with the study
(e.g. the weather, cars, and football) in an attempt to put the interviewee
(and myself) at ease. It was however less of an issue with female
interviewees who were generally more enthusiastic and comfortable with the
interview process. However, at the beginning of each interview the aims of
the study were restated to the interviewee and reiterate the significance of
their contributions and participation in relating their actions, experiences and
views with respect to social responsibility in business. During interviews
respondents were repeatedly encouraged to unreservedly express their views
on the practice of social responsibility, while at the same time probing them
with particular questions from the guide or in response to issues raised that
were related to any questions in the guide. Interviewees were also posed
guestions based on my own observations of business practice, actions and
archival documents (e.g. certificates of service, quality and use of mechanical
equipment, dealings with customers/employees) related to socially
responsible business behaviour. This tactic of probing the interviewees with
questions based on what was being said by them meant that there was often
a lively exchange during the interview sessions with most respondents
actively participating and sharing their experiences and opinions on the
subject of social responsibility. At the end of each interview session, the
audio-recording of the exchange was reviewed and summarily annotated (see

Appendix 6 for extract of sample interview transcript).

4.8.3 Conducting Participant Observations

The second phase of data collection for this study involved carrying out just
over 50 hours of participant observation sessions in eight business
organisations owned and managed by African and Caribbean people in
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Nottingham and Lewisham. The owner/managers were purposely selected
from the sample of forty that took part in the first phase of the study because
they provided the relevant access and opportunity for the researcher to
further investigate research themes emerging from interviews conducted, as
well as their value as illustrative in-depth case studies (Stake, 2000). An
important component of the observational sessions was shadowing of the
owner/manager, which meant that observations were not restricted to the
workings within his/her organisation but also extended to interactions with
other parties within and beyond the business organisation (MacDonald, 2005).
Shadowing as an observational technique is regarded as beneficial because,

according to MacDonald (2005: 459), it is likely to provide,

“a rich, dense and comprehensive data set which gives a detailed, first
hand and multidimensional picture of the role, approach, philosophy

and tasks of the person being studied”.

The processes of data collection were largely unstructured and open-ended
with observations of actions, events and conversations (including those in
which the researcher was involved) recorded in a field diary (see extract from
field dairy in Appendix 7). In order to focus the process of observation on the
research problem and emerging research themes from analysis of the semi-
structured interviews, particular emphasis was given to understanding the
type, nature and outcomes of business and social interactions within the
environment under observation, as well as actions and processes that denote
socially responsible business behaviour. During the observational period, I
took part in several activities within the organisation (e.g. stacking shelves,
loading and offloading goods, taking out rubbish). I also interacted with
employees, customers and the owner/managers and used informal and
impromptu field interviews in the form of conversations to clarify certain
observations of what people said and/or did. These conversations were also
used to probe into the purpose behind particular actions or activities
observed, such as why a stove was kept running without being used or why
recyclable material was taken home and not disposed of at the business
premises. Descriptive field notes were regularly written up in a field diary,
during the course of each observation session either as events and
interactions occurred or a few minutes afterwards taking into consideration
the time, context and content of observations and field interviews. The
observations recorded in the field diary during each session centred on

detailed depiction of the setting in which the observation was situated,
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including the geographic location and physical space of each setting; the
people within the setting and their generic identities (e.g. customers,
employees etc) where possible; the type and nature of interaction taking
place within the setting including the frequency and duration; the type and
nature of my participation in the interactions including the frequency and

duration; and my reflections on the research process (see Crang and Cook,

2007).
4.9 Social Desirability Tendency

One of the possible limitations to the methods outlined above is social
desirability tendency. Chung and Monroe (2003: 291) describes social
desirability as “the tendency of individuals to underestimate (overestimate)
the likelihood they would perform an undesirable (desirable) action”. Given
the nature of the social phenomenon under investigation and the research
design, it was possible that respondents might give answers that match the
researcher’s and/or societal expectations of social responsibility with the
intention of portraying a more complimentary picture of themselves (Randall
and Fernandes, 1991: Fernandes and Randall, 1992). However, social
desirability tendencies are less prominent during participant observation, as
the focus is on observed behaviour rather than reported behaviour and data is
gathered from multiple sources, unprompted/unforeseen circumstances, and
through multiple techniques (Crane, 1999). Nonetheless, it is still possible
that such tendencies may be reflected in distortions in respondent behaviour
during overt participant observation sessions, as they may demonstrate
behaviour that they consider to be matching with the expectations of the
researcher (Cohen et al., 2007). The prevalent occurrence of such a tendency
can significantly affect the reliability and validity of qualitative research in
terms of the credibility and dependability of descriptions and the
interpretation of socially responsible business attitudes and behaviours

(Chung and Monroe, 2003; Crane, 1999).

In this study, the social desirability tendency was addressed in a number of
ways. Firstly, following the advice of Fernandes and Randall (1991), it was
strongly emphasised to all participants that the objective of the study,
particularly the interviews, was to learn about how and why owner/managers
and their businesses perceive and practice social responsibility under different

circumstances and not to make moral judgements about the rights and
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wrongs of individual/organisational attitudes and behaviour. Subsequently, all
participants were guaranteed anonymity and confidentiality for themselves
and their organisations. The use of indirect open questions was employed as
much as possible during semi-structured interviews, and conversations during
the participant observation sessions, as another means of reducing social
desirability tendencies. Furthermore, the research design included the use of
multiple methods (semi-structured interviews and participant observation)
and sources (owner/managers, employees, customers and key informants
from external organisations) of information. This provided a framework that
was not solely dependent on direct and formal response from business
participants but also offered an opportunity for gleaning different or
comparable perspectives of the underlying meanings and motives participants
attach to their socially responsible business behaviour (Crane, 1999).
Nonetheless, it is worth noting that whilst these measures may have reduced
the likelihood of social desirability influencing the research, there is still a

possibility that there were elements of this tendency in the responses given

during the study.

4.10 Data Analysis

A significant aspect of the research process was the analysis of the different
datasets collected through interviews and observation. This entailed the
simplification and re-organisation of the raw data into categories to support
the identification of research themes, patterns and concepts (Langley, 1999;
Spiggle, 1994) that would help address the research question. In
interpretative research, there are several approaches to analysing qualitative
data depending on the type, aim and design of the research (Denzin and
Lincoln, 1998; Silverman, 2001). Even so the process of developing
understanding about a particular social phenomenon is characteristically
inductive and open-ended in its approach as data collection and analysis are
often carried out concurrently (Langley, 1999; Silverman, 2001). In this
study, the thematic analysis of data was based on an iterative process that
involved the researcher continuously considering and comparing the
connections between old and new data with emerging concepts and themes

that arose out of the research process (Gerson and Horowitz, 2002).

Making sense of the data gathered in this study, with respect to identifying
and interpreting themes and patterns of socially responsible business

attitudes and behaviour entailed three connected but non-linear flows of
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analytic activity, namely data coding, data display and conclusion
drawing/verification (see Miles and Huberman, 1994; Huberman and Miles,
1998). Thus, the large volume of prepared interview transcripts and field
notes were reviewed and coded to help focus the process of analysis on
emergent themes (Creswell, 2003; Miles and Huberman, 1994). This process
involved the elimination of redundant and unrelated data (e.g. discussions
about the weather), whilst identifying texts that reflect respondents’ socially
responsible business behaviour, attitudes and the meanings that they attach
to them. The coding of the interview data also involved classifying expressed
experiences, views and beliefs, as weli as the identification of provisional
themes and searching for patterns in the transcribed data. Subsequently, the
themes were displayed in a number of ways, firstly and primarily through the
use of a coding frame that indexes and condenses the data in a format
amenable to conclusion drawing. In addition, extracts of extended texts in the
form of anecdotes and case study vignettes were used to highlight emergent
themes and patterns. Drawing and verifying conclusions from the categorised
and transformed data was largely guided by the research objectives and
exploratory analysis of the data, which was achieved through a process of
constant comparison. According to Glaser (1996, in Cohen et al., 2007: 493)
this is a process "by which the properties and categories across the data are
compared continuously until no more variation occurs”. Following the advice
of several commentators on this analytic approach (Gerson and Horowitz,
2002; Silverman, 2000; Miles and Huberman, 1998; Strauss and Corbin,
1998) analysis of data did not start at the end but during the data collection
process, with a part of the data collected being prepared and provisional
themes identified via open coding. Subsequent links to other emerging
categories and themes were eventually established, and ‘deviant’ cases and
outliers considered. An example of the outcome of this process of constant
comparison that will be considered in chapter 5 is that religious faith amongst
owner/managers emerged as a prompt to‘sensitivity to issues of social
responsibility. This emerged from comparing positive attitudes to the concept
and the appearance of religious faith as a motivation to act in a socially
responsible way in business. However as comparison continued with new
data, it also became apparent that not all owner/managers with a positive
disposition to social responsibility were so religiously inclined. In a similar
manner, conclusions drawn from the data were verified and refined by

repeatedly looking for similarities and differences during the process of data
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collection in parallel with the various components of analysis as suggested by

Miles and Huberman (1998).

Figure 4.2 Components of Data Analysis: An Interactive Model

Data collection
Data display

Data reduction

Conclusions:

Drawing and verifying

Source: Miles and Huberman 1998: 12

4.11 Validity and Reliability

In deciding the most suitable methodology and methods for this study, it was
considered necessary to refiect critically on the validity and reliability of the
research process, particularly in relation to the evaluation of the results
produced. Even though these terms are traditionally linked to the quantitative
research philosophies - where validity is discussed in terms of the truth and
accuracy of data and reliability in relation to the replication and predictability
of data - they are nonetheless acknowledged as important issues for

consideration in qualitative research (Baxter and Eyles, 1997; Bailey et al.,

1999; Baker, 2002).

Validity in qualitative research can be described as an assessment of the
degree to which the description and interpretation of information that is
gathered during the research process can be said to be credible and a
recognisable reflection of the social phenomenon under consideration (Lincoln
and Guba, 1985; Baxter and Eyles, 1997; Bailey et al., 1999; Baker, 2002,
Silverman, 2000). This widely regarded perception of research validity (albeit
different from that of the quantitative paradigm) is best understood within the
context of qualitative philosophies that emphasise the subjective construction

of truth and knowledge about the social world. As Hammersley acknowledges
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“we can never know with certainty whether (or the extent to which) an
account is true; for the obvious reason that we have no independent,
immediate and utterly reliable access to reality. Given that this is the
situation we must judge the validity of claims on the basis of the

adequacy of the evidence offered in support of them” (1992: 69).

Similarly, reliability in qualitative research refers to the consistency and
dependability of the descriptions and interpretations that emerge from the
qualitative study and hence the research process. It is a measure of the
extent to which the collection and analysis of qualitative data is carried out in
a consistent manner, such that the coding of data and formulation of research
themes can be understood and similar conclusions arrived at by other
researchers (Hammersley, 1992; Creswell, 2003; Baxter and Eyles, 1997;
Bailey et al., 1999). It therefore emphasises the need for a detailed
description of the research context including how changes in context
influenced the decisions taken and the outcomes of the research process, in

effect an audit trail (Baxter and Eyles, 1997; Bailey et al., 1999; Lincoln and
Guba, 1985).

There are a variety of measures that qualitative researchers use to support
and demonstrate the validity and reliability of their work, much of which vary
from case to case (Sarantakos, 1997: 80). In this study, an important
approach towards improving validity and reliability in the research process
was triangulation, which refers to the use of multiple methods and sources to
generate the data necessary for addressing the research problem ( Silverman,
2001; Aldridge and Levine, 2001; Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Such methods
should have different predispositions and strengths in order for them to
complement each other (Huberman and Miles, 1998). However commentators
like Hammersley and Atkinson (1995) and Silverman (2001) have raised
concerns about the assumption that triangulation can be used conclusively to
distinguish between true and false data. Rather they contend that it should be
“a matter not of checking whether data are valid, but of discovering which
inferences from those data is valid” (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995: 232).
Nonetheless, the research design of this study necessitated the use of more
than one method (semi-structured interviews and participant observation) to
acquire different information from various sources (key informants,
owner/managers and their employees and customers) to strengthen the
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credibility of its results. This approach ensures that the disadvantages and
bias inherent in any one method or source is minimised and that results
produced reflect a richer and more truthful version of respondents’
engagement with social responsibility than would have been derived from
depending exclusively on a single source or method (Bryman, 2001; Grix,
2004). Further attempts were made to strengthen the quality of the data
collected during this study using the related technique of respondent
validation of data arising from interviews (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1995;
Bloor, 1997; Silverman, 2001), with the aim of enriching and refining
emerging analytical themes. It was however observed that most respondents
showed very little enthusiasm in engaging with the research at this level and
the few key informants that acquiesced to review a synopsis of the
conclusions drawn from their interviews did not make any comments. It was

therefore decided not to employ respondent validation further in this study.

Another equally important approach to improving the validity and reliability of
this study was by making the research process as transparent as possible. It
is hoped that this was achieved by overtly reflecting on my role as a
researcher with a particular methodological philosophy and positionality within
the research context, as well as providing detailed descriptions of the process
of data collection, management and analysis. Likewise concerns about
whether the research findings are dependable to such an extent that other
researchers will arrive at similar conclusions were addressed by adopting
particular approaches to data collection (purposive sampling), management,
analysis and presentation to achieve a high level of accuracy in the recording,
organising and analysis of interview and observational data gathered during
the study (Silverman, 2001). According to Kirk and Miller (1986: 21) the
research process should clearly demonstrate how data was interpreted to
ensure that what the researcher describes is congruent with what he/she
sees. In this research, accuracy in the recording of data arising from
interviews was achieved by audio recording. Additionally, field notes were
taken during the interviews to capture the context of conversations and other
relevant information that could not be audio recorded. With respect to
observational aspects of this research it was not possible to record visual
observations or informai conversations using electronic devices because of
ethical issues and their intrusive influences. Instead detailed notes were taken
(during or a few minutes after an event or interaction occurred) in a
systematic manner to enhance the process of analysis and interpretation. The

techniques of recording interview and observational information ensured that
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a near as possible exact record of conversations, actions and events observed
during the research was documented, properly organized and managed for
easy retrieval. Similarly, the reliability of the findings is strengthened by the
manner in which they are presented in this thesis. Findings emphasise the use
of low inference descriptors, which involve the use of verbatim accounts of
respondents’ comments during interviews and avoid unnecessary abbreviation
of quotes and convenient summaries of the researcher’s interpretation of
participants’ commentaries (Baxter and Eyles, 1997; Seale, 1999).
Additionally, care was taken to credit findings from the study to particular
sub-groups within the study sample in cases where they apply, in order to
strengthen the dependability of the research. Finally, it is acknowledged that
since I was the only one that carried out this study it may raise concerns
about the absence of another perspective in the analysis of the qualitative
data that would have been provided by another researcher. Nonetheless, a
basic form of peer review did take place in the shape of consultations with my
supervisors and other ‘disinterested’ peers engaged in social science
research®” (Johnson, 1997) with respect to the data and the thesis in general.
On the basis of this and the above techniques and approaches used in
researching the concept of social responsibility in this study, it is my
contention that the issues of reliability and validity have been given due

consideration and that the ensuing themes, discussion and conclusions have

emerged from a rigorous research process.

4.12 Conclusion

The objective of this chapter has been to critically consider the research
design of this study in relation to decisions on the most suitable methodology,
methods and analytical techniques with which to investigate the research
problem. The decision to adopt an interpretative methodology using semi-
structured interviews and participant observations was informed by the need
to employ a research strategy that engendered understanding of the socially
responsible attitude and behaviour of African and Caribbean small business
owner/managers. The research design therefore valued these multipie
approaches as they emphasise ‘thick’ and possibly diverse descriptions of
participants’ accounts and the researcher’s observations of socially

responsible business behaviour, while at the same time allowing the

¥ Disinterested peers in this case were research colleagues- doctorial candidates- who were not directly

involved in the research
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researcher to probe owner/managers about their experience, actions and
relationships that may be relevant to providing answers to the research
question. However, it is important to recognise that the data that emerged
from this interpretative enquiry makes no claim to uncovering an objective
‘truth’ about the nature and character of the experiences and acts of social
responsibility reported and observed amongst the sample of African and
Caribbean small business owner/managers. Instead, the account presented
should be regarded as interpretations and meanings that owner/managers
(and I as a researcher) attach to patterns of social action based on their

understanding of what social responsibility to others in a business context

embodies.

This thesis has to this point tried to articulate why a number of questions
should be asked with respect to the practice of social responsibility within the
small business sector in general and the subset of the ethnic minority
business community in particular. It has also set out a suitable research
strategy to address the research question in such a manner that the
transparency, reliability and validity of the research process are sufficiently
rich. In the next three chapters, the resuits of the analysis of data gathered
during the study will be described in relation to the key research questions
and objectives of this thesis. The subsequent chapter starts the presentation
of the research findings by considering what the sample of African and
Caribbean small business owner/managers understand by, and experience as,

social responsibility to others within and outside their business environment.
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CHAPTER FIVE

OWNER/MANAGERS’ UNDERSTANDING AND PRACTICE OF SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY

5.1 Introduction

This chapter is the first of three describing the findings from the empirical
investigations of this thesis and focuses primarily on the analysis of data
gathered from interviews and participant observation with business
owner/managers. The aim of the chapter is to present a descriptive account of
how social responsibility (SR) is interpreted and practiced by a sample of
African and Caribbean owner/managers. It begins by first describing the
extent to which the generic term of “"Corporate Social Responsibility” (CSR) is
recognized and understood amongst the sample and describes the identified
limitations of adopting CSR terminology as a means of communicating the
social role of small business in society. Using a thematic approach it
subsequently presents research findings on how African and Caribbean
owner/managers interpret the meaning of SR, common patterns of reasoning
and emerging socially embedded discourses on the meaning of social
responsibility. The chapter also discusses the research findings on the
attitudinal orientation of respondents towards social responsibility, describing
the underlying predictors of positive attitudes as well as those that compel a
more lukewarm approach to the concept. Finally, it presents research results
on the scope and character of African and Caribbean small owner/managers
involvement in activities and practices that embody SR. At the same time
highlighting thematic differences and commonalities across business sectors,

geographical locations, ethnicity or gender where they exist in the sample.
5.2 Awareness of the Rhetoric of Corporate Social Responsibility

The term Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is synonymous with the social
roles and responsibility of business in society. Early on in this study it was
adjudged that the “corporate” connotations of this terminology made it
unsuitable for use in the small business context. However, given the
popularity of the term and the possibility that respondents were familiar with

it and had mental models of its meaning, it was considered a useful starting
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point for investigating the research problem. All participants were therefore
asked during their interviews, if they were familiar with the term Corporate
Social Responsibility (CSR) and its meaning. Analysis of their responses
showed that the level of awareness of the concept was very low. The general

response to this enquiry was generally negative as the following interview

excerpts illustrate;

“Corporate what... I don't know what it is, I have never heard of it” -

Laku (African Man, Restaurant owner/manager, London, Oct ‘08).

“No it is not something that I have heard before ...”- Sean (Caribbean

Man, Barber’s Shop Owner/manager, Nottingham).

These comments typified the response of a majority of the owner/managers
interviewed to questions about their knowledge of the concept of CSR. The
term in most cases appeared to be unknown to respondents who were
generally oblivious to its existence and meaning. This lack of awareness of the
rhetoric of CSR was common amongst business owners in both study areas
and business sectors, and corresponds to the findings of other UK-based
studies (Castka et al., 2004, Jenkins, 2006; FSB, 2008) that show that small
business owners, are generally unaware of the terminology of CSR or are
uncomfortable linking it with their own social actions (Murillo and Lozano,
2006). However, a few owner/managers that took part in this study were
familiar with CSR and expressed their own understanding of its meaning.
These participants were mainly African respondents based in London all of
whom possess degree level higher education qualifications. The
interpretations they proffered were generally aligned with common
descriptions of CSR that portray it as a 'big business’ agenda that is often

used as a public relations tool.

“Well I see CSR as a big business thing [pause] I will say it's an
attempt by big businesses to paint themselves in a good light. All the
things that organisations tout around as CSR are just the things that
every other business does or thinks about like health and safety of our
customers and staff, like supporting the community in one way or the
other” - Florence (African Woman, Retail Food & Drink Shop

Owner/manager London, October 2008).
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Although only a few respondents expressed these views, they are similar to
those identified in other studies on small business social responsibility in
which owner/managers perceive CSR as an agenda for big corporations and
outside their remit (Spence, 2007; Jenkins, 2006; Lorenzo, 2006). These
respondents did not associate CSR with their own social or economic actions
rather it has been closely coupled to large organizations and corporations who
they perceive to have the wherewithal to institute formalized CSR procedures.
These results showed that African and Caribbean business owners/managers
were unfamiliar with the language of CSR (see Figure 5.1) and that a more
informal and everyday terminology was a better approach in engaging them
to talk about their views on and involvement with SR. This approach is
analogous with that suggested by Murillo and Lorenzo (2006), who were of
the opinion that the concept of SR needed to be defined by small business
themselves in the context of their daily experience and practice in order to

give it substance and meaning.

Figure 5.1 Awareness of CSR Terminology

® Respondents unaware of CSR

Respondents unaware of CSR

5.3 Making sense of the Role of Business in Society

In order to establish a context for understanding how African and Caribbean
small business owners engaged with the concept of social responsibility within
their business setting, it was considered pertinent to give the study
participants an opportunity to articulate their own understanding of the
meaning of the phenomenon. Given the general unfamiliarity with CSR
terminology by small business owners, a less structured language that
pertained to “the social role and responsibilities of business in society” was
employed in interviews to explore how participants defined the social
responsibility of business. Analysis of their responses showed that there was

no common understanding of SR amongst participants, in contrast, there was
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several interpretations proffered by respondents from which a number of
recurrent themes emerged. These linked the role of business to making
economic contributions and creating value for others in society, particularly

for members of their own co-ethnic group.

5.3.1 Economic Perspectives

The most common understanding of the role of their business in society
expressed by the majority of respondents focused largely on the generic
economic activities and consequence of engaging in business. The initial
response of both African and Caribbean respondents interviewed, almost
always involved the use of illustrations that underline the generic economic
contributions they make to society, in the course of running their business.
Common business roles identified by respondents include job creation,
statutory financial obligations to the state and the socio-economic value of
their goods and services. The following excerpts illustrate the common

response of owner/managers to their understanding of their role in society in

very broad economic terms.

"My role [pause] well for one thing, I pay my taxes [pause] I am an
employer so I guess that is a role, even though I only have one staff
[laughs] but seriously the main thing I do is sell people food and items
that come all the way from Africa that is not a small thing, if people
like me are not here it will be very difficult for them to get it” - Femi
(African Man, Retail Food Shop Owner/manager, Nottingham, July '08).

“"Well I see my role as an important one, I am providing a much
needed service in the community. I [pause] my business is all about
making people feel and look beautiful and good about themselves, and
I believe that is important to people. I also [pause] employ people, so
some people get their daily bread through this business so I am
contributing to the community in that way” - Latisha (Caribbean

Woman, Hair & Beauty Salon owner/manager, London, February ‘09).

These respondents like most others in the study were quick to identity
practices that are intrinsically linked to their business activity as SR, and
therefore emphasized the traditional roles of business in society as those
which deliver economic gain to themselves as well as to others. This initial

description of SR put forward by most owner/managers interviewed has
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substantive connotations with the neoclassical economic view on the role of
business in society as wealth creation through the provision of goods and
services to meet the wants and needs of its members. This view of SR is
based on the premise that businesses are strictly economic entities and their
obligation to society is confined within the economic context within which they
operate (Carroll, 1991, 1999). Proponents of this perspective argue that the
role of business in society is limited to economic and legislative obligations

and that “the business of business is business- not social issues or politics”

(Gray and Karp, 1993:1).

5.3.2 Social Perspectives

A key intention of this study was to examine perceptions on the role of
business in society from a social standpoint without providing a definition for
respondents. Whilst this approach was possible with some respondents, it was
more complicated with others. As the following extract from Barry’s interview

suggests, some prompting was often necessary to discover owner/managers’

regard as the ‘social’ responsibility of business.

INT: okay, let us talk about other issues linked to running a business.
Firstly, when people talk of businesses having a responsibility to
society what does that mean to you?

Barry: you mean my business [pause] well it is a business [pause] it
is here to buy and sell help me earn an honest income to support my
family and [pause] help me climb, you know, be something in life,
INT: I see but that is like you are talking about what your business
does for you, which is fine, but I am also interested in what you think
is the responsibility of your business to people who may or may not be
connected to it, people in the neighbourhood, you know the other
additional things that your business does for society?

Barry: I see what you mean now, it’s like the things we are suppose
to do for people or the way we deal with people who are in business
with us, like our customers and suppliers right [long pause]

INT: but not just people that you do business with, it’'s a bit broader
than that

Barry: I know, I know it involves others too that don't do business
with us, like um contributing to the community kind of thing, I get
you...- Barry (Caribbean Man, Snack Bar and Take-Away Shop

Owner/manager, Nottingham, August 2008).
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It was therefore possible to draw out different conceptions of SR in this
manner by encouraging Barry and other respondents that took part in the
study to not only reflect on their roles and responsibilities to other
participants of their business transactions but also other social actors with
whom they do not have a formal business relationship. The various ideas of
SR that emerged from ensuing discussions were then categorized into three
broad perspectives of SR that relate to business ethics, philanthropy and
improving the welfare of other co-ethnics (Table 5.1). These perspectives on
SR are not mutually exclusive and are in some ways connected to each other
by the personal moral views of the respondents, who themselves sometimes

described SR from more than one perspective.

Table 5.1: Social perspectives on the meaning of SR

Social Perspectives of Generic Description

SR

Philanthropy SR defined as charitable actions that are
directly/indirectly connected to the business
process or objectives

Ethical Business SR defined as business processes and conduct

Behaviour that are guided by the moral expectations of
society and the values of the owner/manager

Improving Co-ethnic SR defined with respect to social actions (both

Welfare ethical business behaviour and philanthropy)
directed specifically at other co-ethnics.

5.3.2.1 SR as Philanthropy

Philanthropy or voluntary acts of charity is the most common interpretation of
SR from a social perspective put forward by both African and Caribbean small
business owner/managers who took part in this study. This perception of SR
was widely repeated amongst the study participants irrespective of their
geographical location or business sector within which they operate. The
perception that SR is about charitable giving, helping or offering assistance to
people who may or may not be connected to the business was very common
view held by all the study respondents. According to Carroll (1999)
philanthropy is a type of SR that is not necessarily required or expected but is
desired of businesses by society. This philanthropic view was often linked to
moral values held by individual but differed from the business ethics
perspective in its portrayal of SR. Conversely, the philanthropic perspective of
SR calls attention to the altruistic component of ethics and moral principles,

which guides social actions that are not necessarily confined to the
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commercial environment that actors operate. The philanthropic interpretations

of SR are illustrated in the following excerpts;

“I think social responsibility is about looking out for others in the
society and not just yourself, it is about being um [pause] charitable,
about going out in the community and giving a bit of yourself to the
community [pause] I am looking for the right words here um when I
think of social responsibility I am thinking of being unseifish, giving,
helping, all those words that describe the Good Samaritan.” - Florence

(African Woman, Retail Food Shop Owner/manager, London, October
2008).

Other participants also shared this view and articulate their opinion in a
similar manner, some like Biola, draw a distinction between instrumental
actions of a business and its practice of philanthropy, while others like
Carmen, point out that philanthropy is a social obligation that people in

business owe to society.

"I feel that my role is not just business you know, make money and
move up, its good I want that but it is not everything [pause] helping
people who are down on their luck, helping people who are struggling
that is something that I am concerned about and something we all
should be concerned about” - Biola (African Woman, Retail Food Shop

Owner/manager, London).

"Well T will say it means being charitable, it means that you have a
good heart and are always willing to help others in society, giving a
little here and there, a people person [pause] and at the back of my
mind I don't see it as giving it away but I see it more like giving it back
to society since the community itself helps us to be in business we are
only giving back, doing our bit” - Carmen (African Woman, Retail Food

Shop Owner/manager, Nottingham, July 2008).

This perception of SR as ‘giving back’ in a philanthropic sense is quite
common amongst small business owners and managers including those from
an ethnic minority background. Researchers (Edmondson and Carroll, 1999;
Jenkins, 2006; Worthington et al., 2006a) have found that business owners
and managers articulate their understanding of SR in this context and a vast
majority of their social actions can be described as charitable in nature. It is

thus suggested that philanthropy plays a major part in the way both African
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and Caribbean business owners/managers define the role of their business in
society and as Van Marrewijk (2003) suggests, its traditional association with
ideas of ethics and morality, strengthens the perception held by respondents

that being charitable is a standard practice of any business.
5.3.2.2 SR as Ethical Business Behaviour

The observance of ethics-driven business principles and practice is another
recurrent interpretation of SR offered by both African and Caribbean small
business owners interviewed in London and Nottingham. Personal moral
philosophies implicitly -and in some cases explicitly- underline the way in
which most respondents described their responsibility to others. Several
business owners used words like ‘Good’, ‘Fairness’, ‘Right’ and ‘Honesty’ that
have strong moral connotations to qualify business practices they perceive to
be socially appropriate, particularly as they relate to key stakeholders of the
business. These respondents, as the following examples show, drew a
correlation between SR and ethical business behaviour embedded in their

day-to-day business activities.

“1 will say things like quality service um being reliable and um
dependable you know, you make sure your customers are not kept
waiting, you don’t disappoint them. I think that is it really [pause] a
good business must do business well you know don't let the people
that depend on you down, like your customers or even your staff you
know, you are not being responsible if you can't pay your staff or if
can't treat your staff well or even treat the community well. I know of
several shops around here that let their premises become a nuisance
you know and that is not good, it makes all of us look bad.” - Marcel
(Caribbean Man, Hair & Beauty Industry, London, October 2008).

"I think the [pause] how can I put this, I think fairness is the main
thing that I owe people. I think I need to be fair to everyone that
comes my way either, in business, in the street or in my place of work.
So I treat my staff fairly just the same way I will want my boss to treat
me. Another thing is honesty, like taxes for instance, I pay my tax and
rates for this business I don't try to dodge them like some other
people, not to mention that I still pay tax for the job that I do. So I am
not cheating society, am not cheating other people.” - Gloria (African
Woman, Retail Food Shop Industry, Nottingham, August 2008).
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These examples contain many elements that were echoed in the responses of
other business owners. Essentially, these revolve around moral codes of
conduct for business in society that relate to obeying the law (e.g. paying
taxes), professional conduct (e.g. good customer service) and general

morality linked to fair and honest dealings with customers, staff and the

general public.

This ethic-centred approach to defining SR is quite similar to that of those
expressed by Asian small business owners in a study carried out by
Worthington et al., where SR was defined “as a form of moral duty towards
others” (Worthington et al., 2006a: 210). According to Garriga and Mele
(2004) there is a theoretical antecedent to this perception of SR, postulations
such as the ‘common good’ approach and ‘stakeholder’ theory have ethics at
the core of their explanations of SR. These theories for the most part
articulate a normative core of moral standards to guide and govern business-
society relations and thus describe what acceptable social behaviour is for a
business firm (Philips et al. 2003). Although, in practice, making decisions
based on what is good or bad business behaviour can sometimes be a very
context specific process and may emanate from a mix of economic, cultural,
social, legal, professional or religious values (Heath, 2006). In this study
ethical business behaviour was broadly identified as SR, the majority of the
owner/managers interviewed, regardless of their ethnicity, business type or
location made reference to universal ethical norms to describe SR.
Furthermore (as we will see later on), these participants drew from a range of
values to justify their business ethics, which for the most part played a key
role in shaping their definitions of SR as well as their attitude and

engagement with the concept.

5.3.2.3 SR as Improving the Welfare of Other Co-ethnics

The creation of social and economic value amongst co-ethnics is the third
noteworthy definition of SR highlighted by a few of the owner/managers
interviewed. This small group of participants that were neither differentiated
by study location or business sector described their understanding of SR with
respect to investing in the collective prosperity of their ethnic group. Thus SR
was largely defined with respect to social actions directed specifically at other
co-ethnics. Analysis of the study results revealed that there are three
components to this point of view of SR, these relate to the participant’s

business framework, their moral principles and a perception of being socially
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excluded/discriminated. Firstly, the business component of this rationale of SR
is rooted in the business context from which most businesses and their
owners operate. The business profile of most of the participants in this study
was typical of EMBs in the UK and other developed western nations, in that
they were engaged in niche businesses that serve the needs of particular
ethnic groups. As a result the majority of their business relationships were
with other co-ethnics either as customers, staff or suppliers with whom they
share a common cultural identity. The ethical conduct and actions that were
frequently part and parcel of the business relationships with other co-ethnics
was thus perceived as creating some value for the recipients and
consequently defined as SR by these respondents as the following excerpts

illustrate:

“You know we bring them [Africans] their native food, drink, even
movies and music, they come here and they meet their friends and
other people from their country and even their townships but apart
from the business angle, I am like [pause] here to support my people,
to help out when I can after all they are my customers they are my
brothers and we all have to help us black people move up because as
you know we are not exactly doing well in this country” - Obinna

(African Man, Retail Food Shop Owner/manager, Nottingham, May
2008)

“Well the way I see it my responsibility is to my people, my community
because as you know this is an African shop and we are here to serve
the African community and they too are supporting me and my
business because they patronise me, they come around here and they
buy what they need, they tell other of our people about my business.
So if I want to do anything at all it is them that I think about first
because it's just common sense, on one hand they support me so on
the other hand if I can I should also do something to support them, to
help make all our lives better, that’s the responsible thing to do, isn't

it? - Aziz (African Man, Retail Food Shop Owner/manager, London,
November 2008)
These responses also show that there was a strong sense of shared cultural
identity underpinning this interpretation of SR, as these participants attribute

an added cultural value to the goods and services they provide, which may
not be fully appreciated by other individuals who do not belong to their ethnic
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group. Another important component that defines SR as creating value for
other co-ethnics was the character of the moral principles that participants
expressed. While all respondents generally identified with generic moral
conventions with respect to business ethics and philanthropy, a few
respondents articulated these ideas relative to taking actions that directly
benefited other co-ethnics. These owner/managers used the axioms “charity
begins at home” and “being my brother’s keeper” literally to describe their
understanding of who they owe a social responsibility. These phrases were
used with respect to improving the welfare of family members and other co-
ethnics with whom they were in close association. Thus these participants

described their efforts to support other co-ethnics as value-laden and
equivalent to SR.

“For me it is simple one just has to be good whether they are in
business or whether they work in an office, the important thing is to be
good, you know be charitable, be kind and generous, those are the
important things. And the way I see it you have to start with those
closest to you, your family, your friends, other West Indian people
because as they say charity begins at home and if you can't be
charitable with those in your home then it's no use is it to others that
you don’t know, unless it's for show” - Joan (Caribbean Woman, Hair &

Beauty salon Owner/manager, London, November 2008).

“Well [pause] I think it's about giving back to the community, it's
about [pause] supporting the black community, supporting your people
generally, being your brother’s keeper not letting things go wrong in
your community and you looking the other way, you know. I think it is
being responsible, really taking part and being out there in the black
community for a cause [pause] that is what it means” - Brianna,

(Caribbean Woman, Hair & Beauty salon Owner/manager, Nottingham,

July 2008).

This moral rationale was often embedded in the descriptions of social
responsible actions and experiences shared by most business
owner/managers who took part in this study but only a few like Brianna,
explicitly linked it to a description of their SR. In a few cases this sense of
moral responsibility to other co-ethnics was motivated by a desire to address
perceived societal inequalities that ethnic minorities face. A few of the

interviewees were of the opinion that their ethnic group was experiencing
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some degree of social exclusion or discrimination and that SR was all about
creating social and economic value amongst co-ethnics to address this
imbalance. One such respondent was Jack, who like others who shared his
view was passionate about promoting social mobility within their ethnic group

as the following excerpts illustrate;

Jack: My role is to um first take care of me family, support them and
make sure them climb up that ladder you know, and then where I can
or every opportunity I have I think I have to help the black

community, young black boys and girls, I have to try my best to give
them a hand because we black people we have had it really bad and no
one is helping us, they all say they are but it’s all a lie.

INT: I see but your business and I believe you too reside in a
neighbourhood where there are lots of different people from all races,
don’t you think you have a responsibility to other groups too.

Jack: See it might seem harsh when I say it’s the black community me
care about but I have been in England since 1982 in that time I have
seen lots of things, I have lived all over the place and what I know is
that if you don't take care of your own [pause] you know your people,
nobody will do it for you. Oh they may say we going to help them black
people do this and that, it's a lie they just want to make themselves
look good. I say black people in business take care of your own people,
help them improve themselves just as the Indians are taking care of
them own, just as the Chinese are taking care of them own, you see
and that is what I preach to my friends all the time. - Jack (Caribbean

Man, Retail Food Shop Owner/manager, Nottingham, July 2008)

Analysis of these interpretations of SR showed that while they are in some
respects similar to afore mentioned perspectives of SR as philanthropy and
business ethic, they also present a different perspective from these
interpretations. This is evident in the sense that they describe SR in terms of
actions directed at a small exclusive group of recipients to whom they
believed a social responsibility was owed. It thus presents a narrow but
socially embeddec{ interpretation of SR based on ethnic identity and socio-
economic conditions, in contrast to previous definitions based on business

ethics and philanthropy, which were less rigid in their interpretation of SR.

In conclusion, the different definitions of SR articulated by the study sample

of African and Caribbean business owner/managers further reinforce the
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essentially contested nature of the concept. Participants displayed various
interpretations of the concept irrespective of similarities in their ethnic
background, geographical area and business interests. They were framed
within the context of the socio-economic and cultural backgrounds of the
respondents, and were reflective of their circumstance as immigrants and/or
ethnic minorities. Participants generally displayed a localised understanding of
SR, which was often explained within the context of their day-to-day
engagements and their immediate social and economic environment. Most
tellingly, none of the interpretations of SR put forward by African and
Caribbean owner/managers in this study reflected a concern for the welfare of
the natural environment. Despite environmental management being a
mainstream issue linked with SR, respondents did not readily associate pro-
environmental behaviour with their role as business owner/managers and only
acknowledged it as such when prompted. It appears that interviewees
commonly associated social responsibility with actions and practices that are
aimed at improving the welfare of people within their local area or
social/business network, while environmental responsibility was perceived to
be associated with a different and to some extent an external geography,

which was outside their remit as owner/managers.
5.4 Attitudinal Orientations towards Social Responsibility

The various view points on SR expressed by small business owners did not
only show how the concept was interpreted by participants, it also provide a
useful insight into their attitudes towards it. In this study, attitudinal
orientation of participants is described with reference to their predilection (or
dislike) for engaging in SR. These attitudinal orientations for the most part
were related to respondents’ conception of SR as philanthropy, according to
Campbell et al. this is not unusual “because charitable donations are
measurable and may be intended for philanthropic or benevolent purposes
that they may (a priori) be considered to be an analogue for a business’s
more general attitude to social responsibility” (2002, p. 30). There was
however some attitudinal orientations that connote an understanding of SR
based on ethical business behaviour that appeared to influence

owner/managers attitude towards SR.

In articulating the attitudinal orientations of business owner/managers

towards SR, it is appropriate to comment on the issue of social desirability
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bias. Like most value concepts SR normally connotes socially acceptable
actions and as a consequence, individuals would generally not openly
subscribe to social irresponsibility. Thus, to ensure a reliable examination of
respondents’ attitudinal orientation to SR, the research methodology took
steps to limit the possibility of respondents providing responses about their
engagement with SR that they perceive to be desired by the researcher (see
chapter 4). The analysis of the attitudinal orientations within the sample of
African and Caribbean business owner/managers indicate that there were two
strands of attitudinal responses that capture the positive orientation of
participants towards the concept. The first of these was positive affirmation of
SR, linked to the owner/managers’ professed moral and/or religious
commitment to others and secondly, a lukewarm, albeit positive outlook that

was defined by practical concerns over the economic impact of social actions

on the business.
'5.4.1 Positive Attitudes towards SR

The study sample of African and Caribbean business owners generally
expressed a positive attitude towards SR. For some of these respondents,
their positive attitude towards businesses having a social responsibility was
directly related to their personal sense of morality. Ethics and morality are
terms that are commonly used interchangeable to describe the conception
and ability of individuals and institutions to define right from wrong
(Kolodinsky et al. 2010). These are value-concepts that place a premium on
the notion that individuals and institutions have obligations to contribute to
the well-being of others in society because it is the ‘right’ thing to do
(Kolodinsky et al. 2010). This was the view adopted by a majority of African
and Caribbean owner/managers that took part in this study, whose
description of their understanding of SR included positive attitudinal

responses that were either justified based on a personal sense of morality or

a religious philosophy of probity.
54.1.1 A Matter of Principle

African and Caribbean business owner/managers that express strong positive
feelings about SR, generally described it as behaviour that was in step with
their personal beliefs, as one of the respondents, Gabriel, explains “it's a

matter of principle, that is the type of person I am”. These respondents
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therefore did not perceive their involvement in SR initiatives as temporary or
tentative but rather regarded it as normal practice. They generally expressed
strong positive feelings about SR and employed their own ethical perspective
on what was good or bad business behaviour to rationalize their attitude
towards SR. They made reference to personal values, which were for the most

part people-centric and focused on the individual’s moral commitment to

others, as the following excerpts illustrate;

“For me it's a matter of principle, that is the type of person I am
[pause] that was the way I was raised, to help people who are in need
or who have been unfortunate. So when I see on TV or someone
comes around asking for £5, £10 donations for earthquake or flood
victims I just do it naturally” Gabriel (Caribbean Man, Retail Food

Shop Owner/manager, London, November 2008).

"I believe it has to do a lot with who you are as a person, what your
beliefs are, for me, I believe that human beings should help one
another, it doesn’t matter who or what you are you have something to
give, it may not always be money but it can be something like your
experience or your handwork [skills]. As for me I am convinced that
being open-handed is the right thing to do” Joyce (African Woman,

Food Caterers Owner/managers, Nottingham, September 2008).

These respondents and others like them in both London and Nottingham,
personalize the judgments they make about the value of engaging in SR
actions. The personal values that they articulate draw a close parallel with
what Gillian, (1992, cited in Kolodinsky et al. 2010) describes as “an ethic of
caring”. According to Henle et al., (2005, p. 220) people who have a
legitimate concern for others, “optimistically assume desirable outcome can
be obtained by engaging in moral actions”. This positive relationship between
the personal ethics and social responsibility has been observed by Hemingway
and Maclagan,( 2004 ), whose findings indicated that the personal values of

their study sample positively influenced their attitude towards SR.

5.4.1.2 A Religious Duty

What emerged from the interviews with African and Caribbean business
owners in this study was that personal moral values were one obvious

predictor of positive SR attitude. However, some of the owner/managers



interviewed attributed their strong affirmation of SR to their religious beliefs,
which unlike personal moral values had an element of adhering to the
instructions of an organized religious institution. Their attitudinal orientation
was more prevalent amongst African business owner/managers who mainly
referenced Christian religious beliefs that obligated the believer to contribute
to the well being of others. Typifying this religious view of SR is the response
of Phoebe, whose positive attitude towards SR was explicitly linked to what he

describes as an expectation from God;

"My own view is this [pause] most of these things we are talking about
is what is expected from any God fearing person, as a Christian, as a
human being this is what is expected of us but not all of us do it but as
a good Christian I do it because it's a way of life” Phoebe (African
Woman, Hair & Beauty Salon Owner/Manager, London, November

2008).

Other respondents also shared this view, linking their positive attitude

towards SR to the expectations of their religious faith, as the following

interview excerpts illustrate;

“That is what is expected from any real Christian, you don’t have to be
begged to do it, if you see something that is not right you do
something about it that is the Christian way, and it’s not just
Christians, Muslims do it [pause] most religions really” Carol (African

Woman, Restaurant Owner/manager, London, November 2008).

For these respondents, business involvement in socially responsibie actions
that benefit others was a religious imperative and an essential component of
their everyday personal and business conduct that should not to be taken
lightly. Thus involvement in SR was considered good and acceptable because
their religious values define them as such. This positive attitude towards SR
and the religious undertones behind it was again reiterated by
owner/managers during the participant observation study and corroborated
by the few employees and customers with whom the researcher conversed

during the study, as the following extract from the researcher’s field notes

indicate:
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12:45pm I have just been having an interesting conversation with
Alfred [employee] at the back of the shop about the social actions of
his employer. Alfred has been telling me that he attends the same
church with Linus and that he is a “very respected” member of the
congregation that has done “so much” for the church and its members.
He went on to explain that he has heard that Linus often makes
monetary donations to the church and has witnessed him give out
money from the till to fellow church members. (Extract from field notes
taken during participant observation with Linus -African Man, Bakery

Owner/manager, London- March 2009).

It was noted that third parties described the owner/manager as ‘a church
person’ or ‘a good Christian’ and affirmed their involvement in philanthropy
targeted at religious organizations. Furthermore, direct observations also
supported their stated religiosity as these owner/managers often had
displayed in their businesses premises religious symbols/literature and
engaged in religious practices (e.g. prayers) whilst being shadowed by the
researcher. Although there was significant reference to Christianity, these
values are not confined to any one religion as Smart (1989, cited in
Hemingway and Maclagan, 2004) noted, major religions like Buddhism,
Judaism and Islam instruct their believers to help other people less fortunate
than themselves. Whereas religion and CSR attitudes among small business
owners/managers have not been extensively researched, studies by
Worthington et a/ (2006a) and Janjuha-livraj (2003) have found that there is
a direct relationship between the religious beliefs of Asian entrepreneurs and

their positive attitudes towards social responsibility.

5.4.2 A Cautious Approach towards SR

The attitudinal orientations to SR were not always uniformly positive amongst
study participants, as a small number of owners/managers were cautious in
their affirmation, expressing concern about the effect of SR on their
businesses. These participants adopted a lukewarm, though, overall generally
positive approach towards SR and their attitudinal responses revealed
common concerns over structural limitations of small businesses to engage in
SR. For example issues relating to lack of time and resources, as well as
business priorities have been known to influence small business attitudes
towards SR and impede their participation in SR initiatives (Hillary, 2000;
Observatory of European SMEs, 2002). This view was often expressed in
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particular by business/owners of recently established businesses like Henry a
restaurant owner in London, for whom business survival and growth were
understandably very important. Henry’s attitudinal orientation was therefore
very organisation-centric and he expressed scepticism about his ability to

commit personal time and expense to SR initiatives.

"There is not much room for that [voluntary and charitable actions] in
small businesses like us, look at us now, see we are barely surviving
where will we find the money to give or where is the time to leave the
shop and go do charity work? All those things are not bad but for me
it's only when I have established myself and have settled then I can
start to make time for those things [long pause] Don't get me wrong it
is not that I don’t do them now but it’s a few pounds here and a few
pounds there nothing to write home about” - Henry (African Man,

Restaurant Owner/manager, London, October 2008).

During the interview with Henry, he was very guarded in his approach to SR.
While he did not openly reject the notion that businesses should have a social
responsibility, he considered a consistent engagement with SR as part of his
core-business practice as impractical, instead regarding its practice as an
occasional, peripheral and resource consuming activity. While this concern
about SR consuming the limited resources of the business was shared by only
a few of the interviewees, a proportion of these emphasised a different
element with respect to being involved in SR initiatives, which has to do with
the concern that their key stakeholders might perceive SR as a compulsory
standardised practice. These business owner/managers expressed a positive
attitude to SR but with the proviso that their involvement was wholly at their

own discretion, as the following quote from Chuwi and Kony illustrates:

"I think whatever one does in this regard should be left to every
individual as our pockets are different just like how our personal
situations [pause] don’t get me wrong see I am not saying it is not
good but it should not be called a responsibility as such because
people will start to think that you must do such and such for them
after all there is no law that says you must” - Chuwi (African Man,

Retail Food Shop Owner/manager, Nottingham, August 2008).
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"So you see I think it is a good thing, there is nothing wrong with it
per se but the only thing [pause] the important thing I want to say is
that it has to be at the person’s free will, in as much as this social
responsibility things is at my discretion, at my own control then there
is no problem because after all one is in business to survive not just
because one has nothing better to do” - Kony (African Man, Retail Food

Shop Owner/manager, London, January 2009).

Underlining this cautious attitude towards SR was the perception by
respondents that SR is peripheral to, and imposed cost on their core business
activity. It appears that this understanding of the concept creates a dilemma
for these business/owners as it portrays SR as a non-business activity that
has altruistic merits but with a propensity to consume the limited resources of
the business. Respondents were therefore hesitant to endorse the idea that
they have responsibilities outside their commercial objectives in the face of
practical difficulties that hinder their implementation. This ambivalent attitude
towards SR is not uncommon amongst very small business owners, according
to Baker (2003 cited in Jenkins, 2006) business survival is the most small
businesses can hope for and they are therefore more likely to be concerned

about the impact of SR behaviour on their bottom line than about any

potential indeterminate merits.

In conclusion, it can be surmised from this study that owner/managers are
receptive of the idea that they have a social responsibility outside their
primary commercial objectives. Research findings showed that most
owner/managers viewed SR as a moral responsibility based on their personal
ethics or a religious duty in compliance with the dictates of their religious
faith. It also emerged that owner/managers’ attitudes towards SR were
sometimes framed around their understanding of where it sits within their
business structure. Respondents who perceived SR as a fundamental element
of their business culture either due to moral and/or religious motivations
strongly affirm SR as a positive business activity. A few others who were of
the opinion that SR was a cost that could adversely impact their core business
objectives were less enthusiastic about their involvement in SR, as they
expressed concern about their ability to practically engage in SR initiatives

due to the structural limitations of their business.
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5.5 Involvement in Socially Responsible Practices

The importance of owner/managers’ attitudes to SR, whether they be positive
or negative cannot be understated, as they have a strong influence on the
scope and character of a firm’s behavioural manifestations of SR (Hemingway
and Maclagan, 2004; Aguilera et al. 2007). However, the attitude of smail
business owner/managers towards SR is not always a reflection of their
behaviour, particularly with respect to environmental responsibility (Tilley,
1999). In several UK studies (Tilley, 1999; Petts et al., 1999; Revell and
Blackburn, 2007) there has been substantial evidence of small business
owners/managers articulating positive environmental concerns but very littie
correlation between their environmental attitude and the actual actions taken
to improve the environment. It was therefore necessary to interrogate in
detail the professed values and attitudes of the study respondents and
examine what manifestations (if any) of SR behaviour exist within the study
sample of African and Caribbean business owner/managers. A review of the
evidence on respondent SR behaviour showed that both African and
Caribbean business owner/managers are engaged in a wide range of SR
activities. Further analysis of the interview and observational data indicated
that there were in general two obvious patterns of involvement in SR
displayed by participants in the study. These correspond to business actions
and practices that were representative of the ethical and philanthropic
dimensions of SR and will be discussed in subsequent sections under these
headings. There was however a third, less evident pattern of involvement
exhibited by African and Caribbean business owner/managers was also
deduced from the study data and this related to the propensity of
owner/managers to consciously or unconsciously engage in environmental
and philanthropic actions that were commercially beneficial to their business.
A more detailed description of these findings is outlined in subsequent
paragraphs. The analysis of the study data shows that African and Caribbean
business owner/managers were engaged in a variety of social activities and
practices, much of which occurred within their business and social network.
Evidence of participants’ involvement in SR activities was derived from a
number of sources, the primary source being the respondents themselves and
their comments and narratives during interviews. Other sources include the
observation of participants’ interaction with other business and non-business
actors during visits to business premises, remarks by customers and

employees during informal discussions and displayed documents that further

128



substantiated their SR involvement, which included certificates of
commendation, awards and posters. The picture that emerges from the
survey is that the actions of respondents span across ethical and philanthropic
typologies of SR that broadly correlate with their perception of and attitude to
the meaning of social responsibility. It was therefore possible to describe the
various SR activities of African and Caribbean small business owner/managers
as ethical, based on whether they were compliant with societal values and

mandates and /or philanthropic, if they represent acts of charity.

5.5.1 Ethical SR Practices

A review of the data gathered during the field exercise revealed that African
and Caribbean small business owners/managers were en