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Abstract 

This study is carried out to understand the effect of corporate reputation on the performance of 

corporate organizations in developing countries: evidence from West Africa. The population for this 

study consists of selected listed multinational companies in Nigeria and Ghana. The data was collected 

using a structured questionnaire and was measured on an interval scale through the research 

questionnaire. The statistical tool used to analyze the set variables is multiple regression. It involves 

the collection, collation, analysis, and interpretation of data for this study. It further incorporated 

ANOVA to show CSR Practices and their impact on the performance of corporate organizations as 

explained by the independent variables through the coefficient of determination R2. This design is useful 

and most appropriate in measuring the degree of association between two or more variables. It is also 

helpful in measuring the effect of independent variables on a dependent variable. As predicted, the 

study proves that corporate social responsibility practice can be integrated into corporations’ business 

strategy for enhanced performance. Rather than just being beneficial to society, corporate social 

responsibility can be the value-added opportunity for corporations that engages in responsible actions. 

The research adds to the existing literature on corporate social responsibility practices and their impact 

on corporate performance. 

Keywords: Corporate Social Responsibility, Corporate organization, Philanthropy, Performance, 

Reputation, West Africa. 

Introduction 

The subject of Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR) is critical because 

businesses have before now had well-defined 

economic and legal responsibilities [1]. 

Companies adopted the term CSR as a 

management framework to address the 

overbearing social and environmental shackles 

bedeviling society. This term, known as 

corporate social responsibility, became relevant. 

CSR encompassed a perceived responsibility in 

areas such as environmental concerns, 

community involvement, corporate governance, 

employee relations, and other social 

performance dimensions. Although there is no 

consensus on the meaning of Corporate Social 

Responsibility, the term generally refers to a 

current commitment by business to behave 

ethically and contribute to economic 

development while demonstrating respect for 

people, communities, the environment, and 

society at large. In a nutshell, CSR ties the 

concept of global citizenship with environmental 

stewardship and sustainable development. Much 

of the research preceding our understanding of 

CSR has concentrated on business-society 

relationships and dynamics in the developed 

economies and on awareness, determinants, 

practice, and disclosure of CSR in developing 

countries. More recently, there has been a 

sprouting interest in understanding the dynamics 

and peculiarities of CSR in emerging economies, 

vis-à-vis uncovering the relationships between 
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CSR practices and organizational performance, 

especially in the context of financial variables 

such as profitability. [1-6]. 

Statement of the Problem 

A pre-study review by the author, of 

information bothering on CSR practice in 

developing countries reveals there are levels of 

CSR acceptance in developing countries which 

constitutes a problem to a synchronized method. 

First, some business leaders perceive CSR as a 

mere best practice activity to gain endorsements 

for political purposes or otherwise. Leaders in 

this category intermittently give out cash 

donations. The second category view CSR as an 

imposed external practice exported by mother 

companies of the western world. The other set of 

leaders understands their dual responsibility to 

make money for their organization and interact 

ethically with the surrounding community. 

These crops of leaders understand that practicing 

CSR is complex and requires organizational 

resources such as expertise, personnel, time, and 

money. 

The challenging question for leaders in this 

category is: how do we recover the funds 

invested through CSR? What is the impact of 

CSR practice on the company's performance? 

The shortage of research studies that survey the 

impact of CSR practices on the performance of 

business organizations in this part of the world 

constitutes a problem to both business and 

society. Some business leaders refrain from their 

responsibility to the community due to doubts 

and fear that they may encounter losses as there 

is no clear understanding of how social 

responsiveness affects their organization's 

performance. Consequently, there is a need to 

undertake a study on this note to provide clear 

perspectives for business leaders. This present 

study, therefore, is set out to answer the question 

below. 

The Objective of the Study 

The objective of the study is to examine the 

impact of corporate social responsibility (CSR) 

practices on the performance of organizations 

with evidence from West Africa. 

The specific objective is to examine the effect 

of reputation on the performance of corporate 

organizations in developing countries. 

Research Question 

This study intends to gather extensive 

understanding to answer the following question: 

How does reputation influence the 

performance of the corporate organization in 

developing countries? 

Statement of Hypothesis 

The following hypothesis was formulated for 

this study in null form is as follows: 

Ho1: A firm’s reputation does not 

significantly affect the performance of corporate 

organizations in developing countries. 

Literature Review 

Conceptual Framework 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is an 

exciting subject in developed nations and in 

developing countries. There is a growing interest 

in CSR, with an increasing number of articles, 

books, and chapters written on the topic. The 

content and breadth of coverage are far-

reaching. CSR is used as an umbrella term to 

account for the complex and multi-faceted 

relationships between business and society and 

the economic, social, and environmental impacts 

of business activities on the community. This 

literature review provides a synopsis of concepts 

and recent studies related to CSR, CP, and the 

chance of a relationship between the two. 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 

CSR has been a subject of study for some 

time, but no consensus concerning its definition 

and its constituent dimensions, constructs, and 

principles [7]. A study conducted a 

comprehensive review of CSR literature and 

identified 37 different definitions of CSR in 

2008. The result from that study shows there is 
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considerable variation in CSR perceptions and 

meanings [8]. 

For example, two authorities in the field of 

CSR offer two contrasting views of the 

responsibilities of business organizations to 

society. The first argues against the concept of 

CSR when stating that the only social 

responsibility of a company is to increase its 

profits while staying within the rules of the game 

[9]. 

In contrast, the second opinion argues that 

CSR requires consideration of paramount issues 

beyond the company’s fundamental economic, 

technical, and legal requirements [10]. These 

two definitions sit on opposite sides. The first 

suggests that the responsibility of a business is 

only to its owners. In contrast, the second 

contends that the interests of other stakeholders, 

apart from the shareholders, should also be 

considered. To further put his idea into 

perspective, the second proposed that the 

managers of business organizations have four 

responsibilities that he outlined in order of 

priority: economic, legal, ethical, and 

discretionary. He acknowledges that a business 

must first make a profit to satisfy its financial 

responsibilities. To continue in existence, the 

organization must follow the laws and fulfill its 

legal obligations. There is evidence that 

companies that violate the law may experience 

lower profits and a decline in sales [11]. To this 

end, the two opinions agree. 

The second, however, argues further that 

businesses have responsibilities beyond 

economic and legal ones. Ethical and 

discretionary trusts are social responsibilities 

that organizations should look to fulfilling. CSR, 

therefore, includes ethical and discretionary but 

not financial and legal, which are primary 

responsibilities for business organizations. The 

fascinating factor here is that both opinions 

argue their positions based on the impact of CSR 

actions on the organization’s financial 

performance. The first says that CSR actions will 

negatively affect the economic efficiency of the 

business; on the other hand, the second proposes 

that lack of commitment to CSR results in 

increased government regulations which reduce 

the organization's effectiveness. 

Corporate Reputation 

According to past and recent research, it is 

quite clear that corporate reputation significantly 

contributes to the long-term competitive 

advantages of organizations, and that is its 

strategic success factor. Reputation is not easy to 

define because it depends on various 

stakeholders’ views, intentions, and 

expectations of enterprise performance. 

Stakeholders, especially investors and suppliers, 

would see enterprise reputation from a different 

angle than the customers. Although both are 

directly involved, customers focus on quality 

and include business partners and suppliers 

mostly assess financial and overall business 

performance. In this sense, reputation could be 

defined from the aspect of creditworthiness 

when they are synonymous. From the 

customers’ points of view, CSR “positively 

influences customer satisfaction and loyalty 

within consumer segments” [12, 13]. All other 

stakeholders - secondary group (media, 

syndicate, community, etc.) - will estimate from 

the overall perception mainly oriented to social 

and environmental interests. Corporate 

reputation is defined as “a global perception of 

the extent to which an organization is held in 

high esteem or regard” [14]. A professor of 

Business at Harvard Business School likened 

corporate reputation as a window to the 

fundamental character of a company and its 

leaders and, as such, is relevant to all 

stakeholders [15]. 

From the shareholders’ points of view, 

reputation stands for a valuable asset, i.e., 

“intangible resource which may provide the 

organization with a basis for sustaining 

competitive advantage given its valuable and 

hard-to-imitate characteristics” [15, 16]. 

Shareholders very often identify reputation with 

financial position and possibility to gain a 

profitable return. This is why the emphasis in 
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literature is usually placed on enterprise 

reputation as a valuable resource and its 

association with financial performance [17-20]. 

A good reputation could increase sales or 

revenue and reduce operating costs; thus, 

reputation is viewed from the aspect of financial 

benefits and is directed through reputation - 

financial performance relationship. Besides this 

relationship, it was found that financial 

performance affects reputation so we could talk 

about a “reputational vicious circle” [19]. In that 

case, motivation to accept social performance as 

one of the reputation determinants could be 

related to the outcomes of financial gains. 

Reputation, in a broader sense, could be defined 

as “a perceptual representation of a company’s 

past actions and future prospects that describes 

the firm’s overall appeal to all its key 

constituents when compared to other leading 

rivals” [21]. 

In co-operation with others, the same author 

has constructed a definition of reputation 

relating to various fields – economics, strategy, 

marketing, organisation theory, sociology, 

communication, and accounting. About this 

construction, the authors suggested that 

corporate reputation is a “collective construct 

that describes the aggregate perception of 

multiple stakeholders about a company’s 

performance” [22]. This confirms the statement 

that reputation is hard to define precisely 

because it depends on stakeholders’ perceptions. 

Except for this complexity, it should be taken 

into consideration that companies differ 

according to their size, business activity, 

structure, management and leadership, social 

performance, etc.  

For example, heavy industry is more closely 

linked with some type of environmental and 

social issues than newer manufacturing 

industries or the services sector. For that reason, 

a study proposed that the distinction between 

types of business activities and social 

performance plays an important role in defining 

the relationship between social performance and 

corporate reputation [23]. 

Reputation Dimensions 

As a valuable intangible asset, reputation 

should mostly be measured by qualitative 

measures. Nowadays, after so many financial 

scandals, accounting information and 

measurement are not very reliable and are 

insufficient for a holistic approach to corporate 

performance. More and more researchers and 

practitioners emphasize non-financial 

measurement instruments as more reliable 

means for the overall assessment of corporate 

performance and its reputation. Reputation, as 

valuable intangible assets, could not be judged 

only by financial performance, although some 

researchers argue that financial performance has 

a positive influence on reputation, i.e., it was 

found that financial performance affects 

reputation [19]. Reputation is a much broader 

concept and deserves to be estimated by 

qualitative and quantitative (financial and non-

financial) indicators. 

Theoretical Framework 

Theoretical Views of Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR) 

As earlier posited, CSR’s staple idea holds 

that business and society are not separate but 

interlocked [24]. Scholars have identified 

theories to explain CSR. For instance, 

stakeholder theory explains how CSR is 

essential, and the contractual and legitimacy 

theories explain why CSR is critical [25]. CSR 

includes several theories, and many studies have 

discussed contractual/agency, stakeholder, and 

the social contract behind the idea of corporate 

social responsibility. However, this study is 

hinged on Legitimacy theory, as elaborated 

below. 

Legitimacy Theory 

Legitimacy theory is the most widely used 

theory to explain environmental and social 

disclosures [26]. According to a study, 

legitimacy theory is preferred chiefly over other 

theories because it provides disclosing strategies 

that organisations may utilize to legitimize their 
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existence that may be empirically tested [27]. 

Legitimacy theory is traceable to the concept of 

organizational legitimacy, which has been 

described as a condition that exists when an 

organization’s value system is consistent with 

the value system of the society of which the 

organization is a part [28]. There is a threat to the 

organization’s legitimacy when a disparity, 

whether actual or potential, exists between the 

two value systems. 

Legitimacy theory posits that entities 

repeatedly seek to ensure that they operate 

within the acceptable norms of their respective 

societies. In adopting a legitimacy theory 

perspective, an organization would willfully 

report on activities if managers perceived that 

those activities were relevant to the communities 

in which it operates [29-31]. Because 

community expectations vary over periods and 

time, the organization needs to make available 

information to show that it is also changing. The 

study indicates that legitimacy is a huge resource 

on which an organisation depends on survival 

[28]. 

Another study provides that, consistent with 

resource dependence theory, legitimacy theory 

suggests that whenever managers consider the 

supply of the resource as critical to 

organisational survival, they will pursue 

strategies to ensure the continued supply of that 

resource. Such strategies may include targeted 

disclosures or perhaps controlling or 

collaborating with other parties who, in 

themselves, are considered to be legitimate [29, 

30]. Where managers perceive that the 

organisation’s operations are not commensurate 

with the society’s interest, then pursuant to 

legitimacy theory, organisations may take 

strategic action to become legitimate. Because 

the theory is based on perceptions, for remedial 

action to have an effect on external parties, it 

must be accompanied by publicised disclosure. 

Hence the importance of publicised corporate 

disclosures, such as those made within annual 

reports and other publicly released documents 

[31]. 

Empirical Review 

They are considering the unethical company 

and brand perceptions, A study based on three 

empirical studies out to conceptualise and 

subsequently operationalise the construct of 

consumer perceived ethicality (CPE) of a 

company or brand. Study 1 investigates 

consumer meanings of the term ethical and 

reveals that, contrary to philosophical scholars’ 

exclusively consequentialist or non-

consequentialist positions, consumers’ ethical 

judgments are a function of both these 

evaluation principles, illustrating that not 

anyone’s scholarly definition of ethics alone is 

capable of capturing the content domain. The 

resulting conceptualisation identifies six key 

themes explicating the construct. Studies 2 and 3 

were built upon these findings to operationalise 

CPE. Such operationalisation is an essential 

prerequisite for future explorations and theory 

development, given the absence of a suitable tool 

to capture and quantify the strength and direction 

of CPE. The key focus was on developing a valid 

and reliable multi-item measurement tool that is 

practical, parsimonious, and easy to administer. 

The scale’s general applicability allows 

deployment in academic and business contexts 

and different research areas and doing thus 

facilitates the much-needed theory building in 

this new research area [32, 33]. 

A study examined political, corporate social 

responsibility with the intent to review theories 

and set new agendas. The study anchored on a 

survey and content analysis of 146 related 

academic articles from selected journals over a 

14-year period of 2000 to 2013. Legitimacy 

theory, the resource-based view, and 

Habermasian political theory were reviewed 

within the political CSR literature. The survey 

showed that the political CSR field is primarily 

dominated by institutional theory and 

stakeholder theory. However, future theory 

development needs to go beyond these theories 

to address several CSR critical gaps. This review 

specifically points to several avenues for future 

political CSR research with regard to the 
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individual level of analysis, domain integration, 

and political CSR in multinational enterprises. 

The paper, therefore, calls for a new theory-

informed and pluralist research agenda on 

political CSR in order to integrate different 

perspectives and re-examine the role of the state 

[34]. 

Another study that assessed the relationship 

between corporate social responsibility and 

financial performance aims to review alternative 

operationalization and measurement approaches 

for the CSR and CFP concepts that have been 

deployed in empirical literature concerned with 

the CSR–CFP relationship. Several findings 

emanate from the study. 

First, CSR operationalization in empirical 

literature ranges from multidimensional to one-

dimensional. Second, CSR measurement 

approaches include reputation indices, content 

analyses, questionnaire-based surveys, and one-

dimensional measures, whereas CFP 

measurement approaches include accounting-

based measures, market-based measures, and 

combined measures. Third, no CSR 

measurement approach is without drawbacks 

[8]. In addition to approach specific drawbacks, 

two problems inherent in most approaches are 

researcher subjectivity and selection bias that 

may influence the nature of the CSR–CFP 

relationship detected in the empirical literature. 

The study recommends that standardisation and 

disclosure would be not only beneficial for valid 

testing of the CSR – CFP relationship but also 

for many stakeholders when making their 

economic decisions. A study carried out a latent 

variable analysis of corporate social 

responsibility and firm value using Data from 

United States firms between 2002 and 2014. The 

study adopted a firm-fixed effects model to 

control for time-invariant unobservable firm-

specific characteristics that may drive both CSR 

and firm value. Environmental, social, and 

corporate governance activities were measures 

of CSR. The study finds conflicting evidence of 

a direct relationship between each CSR proxy 

and firm value. However, joint positive 

significance were recorded when all CSR 

proxies are incorporated into a latent variable 

model. The study recommended that firm values 

can be enhanced by corporate managers through 

simultaneous engaging in environmental, social, 

and corporate governance activities because of 

their synergistic effect with firm value [35]. 

Methodology 

The methodology for this research was both 

quantitative and qualitative approach. It includes 

the specific techniques or procedures adopted for 

gathering information for the study. It involved 

the collection, collation, analyses, and 

interpretation of data for the study of interest. 

This study is designed with the conscious aim to 

serve business managers by examining the effect 

of corporate reputation on the performance of 

corporate organizations with operations in West 

Africa. The design is multiple regression 

analysis based. 

Research Design 

The study adopted a survey research design 

incorporating both a quantitative approach and a 

survey strategy for interviews. In the current 

research context, perceptions of the individuals 

were sought in order to examine the effect of 

corporate reputation on the performance of 

corporate organizations: Evidence from West 

Africa. 

The use of surveys enabled the researcher to 

obtain valid and reliable information through 

analyzing and understanding the data from the 

corporations. This is because the design is useful 

and most appropriate in measuring the degree of 

association between two or more variables. It is 

also useful in measuring the effect of 

independent variables on a dependent variable 

[36]. The dimension of the independent variable 

was Reputation (REP). The measure of the 

dependent variable is Corporate Performance 

(COP). These will be measured in an interval 

scale through the research questionnaire. The 

statistical tool to analyze the set variables is 

multiple regression. 
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Population 

The population for our study consists of 

selected listed multinational companies in 

Nigeria. The chosen companies include – 

Cadbury Nig., Nestle Nig Plc., Unilever Nig. 

Glaxo Smith Kline, 7up Bottling, Guinness Nig. 

Plc., PZ Cussons, Nigeria Breweries, Dangote 

Cement, Dangote Sugar, Flour Mills Nig. These 

were selected based on their multinational 

capacity, and as a listed company in the Nigerian 

Stock Exchange, they are required to practice 

corporate social responsibility. From the 

companies’ database, there were a total of 30492 

employees. 

Table 1. Total Population 

Companies Names No. of Targeted Employees 

Cadbury Nigeria Plc. 536 

Nestle Nigeria Plc. 2226 

Unilever Nigeria Plc. 1010 

GlaxoSmithKline Nig. Plc. 125 

7up Bottling Company Plc. 3452 

Guinness Nigeria Plc. 822 

PZ Cussons 1392 

Nigeria Breweries 3195 

Dangote Cement 13360 

Dangote Sugar 694 

Flour Mills Nig. 3680 

Total 30492 

Source: Companies’ Database 

Sampling Techniques 

The study sample was based on the 

population comprising of multinational 

companies in Nigeria. The sampling technique is 

a simple sampling method. In this technique, all 

the items of the population have equal chances 

of being selected in a sample. The selection of 

items could be done through either simple 

sampling, systematic sampling, stratified 

sampling, or cluster sampling [37]. A stratified 

sampling technique was adopted to select the 

multinational companies. While a simple 

sampling technique was used to select 

respondents.  

The simple sampling major advantage over 

simple random sampling is that it is faster and 

less susceptible to sampling errors. In stratified 

sampling, the target population is divided into 

homogeneous sub-populations before a simple 

or systematic sampling is then used to further 

select items equally [38]. 

Sample Size Determination 

To ensure that the sample size is truly 

reflective of the population, the Taro Yemen 

formula was used in this study. Since the larger 

the size of the population, the more precise the 

results, the investigation sample was drawn 

based on a 95the % level of confidence. The 

Taro Yamene formula is given as: 

n =
N

1 + 𝑁(𝑒)2
 

Where: 

n = Sample size 

N = Population size 

e = Margin of error (5%) 

𝑛  =  
30492

1 + 30492 (0.05)2
 

=   
30492

1 + 30492 (0.0025)
 

=   
30492

1 + 76.23
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=   
30492

77.23
 

=  394.82 

=  395 𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑥𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑙𝑦  

n = 395, therefore the number of 

questionnaires administered is 395. 

Table 2: Sample Number from Companies 

Companies Names (A) No. of Targeted 

Employees (B) 

Percentage of 

Total (C) 

Number from 

Sample (C*395) 

Cadbury Nigeria Plc. 536 0.018 7 

Nestle Nigeria Plc. 2226 0.073 29 

Unilever Nigeria Plc. 1010 0.033 13 

GlaxoSmithKline Nig. Plc. 125 0.004 2 

7up Bottling Company Plc. 3452 0.113 45 

Guinness Nigeria Plc. 822 0.027 11 

PZ Cussons 1392 0.045 18 

Nigeria Breweries 3195 0.105 41 

Dangote Cement 13360 0.438 173 

Dangote Sugar 694 0.023 9 

Flour Mills Nig. 3680 0.121 47 

Total 30492 1.000  395 

Source: Authors’ Computation 

Data Collection 

Questionnaire 

Questionnaires were used to obtain the 

primary data required for this work, and these 

were administered by 10 persons trained by the 

researcher for the purpose of data collection in 

the field. Questionnaires are best suited for 

surveys [37]. Its selection was guided by the 

nature of data to be collected, the time available, 

and the study objectives. 

Questionnaires have the advantage of 

upholding confidentiality, saving on time, 

reducing interviewer ‘s bias, wider coverage, 

and are easier to analyze [36]. The research 

adopted 5 Likert scale of Strongly Agreed (SA) 

= 5, Agreed (A) = 4, Undecided (U) = 3, 

Disagreed (D) = 2and Strongly Disagreed (SD) 

= 1in rating the responses from the respondents. 

The respondents were required to read, 

understand, and tick an appropriate choice. The 

questionnaires were administered by the trained 

persons so as to obtain more information and 

also obtain clarity of information obtained from 

the respondents. 

Model Specification 

Our model for the study is anchored on 

previous studies with modifications. As 

mentioned in the previous section and in line 

with recent literature [34, 39]. Multiple 

regression using ANOVA was used as the 

research method for analyzing corporate 

reputation and its impact on the performance of 

corporate organizations. Therefore, the 

following equation is formulated for the study. 

𝐶𝑂𝑃 =  𝑓(𝑅𝐸𝑃). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (1.0) 

Expressing the functional notation in equation 

(1.0) in econometric form. 

𝐶𝑂𝑃 =  𝛽0 + 𝛽1 +  𝑅𝐸𝑃 
+ 𝜀1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . (2.0) 

Where:  

COP = Corporate Performance 

REP = Reputation 

ß0 = Constant 

8



 

 

ß1 = Coefficients 

εi = Error term 

Result and Discussion 

Response Rate: This chapter deals with the 

presentation, analysis and interpretation of the 

data obtained. The presentation of data was 

organized in accordance with the research 

questions and the hypotheses formulated for the 

study. Discussions of the findings were also 

made. 

Return Rate of Questionnaire 

Table 3. Return Rate of Questionnaire 

Companies 

Samples 

Administered Correctly 

Filled and 

Returned  

Correctly 

Filled and 

Returned (%) 

Incorrectly 

Filled or Not 

Returned 

Incorrectly 

Filled or Not 

Returned (%) 

Cadbury Nig. 7 7 1.8 0 0 

Nestle Nig.  29 28 7.1 1 0.25 

Unilever Nig. 13 12 3.0 1 0.25 

GSK. Nig.  2 2 0.5 0 0 

7up Bottling 45 43 10.9 2 0.5 

Guinness Nig. 11 11 2.8 0 0 

PZ Cussons 18 17 4.3 1 0.25 

Nig. Breweries 41 40 10.1 1 0.25 

Dangote Cement 173 170 43.0 3 0.8 

Dangote Sugar 9 9 2.3 0 0 

Flour Mills Nig. 47 45 11.4 2 0.5 

Total 395 384 97.2 11 2.8 

Source: Field Survey, 2020 

 

Figure 1. Analysis of Questionnaires Distributed to Companies Selected for this Study 

Source: Field Survey, 2020 
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The above table and chart sho that three 

hundred and ninety-five (395) copies of the 

questionnaire were administered to the 

respondents from each selected companies. Out 

of this number, three hundred and eighty-four 

(384) were correctly filled and returned, while 

eleven (11) copies were not correctly filled or 

not returned (see Table 3). This gives a response 

rate of 97.2%. From these responses, data was 

organized, interested, and presented in this 

chapter. 

Background Information 

Demographic Information 

Demographic results in table 4 revealed that 

54.7% (210) were male and 45.3% (174) were 

female. It also revealed that most, 74.0% (284), 

were married, followed by 17.2% (66) which 

were single, and only 8.9% (34) respondents 

were divorced. The result also revealed that most 

33.9% (130) of the respondents were aged 

between 36 – 45 years, followed closely by 

29.9% (115) aged 46 years and above. 21.6% 

(83) were aged 26 – 35 years, and only 14.6% 

(56) were aged 16 – 25 years. 

In terms of their education qualification, 

22.4% (86) of the respondents had their Senior 

Secondary Certificate Examination (SSCE), 

8.6% (33), and 8.3% (32) of the respondents had 

Ordinary National Diploma (OND) and Higher 

National Diploma (HND) respectively. 19% (73) 

of the respondent had Master Certificate, 36.2% 

(139) of the respondent had Master Certificate, 

and 5.5% (21) respondents had another 

certificate. Regarding their years in the 

corporation, 67.7% (260) of the respondents had 

stayed a decade and above, while 32.3% (124) 

were less than a decade in the corporation. 

Furthermore, 47.1% (181) of the respondents 

were low-level managers, 36.2% (139 (were) 

middle-level manager, and 16.7% (64) were top-

level manager. This shows that men and women 

are almost equally involved in decision-making 

in the selected companies. It further revealed that 

the corporation had people of various ages and 

academic qualifications among the workforce 

with different years of experience. 

Table 4. Demographic Information 

Variables Frequency  Percentage 

Sex 

Male 210 54.7 

Female  174 45.3 

Total  384 100 

Marital Status 

Single 66 17.2 

Married  284 74.0 

Divorced  34 8.9 

Total  384 100 

Age 

16 – 25 Years  56 14.6 

26 – 35 Years  83 21.6 

36 – 45 Years  130  33.9 

46 Years and above  115 29.9 

Total  384 100 

Years in Corporation 

Less than a decade 124 32.3 

A decade and above  260 67.7 
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Total  384 100 

Job Level  

Low level manager  181 47.1 

Middle Level manager  139 36.2 

Top Level manager  64 16.7 

Total  384 100 

Education Qualification  

SSCE 86 22.4 

OND 33 8.6 

HND 32 8.3 

BSC/BA 139 36.2 

MSC/MBA 73 19.0 

Others  21 5.5 

Total 384 100 

Source: Field Survey, 2020 

Specific Research Findings 

This section provides descriptive statistics, 

including frequencies, percentages, the mean 

and standard deviation for reputation and 

Corporate Performance. Therefore, descriptive 

statistics enable us to present the data in a more 

meaningful way, which allows a more 

straightforward interpretation of the data. 

Reputation (REP) 

Further, the reputation of the corporation was 

inquired from the respondents. From the study 

results, maintaining high-quality products has 

boosted the reputation of the corporation (mean 

= 4.4), and the corporation considers various 

stakeholders when implementing social 

responsibility policies (mean = 3.51). The 

corporation has competent personnel dedicated 

to responding to complaints and brand-related 

issues (mean = 3.5). However, the respondents 

expressed concern whether engaging the 

community through various socio-economic 

initiatives has been effective (mean = 2.78). 

Also, there was doubt whether the internet and 

social media platforms have been adopted to 

promote the corporations’ reputation (mean = 

2.33)—responses on reputation show skewness 

of 0.79 and kurtosis of -0.50. A similar study 

reports that corporate reputation is a critical 

resource and contributes mainly to the 

organization’s performance or success. It can 

contribute to an organization’s failure [40, & 

41]. 

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Reputation (Frequencies, Percentages, means, and Standard Deviation) 

  SA A UN D SD Mean Std.Dev Skew Kurtosis 

The corporation has 

competent 

personnel dedicated 

to responding to 

complaints and 

brand-related 

issues.  

f 0 280 67 2 35 3.5 0.89 -2.04 3.03 

% 0 72.9 17.4 0.5 9.1 

Maintaining high-

quality products 

f 270 35 44 35 0 4.4 1.00 -1.41 0.49 

% 70.3 9.1 11.5 9.1 0 

11



 

 

has boosted the 

reputation of the 

corporation. 

The internet and 

social media 

platforms have 

been adopted to 

promote the 

corporations’ 

reputation.  

f 33 36 1 271 43 2.33 1.07 1.43 1.12 

% 8.6 9.4 0.3 70.6 11.2 

Engaging the 

community through 

various socio-

economic 

initiatives has been 

effective. 

f 68 33 67 182 34 2.78 1.25 0.67 -0.78 

% 17.7 6.6 17.4 47.4 8.9 

The corporation 

considers various 

stakeholders when 

implementing 

social responsibility 

policies.  

f 138 104 33 34 75 3.51 1.52 -0.62 -1.13 

% 35.9 27.1 8.6 8.9 19.5 

Reputation 3.25 0.45 0.79 -0.503 

Source: Field Survey, 2020 

Multiple Regression Result 

The regression result from table 6 shows that 

the study multiple regression model had a 

coefficient of determination (R2) of 0.527. This 

means that community development & 

philanthropy, reputation, internationalization, 

environmental sensitivity, employee diversity, 

and leadership ethics explain a 52.7% variation 

of corporate performance. Furthermore, the 

reveals that the F-value of 70.029 with a p-value 

of 0.00 significant at 5% indicates that the 

overall regression model is significant; hence, 

the joint contribution of the independent 

variables was significant in predicting the 

corporate performance. 

Table 6. Multiple Regression Results 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

(Constant) -2.641 .494 - -5.350 .000 

Reputation  .227 .108 .089 2.105 .036 

R Square 0.527 

Adjusted R Square 0.520 

F 70.029 

Sig. 0.000  

a. Dependent Variable: Corporate Performance 

Source: SPSS 20.0
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Test of Hypothesis 

To test for hypotheses, we first state the 

null and alternative forms to create a clear 

understanding of the tentative statements. 

Decision Rule 

The decision rule is to reject the null 

hypothesis and accept the alternative if the 

sig. Value of the variables under study is 

lower than 0.05 level of significance. 

Ho1: Firm’s reputation does not 

significantly affect the performance of 

corporate organizations in developing 

countries. 

HA1: Firm’s reputation significantly affects 

the performance of corporate organizations in 

developing countries. 

Table 7. Standardized Coefficient 

Variable Standardized Coefficient (Beta) t-Stat Sig. 

Reputation 0.089 2.105 0.036 

Source: Extracted from Table 

The second hypothesis (Ho1) of the study 

stipulates that firm’s reputation do not 

significantly affect the performance of corporate 

organizations in developing countries. Study 

result findings from table 7 rejected the 

hypothesis as evidenced by β2 = 0.089, ρ ˂ 0.05, 

implying that firm’s reputation significantly 

affects the performance of corporate 

organizations in developing countries. We, 

therefore, reject the null hypothesis that a firm’s 

reputation do not significantly affect the 

performance of corporate organizations in 

developing countries.  

This shows that the higher a firm’s reputation, 

the higher the performance. These findings are 

consistent with another study which posits that 

corporate reputation as a logical outcome of the 

quality of corporate governance operated in an 

organization [40]. 

Summary of Findings 

The study investigated the effect of corporate 

reputation on the performance of corporate 

organizations in developing countries using 

evidence from West Africa. The relevance of 

corporate reputation in enhancing the 

performance of corporate organizations have 

ignited concerns of scholars following the world 

globalization with related challenges. The study 

adopted various tests to establish the association 

between the variables under study. The effect of 

Reputation (REP) on the performance of 

corporate organizations was tested and the study 

established from the regression that there is a 

positive effect of Reputation (REP) on 

performance of corporate organizations. This is 

evidenced by the coefficient value of 0.089. 

Statistically, the Sig. Value of 0.036 is lower 

than the acceptable significance value of 0.05. 

Following the empirical result, Reputation 

(REP) is found to have a positive and significant 

effect on the performance of corporate 

organizations.  

The powerful effect is in line with a study 

showing that funds meant to be invested in the 

CSR in the various companies are not sufficient. 

Furthermore, another study posits that the key to 

good results lies in establishing a strong 

informative system that, to the extent possible, 

links specific CSR expenditure decisions so as to 

ensure the usage of the allocated fund as 

transparently as possible [43]. However, another 

study noted that the efficiency of corporations’ 

expenditure for building intangible assets like 

reputation and brand varies across nations [44]. 

The finding reveals that as in reputation, 

financing has increased over the years with its 

growing relevance adequately. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the heterogeneity that exists 

among corporate reputation variable as it relates 
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to the performance of corporate organizations 

call for re-engineering in order to explore the 

potential growth virtues embedded in corporate 

reputation that are yet to be adopted by 

organizations. The positive coefficients of 

reputation, in relation to the performance of 

corporate organizations in developing countries, 

is a further indicator that the organizations can 

become better through the long-term focus 

strategy on these practices to accelerate 

performance. The study also reveals that the 

many environmental challenges faced by 

multinationals emanating from corporate social 

responsibilities can be well addressed through 

enhanced strategic policy implementation. 

Recommendation 

Reputation (REP) from our study has a 

positive coefficient is a significant effect. This 

means that reputation building by corporations 

contributes to the performance of the 

corporations meaningfully. We advocate for an 

increase in the level of attention given to the 

reputation of the corporation in carrying out their 

numerous activities. 
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