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ABSTRACT 

 

Assuming that Utilitarian, Kantian and African Ethical Theories are prima facie appropriate 

for analysing ethics in stakeholder Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), which Ethical 

Theory should one  favour? In this thesis, when it comes to analysing ethics in stakeholder 

CSR, I note that Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories have been dominant in the literature. 

I however contend that their dominance has been at the expense of a less known and unfamiliar 

African Ethical Theory, which I defend in the thesis.  To give credence to African Ethical 

Theory in the thesis, I have considered both Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories, and 

applied them to concrete stakeholder CSR issues.  I did so to consider their implications for 

stakeholder CSR with the view to establish how they compared to, and contrasted with African 

Ethical Theory in evaluating ethics in CSR.  As this thesis is a work of normative philosophy, 

my methodological approach has been a normative one, which remained a philosophical 

enterprise at an abstract level that is primarily explorative, analytical and comparative. I have 

found that my analysis of African CSR is attractive in that it does add something to the 

stakeholder CSR discourse. In a profound contrast to other alternatives, African CSR 

accommodates the relational and partial morality in grounding stakeholder CSR. Here, 

Utilitarian CSR does not consider intentions or relations, and Kantian CSR includes 

requirements for rationality, autonomy and impartiality, but does not adequately consider 

relations. However, I do not claim that African CSR does cover all moral factors that affect the 

rightness and wrongness of stakeholder CSR actions. Preferably, its appeal in explaining and 

justifying the most attractive normative content of stakeholder CSR is that it is at least a 

supplement to the best versions of Utilitarian and Kantian CSR, although it might have a shot 

at replacing them. In addition, its African friendliness criterion might be able to stand on its 

own to provide a plausible justification of the best version of stakeholder CSR that can rival 

Utilitarian and Kantian versions of CSR. In my view, the significance of these findings in 

regard to the practice of stakeholder CSR is that  African CSR generates a very different notion 

of an ideal stakeholder CSR to that of Utilitarian and Kantian alternatives. For this, I submit 

that its specific understanding of an ideal stakeholder CSR is not merely different, but also 

worth taking seriously alongside and perhaps even instead of, Utilitarian and Kantian 

approaches when considering the normative basis of stakeholder CSR. Although I do not 

believe I have convincingly shown it in the thesis, I do provide some reason to believe it should 

be taken seriously besides them, and perhaps even as an alternative to them.     
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CHAPTER 1 

 Prelude: An African Theory of Stakeholder Corporate Social Responsibility 

 

 

1 Introduction  

Since its famous inception in the seminal work of Freeman (1984), stakeholder theory1 has 

succeeded in challenging the standard analytical framework in Business Ethics fields, 

particularly in Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), by putting “stakeholders' needs or 

entitlements at the centre of any business organisational action” (Freeman et al., 2010). Lantos 

persuasively states this business ethics perspective of stakeholder CSR thus,  

“Society’s expectations of business ethics have been climbing. Unlike yesteryear, 

productivity alone is no longer considered sufficient to morally justify a business 

organisation. Also important is how wealth generation affects non-economic aspects of 

society, such as the welfare of employees, customers, and other members of the 

business system, as well as other outside groups and the natural environment” (Lantos, 

2001:5). 

Indeed, stakeholder theory may have become a regular part of business organisations’ approach 

to contemporary stakeholder CSR as a business practice. However, the concept of ‘stakeholder’ 

is still one that invokes debates in the Business Ethics literature.  The enduring debates have to 

do mostly with its definition, its nature, its scope, its underlying moral foundations and 

                                                             
1 For detailed discussions on the definition, evolution and development of the stakeholder theory since acclaimed 

pioneering work of Freeman (1984), and how it has influenced and shaped various fields, in particular business 
ethics and corporate social responsibility, see the brilliant and informative work of Freeman et al (2010) titled 

‘Stakeholder Theory: The State of the Art’ in the burgeoning academic research in business and applied ethics.  

Also, see the work of Roberts (1992: 595-612) that applied stakeholder theory to CSR, and the recent works of 

Freeman and Dmytriyev (2017: 7-15) on the relationships between stakeholder theory and corporate social 

responsibility (CSR), that of Nikolova and Arsic (2017:24-35) on stakeholder approach on the corporate social 

responsibility  
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implications for CSR in Western ethics. For details of debates, see the works of Branco and 

Rodrigues (2007); Jamali (2008); Russo and Perrini (2010); Figar and Figar (2011);   

Mainardes et al (2011); Harrison and Wicks (2013); Brown and Forster (2013) and Fadun 

(2014). Most recently, see also the works of Retolaza et al (2015); Baumfield (2016); Ali and 

Abdelfettah (2016) and Uribe et al (2018). Due to time and space, I cannot fully explore these 

debates in the thesis to comprehensively provide a complete account of them.  

However, it appears to me that the core or epicentre of the ‘stakeholder CSR ethics’ debates is 

focussed on its “underlying ethical assumptions and values” (Cohen, 2011). Here, Cohen is 

convinced that in business organisations, at the bottom, stakeholder “CSR, at its root, is driven 

by ethical considerations as much as by [self-interested] strategic business thinking” (Cohen, 

ibid). In agreement, Branco and Rodrigues argue, “the notion of CSR is one of ethical and 

moral issues surrounding corporate decision making and behaviour” (Branco & Rodrigues, 

2007 cited in Marshall & Ramsay, 2012:295). Gazzola concurs that “CSR and the ethical 

behaviour are linked… to create and maintain the corporate reputation” (Gazzola, 2018: 175). 

Henceforth, in the context of stakeholder CSR ethics, I concur with Cohen that, “the need to 

recognize an ethical question and develop an approach to address it intelligently is common to 

all of us in business and, indeed, life” (Cohen, 2011). In fact, I want to argue further that such 

an inquiry is universal in the field of moral philosophy. With this understanding, I take a cue 

from Cohen (2011) to submit that this thesis is about recognising ethical questions in 

stakeholder CSR, and developing an African approach to address them intelligently with the 

view to persuade readers of this thesis to take it seriously when considering the normative basis 

of stakeholder CSR. Hence, the goal of this thesis is to defend and argue for an African CSR 

that “evaluat[es] the rightness or wrongness of actions” (Sullivan & Pecorino, 2002) by what 

Metz (2010) terms “prizing communal [or friendly] relationships”, with the view to indicate its 

normative appeal in ‘Resocializing CSR’ (Barnett, 2017:10) from stakeholder ethics.  

https://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Wagner+Mainardes%2C+Emerson
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Although, stakeholder theory is “the focal point of a great many debates” (Ali & Abdelfettah, 

2016: 40) and CSR is “notoriously difficult to defin[e]” (Horrigan, 2010: 34-42 cited in 

Baumfield, 2016: 200),  I take it for granted, as other scholars have, that they are intertwined 

or interrelated (see Kakabadse et al., 2005; Jones et al., 2002; Carroll, 1991). However, I do so 

mindfully that this standpoint is still debatable as there exists some dis/agreements in the 

Busines Ethics literature if indeed they are connected or linked (see the works of  Pirsch et al., 

2007 cited in Barić, 2017: 134; Gazzola, 2018 in this regard). According to Jones et al, such 

connectivity dis/agreements in the Busines Ethics literature between the concepts of 

stakeholder and CSR are not suprising owing that, “the concept of stakeholder did not develop 

consecutively with the concept of CSR” (Jones et al., 2002 cited in Kakabadse et al., 2005:289). 

This becomes clear in respect to the different yet interrelated moral questions they pose as 

Kakabadse et al observe, “if CSR aims to define what responsibilities business ought to fulfil, 

the stakeholder concept addresses the issue of whom business is or should be accountable to” 

(Kakabadse et al., 2005:289). For more details about what CSR responsibilities business 

organisations have, and to whom they owe stakeholder duties, in the first instance – see also 

the works of Baric (2017); Hsieh  (2017); Enyinna (2013);  Marshall and Ramsay (2012) in 

this regard.  

In fact, Marshall  and Ramsay (2012) quotes Freeman (2010) that “stakeholder theory is 

consistent with an integrated, strategic view of CSR that focuses on value maximisation, as 

opposed to a residual view of CSR where activities are an ‘added extra’ rather than deeply 

embedded within a company’s day-to-day business operations” (Freeman, 2010: 235 cited in 

Marshall & Ramsay, 2012:295).  In the words of Marshall and Ramsay, “stakeholder theory 

has become an essential process in the operationalisation of CSR” (Marshall & Ramsay, 

2012:295).  In essence, thus, stakeholder “CSR is the idea that business [organisation] is 

accountable [and owes duties] to various stakeholders who can be identified and have a claim, 
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either legally mentioned or morally expected, on the business activities that affect them” 

(Frederick, 1987; Mitnick, 1995; Jones, 1999 cited in Kakabadse et al., 2005:284) even at the 

cost of profit to shareholders.  

By its very nature, therefore, stakeholder “CSR is in the domain of moral obligations or 

normative principles, and [is] not only a question of obedience to the law” (Kilcullen & Ohles 

Kooistra, 1999 as well as Scholl, 2001 cited in Kakabadse et al., 2005:283) nor a legitimate 

human rights requirement as supported by Campbell (2007), Muchlinski (2007) and Sinden 

(2007). In essence, stakeholder CSR is not confined to moral obligations beyond what is 

required by the law. Rather, it includes those legal and human rights requirements that are 

morally justified by moral rationales or reasons that relate to social duties of business 

organisations beyond the business case, according to which the sole moral duty of a business 

organisation is to make profit. In this regard, see work of Posner (2007) and the works of 

Sundaram and Inkpen (2004); Jensen (2002); Friedman (1970, 1962); Berle (1931) cited in 

Jones and Felps (2013: 209).  In the section 1.1 that follows, I discuss stakeholder CSR entails.  

1.1 What Does Stakeholder Corporate Social Responsibility Entail?2 

On the Economist (2005) special supplement of CSR, it was acknowledged that “the movement 

of [stakeholder] corporate social responsibility [is a theatre of] the battle of ideas” (Clive Crook 

cited in Pohl & Tolhurst, 2010: xv). Notwithstanding ideological disagreements among 

stakeholder CSR theorists as to what stakeholder CSR entails and who the stakeholders are (see 

Freeman & Dmytriyev, 2017:9; Nikolova & Arsić, 2017: 24; Munro, 2013: 59), there seems to 

                                                             
2  For informative discussion on the influential and ground-breaking contribution or role played by social 
responsibility agenda in broadening stakeholder management and analysis in the corporate social responsibility 

literature, see the work of Freeman and Mcvea (2001), which details “the success and influence of the stakeholder 

concept within the fields of Business Ethics and Business and Society”. The work of Freeman and Dmytriyev 

(2017), which “explores the relationship between stakeholder theory and corporate social responsibility [as] major 

concepts in business ethics” is an important recent addition in the stakekeholder CSR literature worth of 

acknowlement in this thesis. 
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be general agreement about the general concepts it embodies (see Hillman et al., 2001; Jones 

& Wicks, 1999; Freeman, 1998). According to Hillman et al, such agreed concepts generally 

encapsulate the following fundamental principles,  

(i) the business organisations have relationships with stakeholders,  

(ii) the processes and outcomes associated with these relationships are of interest to 

stakeholders,  

(iii) the interests of all stakeholders have morally significant value,  

(iv) the focus of stakeholder CSR is on managerial decision making involving 

stakeholders, and 

(v) the stakeholder CSR maintains that fulfilling duties to stakeholders can rightly 

come at the expense of shareholders’ interests, to some degree (Hillman et al., 

2001).  

Here, according to Kakabadse et al, it is not hard to see that the interest of stakeholder CSR in 

business organisations virtually lies in three normative premises from a business-driven 

perspective (Kakabadse et al., 2005:290). These are, namely “organisations  may have 

stakeholders groups that affect and are affected by them; these interactions impact on specific 

stakeholders and the organisation, and perspectives of salient stakeholders affect the viability 

of [the organisational business] strategic options” (see Simmons, 2004; Haberberg & Rieple, 

2001 cited in Kakabadse et al., 2005:290). In my view, from stakeholder CSR perspective, 

these premises roughly admit to the fact that, 

(i) business organisations usually have diverse and often conflicting stakeholders’ 

interests. Some of these are geared towards protecting business while others are demanding 

duties, which go beyond the business case that is beyond organisational profitability and 

even viability, to some degree.  
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(ii) in the business organisational context, there exists a clear “relationship between 

stakeholder theory and CSR that stresses the importance of business responsibility  (i.e. 

accountabilities) toward [its stakeholder] communities and society” (Freeman & 

Dmytriyev, 2017:10) as  depicted in figure 1 below, which “provides a visual illustration 

of the relationship”3 adopted from (Freeman & Dmytriyev, 2017:11).  

Figure 1: The relationship between Stakeholder Theory and Corporate Social Responsibility 

 

Source: Freeman and Dmytriyev (2017:11) 

It is in this respect that I contend that the notion of stakeholder CSR is grounded in essence on 

the overarching understanding that business organisations are part of their stakeholder 

community (Martínez et al., 2016; Sterling et al., 2016). The idea of stakeholder community 

roughly refers to the scope of business organisations’ relationships, including those social 

                                                             
3  For detailed discussion and account of the relationship between stakeholder theory and corporate social 

responsibility, and how the relationship manifests  and works, see the brilliant and informative work of Freeman 

and Dmytriyev (2017)  titled ‘Corporate Social Responsibility and Stakeholder Theory: Learning From Each 

Other’ in section 3  in their article on pages 9 – 12. 
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interests that are not directly in social relationships with the business concerned, as in the case 

of philanthropy. From this understanding of stakeholder community, it is not hard to see that 

business organisations have the potential to make a positive contribution towards stakeholders’ 

expectations in ways that best address both business and stakeholders’ interests where they 

operate (see Semeniuk, 2012; Jamali, 2008; Kakabadse et al., 2005; Jones et al., 2002; Jensen, 

2002). Here, all things considered, I concur with Freeman & Dmytriyev from stakeholder 

community perspective that, “all stakeholders are equally important for the company and any 

trade-off among the stakeholders should be avoided. Rather executives need to find ways that 

these interests can be guided into the same direction” (Freeman & Dmytriyev, 2017:10). It is 

for this reason that stakeholder CSR “posits that the essence of business primarily lies in 

building relationships and creating value for all its stakeholders” (Freeman & Dmytriyev, ibid).  

Thus, the stakeholder CSR “emphasises a broad set of [morally legitimate] social 

responsibilities for business [organisations to their stakeholders]” (Amaeshi et al., 2008:2), 

even if they are expected to come at some cost to the profits for shareholders. With this 

understanding, Vinten eloquently postulates the essence of stakeholder CSR as, “implying the 

sacrifice of sound business objectives, for example, profits, to morally acceptable social goals” 

(Vinten, 2000). Thus, stakeholder CSR is fundamentally based on the notion of business 

organisations addressing morals and values beyond obligations to shareholders when managing 

their organisational business operations.  

In general, thus, stakeholder CSR “means that the [business organisation] has responsibilities 

to society that go beyond the production of goods and services at a profit [as it] has a broader 

constituency to serve than [shareholders] alone” (Buchholz & Rosenthal, 2002: 303 cited in 

Rönnegard, 2015: 157; also cited in Rönnegard & Smith, 2010: 3). Here, the understanding is 

that stakeholder “CSR contains a prescription for [business organisations] to pursue ends that 

go beyond merely pursuing the interests of shareholders [overall]” (Rönnegard, 2015: 157; also 
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cited in Rönnegard & Smith, 2010: 3). So, it does not confine itself to protecting interests other 

than the profitability of the business as this would exclude looking after the interests of groups 

on whom the business depends, which is covered by the business case. In this regard, Parmar 

et al (2010) quoted in Brown and Forster (2013) state that, “this business case reconciles to the 

stakeholder perspective that legitimate reasons to invest in CSR activities must encompass a 

defensible normative core while also supporting and generating economic value” (Parmar et 

al., 2010: 410 cited in Brown & Forster, 2013:303).  

Here, it becomes evident that all that stakeholder CSR does is to underscore a matter of the 

motive or justification of the underlying business obligations, which does not exclude moral 

reasons for seeking profitability in a market economy. It acknowledges moral reasons for 

seeking profitability to be in the interests of all members of an economic system and seeks their 

prominent consideration to be business moral responsibilities in the overall mainstream 

business decisions and actions. It is in this regard that it is broadly understood as a business 

organisation’s “commitment to operating in an economically, socially and environmentally 

sustainable manner while [adequately, and not only maximally, recognising the interests of its 

shareholders]” (Reynolds, 2008 cited in Atif, 2013:151).  

In fact, Scherer and Palazzo (2007) state that, “this is also echoed in the Habermasian 

perspective of CSR that integrates moral and economic components through a broader analysis 

of a corporation’s connectedness to public discourses by encouraging CSR practices that 

respond to political co-responsibility” (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007:1110 cited in Brown & 

Forster, 2013:303). For Brown and Forster, “under this approach to stakeholder CSR, the moral 

components are also political [as well as economic, related to business organisations] taking 

responsibility for actions that affect others with [utmost transparency] and accountability” 

(Brown & Forster, 2013:303). It is this moral acceptability of business organisations to take 
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responsibility for their actions that becomes a business imperative. It is so in that it calls for 

ethical guiding standards for CSR that I shall pursue as the feature of my African account of 

stakeholder CSR that I intend to develop and argue for in the thesis. In next section 1.2, I 

discuss who stakeholders are, and who or what counts when it comes to debates on moral 

claims or stakes within stakeholder literature. 

1.2 Who Are Stakeholders? Who Counts?4 

According to Derry, “within stakeholder literature, much attention has been given to which 

stakeholders ‘really count’ [i.e.] the pursuit of ‘Who and What Really Counts’” (Derry, 2012: 

253). As such, in the stakeholder literature, “there are definitional disagreements among 

stakeholder theorists as to who stakeholders are and how they can be categorised in the 

organisational context” (Kakabadse et al., 2005: 293). To obtain focus, I, therefore, adopt a 

basic definitional understanding of stakeholders as referring to those individuals or groups 

affected by the organisational business decisions and actions by the business organisations (see 

Freeman, 1984, 1994; Clarkson, 1995). Freeman (1984) quoted in Mitchell et al (1997) 

eloquently puts this basic definitional understanding of the term stakeholders that I favour as 

“any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organisation’s 

objectives” (Freeman, 1984: 46 cited in Mitchell et al., 1997: 856). I concur with Mitchell et al 

that, “this is certainly one of the broadest definitions in the literature. This is because it leaves 

the notion of the stake and the field of possible stakeholders unambiguously open to including 

virtually anyone” (Mitchell et al., 1997: 856). For me, it is often widely cited in the literature, 

for it is all encompassing enough to include everyone affected by the organisational activities 

or decisions or actions of the business organisations at any point in time. 

                                                             
4 This section must be read together with section 6.1.2 of the thesis on pages 340-365 titled ‘Locating the Thesis 

in the Existing Philosophical Literature’ to obtain broader perspective on  what Freeman dubs “‘The Principle of 

Who or What Really Counts’ i.e. who (or what) are the stakeholders of the firm? And to whom (or what) do 

managers pay attention?” (Freeman, 1994 cited in Mitchell et al., 1997: 853). 
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This is not to suggest, however, that organisational stakeholders have the same moral claims 

or relationships with their respective business organisations. Instead, there exists various moral 

claims or relationships for different types of organisational stakeholder groups. Some claims 

or relationships are more of the types of benevolence or desert-based justice and prudence 

concerning the interests of the business organisations involved. Mostly, I draw on benevolence 

types of claims or relationships when discussing the scope of stakeholder CSR in the latter 

chapters as they attract me most and I take them for granted. This is not to say that I take CSR 

to be almost entirely benevolent enterprise. Rather, I do recognise that some of the claims or 

relationships are more of the types of desert-based justice, and prudence concerning the 

interests of the business organisation involved. In this regard, the stakeholder groups I embrace 

in the later chapters involve those whom the business organisations depend on, those whom 

they harm and those whom they can readily benefit from because they are needy.  

Thus, the stakeholder CSR model that I adopt does not assume that shareholders are the only 

major stakeholder group, but it recognises that there are: (i) other stakeholder groups that the 

business organisations depend on, (ii) others they tend to harm, and (iii) still others could 

benefit from them. This is important for my thesis in that I submit that it is prudent for the 

business organisations to compensate some of the stakeholder groups whom they harm or 

whom they can benefit from and/or help others who are needy. This means that in the case of 

some types of stakeholder groups, it is judicious for business organisations to maintain a 

friendship with them for one reason or another. For example, some stakeholder groups deserve 

compensation from harm as a friendly thing to do, or other stakeholder groups with whom 

business organisations interact with may be in need of organisational assistance as friends do 

help their needy friends. In this regard, I take friendliness as one of the critical moral duties of 

business organisations towards their stakeholders alongside beneficence, prudence or justice 

or desert. I do so in full recognition that friendliness may come into all of them but not really 
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in quite the same way. However, due to space and time, I am not able to discuss all of them in 

the thesis as I develop and argue for my favoured African account of stakeholder CSR.  

As such, I argue for the analysis of stakeholders that articulates two crucial points in 

stakeholder CSR discourse about business organisations. First, it involves prudential business 

obligations in the interests of the business organisations about their stakeholders. Second, it 

calls for moral commitment from the business organisations in their relationships with 

stakeholders, which could temper prudential concerns. I am aware that this conception of 

stakeholder that I favour is or could be changeable in light of the Ethical Theory in play as to 

who counts as a stakeholder in the organisational CSR contextual setting. I, therefore, explore 

this point in the latter chapters of the thesis in the context of Utilitarian, Kantian and African 

Ethical Theories to give credence to the development project of my favoured African account 

of stakeholder CSR. 

Despite the changeability of who counts as a stakeholder given the Ethical Theory at play, I 

contend that the conception of stakeholders by Freeman (1984; 1994) and Clarkson (1995), 

still surfaces in explaining who the key stakeholders are insofar as business organisations are 

concerned in stakeholder CSR discourse. This is not to say that analysing stakeholder CSR 

from a business perspective conflicts with a moral point of view of the ethical theories that 

inform it at the point in time. Instead, I acknowledge that although business perspectives are 

often closely allied to the business case, for example, doing good is good for business 

concerning employees and customers. The Ethical Theory at play could go a long way in 

determining who counts as a stakeholder for a particular business, and subsequently, prioritise 

whose benefits, values, rights, claims and interests counts as a stakeholder. For instance, in 

some respects, shareholders are not seen as a type of stakeholder because their claims are 

perceived as a manifestation of self-interest rather than ethics. Others take shareholders to be 
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one type of stakeholder as they have legitimate moral claims (see Donaldson, 1982; Miller & 

Ahren, 1988 in this regard). 

To achieve the aim of my thesis, which is, to develop and defend my favoured African account 

of stakeholder CSR from  “an Afro-centric perspective” (Nicolaides, 2014:17), stakeholders in 

business organisations are thus perceived as ranging from persons to groups representing a 

wide variety of expected benefits, values, rights, claims and interests. This perception is 

informed by the works of Freeman and Reed (1983); Freeman (1984, 1994, 2009); Goodpaster 

(1991); Hill and Jones (1992); Clarkson (1995); Mitchell et al., (1997); Mullins (2002); 

Buchholz and Rosenthal (2002). Almost kicking-off the stakeholder discourse, Freeman and 

Reed (1983) quoted in Gossy (2008:6) advocate, “one broad and one narrow interpretation of 

the term stakeholder” (Freeman & Reed, 1983 cited in Gossy, 2008:6). The former “includes 

any identifiable group or individual who can affect the achievement of an organisation’s 

objectives or is affected by the achievement of an organisation’s objectives” (Freeman & Reed, 

1983:91 cited in Gossy 2008:6). The latter involves “any identifiable group or individual on 

which the organisation is dependent for its continued survival” (Freeman & Reed, 1983:91 

cited in Gossy 2008:6).  

Elsewhere, Freeman (1984) quoted in Baumfield, 2016: 183) makes similar grouping of 

stakeholders “under a narrow view [and] a broader view”. Here, Freeman’s narrow view of 

stakeholders refers, “those groups without whose support, the business would cease to be 

viable” (Freeman, 1984: 63 cited in Baumfield, 2016: 183). Whilst, his broader view of 

stakeholders “captures the idea that if a group or individual can affect a business, then the 

executives must take that group into consideration in thinking about how to create value” 

(Freeman, 1984: 63 cited in Baumfield, 2016: 183 -184).  According to Clarkson, Freeman’s 

broader view of stakeholders include, “groups [that] might not transact directly with the 
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corporation, but can ‘cause significant damage’ if not dealt with in one way or another” 

(Clarkson, 1995:107 cited in Baumfield, 2016: 183-184). Whereas, his narrow view of 

stakeholders involve, “such stakeholders, who in many cases will be directly engaged in 

transactions with the firm” (Freeman, 1984: 62 cited in Baumfield, 2016: 183).  

In academic discourse, however, it is by and large agreed that Freeman (1984) quoted in 

Baumfield (2016) provides what became “the classic definition [of] an organisation’s 

stakeholders” (Baumfield, 2016:183) as “any group or individual who is affected by or can 

affect the achievement of an organisation’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984: 46 cited in Baumfield, 

2016: 183; also cited in Gossy 2008:6). For Hill and Jones (1992: 133), quoted in Gossy 

(2008:6) “the term stakeholders refer to groups of constituents who have a legitimate claim to 

the firm”. Nearly ten years later, Buchholz and Rosenthal provide yet another broad definition 

of the term stakeholder saying that it involves the idea that, “a corporation has a broader 

constituency to serve than stockholders alone” (Buchholz & Rosenthal, 2002: 303 cited in 

Rönnegard & Smith, 2010: 3). Over a decade later, Gaur provides yet another definition of a 

stakeholder as “a person, group or organization that has interest or concern in an organization 

who can affect or be affected by the organization’s actions, objectives and policies” (Gaur, 

2013:1).  

There is no doubt that the variety of definitions of the term stakeholders cited above from 

Freeman and Reed (1983) to Gaur (2013) provide for the categorisation or classification of the 

organisational stakeholders, the nature of their business and good relationships with business 

organisations. Clarkson (1995) quoted in Gossy (2008:6), “distinguishes primary from 

secondary stakeholders” (Clarkson, 1995 cited in Gossy, 2008:6). For Clarkson, primary 

stakeholders are “those without whose continuing participation the business organisation 

cannot survive as going concern” (Clarkson, 1995:106 cited in Gossy, 2008:6). While, 
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secondary stakeholders are “those who influence or affect, or are influenced or affected by the 

business organisation, but they are not engaged in transactions with the corporation and are not 

essential for its survival namely special interest groups or media as examples” (Clarkson, 1995: 

107 cited in Gossy, 2008:6).  

Consequently, Clarkson (1995) quoted in Gossy (2008:6) concludes that business orgnisations 

“manage relationships with stakeholder groups they affect rather than society as a whole, and 

obligations or responsibilities to individual groups like customers, employees, or shareholders, 

and other important constituencies are defined along with corresponding accountabilities” 

(Clarkson, 1995 cited in Gossy, 2008:6). Almost seven years later, Mullins (2002) quoted in 

Amaeshi et al (2008:2) provides yet another broad categorisation of organisational 

stakeholders. The author says that organisational stakeholders “may be grouped under six main 

headings namely employees, shareholders, consumers, government, community and the 

environment, as well as groups such as suppliers, trade unions, business associates and even 

competitors” (Mullins, 2002 cited in Amaeshi et al., 2008:2). In addition, according to 

Goodpaster, “examples of stakeholder groups beyond stockholders are employees, suppliers, 

customers, creditors, competitors, governments, and communities” (Goodpaster, 1991:53).  

Building on the categorisation or classification of the organisational stakeholders, Mitchell et 

al provide, “a typical categorisation of rationales of the nature of the business and moral 

relationships between business organisations and stakeholders from stakeholder theory 

perspective” (Mitchell et al., 1997: 860 – 862). In this regard, by way of an illustration without 

being exhaustive, a wide variety of expected stakes, benefits, values, rights, claims and interests 

represented by stakeholders as well as their normative categories is eloquently presented by 

Maz Demosthenous thus,  
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“Owners have a financial interest in the business and expect a financial return. The 

business affects their livelihood because they need money to live and purchase material 

possessions. 

Employees have their jobs and again their livelihood to consider. In return for their 

skills and labour they provide to the business, they expect a salary, benefits, job 

security, to be treated fairly and not to be exposed to a harmful environment.  

Suppliers are also considered as stakeholders because the business relies on them to 

provide the necessary raw material that will determine the final product’s quality and 

price. The supplier needs to be treated with respect if they are to respond to the needs 

of the business appropriately and accordingly.  

Customers also need to be treated as valued members of the stakeholder network 

because without them the business would not exist. They provide the revenue that is 

needed for the business to achieve its primary goal to be profitable. 

[Finally,] the community is another stakeholder because, in theory, the local 

community grants the business the right to exist. They grant the business the right to 

build facilities to operate, and they purchase the business’ products. For these and other 

reasons, the business should consider the community in their decision making process, 

not only from corporate self-interest view as a key type of relationship with 

stakeholders but also from the stakeholder view, which is another key type of 

relationship in the organisational setting. For example, in the pursuit of organisational 

profitability or productivity, business organisations should not pollute the environment 

because in effect they would be exposing the community to environmental hazards i.e. 

health hazards” (Demosthenous, 2000:7-8).  

The latter classification of stakeholders from the works of Freeman (2009), distinguishes those 

stakeholders on whom the business depends. This approach tends to cluster communities, 
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customers, employees, suppliers, owners or financiers and managers in the same moral position 

of being “those groups without whose support, the business [organisations] would cease to 

exist” (Freeman, 1984: 63 cited in Baumfield, 2016:3). These groups whom the ‘organisational 

being’ of business organisations depends, are dubbed “primary stakeholders of business 

organisations” (Freeman, 2009:61). The approach also clusters governments, media, special 

interest groups, consumer advocate groups and competitors in the same moral position of being 

those individuals or groups that directly or indirectly affect the business of business 

organisations as well as the stakes of primary stakeholders of business organisations. These 

individuals or groups, whose activities directly or indirectly affect the business of business 

organisations and the stake of the primary stakeholders, are notably called “secondary 

stakeholders” (Freeman, 2009: 61).  

Thus, it is evident that Freeman’s classification of stakeholders assumes that some stakeholders 

as individuals or groups have different moral rights, responsibilities and stakes or claims about 

business organisations at any given point in time. This is so even though stakeholder CSR often 

sees everyone in society as a stakeholder in one sense or another. A Business Ethics perspective 

of organisational stakeholder CSR maintains, “each stakeholder holds an intrinsic [moral] 

value” (Kakabadse et al., 2005:291) notwithstanding a strand of Ethical Theory in play. For 

example, consumers figure both as persons on whom the business organisations depend but 

also whom the business organisations can harm. In this regard, stakeholder CSR comes in to 

say consumers should not be harmed even if this may come at the cost of the business 

organisations’ profitability or productivity (see Haski-Leventhal, 2018; Karoff, 2012; Yani-de-

Soriano et al., 2012; Lantos, 2002).  

For Haski-Leventhal, business organisations have “the ethical obligation to ensure the 

wellbeing of consumers…must not harm consumers” (Haski-Leventhal, 2018:77). For the 

author, “being responsible towards customers implies first and foremost that a [business 
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organisation] needs to ensure their wellbeing, safety and health, and practice ethical behaviour 

[towards them by] avoiding deceptive [business practices] i.e. unethical marketing” (Haski-

Leventhal, ibid). Lantos takes this stakeholder CSR point further by powerfully arguing that 

business organisations “should not single-mindedly pursue profit without regard to morality” 

(Lantos, 2001:4).  In agreement, Karoff argues, “the first role of corporate responsibility is the 

first rule of life, which is to do no harm” (Karoff, 2012). For the author, “if a business organisation 

is not successful in satisfying that imperative, no amount of charitable giving, employee 

volunteerism, and creative ideas around social innovation is going to matter” (Karoff, ibid). 

Yani-de-Soriano et al make a similar stakeholder CSR point that business organisations should 

be “committed to corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices that are aimed at preventing 

or minimising the harm associated with their activities” (Yani-de-Soriano et al., 2012:481). 

This “normative or ethical dimension of the stakeholder theory of CSR is often considered 

critical” (Hummels, 1998 cited in Kakabadse et al., 2005:291) but often-downplayed 

(Campbell, 2007: 530).  

So, I argue for the ethical dimension in this thesis as I develop my favoured African account 

of stakeholder CSR comparable to Utilitarian and Kantian accounts of stakeholder CSR. In 

doing so, I submit that stakeholder CSR includes an element of pure benevolence as well as 

prudence as a real ethical factor where there is an interconnection and mutual dependence. I do 

so well aware that I may have difficulty in locating all of it regarding friendship, although 

friendship has an essential element of self- interest, which is my main point. This is the case 

with full recognition that the strand of Ethical Theory, which one uses to analyse stakeholder 

CSR has implications. First, for who counts as more precise stakeholders. Second, for the 

reasons given for promoting or protecting the stakeholders’ stakes or interests in the business 

organisations as it would be seen in section 1.3, and more generally, in the thesis later chapters.  
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Here, Donaldson and Preston (1995) cited in Pedersen (2004:20) are right  to “point out that 

no priority of one set of interests prevails over another, that is,  the [business organisation’s] 

interests are not more important than any other individual stakeholder group’s [interests]”. This 

is the case, be it in managerial and stakeholder views of the firm or business organisation 

concerned as illustrated by figures 2 and 3 in page 20 of this thesis. The managerial view of the 

firm or business organisation “emerged because of the separation of ownership and control and 

the increasing influence of the workforce [includes owners and employees along with suppliers 

and customers]” (Freeman, 2010: 6; Freeman, 1984 cited in Pedersen, 2004:19). Whereas, the 

stakeholder view of the firm or business organisation, more generally includes “everybody else 

who can affect or are affected by the actions of the business organisation” (Woermann & 

Engelbrecht, 2017: 5; Freeman, 2010: 25; Freeman, 1984: 46 cited in Pedersen 2004:19).  

From the normative analysis, however, all stakeholders irrespective of the view in play are 

essential for the moral legitimacy of organisational CSR at the bottom. As Campbell eloquently 

relates, “the normative grounding of CSR raises complex and difficult issues whose neglect 

threatens the credibility of CSR programmes and impedes the articulation and implementation 

of CSR policies” (Campbell, 2007: 530). Here, Campbell (2007) is right to point out that there 

is a need for more attention to be given to normative issues to articulate as to what forms the 

degree of CSR, if any, have moral credibility to deserve the support of stakeholders. As 

Baumfield eloquently states that business organisations “should accordingly be managed in a 

way that maximizes outcomes for all stakeholders” (Baumfield, 2016: 187-188). I concur that 

this should be so even though “many corporate law theorists [still] disagree that [business 

organisations] should be managed in the interests of stakeholders” (Baumfield, 2016: 203). I 

further concur with Baumfield that this should be so as “forging positive relationships with 

stakeholders create[s] value” (Baumfield, 2016: 205). Such “value generation comes through 

processes involving the whole set of stakeholders” (Asher et al., 2005 cited in Retolaza et al., 
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2015: 1008) as a community perceived from ‘stakeholder CSR-friendly’ perspective in the 

stockholder–stakeholder debate (Heath & Norman, 2004 cited in Norman, 2013:9). 

From ‘stakeholder CSR-friendly’ perspective, Bowie (1991) avers, “morality requires that a 

business organisation be viewed as a moral community” (Bowie, 1999 cited in Bowie 2013: 

186; 2017: 82) for the benefit of all stakeholders. Bowie argues, in a moral community setting 

“the organisation should be managed in ways that benefit the interests of the stakeholders” 

(Bowie, 2013: 186). Here, the author concurs with Rawlsian view that business “organisations 

are cooperative enterprises or social unions” (Bowie, 2013: 186) of stakeholders.  From 

Rawlsian notion of social union, “two views of how society is held together” (Rawls, 1999 

cited in Bowie, 2013:186) are derived, namely private and social views. According to Bowie, 

“in the private view, human beings  form social institutions after calculating that it would be 

advantageous to do so” (Bowie, 2013: 186). Whereas, “in the social view, human beings form 

social institutions because they share final ends and value common institutions and activities 

as intrinsically good” (Bowie, ibid). Here, as opposed to private setting, the author claims, “in 

a social [setting], cooperation is a key element of success because each individual in a social 

union knows that he cannot achieve his interests within the group by himself” (Bowie, ibid). 

This is so because “the cooperation of others is necessary as it provides stability to the 

organisation, enables it to endure, and enables individuals both to realise their potential and to 

see the qualities of others that lead to organisational success” (Bowie, ibid). Thus, using 

Kantian lenses, Bowie’s thesis is roughly that “if a business [organisation] were viewed as a 

moral community, the interest one stakeholder would never automatically predominate over 

any other” (Bowie, 1991). Hence, he argues that, “if the interest of one stakeholder is given 

priority over another, then there should be a moral justification that establishes the priority” 

(Bowie, ibid). In ensuing section 1.3, I discuss what makes balancing organisational 

stakeholders’ interests special or desirable from stakeholder CSR-friendly perspective.  
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Figure 2: The Managerial View of the Firm   

 

Source: Freeman (2010:6). 

Figure 3: The Stakeholder View of the Firm    

 

Source: Freeman (2010:25) 
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1.3 What is Special about Stakeholders? 

Stakeholders have always been unique for business organisations, and according to Bryson 

“failure to attend carefully to [stakeholders’] interests and information can easily lead to a 

[business] disaster” (Bryson, 2004:46). Such business disaster may include the loss of 

stakeholder confidence, support and trust. For Bryson, “Nutt's masterful study of 400 strategic 

decisions in which half of the decisions failed illustrates that decision makers simply failed to 

attend to interests and information held by key stakeholders” (Nutt, 2002 cited in Bryson, 2004: 

23). Thus, Nutt’s study provides a valuable lesson for the need to create what Moore (1995) 

quoted in Bryson (2004) labelled a “‘stakeholder authorising environment’ [for improving] 

organisational performance, for example, though decision making protocols or accountability 

mechanisms” (Moore, 1995 cited in Bryson, 2004:24). Indeed, the increasingly interconnected 

nature of the business world suggests that, “failure to attend to the information and concerns 

of stakeholders clearly is a kind of flaw in thinking or action that too often and too predictably 

leads to poor performance, outright failure or even disaster” (Bryson, 2004: 23), for example, 

confidence and trust deficit as I alluded to earlier.  

Here, as previously indicated, “a stakeholder is any group or individual who can affect or is 

affected by the achievement of the organisation's objectives” (Freeman, 1984: 46 cited in 

Bryson, 2004: 23).  With this understanding, the fact is that business organisations “are moving 

into an era where networks of stakeholders are becoming at least as important, if not more 

important, than markets and hierarchies” (Powell, 1990 cited in Bryson, 2004: 24). This is the 

case “even if those networks are often operating in the shadow of hierarchy” (Hanf & Scharpf, 

1978 cited in Bryson, 2004: 24), or “in the shadow of markets” (Milward, 2003 cited in Bryson, 

2004: 24). Therefore, Goodpaster argues, “it seems essential, yet in some ways illegitimate, to 
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orient corporate decisions by ethical values that go beyond strategic stakeholder considerations 

to multi-fiduciary ones” (Goodpaster, 1991:63). In agreement, Boatright remarks, 

“It is illegitimate to orient corporate decisions that bear fiduciary duties of management 

by ethical values that go beyond strategic stakeholder considerations to include the 

interests of other constituencies, but it is important to orient other corporate decisions 

by these values” (Boatright, 1994: 404 cited in Storchevoy, 2018:106).  

In agreement with Goodpaster (1991) and Boatright (1994), Reynolds et al contend that, 

“balancing stakeholder interests is arguably the most critical of stakeholder principles as it 

represents the principal mechanism by which managers pay attention to, elicit and maintain the 

support of stakeholder groups with disparate needs and wants” (Reynolds et al., 2006:285-86). 

In the same breath, Phillips maintains that business “organi[s]ations have stakeholders [and] 

are dependent upon these constituency groups for their success” (Phillips, 2003: 3). Scott and 

Davis also agree that “no business organisation is self-sufficient; all depend for survival on the 

types of relations they establish with the larger systems of which they are a part” (Scott & 

Davis, 2007:11). As Woermann and Engelbrecht powerfully put it when summing up Scott and 

Davis’ view thus, “similar to individual persons, [business organisations] are radically 

interdependent and constituted by a network of relationships which include but are not limited 

to employees, customers, suppliers, regulators and communities” (Woermann & Engelbrecht, 

2017:5). Therefore, Bourne underlines, “ the importance of stakeholders  and how stakeholder 

management or engagement  contributes  to the success of organisational  activities [as] 

organisational wealth can be created or destroyed  through relationships with its stakeholders” 

(Bourne, 20016: 30). Hence, she maintains that it is imperative that “in developing processes 

and practices for stakeholder management and engagement, organisations [must] understand 

how far their stakeholders will go to achieve, promote, or protect their stake” (Bourne, 2016: 

30). For the author “by definition, a stake may be:  an interest; rights (legal or moral); 
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ownership [and) contribution in the form of knowledge or support” (Bourne, 2016: 30). 

Elsewhere, Bourne provides a snapshot of what stake may include thus, 

“An interest in the outcome, an individual or group affected by the work or the outcome, 

whether direct or indirect; rights, legal or moral ownership, such as intellectual property 

rights, or real property rights, and a contribution in the form of knowledge (i.e. expertise 

or experience) or support in form of funds, human resources, or advocacy” (Bourne, 

2009: 30). 

Thus, Bourne is convinced that, “it is important to consider the nature of a stakeholder’s stake 

when defining a stakeholder’s requirements, or defining how the individual or group can 

impact the organisational activities” (Bourne, 2016: 30).  In accord, Hill and Jones (1992) and 

Jones (1995) quoted in Reynolds et al (2006:293) claim that “according to stakeholder theory, 

considering and satisfying stakeholders is instrumentally and normatively valuable for the 

organisation because it garners legitimacy and trust from them, and thereby improves the 

likelihood that the organisation will achieve its goals”. For Reynolds et al,  “despite what might 

be currently described as a crisis of confidence among stakeholders everywhere, we can take 

some encouragement in the evidence that paints managers as individuals who are generally 

interested and motivated in balancing resources among stakeholders” (Reynolds et al., 

2006:298). Accordingly, these managers perceive “the benefits of building good relationships 

with their stakeholders from various perspectives” (Contentextra, n.d: 2). According to 

Contentextra, these include but not limited to, “the outlook of informed decision-making for 

their strategic plans; cooperative solutions to an organisation’s goals; increased organisational 

effectiveness; improved corporate reputation and avoidance of negative press” (Contentextra, 

ibid). In a sense, these benefits shed some light as to what it is about stakeholders that gives 

them priority claims against business organisations whose objectives affect them. Thus, 

irrespective of ethical theory at play, developing positive relationships with stakeholders is a 
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necessity for business organisations as they are “caught up, inextricably bound up… in a bundle 

of life [with stakeholders]” (Tutu, 1999: 35 cited in Woermann & Engelbrecht, 2017:5). In the 

following section 1.4, I discuss various strands of Ethical Theory indicating their purpoted CSR 

explanations and justifications of stakeholders’ expectations from business organisations.    

1.4 Ethical Theorising of Stakeholder Corporate Social Responsibility 

In theorising stakeholder CSR in Western ethics, there have been numerous strands of Ethical 

Theory that purport to explain and justify the expectations that stakeholders reasonably have 

of business organisations. These strands of Ethical Theory, I argue, have generally been used 

to ground, analyse and guide the moral behaviour of business organisations towards their 

stakeholders. More generally, according to Garcia-Castro and Ariño (2008: 4), they have been 

“built on the concepts of common good (Argandoña, 1998), risk (Clarkson, 1994), fair 

contracts and fairness (Freeman, 1994; Phillips, 2003), social contracts theory (Donaldson & 

Dunfee, 1999; Keeley, 1988; 1995), Kantianism (Evan & Freeman, 1983; 2004), or property 

rights (Donaldson & Preston, 1995)”. In addition, according to the authors, they have been 

drawn from “ethics of care (Dobson & White, 1995; Wicks, Freeman & Gilbert 1994; Burton, 

1993; Burton & Dunn, 1996, 2005); and Utilitarianism (Beauchamp & Bowie, 2004; Evan & 

Freeman, 2004)” – (see Garcia-Castro & Ariño, ibid). Finally yet importantly, they have been 

further extracted from virtue ethics (Carroll 1998; Nunes & Simescu, 2010; Chun, 2016; 

Constantinescu & Kaptein, 2018). The characteristic conceptual positions of these strands of 

Ethical Theory are briefly highlighted, and discussed below.  

Argandoña suggests a common good notion for identifying stakeholders based on their “rights 

and duties… in accordance with the common good of the company, of the particular society it 

has with its stakeholders, and of society as a whole” (Argandoña, 1998: 1100). Belal (2008) 

quotes Clarkson (1994) that “stakeholders should only be identified if they bear risk because 
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of the business organisation’s activities” (Belal, 2008: 20 cited in Clarkson, 1994:5). For 

Clarkson, business organisations are “responsible to those who have invested in them” 

(Clarkson, 1994:5 cited in Belal, 2008: 20). From the social contract theory standpoint, 

Donaldson and Dunfee (1995: 93) quoted in Smith (2000: 19) assume that stakeholders as 

“individual contractors would wish to retain the right to select their values to the maximum 

extent possible and that they would desire to participate in economic communities that reflect 

their personal and cultural values”. 

Blair (1995) and Zingales (2000) quoted in Mahoney et al (2004:18) articulate the basic thesis 

“of the modern property rights approach that it might be efficient to allocate formal control 

rights to the stakeholder who has a lot of de facto power, as is the case for critical workers who 

can easily leave”. In support of this fundamental thesis of the modern property rights approach, 

Mahoney et al (2004:18) quotes Donaldson and Preston (1995: 88) to have argued, “the theory 

of property rights, which is commonly supposed to support the shareholder theory of the firm, 

in its modern and pluralistic form, supports the stakeholder theory of the firm instead”. Wicks 

et al (1994) quoted in Lawrence and Maitlis (2012:644), “initiated the discussion of an ethic of 

care and stakeholder theory with their feminist reinterpretation of the stakeholder concept”. 

Lawrence and Maitlis (2012:644) note that, “this has been followed by a stream of work 

applying feminist ideas and an ethic of care in particular, to stakeholder theory” (Burton & 

Dunn, 1996, 2005; Liedtka, 1996; Wicks, 1996 cited in Lawrence & Maitlis, 2012:644). 

Indeed, Lawrence and Maitlis (2012:644) quotes Burton and Dunn (2005: 457), to have 

“argued for shifting stakeholder theory from a reliance on abstract principles towards a caring 

approach that focuses on relationships, responsibilities to stakeholders other than the firm itself, 

consensus building and communication, and trust and cooperation”.  
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Informed by the Utilitarian Ethical Theory, “the principle of corporate effects” (Greenwood & 

De Ceiri, 2005: 4) holds that organisational “managers are responsible for the effects of their 

actions on others” (Evan & Freeman, 2004:79 cited in Greenwood & De Ceiri, 2005: 4). Put 

differently, it claims that, “the managers bear a fiduciary duty to the stakeholders” (Greenwood 

& De Ceiri, 2005: 8). In this regard, Evan and Freeman's date view is that “management must 

act in the interests of the stakeholders as their agents” (Evan & Freeman, 2004: 82 cited in 

Greenwood & De Ceiri, 2005: 8). On the other hand, grounded on Kantian Ethical Theory as 

informed by the respect for persons, the principle of corporate rights stipulates that 

organisational “managers may not violate the legitimate rights of others to determine their own 

future” (Evan & Freeman, 2004: 79 cited in Greenwood & De Ceiri, 2005: 5). In other words, 

it states that the business organisation should be “managed for the benefits of their 

stakeholders” (Greenwood & De Ceiri, 2005:8). Here, Evan and Freeman (2004) quoted in 

Greenwood and De Ceiri (2005) are of the view that, “the rights of stakeholders must be 

ensured through their participation in decisions that substantially affect [or maximise] their 

welfare” (Evan & Freeman, 2004: 82 cited in Greenwood & De Ceiri, 2005:8). Alternatively, 

Constantinescu and Kaptein argue for “a business virtue ethics orientation [of] CSR [that] 

foster[s] organisational virtuousness” (Constantinescu & Kaptein, 2018: 3-4). Despite this 

growing literature in Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR, however, there is still no agreement 

among moral philosophers and business ethicists on which strand of Ethical Theory provides 

the best normative grounding of the stakeholder CSR.  

Notwithstanding this notable tangle of disagreements, three strands of Ethical Theory seem 

promising in grounding normative stakeholder CSR. These are Utilitarian, Kantian and Virtue 

Ethical Theories5. Undoubtedly, of the three strands of Ethical Theory cited, Utilitarianism and 

                                                             
5 In this thesis, in order for me to give credence to my little known favourite Africal Ethical Theory of CSR that I 

have found to be attractive and intuitively desirable, I have preferred duty-based Kantian and Utilitarian ethics to 

Virtue ethics (Chun, 2016). For details in this regard, see section 6.2.4 in this thesis on pages 371-375.  
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Kantianism have a significant influence on business organisations’ behaviour in comparison to 

others, and are highly evident in aspects of ethics in business literature. Despite embodying 

different  and often contradictory normative grounding philosophies of the proper criterion of 

morally right and wrong action, they have been the most influential and plausible Western 

‘moral standards’ in grounding, analysing and guiding the moral behaviour or action of 

business organisations from the stakeholder CSR perspective. They have also been the most 

appealing moral standards to moral philosophers and business ethicists alike in grounding how 

the relationship of business organisations with their respective stakeholders ought to be acted 

out. Their different normative claims of moral rightness and wrongness of actions are evident 

in stakeholder CSR thinking and practice in business literature (see Freeman & Werhane, 1997; 

Beauchamp & Bowie 2001; Andersen & Kaspersen, 2000), are discussed in this thesis. The 

Utilitarian account is the focus of Chapter 2, while Chapter 3 discusses the Kantian account.  

To obtain focus on the normative grounding of stakeholder CSR by each approach, I mainly 

address their theoretical implications and the extent to which they can be used to offer moral 

justifications for and limitations to the practice of stakeholder CSR. I do so to establish how 

they can be compared to, or rivalled by my favourite African Ethical Theory. To this end, I am 

not concerned about whether they are plausible Ethical Theories for stakeholder CSR. I take it 

for granted that they are and have been most influential and widespread among contemporary 

Western moral philosophers and business ethicists when they are considering their implications 

for stakeholder CSR as a corporate business practice, involving organisational actions. 

This discussion on the normative grounding of stakeholder CSR in Utilitarian and Kantian 

Ethical Theories brings me closer to achieving the ultimate goal of the thesis. That overall goal 

is to develop an African account of stakeholder CSR comparable with these well-known 

dominant and influential accounts in Western ethics. To this end, I construct my favourite 

African account of stakeholder CSR from lessons drawn from the works of scholars who are 
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symphathetic to my project. One of such works is the work of Lutz (2009), which postulates 

how African ethic can influence [stakeholder] management theory, providing an alternative to 

traditional western approaches.  Here, Lutz is convinced, as I am that African ethic “is capable 

of playing a central role in developing the needed theory of global [stakeholder] management 

(Lutz, 2009:325). For the author, one of the key features of such stakeholder management 

focused theory “must understand the business firm, not as a collection of individuals, but as a 

‘nurturing community, in which individuals may flourish morally as well as materially’” 

(Dobson, 1997: 148 cited in Lutz, 2009: 325). In this  stakeholder organisational context as 

understood by Lutz, it would “mean that managers must promote the good of all members of the 

firm, not just its owners, as well as the good of the larger communities to which it belongs” (Lutz, 2009: 

325). For the author, “when the firm is understood as a community, the purpose of management 

is neither to benefit one collection of individuals, as owner-value-maximization theories claim, 

nor to benefit many collections of individuals, as stakeholder theories tell us, but to benefit the 

community, as well as the larger communities of which it is a part” (Lutz, 2009: 318). 

 In line with  the work of Lutz (2009), then the development of  my favourite African account 

of stakeholder CSR further emanates from my rough theoretical understanding and 

appreciation of Khomba’s Ubale Framework depicted in figure 4 page 29 of the thesis as an 

African “conceptual framework of stakeholder relationships and networks” (Khomba, 2011:8 

cited in Khomba et al., 2013: 35). The attractiveness of Khomba’s Ubale Framework for me is 

that it beautifully underscores African stakeholder CSR view that “for any business to maintain 

its sustainability, it is imperative that all stakeholders are ethically and morally treated” 

(Khomba et al., 2013: 34). For Khomba et al, “the essence of the Ubale Framework is that of 

relationships and networks in respect of all stakeholders that are engaged in the creation of 

wealth for an organisation” (Khomba et al., 2013: 35). Here, I concur with Khomba et al that, 

“such stakeholder relationships and networks resonate with the foundations of the African 
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[ethic] where all members are regarded as one community” (Khomba et al., 2013: 35-36) in 

which “the recognition of the interconnectedness of and relationships between all stakeholders” 

(Khomba et al., 2013: 36), are prized in the interest of friendship. 

Figure 4: The Ubale Framework of Stakeholder Relationships and Networks 

 

Source: Khomba 2011:8 cited in Khomba et al., 2013: 35. 

Building on Khomba’s Ubale Framework that prizes harmonious and friendly relationships, I 

submit that the African account is attractive and promising for the normative grounding of 

stakeholder CSR. Therefore, I contend that it should have a place alongside the Utilitarian and 

Kantian accounts when considering normative basis of CSR. I do so full aware that Utilitarian 
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and Kantian accounts are without doubt normatively grounded on what moral philosophers and 

professional ethicists call moral theories, that is, sets of moral beliefs that purport to yield 

general principles of right or wrong action. They are also the two most widely invoked Ethical 

Theories in Business Ethics to stakeholder CSR discourse. Roughly, Utilitarianism holds that 

“actions are wrong just insofar as they tend to reduce people's quality of life” (Metz, 2011:536). 

Whereas, Kantianism states that actions are “solely [wrong] to the extent that they degrade 

people's capacity for autonomy” (Metz, ibid). As alluded to earlier, I critically explore the 

implications of these two Western moral theories for stakeholder CSR in the thesis. My aim is   

to compare and contrast their implications with those of a less familiar but attractive and 

promising African Ethical Theory informed by ideas of valuing harmonious and friendly 

relationships with others – see chapters 2 and 3 for detailed discussions on Utilitatian and 

Kantian Ethical Theories and their implications for CSR.  

According to this African ethic of morality6, “an action is right just insofar as it is a way of 

living harmoniously or prizing communal relationships, ones in which people identify with 

each other and exhibit solidarity with one another; otherwise, an action is wrong” (Metz, 2010: 

51). Here, I concur with Metz (2013) that the attractiveness of the African ethic for grounding 

morality of actions lies in prizing “harmonious relationships characterised by identifying with 

others or conceiving of oneself as part of a group or community and by solidarity, caring for 

one another and seeking the good of others” (Metz, 2013 cited in Behrens, 2013:34). As Andoh 

eloquently relays when summing up Metzian account of African ethic, “to identify and exhibit 

                                                             
6 Indeed, my thesis does build on Metzian conception and interpretation of African morality and what constitutes 

a right action. To augment Metzian account of African morality as my chosen interpretation, and to give it 

credence towards assisting me develop my African CSR, I purposively, throughout the thesis, refer to other 

versions of African morality and appeal to African proverbs and aphorisms. To this end, I have chosen versions 

of African morality, proverbs and aphorisms closest to strengthen the argument for Metzian approach as my 

chosen interpretation of African morality. These chosen alternate sources complement the central ethic, or at least 

do not contradict it. 
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solidarity with others is largely for people to think of themselves as members of the same group, 

that is, to conceive of themselves as, as well as for them to engage in joint projects, coordinating 

their behaviour to realise shared ends” (Andoh, 2011:70).  I take this Metzian account of 

African ethic of morality for granted, and acknowledge that it informs my project of developing 

an account of stakeholder CSR of African pedigree comparable to Utilitarian and Kantian 

accounts in Western ethics. Accordingly, I have explained Metzian account in more detail on 

pages 80-86 of the thesis, and further provided reasons for being my preferred account despite 

having its detractors as acknowledged on pages 84-85 of the thesis.  In my view, it persuasively 

“promises to serve as an attractive account of right action and of attitudes positively oriented 

toward it” (Metz, 2012:101) in the field of stakeholder CSR.  

The questions, then, that I am answering in this thesis are thus: what difference to stakeholder 

CSR would there be if it embodied the applications and implications of any of these ethical 

theories for moral actors? Another question is which ethical theory do I favour for the 

normative grounding of stakeholder CSR as a corporate business practice, involving 

organisational actions? The answer to these questions that I defend in the thesis is that, 

alongside the Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories, the African Ethical Theory with its 

prescription to be friendly (i.e responsive) in the best possible way to others promises an 

attractive normative grounding or guiding stakeholder CSR, and is my favourite account of 

stakeholder CSR. From an “African Socio-Cultural Framework” (Khomba et al., 2013:32), its 

promise for an attractive normative grounding of stakeholder CSR lies in prizing communal or 

friendly relationships above other considerations, as I shall argue in the thesis.  In what follows 

in section 1.5, I present the conceptual schema of my thesis built on an African conception of 

friendship as a promising normative grounding that, more generally, provides an attractive 

stakeholder “moral basis for the practice of CSR in [African ethics]” (Mofuoa, 2018: 490).   
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1.5 Conceptual Schema of the Thesis  

Although my thesis is not work in the philosophy of friendship, it is important to have it as a 

conceptual schema that enables me to explain and clarify how my favoured African Ethical 

Theory of CSR is similar or dissimilar to Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories of CSR in 

Western ethics. Here, to borrow from Emeka Emeakaroha, “a famous African proverb comes 

to mind to express the African sense of community [as friendship]” (Emeakaroha, 2002:2). It 

proclaims, “go the way that many people do; if you go alone, you will have reason to lament” 

(Davidson, 1969:31 cited Emeakaroha, 2002:2). Typically, an African 7  worldview sees 

friendship as a moral phenomenon valued as both an end and as the means, which serves to 

impose a limitation on, or advance alternative perspectives over and above justified self-interest 

(Utilitarianism) or prioritising autonomy (Kantianism). This is the African view of friendship 

that I adopt in the thesis and use as a conceptual schema in comparing and contrasting my 

favoured African moral approach to CSR from the Utilitarian and Kantian moral approaches. 

In essence, my African theoretical schema of friendship is that it is both an end in itself, which 

is a desirable way of life or quality of life and a means to an end, that is, a vital contributor 

towards “sharing a way of life with others or improving others’ quality of life” (Metz, 

2012:103). Alsewhere, Metz eloquently articulates the African sense of friendship, as “the 

combination of sharing a way of life and improving others’ quality of life is what most people 

mean by friendship” (Metz, 2012:104). This African sense of friendship is further captured 

succinctly by this African proverb “A friend is someone you share the path with” (Kariuki, 

2017: 67) which metaphorically speaking means to be communal or friendly.  

                                                             
7 The use of the term ‘African’ here does not in any way claim or assume that there is some kind of homogenous 

worldview or ethic for peoples of Africa nor the use of African morality is intended to reflect the actual values of 

Africans. For detailed discussions on the use of the term ‘African’, see section 4 of chapter 4 in the thesis on page 

190. Here, it is urgent to point out that I am not merely describing and instead I am prescribing, albeit by drawing 

on values that have been salient in African cultures. 
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Here, sharing a path with others depicts the essence of the African conceptual understanding 

of friendship, which Ifemesia calls African “humane living” (Ifemesia, 1979).  He describes it 

as, “...a way of life emphatically centred upon human interests and values; a mode of living 

evidently [characterised] by empathy and by consideration and compassion for human beings” 

(Ifemesia 1979:2). Hence, Ssettuuma is right when he asserts, “the understanding of friendship 

in the African heritage is founded on the human person as a network of relationships 

incarnated” (Ssettuuma, 2010:60). Therefore, I submit that the African maxim that ‘a person is 

a person through other persons’connotes importance and essence of friendship. This point is 

articulated by Metz thus, “it is well understood, at least in philosophical form, to be the claim 

that one should develop into a real person, or live a genuinely human way of life. This is 

something that one does just insofar as one prizes friendly relationships, ones in which one 

shares a way of life with others and cares for their quality of life” (Metz, 2012:104). 

Thus, the African sense of friendship “recognises [the] worth [of] others as human beings not 

only [for] what they possess or what they can do for each other” (Matondo, 2012:40). In the 

African sense of friendship, therefore, friends “are mindful that each person has something to 

contribute to each other’s welfare” (Matondo, ibid). As the Nigerian Hausa proverb says, 

“friendship with the ferryman right from the dry season means that when the rains come, you 

will be the first to cross” (Emeakaroha, 2002:4). According to Emeakaroha, “this proverb 

emphasises the value of constancy in friendship [as] in it, the worth of the ferryman as a human 

being is not determined solely by what he can offer during the rains, hence he must be 

befriended right from the dry season when his occupation is not in strict demand” (Emeakaroha, 

ibid).  

Typically, “the African, therefore, [would often] carry the [friendship] ideals of his community 

into the wider world – another community” (Emeakaroha, 2002:5). Hence, “the values of 

friendship cherished in his community should enable him to know that others, [even strangers 
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are] his [friends as] the Igbo proverb says, ‘don't laugh at a distant boat being tossed by the 

waves, your brother may be in it’” (Emeakaroha, ibid). Here, the African attitude to strangers 

as friends is related by Okafor (1974) quoted in Emeakaroha (2002) as follows,  

“In traditional African culture, whenever there is food to be taken, everyone present is 

invited to participate even if the food was prepared for far less number of people without 

anticipating the arrival of visitors. It would be the height of incredible bad manners for 

one to eat anything however small, without sharing it with anyone else present, or at 

least expressing the intention to do so” (Okafor, 1974: 21 cited in Emeakaroha, 2002:6). 

Thus, the African sense of friendship is accommodative of strangers and easily incorporates 

them. This is not surprising given that the metaphor of friend has particular relevance in the 

African context where people see themselves through others in that they ordinarily see their 

lives as intertwined with that of others, as it is characteristically friendship with reference. This 

point is well said by the Congolese proverb, “the friends of our friends are our friends”. The 

implication here is that the African moral standpoint typically sees friendship as involving an 

attitude to everyone like benevolence. This is a different worldview from the one that usually 

conceives friends as a specially favoured collection of persons.  

Accordingly, applied to CSR, the African sense of friendship holds the view that organisational 

stakeholders are not exclusively a distinctive collection of persons or groups. Instead, 

organisational stakeholders are perceived as involving a multiple of persons with a wide array 

of stakes or interests in the given business organisation. In this regard, therefore, friendship or 

friendliness is perceived as a pro tanto overriding but not if the consequences are very harmful 

to friends and others. Ssettuuma (2010) quoted in Takyi (2013) correctly points out that 

friendship is the outcome of “human relationships that are authentic and mutual; reciprocal and 

intimate” (Ssettuuma, 2010:57 cited in Takyi, 2013:70). According to Takyi, a Ghanaian Akan 
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proverb expressly speaks about this relational or other-regarding sociological reciprocity of 

benefit thus, “Hu m’enyiwado ma me ntsi na atwe ebien nam – To have someone blow off the 

foreign object in the eye is the reason why two antelopes walk together” (Takyi, 2013:70). 

Summing up the African notion of friendship, “then, a person exhibits [friendship or 

friendliness] just insofar as [her actions] express a prizing of communal or friendly 

relationships, one of sharing a way of life with others and caring for their quality of life” (Metz, 

2012: 105). In what follows in section 1.6, I discuss the African notion of friendship in relation 

to self-interest to give credence to my project of defending my favoured African account of 

CSR comparable to Utilitarian and Kantians accounts in Western ethics. 

1.6 African Friendship and Self Interest 

My model of the conceptual schema of how Utilitarian, Kantian and African Ethical Theories 

of CSR logically relate to each other comes through clearly in Chapter 5. My schema accepts 

that elements of Utilitarian and Kantian justifications of their versions of CSR are acceptable 

except when they conflict with African ethic in the form of the intrinsic value of friendship and 

cooperative relationships. However, it is important to note that aspects of Utilitarianism and 

Kantianism are elements within non-instrumental justifications for mutual friendship itself. It 

is in this regard that African notions of friendship and self-interest are usually intertwined to 

the extent that they are other-regarding. In this regard, Wiredu eloquently states that the African 

notion of friendship “is, in general, to have some conception of other selves in contrast to 

oneself. At the minimum, this involves having a sense of one’s interests about the interests of 

others. It also involves, beyond this, some sense of the need to harmonise these interests, which, 

by any account, are apt frequently to conflict” (Wiredu, 2005: 117).  In essence, according to 

Duska, African ethic embraces the view that, “a certain amount of egoistic self-interest is 

useful, and indeed necessary, to engage in the ethical question of how one ought to live 

communally with others” (Duska, 2012). 
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Thus, in essence, African ethic does not deny that there is a level of self-interest based upon 

everyone's desire to interact with someone that they can build or establish supportive and 

cooperative relationships with others. Preferably, it subscribes to the notion of self-interest that 

is described in terms of including others in the self or what Stanlick labelled “valuing others 

for oneself” (Stanlick, 2002). This sort of self-interest involves other-regarding acts and rejects 

the arrogance of self-centeredness that usually breeds selfishness. African ethic advocates for 

a sort of self-interest that requires that “we value our friends such that we wish for them well 

irrespective of our interests” (Stanlick, 2002: 345). For African ethic, self-interest that is not 

essentially friendly or other-regarding is antithetical to “liv[ing] a genuinely human way of life 

by communing, or sometimes ‘being in harmony’, with other people” (Metz, 2012: 102). 

Therefore, one who acts solely based on maximising his or her self-interest would inevitably 

deprive himself or herself and others of the human existence of “sharing a way of life with 

others and caring for their quality of life” (Metz, 2012: 103). 

Here, African ethic rejects a moral discourse on self-interest based on the idea that people think 

and act solely based on that which is to their self-interest. Rather, it embraces the performance 

of self-regarding acts by moral agents that are primarily other-regarding for the benefit of all, 

which means that they are not exclusively guided by one’s personal needs or selfish interest. 

Here, according to Galles, “when Mother Teresa used her Nobel Prize award to build 

a leprosarium, she was acting in a self-interested manner because those resources were used to 

advance something she cared about, but she did not act in a selfish manner” (Galles, 2015). 

This is so in that she did not disregard other-regarding concerns of others who needed to receive 

leprosy treatment. On the contrary, the self-regarding “International Business Machines (IBM) 

policy of donating or selling computers to educational institutions at a lower cost benefits the 

business by way of tax concessions and increased sales to students who used IBM products on 

campus” (Dorasamy, 2010: 51). In this regard, thus, from the African ethic viewpoint, “IBM’s 
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motives are not purely altruistic, because its policy is primarily based on benefits to the 

business” (Ferrel et al., 2004 cited in Dorasamy, 2010: 51-52). 

In the above regard, friends of African ethic would usually claim that IBM’s self-regarding 

business acts are not purposely promoting other-regarding business acts for the genuine 

concern of others, which means promoting true friendships and loving relationships with the 

students in this case. This would be the moral standpoint of friends of African ethic that refutes 

the assertion by Friedman’s (1993) cited in Rossouw and van Vuuren (2004) that, “it is 

acceptable to spend corporate money on social responsibility when a business stands to benefit” 

(Dorasamy, 2020: 52). For friends of African ethic, this would be indicative of IBM only acting 

purely in its self-interest, which is primary self-regarding under the guise of social 

responsibility supposedly to be other-regarding for the concern of others. Thus, for friends of 

African ethic, one’s self-regarding acts born out of self-interest that are inherently other-

regarding are indicative of loving relationships, and are much more valuable and are prized for 

the sake of harmony or friendship, at the bottom. 

In essence, in the eyes of friends of African ethic, self-regarding acts and other-regarding acts, 

“can be considered as a continuum ranging from a self-interest orientation involving 

instrumental reciprocity with particular people to responsiveness out of a concern for others” 

(Maclagan, 1998 cited in Dorasamy, 2010: 53). Thus, for Dorasamy “a concern for others can 

be motivated by genuine [other-regarding acts for friendship’s sake], while at the same time 

not neglecting self-interest” (Dorasamy, 2010:53). For the author, “such [self-interested] 

concern is generally guided by moral reasoning that is vital for all rational [friends for the sake 

of the friendship they have with one another]” (Dorasamy, ibid). As Marcus Tullius Cicero, a 

Roman philosopher once said ‘friend is, as it were, a second self’.  Here, Singer eloquently 

articulates this point thus, “self-interested acts must be shown to be compatible with more 
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broadly based ethical principles if they are to be ethically defensible, for the notion of ethics 

carries with it the idea of something bigger than the individual” (Singer, 1993: 10).  In this 

regard, therefore, Singer comes to a practical conclusion that as a moral agent, “if I am to 

defend my conduct on ethical grounds, I cannot point only to the benefits it brings me. I must 

address myself to a larger audience, that is, friends” (Singer, 1993: ibid).  

From an African ethic worldview, friends are dependent on each other as expressed by an 

African proverb that ‘wo nsa holorow benkum, na benkun nso holorow nifa – the left arm 

washes the right arm and the right arm washes the left arm’ (Gyekye, 1987:20). Molefe brings 

home the essence of this African proverb to the discourse of self-interest in the light of African 

ethic when he writes, “I need other human beings to discover myself as a human being, to 

function ordinarily as a human being and to flourish as a moral agent” (Molefe, 2016:97). On 

this account, the author further notes that, “to talk of self-interest indeed is to always implicate 

one in relation with others between whom there is always co-dependency as well as co-

existence of some sort” (Molefe, ibid).  

One of the iconic ethical symbols in African ethic that demonstrates the normative priority of 

co-dependence and co-existence in friendship and its inherent self-interest contradictions is the 

“Akan culture of a crocodile with one stomach and two heads” (Wiredu, 1992; 1996 cited in 

Molefe, 2016:97; Wiredu, 2009:10 cited in Matolino, 2018:35). Wiredu fondly writes about 

this Akan symbol thus, “My own favourite among the art motifs I have found in Akan culture 

is that depicting a crocodile with one stomach but two heads locked up in a fight over food” 

(Wiredu, 2009:10 cited in Matolino, 2018:35). This common Ghanaian motif encapsulates a 

proverb about crocodiles fighting even though they share one stomach. This art motif, on the 

one hand, invokes the significance of the self-interest as an agent behind friendship in African 

ethic. In doing so, the motif depicts that it is necessarily in the self-interest of people as moral 

agents to build or establish supportive and cooperative friendships with others. It also indicates 
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cooperation and interdependence as a bedrock of friendships between people. After all, people 

at the bottom essentially have the same interests or one stomach of “sharing a way of life with 

others and caring for their quality of life” (Metz, 2012: 103). Therefore, in a sense, the stomach 

represents people’s identical fundamental interests or needs to survive or function as, “moral 

agents for the benefit of each other” (Molefe, 2016: 97).  

The two heads of the crocodile locked in combat, on the other hand, represent conflict typical 

of any friendship, which emanates from self-centredness and selfishness. The two heads of the 

crocodile “fight over food that goes to a common stomach because each relishes the food in its 

throat” (Kojo Arthur, 2017: 73; xcroc, 2008) out of sheer self-interest without realising that 

“the food is destined, in any case, to the same stomach they share” (Wiredu, 1995a: 57 cited in    

Gyekye, 2003: 356). The two heads of the crocodile, in essence, depict the African “notions 

about the inherent difficulties of reconciling individual and group self-interests” (xcroc, 2008) 

even if they are friends, family, or members of the community. The warring heads further 

signify that the existence of differences in interests among people as friends or family is 

recognised and respected in African ethic as illustrated in African proverb that ‘even the tongue 

and teeth fight at times’. Therefore, “the common stomach of the two-headed crocodile in 

compact” according to (xcroc, ibid) illustrates the possibility of resolving the irrationality of 

inherent conflicting interests between people as friends, family or members of the community. 

Consequently, the stomach represents other-regarding acts of friendship, and two heads signify 

individual self-regarding acts of sheer self-interest born out of selfishness or self-centredness.  

Various scholars have provided interpretations of this “Ghanaian imagery of two crocodiles 

with one stomach and fighting over food” (see Mitchell, 2015; McMinn & Neff, 2010; Wiredu, 

1997, 2009; Padmanabhan, 2005 just to mention few). For Mitchell, “there is a compelling 

moral story of the art motif of a crocodile with one stomach and two heads locked in combat” 
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(Mitchell, 2015: 48-49). For the author, the art motif illustrates that “human beings have many 

common interests–symbolised by the shared stomach, but they also have conflicting interests 

that can lead to struggle–symbolised by the fighting heads” (Mitchell, 2015:48). Therefore, it 

can be concluded that the aim of friendship morality espoused by African ethic is “to reconcile 

or harmonise these warring interests through adjustment and adaption” (Mitchell, ibid). The 

fact is that, at the bottom, it is in the interest of the warring heads to get the food to the stomach 

they share for their existence, and they can only do that through supportive and cooperative 

behaviour. As the Akan African proverb states, “woamma wo yonko antwa nkron a, wo nso 

wonntwa du – If you do not let your neighbour have nine, you will not have ten” (Gyekye, 

1987:17). The metaphorical meaning of this African proverb is that not supporting your 

neighbour harms not only your neighbour but yourself as well. Therefore, it is always advisable 

to prize friendship with others irrespective of one’s self-interest. For friendship’s sake, 

insensitivity to the plight of others is scorned at in African ethic, and the Akan African proverb 

that highlights such act of insensitivity states, “etua woyanko ho a etua dua mu – sticking into 

your neighbour's flesh, it might just as well be sticking into wood” (Wiredu, 2003: 342).  

For McMinn and Neff, “the art motif of a crocodile with one stomach and two heads locked in 

combat [recognises that] people have differing self-interests, and encourages them towards 

harmony or friendship marked with love and compassion” (McMinn & Neff, 2010: 11). For 

the authors, “it would be futile for the crocodile heads to fight over their prey, destroying one 

another over how food that sustains them both should eventually get into their common 

stomach. Rather, they would be stronger, healthier and generally happier with far fewer wounds 

through a relationship of love and compassion” (McMinn & Neff, ibid). They submit that, “the 

best the self-interested warring heads of the crocodile can do is to strive for a supportive and 

cooperative relationship with each other in order to get food down to their shared stomach” 

(McMinn & Neff, ibid). The significance of the shared stomach in this regard is that it has 
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created an interconnected and interdependent world for the self-interested warring heads of the 

crocodile, and all they need to do is to cut through their differences to work as a team to bring 

the food to the shared stomach.  

For Osuji, “the common stomach of the two-headed crocodile depicts that, somehow, the 

primary interests of all members of the community are identical” (Osuji, 2015: 138) and, are 

directed towards what Gyekye (1997) quoted in Osuji (2015) called “common good – the good 

of all the people within a society or community” (Gyekye 1997: 45-47 cited in Osuji, 2015: 

138 -139). It is for this reason that “the contents of the common stomach cannot conflict with 

the interests and needs of either of the two heads of the crocodile” (Gyekye, 1995 cited in Osuji, 

2015: 139). According to Osuji, “all that the two warring heads have to do is to recognise that 

their existence is dependent on them sharing a way of life with each other and advancing their 

respective interests in a way that is continuously respectful and mindful of fostering friendship 

between themselves” (Osuji, 2015: 138). Indeed, according to the author, “this would go a long 

way in assisting the two warring heads to co-exist and enjoy each other’s friendship as they 

engage in joint decision making as to how food should get to the common stomach” (Osuji, 

ibid). As the Akan proverb says, ‘one head cannot make a decision’. This proverb symbolises 

the importance attached to participatory decision making, respect for freedom of expression of 

one’s interest and contempt for selfishness.  

In a nutshell, according to Wiredu, “the imagery that [characterises African] rationale for 

[friendship] is that of a crocodile with two heads and one stomach fighting over food” (Wiredu, 

1996:173).  For Wiredu, the imagery depicts, “that ultimately the interests of all members of 

the society are the same, although their immediate perceptions of those interests may be 

different [often resulting in] irrationality of the conflict [amongst] them” (Wiredu, 1997: 306-

307 cited in Matolino, 2018: 35). In accord,  Padmanabhan states, “this colourful imagery 

portrays the paradox of the people belonging to the same group as friends probably with the 
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same interests fighting over matters that could have been amicably resolved if only they had 

understood that the final destination or the ultimate objective is best achieved by working 

together” (Padmanabhan, 2005: 135). For Padmanabhan, “the crocodile imagery scoffs at the 

stupidity of human beings caused by selfish motives. Indeed, the absurdity of selfish motives 

that prevents friendship in our life-world is well epitomised by this Ghanaian imagery of a 

crocodile having the same stomach but its two heads fighting over food” (Padmanabhan, ibid). 

Perhaps, at the bottom, this Ghanaian crocodile imaginary best depicts the difficulty of 

distinguishing the intrinsic moral value of friendship in distinction from its instrumental 

benefits in African ethic. Here, I concur with Wiredu (2009) quoted in Matolino (2018) that, 

“this symbol captures both the most fundermental problem of ethics and its solution” (Wiredu, 

2009:10 cited in Matolino, 2018:35). The common stomach of the crocodile imaginary 

represents the intrinsic moral value of friendship that is guided by other-regarding motives and 

acts for the benefit of others. Whereas the two warring heads signify its instrumental benefits 

guided by self-regarding motives and acts for the benefit of oneself. Indeed, it is in this regard 

that I concur with Padmanabhan that “the crocodile imagery [does] scoff at the stupidity of 

human beings caused by [their] selfish motives” (Padmanabhan, 2005: 135) often leading to  

what Wiredu calls “irrationality of the conflict among them” (Wiredu, 1997: 306-307 cited in 

Matolino, 2018: 35). There is no doubt that selfishness can blind people to recognise, and 

embrace the fact that friendship is nourished by individual other-regarding actions for their 

human flourishing in life.  Indeed, “that loss of perspective is the root of conflict, and its 

restoration should facilitate that agreement on the sharing of assets that recognises the interests 

of all parties concerned” (Wiredu, 2009:10 cited in Matolino, 2018:35). 

Besides the Ghanaian crocodile imaginary, another iconic ethical symbol in African ethic that 

exhibits the normative priority of co-dependence in friendship and its inherent self-interest 

contradictions is African “collective fingers theory” (Mbigi, 1997:111; Pooven, 2005:20). For 
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Mbigi and Maree (1995) quoted in Poovan (2005), “the principle behind this theory can best 

be explained by the African proverb [that] ‘a thumb, although it is strong, cannot kill aphids 

on its own; it would require the collective cooperation of the other fingers’” (Mbigi & Maree, 

1995:110 cited in Poovan, 2005:20). Based on this proverb, the hand is a figurative 

representation of common interests of people, and fingers are individuals with differing and 

often opposing interests who attempt to interact in a collective way to achieve a specific 

common objective. In essence, the proverb illustrates that collectivism is the agency behind 

genuine friendship because without a collective mindset selfishness would consume 

individuals, that is, they would not cooperate and support each other. Thus, the collective 

fingers theory illustrates how the notion of African friendship is anchored, and connected to 

the other-regarding moral psyche of Africans, which prizes community overall perceived as 

embodying various friendships of and between people. 

Here, the Ghanaian imagery of a crocodile and the collective fingers theory illuminate a sense 

of community as friendship by Africans. Typically, such illumination of African sense of 

community as a friendship is notably expressed through African proverbs. According to 

Esionwu, one such proverb states, “go the way that many people go; if you go alone, you will 

have reason to lament” (Esionwu, 2016). Thus, the African notion of friendship suggests a 

particular sort of moral conduct – one that prizes the sanctity of friendship with others and 

commands us to live communally with others. According to Ediagbonya, “John Mbiti’s famous 

phrase ‘I am because we are and since we are, therefore I’ capture this [moral command very] 

well” (Mbiti, 1998:108 quoted in Ediagbonya, 2011). For the author, “the implication [here] is 

that one has an obligation to maintain harmonious relationships with [others], and to do what 

is necessary to repair every breach of harmony, and to strengthen the community bonds, 

especially through justice and sharing” (Magesa, 1997:65 cited in Ediagbonya, 2011). Here, 

the notion of African friendship thus requires one  to understand  that she is truly human to the 
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extent that she befriends others, which means she recognises that “one belongs, participates 

and shares life with others” (Tutu, 1999: 31 cited Gano-Overway, 2014: 168). Mbiti (2002) 

quoted in Kamwaria and Katola (2012) summarises this point by noting,  

“Only in terms of other people does the individual become conscious of his own being. 

When he suffers, he does not suffer alone but with the corporate group. Whatever 

happens to the individual happens to the whole group, and whatever happens to the 

whole group happens to the individual.” (Mbiti, 2002: 108-9 cited in Kamwaria & 

Katola, 2012: 52). 

In the African notion of friendship, therefore, self-interested individualism is an abomination, 

and corporate living with others in an environing community is encouraged and prized or 

valued for its sake.  In this regard, according to Gano-Overway, African notion of friendship 

“represents a [view] that one achieves humanness and sense of self through the positive 

interations with others in the community” (Gano-Overway, 2014: 168). It calls people to be in 

community with others, “in other words, being relational” (Metz & Gaie, 2010 cited in Gano-

Overway, 2014: 168). Thus, in essence, the African notion of friendship that can be roughly 

described as essentially involving the view that ‘I live because You live’. This point is well put 

by other scholars thus: ‘I am because we are, and since we are, therefore I am’ (Mbiti, 1970:141 

cited in Menkinti, 1984:171) or ‘I am because other people are’ (Tutu, 2004: 25) or “You are 

therefore I am” (Krznaric, 2008: i) and/or ‘I in You and You in Me’ (Battle, 2009). Both views 

expressed by Mbiti (1970), Tutu (2004),  Krznaric (2008)  and Battle (2009) make a glarion 

call for  celebrating communal friendship as powerfully “suggested by Maya Angelou in her 

poem, ‘The Human Family’” (Neman, 1995: 1). The poem reads, 

“I note the obvious differences  

in the human family. 

Some of us are serious  

some thrive on comedy.  
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Some declare their lives are lived 

as true profundity,  

and, other claim they really live  

the real reality. 

 

The variety of our skin tones  

can confuse, bemuse, delight, 

brown and pink and beige and purple, 

tan and blue and white. 

 

I’ve saile upon the seven seas 

And stopped in every land, 

I’ve seen the wonders of the world, 

not yet cone common man. 

 

I know ten thousand women 

called Jane  and May Jane,  

but I’ve not seen any two  

who really were the same. 

  

Mirror twins are different  

although their features jibe, 

and lovers think quite different thoughts 

while lying side by side. 

 

We love and lose in china, 

we weep on England’s moors, 

and laugh and moan in Guinea, 

and thrive on Spanish shores. 

 

We seek success in Finland, 

are born and die in Maine. 

In minor ways we differ, 

in major we’re the same. 

 

I note the obvious diffrences 

between each sort and type, 

but we are more alike, my friends, 

than we are unalike. 

 

We are more alike, my friends,  

than we are unalike. 

We are more alike, my friends,  

than we are unalike” 

 

Source: (Maya Angelou cited in Neman, 1995: 1-2). 
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Indeed, I submit that Maya Angelou’s poem is instructive reminder about the importance of 

“respecting the capacity for communion” (Metz, 2018: 53) as Maya Angelou avers, “we are 

more alike, my friends, than we are unalike” (Maya Angelou cited in Neman, 1995: 2).  In this 

regard, Williams Ediagbonya beautifully relates my favourite African folktale that illustrates 

the importance of living communally with others or befriending others in African ethic thus,  

“Once upon a time, a squirrel sat on a palm tree, eating palm fruits with gusto. He was 

so delighted by the meal he was having that he sang loudly and cracked the nuts very 

noisily. Under the tree, a python was trying to get some rest. Unable to sleep because 

of the noise the squirrel was making, the serpent called out to his little friend, asking 

him to be more reasonable. “My dear friend,” said the python to the squirrel, “could 

you please make less noise. Look, you have disturbed my sleep with the noise you are 

making up there.” To which the squirrel replied: “Why are you so intolerant? If you 

are sleeping, it is because you have had your fill. Now that I want to put something in 

my little stomach, you are already complaining.” “This is not a question of intolerance, 

my dear,” the python continued. “I am only asking you to be considerate of others. 

Nobody denies you the right to eat. But that does not mean you have to disturb 

everybody else while eating. Besides, the noise you are making could put us in some 

trouble.” “Listen to that!” shouted the squirrel as it burst out laughing. He laughed so 

vigorously that he nearly fell from the palm tree. Then he continued: “I am here above, 

you are there below, and you tell me that what I am doing up here could put you in 

trouble down there. Come on, do not make yourself ridiculous.” There was also a 

cocoa-yam plant nearby. It had only one leaf. At this point, the cocoa-yam leaf joined 

the discussion and said to the squirrel: “Yes dear, the python is right. The noise you 

are making could be dangerous for us all.” The squirrel, visibly irritated, shouted: 

“Won’t you keep quiet there? Who called you into this? If you guys want to climb up 
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here, feel free to do so. There are enough fruits for us all. Otherwise, you should let me 

eat my meal in peace. Whatever I do here is strictly my business and should there be 

any danger, it would be only for me, not for you. Period!” Thus, the squirrel continued 

to enjoy his favourite meal of palm fruits, singing louder than ever before.  

At that very moment, a hunter who was passing by was attracted by the noise that the 

squirrel was making. Looking up, he saw the little animal, lost in his meal, oblivious of 

the world beyond the palm fruits. The hunter drew nearer the palm tree, took aim and 

with a single explosion from his gun, the squirrel came tumbling down to the bottom of 

the tree. As the hunter bent down to pick his game, he saw the big serpent lying nearby. 

He drew back sharply and with the agility of a good hunter, he quickly drew his sword 

and killed the python. The sudden sight of the python was sufficiently scaring even to 

this daring hunter. It made him perspire. While cleaning the perspiration from his 

brows, he thought of how to carry the dead animals, since his hunting bag was too small 

for the two. Then he caught sight of the sizeable cocoa-yam leaf. With a smile of relief, 

he cut the leaf and with it made a neat parcel of the squirrel and the python. So, it was 

that the noise made by the squirrel that caused the death of all three: the squirrel, the 

python and the cocoa-yam leaf” (Ediagbonya, 2011).  

Many moral teachings or lessons can be drawn from this African folktale that is attractively 

narrated by Williams Ediagbonya (2011). Perhaps, the most clear moral teaching or lesson of 

the fable is that one should always be neighbourly or friendly to others, and strive to live 

communally with others. Indeed, “part of what is valuable about friendship is that people come 

together, and stay together, of their own accord” (Metz, 2011: 548). So, “the African maxim 

‘umuntu ngumuntu ngabantu’ that is ‘A person is a person through other persons’” (Broodryk, 

2002:31 cited in Ndiweni, 2008: 340), admits that, “an individual realises her true self by 

respecting the value of friendship with others” (Metz, 2011: 540). Shutte correctly argues, “in 
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general, [for] Africans, the most profound moral obligation is to become more fully human and 

this means entering more and more deeply into the community with others. So although the 

goal is personal fulfilment, selfishness is excluded” (Shutte, 2001:30). An African Hausa 

proverb that succinctly captures the essence of the point made by Shutte (2001) states, 

“friendship with the ferryman right from the dry season means that when the rains come, you 

will be the first to cross” (Esionwu, 2016:3). For the author, “this proverb emphasises 

constancy in friendship as in it, the worth of the ferryman, as a human being is not determined 

solely by what he can offer during the rains. Hence he must be befriended right from the dry 

season when his occupation is not in strict demand” (Esionwu, ibid). 

Living truly to this African Hausa proverb, most African societies have always had in place 

practical other-regarding mechanisms for promoting or cultivating genuine friendship with 

others. The Basotho of Lesotho in Southern Africa are a classical example in this regard. For 

them, extending a hand of friendship was (or is still) always symbolised by participation in 

other-regarding public institutions of productive relations and cooperative practices, which 

remain alive and active in modern-day Lesotho. These are other-regarding communal or 

friendly “exchange arrangements [that] worked as channels of diffusion of wealth and 

facilitated access to agricultural resources [for the benefit of others in the community]” 

(Boehm, 2003a cited in Mofuoa, 2014: 232). Likewise, their “associated social networking 

activities formed a set of [communal-relational friendship] contexts to make a wealth of 

[cooperative] agreements [among] Basotho to raise implements for agriculture, land, labour, 

traction power and seeds” (Mofuoa, 2014: 229) for the sustenance of community or friendship. 

These are “seahlolo (sharing), letsema (work party), tsimo ea lira (the field of enemies), lijo-

tsa-moelela or meelela (food paid for work at threshing time) and mafisa (livestock loaning)” 

(Mofuoa, ibid). Among the Basotho, these social networking activities remain “the most 

prominent [other-regarding] forms of [communal] institutions of productive relations and 
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cooperation for agriculture ploughing, planting and harvesting” (see Turner, 1978; Spiegel, 

1979; Robertson, 1987 cited in Mofuoa, 2014: 229).  

From an African friendship standpoint, these other-regarding communal-relational based 

agricultural sharecropping mechanisms or practices enable “those without all the necessary 

inputs, draft power or equipment to share their land and harvest with those who can provide 

what they lack” (Mofuoa, 2014: 230). In addition, they remain an essential communal-

relational livelihood strategy for Basotho, and manage to sustain the Basotho livelihoods to 

this day (see Bloehm 2003; Franklin, 1995; Murray, 1976; 1981; Sheddick, 1954; Turner 1978, 

2005; Phororo, 1979; Robertson, 1987; Wallman, 1969). So, from the description of these 

other-regarding Basotho sharecropping mechanisms or practices, one gets the feeling that they 

are informed by the African ethic prescription to be friendly. Indeed, they are primarily geared 

towards promoting a genuine friendship with others by way of “sharing a way of life with them 

and caring about their quality of life” (Metz & Miller, 2016). Each of these other-regarding 

communal institutions of productive relations and cooperation mechanisms or practices that 

Basotho used for fostering friendship is discussed below. In the ensuing discussion, their 

respective relevance to organisational stakeholder CSR is highlighted to emphasise and 

illustrate prizing or valuing of African constancy in friendship. 

First, seahlolo is the standard, and most practised communal-relational agricultural 

sharecropping practice in the context of fostering greater friendliness with others for Basotho 

in the ancient and modern-day Lesotho. It is primarily “associated with the entrepreneurial 

redistributive function of helping people [in need or least the advantaged] out of temporary 

difficulties or longer-term resources shortages by pooling land, cattle and equipment” (Turner, 

2005:42 cited in Mofuoa, 2014: 230). For example, “through seahlolo, farming partners [get] 

their fields ploughed and planted, and have enough labour to fulfil weeding and harvesting 

obligations” (Mofuoa, 2014: 230). In this regard, Lawry (1983) quoted in Mofuoa (2014) 
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“describes Basotho entrepreneurs entering into seahlolo [agricultural] sharecropping 

agreements with widows that last for the rest of the old woman’s life and guaranting certain 

funeral expenses when death finally closes the contract” (Lawry,1983 cited in Mofuoa, 2014: 

230). In a sense, extending a hand of friendship is always symbolised by the practice of seahlolo 

among the Basotho of Lesotho (and by extrapolation among Africans) as a viable other-

regarding communal “institution of productive relations and cooperation in the context of 

social responsibility [for the benefit of others]” (Mofuoa, 2014: 230). 

Accordingly, when applied to CSR, the seahlolo practice has desirable relevance for 

organisational stakeholder CSR. This is so in that it could be readily adopted by retailer 

business organisations such as Woolworths, Shoprite and others in the case of South Africa to 

foster greater friendliness with their respective farming stakeholder communities, for instance. 

Here, in practical terms, Woolworths or Shoprite in the case of South Africa through the other-

regarding practice of seahlolo could direct their respective organisational stakeholder CSR 

resources towards sustainable farming of locally grown fresh produce, sourced from fresh 

produce supplier farms. Here, the act of directing of organisational stakeholder CSR resources 

by Woolworths or Shoprite to the farming of locally-grown fresh produce could “improve soil 

and plant health, preserve water and soil, and protect biodiversity” (Health24, 2009) for their 

future fresh produce supply, and simultaneously financially benefit their  fresh produce supplier 

farms at the same. 

Another commonly practised communal-relational agricultural sharecropping practice in the 

context of fostering greater friendliness with others among the Basotho in the ancient and 

modern-day Lesotho is tsimo-ea-lira called tsimo-kholo in modern times. Basically, tsimo-ea-

lira is “a traditional [other-regarding] practice where chiefs retained some land to grow food 

stuff for the support of not only orphans but also other vulnerable groups in the community 

such as the disabled and widows” (GOL, 2003 cited in Mofuoa, 2014:230). According to 
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Mofuoa, “the chief’s public fields (lira) were [and still] cultivated by the community to help 

them in times of hardships, and to provide social protection to the needy” (Mofuoa, 2014:230). 

Fundamentally, “the surplus of the produce of tsimo-ea-lira [was and] is also extensively used 

buying agricultural implements for farming or agricultural production” (Mofuoa, ibid) for the 

benefit of the needy members of the community. Although the use of tsimo-ea-lira as a 

communal-relational sharecropping practice have diminished in modern-day Lesotho (Turner, 

2005b cited in Mofuoa, 2014: 230), it is still an essential communal agricultural practice for 

fostering friendliness in the context of social responsibility managed by the chiefs to produce 

a grain reserve for those in need or least advantaged members of the community. 

Accordingly, when applied to CSR, tsimo-ea-lira as a communal institution of productive 

relations and cooperation has relevance for organisational stakeholder CSR. This is so in that 

it essentially desires business organisations to promote greater friendliness with their respective 

stakeholder communities. In the context of social responsibility, it would be desirable for 

business organisations to direct organisational stakeholder CSR resources towards the funding 

of agricultural implements for farming for the benefit of the needy members of the community. 

In this regard, the tsimo-ea-lira practice provides a valuable CSR platform that business 

organisations could use towards improving the livelihoods of the least well off members of 

their stakeholder communities. Thus, through tsimo-ea-lira as a CSR practice, business 

organisations could collaborate with their respective stakeholder communities to have lira-like 

CSR initiatives for the benefit of the needy in the way that prizes community or friendship. 

Letsema is another central other-regarding communal-relational agricultural sharecropping 

practice in the context of fostering greater friendliness with others among the Basotho in the 

ancient and modern-day Lesotho. According to Mofuoa, “the older literature about Lesotho 

makes refererence to the centrality of letsema to the livelihoods of Basotho in social 
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responsibility terms” (Mofuoa, 2014:231). Here,  Mohapi (1956) quoted in Mofuoa (2014) 

“gives a description of letsema as literally referring to the use of organised, cooperative work 

parties in all phases of agricultural work - ploughing, planting, weeding and harvesting” 

(Mohapi 1956 cited in Mofuoa, 2014: 231). It refers to the practice of taking collective, 

voluntary action to help improve the lives of others. Casalis writes thus about letsema, “the 

Basotho assemble every year, to dig up and sow the fields. It is interesting to see on these 

occasions hundreds of people in a straight line raise and lower their mattocks simultaneously, 

and with perfect regularity. The air resounds with songs, which serve to invigorate the labourers 

and keep time in their movements” (Casalis, 1861: 162-3 cited in Mofuoa, 2014:231). 

Elsewhere, Tsepa articulated the value of letsema among the Basotho thus, “the importance of 

letsema for planting the fields and raising sorghum for the children and families lies in that, 

besides making the work go smooth and fast, it brings people together. The closeness of a 

community working together to plant, care for or harvest food in the field is an essential cultural 

teaching for fostering greater friendliness with others” (Tsepa, 2008:105). With its work 

philosophy ‘letšoele le beta poho’ that means ‘Unity is Strength’, letsema benefited the poor 

as vulnerable members of the community. Indeed, letsema is still the most commonly used 

other-regarding communal-relational “institution of productive relations and cooperation for 

shared ploughing, planting, weeding and harvesting [among the] Basotho” (Mofuoa, 2014: 

231; Notsi, 2012; Matli, 2005). In a sense, extending a hand of friendship to others is always 

symbolised by the practice of letsema among the Basotho of Lesotho (and by extrapolation 

among Africans) as a viable other-regarding “traditional [practice] of volunteering one’s labor 

to community projects [that prizes friendship for the benefit of others]” (Mofuoa, 2014:231). 

Accordingly, when applied to CSR, letsema with its work philosophy ‘letšoele le beta poho’ 

meaning, ‘Unity is Strength’, bears relevance to organisational stakeholder CSR. As a 

communal institution of productive relations and cooperation, letsema’s value to business 
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organisation lies in its clarion call for the alignment of CSR resources for the implementation 

of organisational stakeholder CSR projects. Through letsema work philosophy of letšoele le 

beta poho, it becomes actually desirable for business organisations to recognise the local 

knowledge and practices of each stakeholder community when making CSR interventions as 

indigenous knowledge remains at the centre in the implementation of organisational 

stakeholders CSR programme of any form and shape. In letsema CSR interventions, business 

organisations could essentially leverage their CSR partnerships with their stakeholder 

communities to collectively raise resources for organisational CSR projects. They can also use 

stakeholder organised, cooperative work parties in all phases of the implementation of such 

CSR projects.  

Here, retailer business organisations such as Woolworths whose fresh produce supply is 

dependent on agricultural work ploughing, planting, weeding and harvesting could easily use 

letsema CSR interventions to help improve the lives of its farming stakeholder communities. 

Such a CSR involvement can be anything from a donation of time, money or resources, or may 

constitute a more extensive contribution, such as setting up long-term agricultural projects for 

the profitability of the fresh produce by local farmers or campaigning on and supporting a 

particular issue that is affecting them in their areas. Accordingly, there is no doubt that letsema-

type of organisational CSR interventions have a potential to commit business organisations and 

their stakeholder communities to fostering cooperation, collaboration and communication 

between them towards greater friendliness for the community’s sake in practical CSR terms. 

This is so in that through letsema-like stakeholder CSR interventions, business organisations 

could essentially “stimulate food production through household and backyard activities, 

creating micro-enterprises using communal land. This could ensure productivity of land lying 

fallow in the peri-urban areas and the rural areas and lastly, convert dormant agricultural assets 

into liquid income generating assets” (Ilima/Letsema Newspaper, 2009). 
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Lijo-tsa-moelela or meelela is another crucial other-regarding communal-relational agricultural 

sharecropping practice in the context of fostering greater friendliness with others among the 

Basotho in the ancient and modern-day Lesotho. It is other-regarding practice literally referring 

to “food paid for work at threshing time [in which] women regularly help[ed] other families 

with agricultural labour in exchange for food” (Turner, 2005). The author articulates the 

practice of lijo-tsa-moelela or meelela as follows: 

 “When the winnowing is finished, before they can pour the grain into the bags the

 woman who is the master there takes a basket for carrying grain … [and] she 

 gives a small quantity to each woman who came to help” (Turner, 2005: 50). 

Elsewhere, Eldredge explains the practice of lijo-tsa-moelela or meelela thus, “women used to 

help each other a lot because there was this thing which is called moelela. Moelela is food 

which is given to a woman when the work is finished, it is measured with a tin or dish or a 

small grain basket, then she is thanked” (Eldredge, 1993:119–20). According to Turner (2005), 

“this small quantity of grain clearly acted as an incentive for women to help each other” as they 

“make up the majority of the agricultural labour force” (Raney et al., 2011: 4).  In fact, they 

“are the key to food security for their households” (Quisumbing et al., 1995 cited in World 

Bank, n.d) as they “produce most of the food that is consumed locally… mak[ing] them the 

principal agents of food security and household welfare” (Ashby et al., 2008). From the 

friendship standpoint, Basotho women through the practice of lijo-tsa-moelela or meelela do 

actually “share a way of life with each other, which means (among other things) interacting 

cooperatively and not manipulatively [for the benefit of each other for friendship’s sake]” 

(Metz, 2010a: 6-7, 2010b: 160-161 cited in Metz, 2018:55). 

Accordingly, when applied to CSR, the practice of lijo-tsa-moelela or meelela has striking 

relevance to CSR, particularly for business organisations, which have committed themselves 
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to communal upliftment and advocacy for women stakeholder communities overall. Through 

the practice of lijo-tsa-moelela or meelela, business organisations could direct their 

organisational CSR resources towards women charities and community care organisations by 

way of donating some money, skills or time to establish a network of community of foodbanks 

to eliminate hunger and food insecurity across their respective organisational stakeholder 

communities. The act of helping women-headed families in stakeholder communities to 

produce food and earn an income for themselves using agricultural CSR interventions, 

particularly livestock and crops, is a desirable organisational stakeholder CSR project.   

These business organisations could be employed through the modernised practice of lijo-tsa-

moelela or meelela. Such modernised lijo-tsa-moelela or meelela CSR interventions can be 

anything from a donation of time, money or resources, or may constitute a more extensive 

contribution, such as setting up long-term agricultural projects or schemes targeted at women 

empowerment to participate in the socio-political economy of their localities. Through lijo-tsa-

moelela or meelela CSR interventions, business organisations as informed by the prescription 

to be friendly could “prize people insofar as they can share a way of life with others, roughly 

as a matter of enjoying a sense of togetherness and participating in cooperative projects” Metz, 

2018:54). This may include particularly providing support their women stakeholder 

communities to promote their quality of life for the sake of the community or friendship. 

Mafisa is also the prominent other-regarding communal-relational agricultural sharecropping 

practice in the context of fostering greater friendliness with others among the Basotho in the 

ancient and modern-day Lesotho. Fundamentally, “in mafisa, one household has long-term 

custody of some or all of another household’s livestock and the right to use them and consume 

their produce” (see Sheddick, 1954: 109-10; Ashton, 1967:181; Casalis, 1955:155; Mahao, 

2006:28 cited in Mofuoa, 2014: 231). Accordingly, “under the mafisa system, livestock has 
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traditionally played a central role [in fostering greater friendliness among] the Basotho” 

(Mofuoa, 2014:231). This was and is still “to some extent, their cultural roles included the 

payment of bohali (bridewealth) and ploughing for which teams of cattle have traditionally 

been used” (Mofuoa, 2014:231-232). Overall, mafisa livestock remains an essential asset for 

promoting greater friendliness with others among the Basotho “both for their direct productive 

functions and for their role in household savings and liquidity” (Mofuoa, 2014:232). For 

example, according to Mofuoa, “sheep and goats were and are still an important source of 

income for many Basotho, especially in the mountains, as wool and mohair [are] sold and 

marketed internationally” (Mofuoa, ibid). These are often sold “through a relatively efficient 

network of producer groups [in association] with government shearing sheds” (Mofuoa, ibid) 

essentially for the benefit of the least advantaged members of the community. 

Accordingly, when applied to CSR, the practice of mafisa bears a significant relevance to 

stakeholder CSR. As an other-regarding communal-relational agricultural sharecropping 

practice, the mafisa system could be primarily used by business organisations to “facilitate the 

provision of equitable and large-scale access to financial services by [stakeholder communities] 

on an affordable, diversified and sustainable basis” (DAFF, 2015: 5). Through the mafisa 

system, for instance, business organisations could direct their organisational CSR resources 

towards supporting emerging farmer support services for emerging Black farmers in the case 

of South Africa. The fact is that successful and sustainable emerging farming ventures around 

the globe usually require farming support services or structures in the form of “access to 

resources such as land, credit and extension services” (Cotula et al., 2006:26).   

Typically, most emerging Black farmers in South Africa are unable to borrow from commercial 

banks because they lack the collateral and credit record that these banks often require. Here, 

from CSR viewpoint, business organisations could actually help emerging Black farmers to 

access these services through well-designed targeted mafisa-like organisational stakeholder 
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CSR interventions. Such mafisa-like CSR interventions can be anything from a short to 

medium term production loans with the repayment terms structured according to the income 

cycle of the enterprise and a wide range of another financial service such as savings, credit and 

insurance as well as capacity building for emerging Black farmers to enhance their agricultural 

production. Thus, by using mafisa-like CSR interventions to address the financial services 

needs of their emerging Black farming stakeholder communities to enhance their agricultural 

activities, business organisations could actually foster greater friendliness with them for the 

sake of the community.  

In essence, these various socio-economic “exchange arrangements worked in the context of 

social responsibility worked as channels of diffusion of wealth and facilitated access to 

agricultural resources [among the Basotho]” (Boehm, 2003a cited in Mofuoa, 2014: 232). As 

accepted other-regarding communal-relational agricultural sharecropping means to fostering 

greater friendliness with others among the Basotho of ancient and modern times, they “also 

helped [and continue to help] to solve the problems related to the use of shared pool agricultural 

resources” (Mofuoa, 2014:232) for the benefit of the least advantaged members of the 

community. Here, Mofuoa contends that, “more generally, [their] presence supported [and 

continue to support] a receptive attitude towards others” (Mofuoa, ibid) in the way that friends 

genuinely “identify with each other (share a way of life) and exhibit solidarity with each other 

(care for others quality of life)” (Metz, 2010: 158 cited in Frimpong-Mansoh, 2019: 33). I am 

convinced that this socio-cultural experience of Basotho with other-regarding communal-

relational agricultural sharecropping institutions and practices could possibly have the same 

domino effect when applied to stakeholder CSR accordingly. 

In fact, as the Basotho of Lesotho’s socio-cultural experience with these other-regarding 

institutions and their associated practices illustrate the core feature of African notion of 

friendship is relatedness or relationality that admits, “the members of the human community 
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interact in a network of relationships” (Bujo, 2011:2–3; Ezekwonna, 2005:31–61 cited in 

Olojede, 2015). In this regard, “relationality is expressed in the idea of the interconnectedness 

of different spheres of existence such as the past, present and future or of humanity and nature, 

as well as in the sense of dependence and interdependence” (Murove, 2009:28–29 quoted in 

Olojede, 2015). Therefore, in the African sense, Facebook or WhatsApp does not define 

friendship. Rather, it is defined by walking in someone else’s shoes. It is not a self-deluding 

rationalisation that makes the wealthy feel right about their charitable activities instead it is a 

core value of the African way of life “rooted in the community” (see Bujo, 2011:1–2; 

Ezekwonna, 2005:212; Kunhiyop, 2008:5; Prozesky, 2009:9; Okeja, 2013:69–60; 73 cited in 

Olojede, 2015). In fact, Bujo (2011) quoted in Olojede (2015) eloquently puts this point across, 

“For Black Africa, it is not the Cartesian corgito ergo sum (I think. Therefore I am) but 

an existential cognatus sum, ergo sumus (I am known. Therefore we are) that is 

decisive” (Bujo, 2011: 4 cited in Olojede, 2015). 

Elsewhere, Faustino et al, writing in a different context, vividly put this African moral 

worldview across when they beautifully write,  

“The absence of the other is the absence of the mirror in which we see, understand and 

accept ourselves. The mirror of memory, of good memories of past meetings, is part of 

that other, which is us” (Faustino et al., 2009: 8). 

In this regard, friends of the African notion of friendship inspired by African ethic would not 

agree more with Aristotle, in Nicomachean Ethics, when he writes, “not many guests, nor no 

guests,” that is, “not many friends, nor no friends.” (Aristotle cited in Faustino et al., 2009: 8). 

Thus, the African moral drive is to essentially nurture and maintain friendship with others by 

truly “respecting the capacity for communion [with others]” (Metz, 2018: 53). Hence, the 

African understanding of the notion of friendship is that “[it] is a plant of slow growth, and 
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must undergo and withstand the shocks of adversity before it is entitled to the appellation” 

(George Washington cited in Varozza, 2015: 136). In other words, it is understood as “a plant 

that has to be cultivated [and] watered if it is to produce sweet and wholesome fruit” (Patterson, 

1948: 19). With this understanding, I submit that the African notion of friendship and its 

associated socio-cultural institutions and practices as illustrated by the experience of Basotho 

of Lesotho brings to the fore the importance of friendship in human relationships in an 

illuminating and attractive way that enriches friendship discourse in the literature.   

For friendship discourse in the existing literature, I find the works of Beech (2018), Mills and 

Waite (2018), Korkiamäki and Kallio (2018), Takasaki (2017), Rozer et al (2016) Rosqvist et 

al (2015), Bunnell et al (2012), Boer (2012), Mendes de Leon (2005); Bukowski and Sippola 

(2005), and Annis (1987) instructive in giving credence to the African notion of friendship I 

find compelling and refreshing. Here, a refreshing point is that the African notion of friendship 

is communal and neighbourly with emphasis on co-dependency and co-existence as one 

navigates “geographies of friendships” (Beech, 2018; Bunnell et al., 2012). Azenabor puts this 

point of African friendship across when he writes, “it is more than reciprocity [as] it is also 

about empathy, understanding and participating” (Azenabor, 2008: 239). For him, “it portrays 

that no one is an island unto himself, it makes for harmony and interrelatedness in the scheme 

of things” (Azenabor, ibid). So, the author believes that the African friendship is clearly 

articulated by “the African proverb that ‘if you want to go fast; go alone, but if you want to go 

far, then go with others, go together, speak together; let your minds be of one accord’” 

(Azenabor, ibid). In this regard, Friedman and Johnson relate my second favourite African 

folktale that demonstrates the importance of prizing communal or friendly relationships with 

others in African ethic thus: 

“Once upon a time, a beautiful tamarind tree bloomed at the edge of a cliff. Half the 

boughs of the tree hung over the village huts, and half the boughs hung over the sea. 
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The branches were filled with fruit. Each day at sunrise those branches were also home 

to a big grey monkey who loved tamarind and ate it to his heart's content. 

Most mornings the monkey ate all the fruit on one side of the tree and then swung 

himself over the branches hanging out over the sea so he could eat the other half. But 

one day as he was swinging, he noticed a shark down below staring up at him. 

The shark's eyes were bright with greed. The monkey recognised that look. And so he 

called, "Hello there. Did you want something up here?" 

The shark nodded very slowly and said, "I wonder if you could toss me a piece of that 

fruit you're eating. I've lived my whole life eating fish, and I'm longing to try something 

new." 

For a moment the monkey had to think about this, but at last, he decided he might as 

well be kind. "Sure," he said, and he tossed tamarind down to the shark. 

The shark instantly gobbled up the fruit. He loved it so much that he looked up and 

pleaded for more. 

The monkey pitched another tamarind down to the shark. Once again the shark gobbled 

it up and asked for more. 

Again and again, this happened until the monkey's arm grew tired. Finally, the shark 

said, "I'm full now, thank you so much!" 

"Very well," the monkey said, "but if you come here tomorrow at this same time, I'm 

glad to feed you again." 

The shark was moved by this generous offer. He smiled and thanked the monkey, and 

he swam off into the shadows of the fading day. 

Sure enough, there he was again the next day. 
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The monkey fed the shark, and the shark expressed his most profound gratitude. After 

a while, they began to tell stories of their lives and their families. The shark described 

the beautiful world beneath the sea, and the monkey described the forests. 

One day the shark said, "How I wish I could pay you back for all your generosity, dear 

monkey. Why don't you let me take you for a ride?" 

The monkey shuddered. "I don't much care for water," he said. 

"Oh, I won't let you get wet," the shark said, and as he described how much fun they 

would have, the monkey changed his mind. He loved fun! 

So he swung on a branch until he was not far from the shark, and then he let go, landing 

on the shark's back. 

The shark said, "Come, I'll take you to my home to feed you fish." And off he swam. 

The monkey loved the feel of the wind on his face and the beautiful view that was so 

different from his view up on the cliff. 

After many hours the shark said, wistfully, "We're halfway there, but I must tell you 

something." "Go ahead, friend, what is it?" the monkey asked. 

"I'm taking you to see our king," the shark explained. "He's very ill." 

"What a shame," said the monkey. "Is there anything I can do to help? Perhaps we 

should have brought along some tamarinds." 

"Well, actually, tamarinds will not help, but something else will," the shark said. "The 

cure for our king's illness is a monkey's heart!" 

The monkey's heart skipped a beat when he heard this. But he was smart, and he was 

quick. So he said, "Ah, what a shame you didn't tell me that earlier. If I had known, I 

would have brought my heart along." 

"What do you mean?" the shark said, stunned. "Where is your heart?" 
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"It's hanging on a tree back home," the monkey replied. "I always leave it there to rest 

when I'm playing in the trees, so it won't grow tired." 

The shark was mortified. "We'd better take you home so you can get it," he said. 

"Ah," the monkey sighed, "but it's such a long way, and you've swum so far." 

"I'm not tired," the shark said, and he turned around and headed back toward the cliff. 

Hours passed, the sky grew dark, but at long last, the monkey saw the branches of his 

tree hanging over the water. 

"There it is. I can see my heart from here!" he cried. 

As they neared the hanging branches, the monkey reached out and caught one and 

swung up into the trees. When he was far away, he called out to the shark to wait. 

"I won't be long!" he said, reassuringly. 

But the monkey had no intention of ever returning. He had duped the shark, who had 

been too greedy to see that he was being fooled. 

Happily, the monkey went back to swinging through trees and gobbling down 

tamarinds. The shark would never get another chance at the monkey's heart, no matter 

how patiently he waited. 

They say the shark can be seen circling in the sea beneath the tamarind tree, still daftly 

waiting for that monkey's heart” (Friedman & Johnson, 2016). 

The moral of this fable is succinctly captured by the Malawian Chichewa proverb that, “kali 

kokha nkanyama, tili awiri ntiwanthu  meaning when you are on your own you are as good as 

an animal of the wild; when there are two of you, you form a community” (Oppenheim, 

2012:370). Thus, for Africans, constant nurturing or watering of one’s friendliness with others 

is the essence of communal human living and flourishing as one “negotiat[es] the complex 

geographies of friendships” (Beech, 2018: 18). This is the reason why fostering communal or 

friendly relationships with others is prized, and carries moral weight in African ethic. In his 
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pioneering work in African ethics, Metz articulates this point well when he writes that one’s 

“actions are right insofar as they prize communal relationships, ones in which people identify 

with each other, or share a way of life, and exhibit solidarity toward one another, or care about 

each other’s quality of life” (Metz, 2011:559). In this regard, I concur with Metz’s assertion 

that such a principle “provides [an] attractive account of African morality, which is grounded 

on the value of friendship and suggests a novel, companion conception of human 

[relationships] with which to account for [African friendship]” (Metz, 2016:52).  

Drawing from the groundbreaking work of Bénézet Bujo in African ethics, Odozor makes a 

similar point about the essence of African friendship when he writes, “the slogan cognatus sum, 

ergo summus enshrines the conviction that human beings become human only in fellowship 

with others” (Odozor, 2008:591).  He also says, “human beings act more effectively when they 

are in solidarity with other human beings” (Odozor, ibid).  Writing further the author states, 

“the reality of the relatedness of everyone to everyone else and to the cosmic order further 

implies that Black Africa, in principle and in fact, rejects the Cartesian cogito ergo sum in 

favour of cognatus sum, ergo summus which means (I am known, therefore we are) as decisive 

for moral thinking” (Odozor, ibid). As Bujo eloquently puts it, “in Black Africa, hospitality, 

daily friendship, and dialogue with the members of other ethnic groups are vital laws admitting 

of no exception. One who is not a member of my own group is ultimately also the ‘property’ 

of the other just as I myself am, and this means that I owe him respect and esteem. Thus, one 

is ultimately related to all human beings” (Bujo, 2001: 5-6). 

Perhaps, the human existential desire to commune with others in African ethical heritage is 

forcefully captured by the legendary African story of ‘Moshanyana Sankatana; the boy 

Sankatana’ (Guma, 1967: 7-27), from the folklore of the Basotho of Lesotho. As a folk 

narrative, the tale of the boy Sankatana has many versions as it has performances in literature. 



 

64 
 

So, I choose not to recount it but instead use the summarised version of the tale by Coplan 

(1994: 40-41), initially translated by Guma (1967), which proceeds as follows,  

“Kholumolumo the monster beast appears and consumes the entire village, along with 

all domestic animals, with the exception of one pregnant woman who has rubbed herself 

with ashes and calf dung in place of the ointment of fact and ochre favoured by female 

initiates and pregnant women so that the monster mistakes her for a soil-crushed stone. 

Departing Kholumolumo find itself girth and is now too big to fit through the mountain 

pass and becomes stuck. Before long the woman gives birth to a baby boy and, having 

gone to collect dung, returns to find her infant grown into a young man, fully furnished 

with blanket, spear and shield. When the woman asks him the whereabouts of her child, 

the young man replies that it is he, Sankatana the ragged one, and he wants to know 

where the people, cattle, dogs and chickens have gone. Informed by his mother about 

Kholumolumo, Sankatana proceeds to the pass, and finding the monster immobilised, 

he evades its maw and stabs it to death. Sankatana then attempts to cut open the beast’s 

belly to free his people, and their animals but everywhere he jabs his knife a person 

within shouts “Don’t cut me!” or a cow bellows “Muu!” or a dog growls “Kuee!”. 

This happens until finally, he hits the spot where there is only a fowl clucking, so he 

cuts open the corpse, and the people and animals are free. Returning to the village, the 

people grumble against Sankatana; complaining can this small boy be our chief? Soon 

they begin plotting his death by various stratagems. However, by foresight, cunning 

and luck, Sankatana always escapes, and one of the plotters meets his demise instead”.  

Like any African folktale, various moral teachings can be drawn of the tale of Moshanyana 

Sankatana. Perhaps the most apparent moral teaching of the tale is the significance of 

communal relationships or friendships for human beings to flourish. The immediate thing that 

dawned the mind of Sankatana is the realisation of the absence of people with whom he has to 
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commune to become fully human. The secret is, according to Dolamo, for individuals like 

Sankatana to realise that “they would become human only by becoming members of their 

respective communities by being friendly to others” (Dolamo, 2013:1). As Shutte correctly 

argues, “our most profound moral obligation is to become more fully human, and this means 

entering more and more deeply into the community with others” (Shutte, 2001:30). Therefore, 

Sankatana realised that his personhood could not be defined by his biological, physical or 

psychological characteristics as an individual. Instead, his personhood is better “defined by 

reference to the environing community [of harmonious friendships with others]” (Menkiti, 

1984:171). Here, I concur with Menkiti (1984:171) that John Mbiti’s (1998:108) statement that 

‘I am because we are, and since we are, therefore I am’ becomes handy here in summing up 

the African view of the person that Sankatana seemed to have understood. As Menkiti correctly 

notes, “for personhood is something which has to be achieved in communion with others, and 

is not merely given because one is born of human seed” (Menkiti, 1984: 172). 

In this regard, Sankatana seemed to have understood the primacy of community as an agency 

for friendship for his human flourishing when he risked his life to attack Kholumulomo to 

rescue his people for the sake of community or friendship. In so doing, Sankatana appeared to 

have recognised that “community as a starting point” (Bujo, 2001:1), and that, “individuals can 

only exist as human beings in their relationship with other humans” (Macquarrie, 1972:104). 

Likewise, Sankatana also seemed to have understood that, “being an individual by definition 

means being-with-others” (Macquarrie, 1972: ibid), and that “a human being is a human being 

through the otherness of other human beings” (van der Merwe, 1996: 1-3). More so, it seems 

that Sankatana understood further that, “as individuals we do not come fully formed into the 

world we need other human beings to be human. We are made for togetherness; we are made 

for family, to exist in a delicate network of interdependence and co-operation with others” 

(Battle, 1997: 65). 
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Here, the expression of Sankatana’s desire to live communally with others does not necessary 

suggests that he did not recognise a specific measure of his individuality. Nevertheless, my 

intuition is that he realised that his individuality does not trump the underlying reality that, “all 

persons are part of an organic order of community” (Masolo, 2012:39). For Masolo, “this 

aspect of human reality is  basic  to everyone, and this can be demonstrated by the fact that an 

organic theory of selfhood as rooted in every person’s relations with others is what makes it 

possible for individuals to cultivate those qualities with which their individuality is associated” 

(Masolo, ibid).  In this regard, the author provides, “[an] example [that] oratory is a skill only 

in the context of the judgement of other people in terms of its appeal to them in respect of 

aesthetic standards of the use of language” (Masolo, ibid).  

In conversation with Odera Oruka8 (1990:141-3), one of the sages by the name of Paul Mbuya 

Akoko makes an essential point about the importance of mutual or friendly relationships with 

others in the African community. In Paul Mbuya Akoko’s view, “the first call to all people of 

responsibility [like Sankatana] is toward the protection and sustenance of a community of 

responsible individuals, meaning persons who recognise the debt to others as members of the 

community they share” (Masolo, 2012:39). This, according to Paul Mbuya Akoko, requires 

that, “every person in the community extend friendship to others to support them to live a life 

that will enable them to become responsible members of the community” (Masolo, ibid). My 

presumption is that Sankatana seemed to have recognised the debt he owed to others living in 

the belly of the Kholumulomo, and that debt was clear to him that by extending his friendship 

to them he would give them a gift of life “that [would] enable them to become responsible 

members of the community” (Masolo, ibid). In this regard, Takyi (2013) makes an interesting 

                                                             
8 A Kenyan-born philosopher (1944-1995) renowned for championing sage philosophy aimed at “preserv[ing] the 

knowledge of the indigenous thinkers in traditional African communities” (Wikipedia contributors, 2019). In the 

context of Kenya, Paul Mbuya Akoko was one of the traditional Kenyan sages that he engaged in philosophical 

reflection on the idea of community in African traditional thought. 
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point about the role of friendship in people’s lives in the community when he argues, 

“friendship is a human necessity because people are social beings” (Takyi, 2013: 70). 

Friendship, according to him, “indicates intimacy among people and a mutual revealing of a 

symbiotic relationship between them with ramifications in the socio-economic and political 

spheres of life” (Takyi, 2013: 79). For Takyi, this friendship understanding that Sankatana 

presumably understood, is vividly mirrored in the Baganda culture in Uganda in which in their 

tradition, “the concept of true friendship is a relationship so great that it is sealed with 

Omukago, a blood pact” (Takyi, 2013:71). As Benedict Ssettuuma notes, 

“According to the Baganda culture, Omukago “blood pact” cements a commitment 

between that which is so great, that becoming enemies is unthinkable. Within the 

Baganda tradition, Ow’omukago one of blood pact is treated like a blood relative and 

such as one cannot be mistreated. Even the smallest thing or secret is shared with 

Ow’omukago” (Ssettuuma, 2010:61). 

Elsewhere, Mangena (2015) quoted in Mangena (2016) captures the concept of blood in 

defining African friendship thus,  

“Among the Korekore-Nyombwe people of Northern Zimbabwe and the generality of 

the Shona society, people who share the same ropa (which may be translated as blood) 

virtually share everything that is there to share including praise and blame” (Mangena, 

2015: 7 cided in Mangena, 2016:67). 

The metaphoric power of blood pacts in the African tradition is one of the signposts of 

friendship, and its role in fostering and cementing communal or friendly relationships cannot 

be overemphasised (see Mangena, 2016: 67; Ibuot, 2014: 97-115; Beattie, 1958: 198 -203; 

Evans-Pritchard, 1933: 369-401). As Takyi resolutely notes, “it is a life-for-life agreement 

where a person’s individuality and personality are completely submerged in the pursuit of the 
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others’ safety and happiness. It is that which makes a stranger a true brother or sister, a fully-

fledged member of the family, with full rights and privileges just like the other members of the 

family” (Takyi, 2013: 71). Perhaps, the metaphoric power of psychological blood pact that 

dawned Sankatana’s mind might have driven him to attack and kill Kholumulomo to rescue the 

people he sincerely felt that he had blood ties with, and are his blood relatives without 

necessarily him knowing them or having met them. 

In his article titled the impact of blood covenant on development in Nigeria, Ibuot (2013) relates 

the cultural blood practice of fostering or cementing friendship “among the African people of 

Western Uganda, specifically Nyoro” (Ibuot, 2013: 103). He writes, “a friendship covenant is 

established between two persons seeking stronger ties. The elder moderating the ritual cuts 

open the abdominal and heart regions of both parties such that little blood can ooze out. He 

takes a coffee bean, breaks it open, and smears it with the blood of each of the parties. He gives 

each of the halves with the blood of the other party to the covenant to be swallowed” (Ibuot, 

2013:103). Subsequently, the participants in the making or building of the friendship pact then 

pronounce, 

“As we have become friends, let the stomach of whoever cheats his friend swell. When 

I visit you, at any time, you will not send me away. If I become poor, you will not 

discard me. We will never do anything to harm any of our relatives and friends. May 

our ancestors be our witnesses, May God ratify our friendship, our brotherhood” (Ibuot, 

2013:103). 

Elsewhere, Egwutuorah (2013) quoted in Mangena (2016) makes a similar point on the 

importance of “the connection between blood and community [in African friendship]” 

(Egwutuorah, 2013: 411cited in Mangena, 2016: 67).  In this regard, Egwutuorah (2013) is 

further recited in Mangena (2016) to have noted in “reference to the Igbo people [that] there 
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are factors which tie or bound the people in complementarity such as blood relation” 

(Egwutuorah, 2013: 411 cited in Mangena, 2016: 67). Hence, Mangena persuasively argues, 

“the idea of sharing blood… is key in defining and explaining [African friendship]” (Mangena, 

2016: 67).  The author contends that the conceptual understanding of blood in African 

relatonship is beautifully captured by “John S Pobee’s cognatus ergo sum which is translated 

as ‘I am related by blood, therefore, I exist or ‘I exist because I belong to a family’” (Pobee, 

1979: 49 cited in Mangena, 2016:67). 

From the foregoing, one can begin to understand Sankatana’s glaring desire of earnestly 

wanting to “learn to live in peace and harmony with others” (UNESCO, 1998) and, his 

realisation that such can only be achieved through established communal or friendly 

relationships with others. Writing in his article, The relevance of Kom ethics to African 

development, Mbih Jerome Tosam (2014) underscores the importance of communion with 

others in African moral thought. The author writes that in African Ethical Theory, “an act is 

right if it conforms to the values and rational principles laid down by the community, and is 

wrong if it does not” (Tosam, 2014:40). In this regard, “individual persons are seen as the 

property of their communities not in the sense that they are submerged in their community or 

that their rights are restrained; but that they are merely considered communal persons who 

cannot be complete in isolation because our humanity is a shared one” (Tosam, ibid). With this 

understanding as a communal person and creature of friendly relationships, “I do not assist 

others in difficulties because I think they have a right to be assisted. [Rather I do so] because 

it is my duty to help any fellow human being in distress” (Tosam, ibid).  Therefore, for Tosam, 

“this is what any other person is expected to do, and must do, if she or he is to be considered 

human, to any other member of the community found in a similar situation” (Tosam, ibid). 

Here, Tosam beautifully “uses the moral system of the Kom people of the North West Region 

of Cameroon as a paradigm of an African moral thought” (Tosam, 2014:37). He does so in 
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order to further provide “an apt illustration of [a communal-relational] view of persons in 

African ethics” (Tosam, 2014:37) with friendship overtones as presumably understood by 

Sankatana thus, 

“The Kom put this idea of the necessary interdependence of persons in the community 

in the way as follows: wul nɨn ghɨ wul bôm wul, which means, ‘a person is a person 

through/because of other persons’. [Hence, in] Kom social thought, the individual is 

considered as incomplete and self-insufficient and social interaction is meant to 

complement this basic human self-insufficiency” (Tosam, 2014: 40). 

In Plotinus and African Concepts of Evil: Perspectives in Multicultural Philosophy, Christian 

Mofor expresses a similar view of what it is to commune with others which means to be friendly 

to others from the African worldview as follows, 

“To succeed in whatever endeavour, we need to support and be supported by others. 

On our own, we cannot achieve anything significant. For the Nso’, the phrase wìr dze 

wìr bi’ wìr, man is a man by other men”, means “the individual’s adherence to the 

value-systems derived from, and wedded with the world of the Nso’ cannot be 

considered independently of the community… in which they live. Here, there cannot 

be any contradictions between the fundamental existential concerns of the individual 

and the existential concerns of the community” (Mofor, 2008: 208). 

A similar view is further expressed elsewhere by Emmanuel Ibuot when he writes that, “it is 

said that no man is an island; that every human being needs the company of other persons if 

they must survive meaningfully” (Ibuot, 2013:97). To articulate his point with no uncertain 

terms, he argues, “one may quickly object by raising the lives of hermits as men and women, 

who live without need of other human beings. But this instantiation is raised due to a lack of 
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understanding of hermitic conditions” (Ibuot, ibid). He then relates the hermitic conditions to 

justify his point as follows,  

“The hermit may live alone for a long time but not totally without men since he must 

need assistance from other people. For instance, he cannot supply all his material needs 

in life. The hermit lives a life wholly dedicated to God, which does involve, among 

other things praying for his fellow men and women in the world [but] He cannot 

disconnect himself from mankind as such” (Ibuot, 2013:97).  

Therefore, he concludes that as individuals, “we cannot escape being involved in horizontal 

relationships, which involves human beings. For this reason, man, in the generic sense, is called 

a social being” (Ibuot, 2013:98). According to Ibuot, “apart from the horizontal plane, man 

does enter into vertical relationships relating with God and at times, with other spirits, as 

evidenced by man’s continuous interests in things supernatural as found in African Traditional 

Religion” (Ibuot, ibid). 

In a nutshell, “towards a more nuanced understanding of the African [friendship]” (Armstrong, 

2008:123) as illustrated by African folktales and cultural practices, in this section, I argue that 

it is necessary to contend with “the notion of the human person” (Delio, 2013; Aguas, 2009; 

Tymieniecka, 1988) in particular, the one that people in Africa have (Nkemnkia, 2006: 101-

120). Building from Nkemnkia’s African understanding of “the essence of the human person 

as a relational being [that] has always been a community project” (Nkemnkia, 2006:101). Rita 

Mboshu Kongo (2015) does a good job in capturing the crux of the African sense of the idea 

of human person in her article titled ‘The family as a natural environment’.  Kongo eloquently 

articulates ‘the notion of the human person’ that African people have when she beautifully 

writes, 
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“According to the African vision, man is fundamentally a bundle of relations, on these, 

he lives, and for these, he is striving. He is conceived of not only as an isolated 

individual but as belonging to a community, a family, whose members are always in 

communion with those of the world of the afterlife. He is conceived as invisible, with 

whom they form a single identity, a world that, according to the African conception, is 

like an immense spider’s web of which it is impossible to touch one thread without 

making the whole community vibrate” (Kongo, 2015). 

With this understanding, in what follows in setion 1.7, I draw out a brief survey of African 

ethics literature to show principal sources that I follow in writing the thesis and, why I follow 

them. I do so primarily to give credence to my project of defending my favoured African 

account of CSR comparable to Utilitarian and Kantian accounts in Western ethics. 

1.7 A Brief Survey of African Ethics Literature  

In this section, I draw a short survey of African ethic literature to indicate principal sources I 

have used, and why I follow them to give credence to my project. I then conclude this brief 

literature by submitting that indeed Metzian “account of right action and of attitudes positively 

oriented toward it promises to serve as an attractive” (Metz, 2012:101) and plausible African 

theory of right action than its rivals in the contemporary African philosophical literature.  

In recent years, there has been growing discourse in African ethic regarding how scholars can 

apply it9 to “a range of issues and disciplines” (West, 2014: 6). Mangaliso believes African 

ethic is, “a new management concept to improve the coordination of personnel in organisations 

                                                             
9  Here, I do take growing scholarly discourse in applying African ethic to “a range of issues and disciplines” 

(West, 2014: 6) for granted, and given time and space constraints, no attempt for a detailed discussion on their 

various aspects will be made as their mention in this section is to confirm that indeed African ethic can be applied, 

and my thesis is a novel addition in this regard. However, section 5.2 on pages 249-262 and section 6.1.2 on pages 

340-365 in this thesis further provide discussion on application of African ethic in the existing literature.  
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to strengthen economic revitalisation of Africa” (Mangaliso, 2001:23). In agreement, Khoza 

(1994) quoted in Ntibagirirwa (2009) argues that African ethic provides, “a strong 

philosophical base for the community concept of management as well as economic 

development” (Khoza, 1994 cited in Ntibagirirwa, 2009). Echoing the sentiments of Mangaliso 

(2001) and Khoza (1994), Karsten and Illa (2005:615) terms African ethic, “as a new 

managerial habitus” while Mbigi and Maree (2005) see African ethic as, “critical to 

organisational performance and the ultimate success of an organisation”. In fact, Karsten and 

Illa (2005) believe as Nussbaum (2003) deeply does “that business practices, which are truly 

infused with [African ethic], can lead to a new business paradigm, which frees workplaces from 

the tyranny of soulless technical professionalism and the culture of emotional denial at work” 

(Nussbaum, 2003: 7 cited in Karsten and Illa: 2005:617).  

In agreement with Nusssbaum (2003), West writes that some “authors have provided useful 

introductions of African ethic in the field of Business Ethics, and suggested theoretical ways 

in which it could be applied” (West, 2014:1). In this regard, African ethic has been harnessed, 

“as the basis for moral theory” (Metz & Gaie, 2010; Metz, 2007; Shutte, 1993) and most 

recently, “as the basis for stakeholder relationships” (Asher, 2017; Woermann & Engelbrecht, 

2017). In other instances, African ethic has been harnessed, “as the basis for Business Ethics” 

(Lutz, 2009). West sees it, “as the basis for corporate governance” (West, 2014). Khomba and 

Vermaak (2012a) and Ndiweni (2008) cited in Khomba and Vermaak (2012b) perceive it, “as 

the basis for corporate sustainability”.  For Khomba and Kangaude-Ulaya (2013), it is “the 

basis for corporate strategies”, whilst for Lundin and Nelson (2010), it is “the basis for 

workplace teamwork and collaboration”. Other scholars like Lutz (2009), Mbigi and Maree 

(1995, 2005), Mbigi (1997) and Prinsloo (2000) see it “as the basis for management”. Khoza 

(2006) and Boon (2003, 1996) view it, “as the basis for organisational leadership” and Mbigi 

(1995) is convinced that it is, “a new dimension for business enterprise in the future”.  
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For Dolamo, the essence of the African ethic “is for individuals to realise that they would 

become human only by becoming members of their respective communities” (Dolamo, 2013: 

1). In this regard, Shutte (2001:30) quoted in Dolamo (2013: 1) states, “our deepest moral 

obligation is to become more fully human and this means entering more and more deeply into 

the community with others”. In agreement, Prinsloo (2000) cited in Kazeroony (2016) argues 

that African ethic “juxtaposes one individual entity through others, and an entire organisation 

can be seen through the eyes of one employee who is seen through all others in the 

organisation”. For Mbigi (1994), through the eyes of African ethic, the business organisation 

as a moral agent for social change has to be more than a mere economic unit and become a 

thriving, enterprising community to provide an “ethically intelligible way of ascertaining and 

enforcing good conduct” (Ozumba, 1995: 55).   

Metz and Gaie (2010: 273) see African ethic as, “a strong competitor to typical Western 

approaches to morality” of business organisations as moral agents.  In this regard, thus, African 

ethic is perceived as providing “an elaborate code of principles or rules for conduct” (McVeigh, 

1974:84, 85, 91 cited in van Rooy, 1997:95). It is also seen as establishing “set forms of 

behaviour which constitute the moral code” (Okopu, 1978: 166), aimed at “instructing agents 

to honour a certain interpersonal relationship, which differs from a focus on wellbeing in the 

Utilitarian tradition or on autonomy in the Kantian tradition” (see Metz, 2013: 141; Metz and 

Gaie, 2010:273; Metz, 2007: 321). In rough comparison to Africa ethic, “like the Utilitarian, 

the Kantian [ethics] places no fundamental moral value in identifying with others” (Metz, 

2015:80). For instance, “a Kantian can treat others’s autonomy with respect by being distanced 

and not including them in any ‘we’” (Metz, 2015:80). On the contrary, African ethic 

“prescribes respecting the capacity for communion [with others, that is] honoring a being 

insofar as it can be a party to a communal relationshiop” (Metz, 2018:53). 
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According to Mofuoa, “most scholars agree that [African ethic] is fundamentally, if not 

entirely, an ethical discourse” (Mofuoa, 2014:227) that yields principles of action. Here, just 

to name few for example, the works of Asher (2017: 146); Woermann and Engelbrecht (2017: 

16); Letseka (2012:31); Metz and Gaie (2010:273); Letseka (2000:86); Metz (2007:32) and 

Shutte (2001:2) bear reference for the assertion that African ethic is a moral theory. In this 

regard, African ethic has been dubbed “humanity” (Shutte, 2001:2); “African humanness” 

(Broodryk, 2002:13); “humanism or humaneness” (Munyaka & Motlhabi, 2009: 63); “the 

process of becoming an ethical human being” (Mkhize, 2008:35) or “interconnectedness-

towards-wholeness” (Krog 2008: 355 quoted in Asher, 2017: 132). Therefore, Letseka 

(2012:48) defends African ethic as a moral theory, and for him, it prescribes “desirable and 

acceptable forms of human conduct” (Letseka, 2000: 186). For Khoza, it is “a traditional value 

system characterised by moral predispositions of other-regarding conduct” (Khoza, 2005: 269). 

Bessler makes a similar point that African ethic is “an enforcer of concern for others” (Bessler, 

2008:33). From the concern for others perspective, Murithi argues that African ethic “gives 

insight into how the principles of empathy, sharing and cooperation can be used to resolve day-

to-day issues” (Murithi, 2006:1). For the author, the wisdom of African ethic “lies in the 

recognition that it is not possible to build a healthy community at peace with itself 

unless…social trust and solidarity are renewed” (Murithi, 2006:23). Consequently, Murithi 

sees African ethic as involving, “a process of action for bringing about a balance where harm 

has been done” (Murithi, 2006).  

In the above regard, Mkhize perceives African ethic as “an approach to morality and ethics in 

African communities providing descriptions and prescriptions for right and wrong” (Mkhize, 

2008:40). For Teffo, African ethic serves as “a cohesive moral value whose ethos can be 

donated to other philosophies of the world” (Teffo, 1994: 5). Alternatively, as he puts it 

differently, “it serves, pervasively, as a cohesive moral value in the face of adversity” (Teffo 
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1994 cited in Gathogo, 2008:285). Elsewhere, Shutte sees African ethic as “an ethical ideal 

whose encouraging examples thereof already exist” (Shutte, 2001:32-3). For the author, 

African ethic “embodies an understanding of what it is to be human, and what is necessary for 

human beings to grow and find fulfilment” (Shutte, 2001:2). In essence, for Shutte, African 

ethic “is an ethical concept that expresses a vision of what is valuable and worthwhile in life” 

(Shutte, 2001:2).  In agreement, Sindane and Liebenberg (2000) quoted in Tambulasi and 

Kayuni (2005) state that African ethic “affirms the humanity of the individual in direct relation 

or reciprocity with the other fellow human” (Sindane & Liebenberg, 2000: 38 cited in 

Tambulasi & Kayuni 2005:148). For Koster (1996) quoted in Tambulasi and Kayuni (2005), 

African ethic “is a way of life as it brings to the fore images of supportiveness, cooperation and 

communism” (Koster, 1996: 111 cited in Tambulasi & Kayuni, 2005:148). In the same vein, 

Nussbaum (2003) quoted in Tambulasi and Kayuni (2005) describes African ethic as “the 

capacity in African culture to express companion, reciprocity, dignity, harmony and humanity 

in the interest of building and maintaining community with justice and mutual caring” 

(Nussbaum, 2003: 2 cited in Tambulasi & Kayuni, 2005:148).  

Thus, African ethic “is associated with the maxim motho ke motho ka batho, which when 

loosely translated into English, means that to be a human being is to affirm one’s humanity by 

recognising the humanity of others and, on that basis, establish humane relations with them” 

(Ramose, 2002 cited in Kizito & Juma, 2015: 5). Sindane (1994) quoted in Kizito and Juma 

(2015) points out that African ethic “inspires us to expose ourselves to others, to encounter the 

difference of their humanness so as to inform and enrich our own” (Sindane, 1994:8−9 cited in 

Kizito & Juma, 2015: 5). Similarly, Letseka (2000) recited by Kizito and Juma (2015) claims 

that African ethic “illuminates the mutual embeddedness and connectedness of a person to 

other persons and highlights the importance attached to people and to human relationships” 

(Letseka, 2000:183 cited in Kizito & Juma, 2015: 5). 
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In the same vein, the work of Nicolaides (2014) provides an interesting narrative of how the 

use of African ethic can “inform practice in African business” (Nicolaides, 2014: 17).  For 

Nicolaides, African ethic “focuses on classifying actions as right and wrong” (Nicolaides, 

2014:18). In doing so, “it seeks to develop rules governing human conduct, or provide a set of 

norms for action” (Nicolaides, 2014:18).  As a communitarian ethic, Nicolaides believes, 

African ethic can be “utiliz[ed] to inform CEO thinking on CSR [and] transform management 

[CSR] practices” (Nicolaides, 2014: 17). For the author, African ethic “should be informing 

business activities such as [CSR] that are created to maintain a moral compass in business” 

(Nicolaides, ibid). Here, the author is hopeful that African ethic can “improve the current 

situation in business conduct in which scant attention is paid to seriously serving others as is 

proposed by CSR” (Nicolaides, ibid). Therefore, the author concludes, African ethic “is thus 

predominantly required to offset what are often cosmetic Western business practices which 

neither effectively infuse ethical conduct in business nor consider societal needs in a 

meaningful manner” (Nicolaides, ibid). 

Now, it is important to mention that my project is to develop and argue for an account of 

stakeholder CSR of an African pedigree that could be compared to Utilitarian and Kantian 

accounts in Western ethics. To this regard, I use the African ethic literature to construct my 

favoured African Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR to evaluate rightness or wrongness of 

actions in the context of CSR. To this end, I particularly draw on from the works of Silberbauer 

(1991), Tutu (1999), Mnyaka and Motlhabi (2005), Murove (2007), Taylor (2014) and Metz 

(2007, 2010; 2011; 2013; 2014). I do so because I theoretically regard them to be closest in 

enabling me to achieve my project goal as introduced above. Using concepts of relatedness to 

others and solidarity with others, Murove (2007) came close to coining “an African theory of 

right action” (Metz, 2007:322). His conceptual formulation of ‘an African theory of a right 

action’ comes from the following maxims, “one should always live and behave in a way that 
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maximises harmonious existence” (Murove, 2007: 181) and “everything that exists is 

relationally constituted through and with others” (Murove, 2007: 180). It follows, therefore, 

that as far as Murove (2007) is concerned, “action is right just insofar as it maximises 

harmonious existence with others”. Here, Murove argues, “… acts that are done with the 

intention of diminishing the life of another will always give rise to the spirit of Ngozi, which is 

an aggrieved spirit or an angry spirit that can bring about disharmony or discord to the 

community or family” (Murove, 2007: 180).  

Here, Mnyaka and Motlhabi (2005) make a similar point about the wrongness of what they 

dubbed “individualistic and self-centred acts [that] are not just seen as not contributing to the 

wellbeing of both the person and the community but, they are viewed as bringing about harm, 

misery and pain to others” (Mnyaka & Motlhabi, 2005:224). For the authors, “they are acts of 

which society disapproves, as they are manifestations of the elements, which the society views 

as dangerous, disruptive and undesirable to its functioning and wellbeing” (Mnyaka & 

Motlhabi, ibid). In the same vein, Tutu (1999) provides a sense of how the rightness and 

wrongness of actions is avaluated from African moral worldview. Here, he forcefully 

comments thus, “harmony, friendliness, community are great goods. Social harmony is for us 

the summum bonum, which denotes the highest good. Anything that subverts or undermines 

this sought-after good is to be avoided like the plague” (Tutu, 1999: 35).  

Similarly, Silberbauer “commented from a moral-anthropological standpoint on the practices 

of the Gana and Gwi people of Botswana and related small-scale societies” (Silberbauer, 1991) 

regarding the ultimate aim for their actions. He says, “there was another value being pursued, 

namely the establishing and maintaining of harmonious relationships. Again and again, in 

discussion and in general conversation, this stood out as a desired and enjoyed end in itself, 

often as the ultimate rationale for action” (Silberbauer, 1991: 20). Here, I am not suggesting 
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that harmonious or friendly relationships are necessarily the only ultimate rationale nor 

intending to promote friendliness as the ultimate rationale for CSR. Rather, I do acknowledge 

that it is shared with other competing rationales like avoiding harm (negative Utilitarianism) 

and promoting the autonomy (Kantianism). Hence, my thesis project is to compare and contrast 

the friendliness account of CSR with other competing rationales such as avoiding harm or 

promoting autonomy. 

Almost closest to Thaddeus Metz in enabling me to achieve my thesis goal is the work of 

Douglas Taylor (2014). In this particular work, he has intelligently attempted to define African 

ethic for business ethics (Taylor, 2014: 331). Drawing from Metzian work, Taylor believes 

African ethic could offer a “real principle of right action upon which to base any ethical 

decisions or to build a normative ethical framework” (Taylor, 2014: 332). In fact, Taylor is 

convinced that African ethic is “a principle of right action” (Taylor, 2014:332), which provides 

a plausible “framework for ethical business decision-making” (Taylor, 2014:340). In this 

regard, he offers his initial African ethic principle of right action as, “An action is right insofar 

as it promotes cohesiveness and mutual respect amongst people” (Taylor, 2014:338). He then 

reworked the principle thus, “An action is right insofar as it promotes cohesion and reciprocal 

value amongst people. An action is wrong insofar as it damages relationships and devalues any 

individual or group” (Taylor, 2014:338). Influenced by the aphorism associated with African 

ethic that ‘a person is a person through other people’, the author finally arrived at the statement 

he deems offers “an action guiding principle of right action” (Taylor, 2014:340). His newly 

found statement of African ethic principle of right action reads, “An action is right insofar as it 

promotes cohesion and reciprocal value amongst people. An action is wrong insofar as it 

damages relationships and devalues any individual or group” (Taylor, 2014:331). For the 

author, this statement “captures the essence of [African ethic] and provides the principle 

necessary to make ethical (business) decisions” (Taylor, 2014:331). 
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Of all the accounts of theories of the right action available in African ethics literature, the most 

attractive and articulate normative theory of right action that strikes a chord with me is 

proposed by Thaddeus Metz (2007), in his provocative article Towards African moral theory, 

which Mangena interestingly dubs “Metzian basic norm” (Mangena, 2016: 67, 75). Here, I 

agree with Lutz that “Thaddeus Metz has brought philosophical precision to [African ethic], 

by evaluating different theoretical interpretations of [it]” (Lutz, 2009: 315). This Metzian 

African conception of theory of right action that I favour is represented by Asher (2017), and 

Woermann and Engelbrecht (2017) in their articles on stakeholder relationships. Metz initial 

impression of it is that he finds it to be “the most promising theoretical formulation of an 

African ethic to be found in the literature” (Metz, 2007: 334). It  can be stated thus, “action is 

right just insofar as it produces harmony and reduces discord; an act is wrong to the extent that 

it fails to develop community” (Metz, 2007: 334). At the heart of his formulation of the African 

conception of the right action is harmony, which he explains as including “the combination of 

shared identity and goodwill” (Metz, 2007: 337). He then intelligently uses his understanding 

of African notion of harmony to provide his richer revised formulation of the African 

conception of the right action as follows, “an action is right just insofar as it promotes shared 

identity among people grounded on goodwill. An act is wrong to the extent that it fails to do 

so and tends to encourage the opposites of division and ill will” (Metz, 2007: 338). 

Reading Metz’s formulation of the revised African conception of the right action carefully, it 

thus appears that the necessary conditions that need to be in place in order for his African ethic 

principle to yield right action are that (i) individuals must have a shared sense of identity and 

(ii) they must have goodwill towards each other. Accordingly, the sense of goodwill that Metz 

is advocating might even be described as “love, which would make sense of the often-cited 

analogy between African communities and extended families, where a healthy family or 

community is one in which its members have a shared sense of identity and love for each other” 
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(Metz, 2007: 337). Hence, I submit that even if love is not the sole ultimate rationale for moral 

rightness, it could definitely be the distinctiveness of African ethic, which is usually given 

priority and valued or prized by Africans. 

Perhaps, the most powerful and articulate analytical interpretation of African ethic principle 

prescribing right actions is provided by Metz (2010) in his latest works. He writes, “the action 

is right just insofar as it is a way of living harmoniously or prizing communal relationships, 

ones in which people identify with each other and exhibit solidarity with one another; 

otherwise, action is wrong” (Metz, 2010: 51). It seems from the latest Metz’ formulation of 

African conception of the right action that there are two African sense of communities that 

embody ethical presuppositions about communal relationships. First, one is presumed to occur 

when one identifies with others. The essence of identifying with others is elucidated by Metz 

thus, “to identify with each is for people to think of themselves as members of the same group–

that is, to conceive of themselves as a ‘we’” (Metz, 2013: 240). Second, one is assumed to be 

in communal human relationships with others when one exhibits solidary with them. As Metz 

succinctly puts it, “to exhibit solidarity with one another is for people to care about each other’s 

quality of life” (Metz, 2013: 241). For the author, these two qualities of action of promoting 

shared identity and promoting solidarity are the conditions necessary for an action to be moral 

from the standpoint of the African ethic that he proposes. Thus, actions that betray the shared 

identity and solidarity of the community are thereby immoral, and those that promote them are 

moral in accordance with the African ethic that he canvasses in his works. I find this Metzian 

latest formulation of the African theory of the right action plausible and attractive to give 

credence to the development project of my favoured African account of CSR, which I argue 

can be compared to, and contrasted with Utilitarian and Kantian accounts. 

Metz has not only theorised about his proposed African theory of the right action but he also 

applied it and defended it (see Metz, 2007:369-387; 2014: 65-72). Other scholars interested in 
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his theory have done the same as shown in the discussion that follow below. Metz (2009) is 

quoted in West (2014) to have “applied his African moral theory of right action to issues of 

nepotism and affirmative action in the [South African public] sector [context]” (Metz, 2009 

cited  in West, 2014:31). In this regard, Metz (2009) is further quoted in West (2014) to have 

argued that, “in terms of this theory, nepotism would be considered wrong, and affirmative 

action would be considered right” (Metz, 2009 cited  in West, 2014:31). Concerning nepotism, 

Metz (2009), is said to have acknowledged that “in a society in which shared identity and 

goodwill are the primary moral considerations, preferential hiring or procurement policies by 

public officials, in which they favour family and friends, may appear to be morally appropriate” 

(Metz, 2009 cited in West 2014: 31). In this regard, however, West (2014: 31) quotes Metz 

(2009) to have admitted, “that such partiality would produce significant divisions and ill-will 

among the general public, and that according to his [African theory of right action, it would 

thus be considered wrong”. That being the case, however, Metz (2009) is further quoted by 

West (2014:31) to have admitted that, “affirmative action is considered acceptable, as harmony 

would require reconciliation and the need to mend the divisiveness of apartheid and affirmative 

action policies are one way of expressing such reconciliation”. In a sense, Metz (2009) is said 

to have acknowledged that, “those adversely affected by affirmative action policies may 

experience ill-will, but considers affirmative action to be morally acceptable as it would 

constitute the lesser injustice, [in the South African post-apartheid context]” (Metz, 2009 cited 

in West, 2014:31). 

Similarly, Metz has also applied African ethic to “bioethical issues, namely the point of medical 

treatment, free and informed consent, standards of care and animal experimentation” (Metz, 

2010: 49-58). Here, Metz states, “for each of these four bioethical issues, I compare and 

contrast the implications of the African moral theory with Utilitarianism and Kantianism [in 

Western ethics]” (Metz, ibid). His aim in this regard is twofold. The first is, “to highlight 
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respects in which the African [ethic] is distinct [from Utilitarianism and Kantianism in Western 

ethics]” (Metz, ibid).  The second is, “to demonstrate that the field [of bioethics] should take 

[African ethic] at least as seriously as it does with the Western theories” (Metz, ibid). Overall, 

Metz found out that the field of bioethics is “largely unaware of an African ethic account of 

what all right and wrong actions have in common and of the sorts of factors that are germane 

to developing a sound response to a given bioethical problem be it, for example, free and 

informed consent” (Metz, ibid). He is quoted by Behrens (2013:34) to have described his notion 

of African ethic thus, “an action is right just insofar as it is a way of living harmoniously or 

prizing communal relationships, ones in which people identify with each other and exhibit 

solidarity with one another; otherwise an action is wrong”(Metz, 2010: 49-58 cited in Behrens, 

2013:34). According to Behrens, “for Metz, the key to this African ethic is harmonious 

relationships characterised by identifying with others or conceiving of oneself as part of a group 

or community and by solidarity characterised by caring for one another and seeking the good 

of others” (Metz, 2013:77-92 cited in Behrens, 2013:34). 

Most recently, Asher (2017) and Woermann and Engelbrecht (2017) in their articles have 

almost initiated a stakeholder discourse in African ethic using Metz’s influential interpretation 

of African morality. In his, article Afro-communitarian Ethics: Implications for Small-Business 

Stakeholder Relationships, Asher explores the impacts of what he dubs “‘Afro-communitarian 

Ethics’ on small business stakeholder relationships” (Asher, 2017). In doing so, the author 

generally employs Metzian moral theory of right action that demands “identity as sharing a 

way of life with others” (Metz 2013: 81 cited in Asher, 2017: 136) and “solidarity as having 

feelings of sympathy towards another person or extending help to the other” (Metz 2013: 81 

cited in Asher, 2017: 136). Therefore, informed by Metzian identity and solidary, Asher argues 

that, “Afro-communitarian ethics requires small business owners to develop the preceding 

harmonious relationships with stakeholders, for example, employees” (Asher, 2017: 136). For 



 

84 
 

this author, Afro-communitarian ethics “demand for solidarity with stakeholders is a departure 

from masculinist renditions of stakeholder theory based on rights and justice and takes further 

strides towards carving out a unique position for itself with its insistence on the identity or the 

sharing of a way of life with stakeholders” (Asher, 2017: 146). 

In their article, ‘The Ubuntu Challenge to Business: From Stakeholders to Relationholders’, 

Woermann and Engelbrecht have attractively used Metzian theory of right action “to develop 

an Ubuntu heuristic for organisational decision making, which serves as the basis for [their] 

relationholder theory” (Woermann & Engelbrecht, 2017:1). According to this heuristic 

developed by them, business organisations “decision making should be guided by the moral 

responsibility to promote harmonious interpersonal relationships based on shared identity and 

goodwill and to avoid discord” (Woermann & Engelbrecht, 2017:16). The authors further argue 

that their relationholder theory as informed by Ubuntu heuristic grounds “moral consideration 

for others not on their earned stakes, but simply on the fact of relating, and on the aspiration to 

honour their ability to commune, and achieving harmonious relationships” (Woermann & 

Engelbrecht, ibid). Indeed, they are convinced that if applied to stakeholder relationships 

concerning employees, it “holds the potential to humanise capitalism through its emphasis on 

people and relationships, instead of primarily focusing on profit or individual wealth, which 

constitutes a focus on only one relationholder group, namely shareholders” (Woermann & 

Engelbrecht, ibid). For them, its attractiveness lies in the prospect that it “allows for the 

possibility that a more effective capitalist business framework requires attention to multiple 

goals besides profit, including harmonious relationships” (Woermann & Engelbrecht, ibid). 

Whether or not Metzian prolific works on African ethic to date, that is, his specific 

understanding of it and his particular interpretation of it as verbalised by himself, and most 

recently, professed by Asher (2017) and Woermann and Engelbrecht (2017) accurately 

captures a specifically African theory of a right action, is beyond the purpose and scope of my 
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thesis. However, given criticisms levied towards Metzian construct of African conception of a 

right action, there is surely a glimpse of doubt from some scholars that he has captured such 

“normative theory of right action that has an African pedigree” (Metz, 2007:340). Ramose 

(2007: 347-355), Wood (2007: 336-346), Farland (2007:356-363), van Niekerk (2007:364-

368), and most recently, Matolino (2015: 214-225), Mangena (2016: 66-80), Futter (2016: 57-

70) and Molefe (2017: 53-76) have criticised Metz’s African construct of right action. Due to 

space and time constraints, I am unable to delve deeper into the criticisms levelled against 

Metzian African construct of right action – here I merely highlight that it has its detractors.   

Nonetheless, I take his construct of African conception of right action for granted, and argue 

that what Metzian works have provided, despite arguments regarding whether or not his 

theoretical formulation or construct is appropriately African, is a powerful formulation or 

construct for a plausible theory of action. Although his critics point that his African ethic 

encapsulates or rehearses the communitarian ideals in Western ethics, I am inclined to agree 

with Furman (2012) that, even if it might be so, Metz’s theory of African ethic remains 

expressly distinguishable. In her defence of a theory of a right action implicit in African ethic, 

Furman articulates the point more clearly, thus, “what the Western communitarians do not 

capture is (i) the idea that members of the community ought to ‘love’ one another and (ii) that 

the morally right action occurs when one promotes harmony” (Furman, 2012:19). It is in these 

ways that Metz’ theory of African ethic stands out as attractive and promising to ground 

stakeholder CSR. It is for these reasons that I intend to use it to develop my favoured African 

account of stakeholder CSR comparable to Utilitarian and Kantian accounts in Western ethics. 

Therefore, I hope this short survey of African ethic literature indicating my principal sources 

has successfully persuaded the reader to understand why I follow the Metzian construct of 

African ethic to develop my favourite African Ethical Theory of CSR. For the purpose of my 

project, the Metzian construct of African ethic is “the most promising way to construct a 
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comparable African moral theory [of CSR to Utilitarian and Kantian theories of CSR]” (Metz, 

2007: 341). The attractiveness of the Metzian construct of African ethic lies in its prescription 

to be friendly, requiring moral agents to live harmoniously with others and/or prize communal 

relationships with others. Actually, in one of my conversations with Thaddeus Metz, he admits 

that his theoretical construct of African conception of right action that I follow has developed 

out of “Tutu’s understanding of [African ethic] in terms of a fundamental obligation to promote 

harmonious relationships and to prevent discordant ones” (Metz, 2007: 341). I am agreeable 

with the assertion by Metz that, “even without further development, the theory developed by 

Metzian works is more African, precise and complete than its rivals in the literature” (Metz, 

2007:341). His piece of “literature construes [African ethic] as grounding a distinctive 

normative Ethical Theory of right action” (Metz, 2007:323) based on his specific understanding 

of it and his particular interpretation of it. In what follows in section 1.8, I present the 

methodology and sketch of the thesis that I follow towards achieving the overall goal of the 

thesis, which is to develop and argue for my favourite African account of stakeholder CSR. 

1.8  Methodology and Sketch of the Thesis  

The methodology of this thesis is relatively straightforward, and it must be read together with 

the entire section 6.2 of chapter 6 of this thesis for appraisal of why some aspects have been 

given much consideration over others. Methodologically, the thesis is a work of normative 

moral philosophy 10  in applied ethics field that is primarily explorative, analytical and 

comparative in nature, and not that of moral ethnography11 in the stakeholder CSR field. It is a 

strictly normative project aimed at developing an African version of stakeholder CSR 

                                                             
10 In this thesis, I have not given descriptive ethics that much consideration over normative ethics not necessarily 

because it cannot do the job in grounding CSR. Rather, due to time and space constraints, I have left it to be further 

explored in future. For details in this regard, see section 6.2.5 of chapter 6 in this thesis on pages 375-377. 
11 In this thesis, I have not given moral ethnography that much consideration over normative moral philosophy 

not necessarily because it cannot do the job in grounding CSR. Rather, I have left it to be further explored in 

future. For details in this regard, see section 6.2.1 of chapter 6 in this thesis on pages 366-367. 
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comparable to, and distinguishable from Utilitarian and Kantian accounts. It is not an empirical 

project attempting to describe and explain the stakeholder CSR behaviour of business 

organisations. Rather, a normative project that remains abstract at the level of developing an 

African Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR that differs in essential ways from Utilitarian and 

Kantian Ethical Theories of stakeholder CSR, and is a morally attractive rival to them in 

grounding many aspects of stakeholder CSR. Actually, the central argument of the thesis is 

framed in terms of how African Ethical Theory is ‘attractive’12, and how I consider it my 

preferable and favourite theory. 

To this end, I argue for my African account of stakeholder CSR by considering Utilitarian and 

Kantian alternative accounts, which have been influential in much of the debate on stakeholder 

CSR in the business literature. I explore theoretical expositions of my African account of 

stakeholder CSR alongside its competing Utilitarian and Kantian alternative accounts. I then 

apply my African account and its contending Utilitarian and Kantian accounts to concrete 

stakeholder CSR issues or questions. The anticipated view is to (i) to explore their implications 

for stakeholder CSR and (ii) consider whether their affirmative answers to these CSR questions 

are plausible, and can provide concrete guidance to the morality of actions for stakeholder CSR 

as a business practice, involving organisational actions.   

I take my African account as well as its rival Utilitarian and Kantian accounts for granted in 

considering and exploring their implications for stakeholder CSR. I then show how my African 

account might be different from its salient Utilitarian and Kantian rival accounts. I consider 

possible problems to various features of my African account as well as those of Utilitarian and 

                                                             
12 Here, building on the works of Pust (2019) and Daniels (2018), I am probably most often appealing to intuitions, 
judgments of what is immoral or moral in particular situations, to defend a theory, a general account of what’s 

immoral or moral in respect of business. Most of the time I am implicitly supposing that a theory is attractive 

when it can entail and plausibly explain intuitions of right or wrong, and that it is unattractive when it cannot do 

so or when it is downright counterintuitive. I expect readers to share the intuitions most of the time, and that even 

adherents to Utilitarian or Kantian theories will often have intuitions that do not fit well with their theories. They 

constitute the ‘common ground’ and ‘objective’ considerations that should be made central and explicit. 
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Kantian accounts, thereby explaining that with or without these problems, they still are viable 

moral approaches to evaluating maxims of actions. I then postulate and defend the thesis that 

African Ethical Theory provides a promising, plausible and attractive normative justificatory 

theory of stakeholder CSR comparable to the Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories of 

stakeholder CSR in Western ethics. I also bring to the fore aspects of African Ethical Theory 

that I consider morally compelling and attractive for use to improve other approaches to 

stakeholder CSR. I conclude the thesis by indicating possible areas of future research relevant 

to making African Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR compelling and attractive. In the next 

section 1.9, I  present an outline and/or a roadmap of the thesis  argumentative strategy that I 

follow in writing the thesis. 

1.9 Thesis Outline 

Since my account of African Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR compares and contrasts with 

Utilitarian and Kantian Western-oriented alternative accounts, I first consider these contending 

accounts and then, explore them in the thesis in order to give credence to my African account.  

In Chapter 1, I provide a comprehensive prelude to my favourite African theory of stakeholder 

CSR, presenting the reader with a concise description of the research aim and the thesis I set 

out to defend. I begin the chapter by broadly discussing stakeholder theory and CSR, 

concentrating on their relationships in the literature, and also offering insights into who are 

stakeholders and what is special about them. I also present a rationale covering  why my 

research  question  is important,  and  why my approach is novel given my philosophical 

normative grounding of stakeholder CSR as a business concept and practice with the aim of 

developing an African account of it. In the chapter,  I also develop a conceptual schema of the 

thesis based on my African theoritical understanding and practice of friendship, which prizes 

communal relationships overall. I further give a brief survey of the literature on African ethics, 
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describe my methodology, thereby providing the reader with a useful roadmap of  the thesis 

argumentative strategy overall. 

In Chapter 2, I begin by exploring Utilitarian Ethical Theory to stakeholder CSR. Then I apply 

it to some concrete stakeholder CSR issues or questions, “highlighting respects in which its 

implications differ from those of influential Kantian [Ethical Theory]” (Metz & Gaie, 2010) 

and little known African Ethical Theory. To this end, I am not merely comparing and 

contrasting it with Kantian and African Ethical Theories, but also advocating it as a plausible 

moral theory for stakeholder CSR. I aim to show that it has been most influential and popular 

in explaining what determines the moral status of an action, and in providing a normative 

justificatory theory for stakeholder CSR as corporate practice. 

In Chapter 3, I focus on spelling out a Kantian Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR. I address 

its theoretical implications and the extent to which it can “be successfully deployed to provide 

moral [justifications for and limitations to] the theory and practice of [stakeholder] CSR” 

(Mofuoa, 2016:98). I then apply it to concrete stakeholder CSR issues or questions in order to 

consider its implications for stakeholder CSR, and to establish how it can be compared to or 

rivalled by Utilitarian Ethical Theory, and ultimately, by African Ethical Theory in latter 

chapters. I conclude the chapter by arguing that, compared to Utilitarian Ethical Theory, 

Kantian Ethical Theory holds much promise for explaining what determines the moral status 

of action and for offering the best justificatory theory of stakeholder CSR as corporate practice. 

In Chapter 4, I set out to articulate an African Ethical Theory grounded in ‘African’ 

communitarian ideals with a view to applying it to concrete stakeholder CSR issues or 

questions in chapter 5. I then develop an African principle that grounds moral rightness of an 

action, and that can be compared to both Utilitarian and Kantian principles at accounting for 

what constitutes or determines the moral status of an action for the normative grounding of 
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stakeholder CSR. I conclude the chapter by arguing that the African principle of right action 

holds the promise of being compared to, and contrasted with Utilitarian and Kantian principles 

of right action. I submit that its promise of providing a comparable solid normative grounding 

of stakeholder CSR to that of Utilitarianism and Kantianism lies in “respecting the capacity for 

communion [with others]” (Metz, 2018:53). 

In Chapter 5, I apply an African Ethical Theory to concrete stakeholder CSR issues or 

questions, exploring respects in which African account of stakeholder CSR might be similar to 

and different from salient Utilitarian and Kantian accounts. To this end, I consider its 

applications and implications for stakeholder CSR as a corporate business practice in relation 

to Utilitarianism and Kantianism. Then I conclude the chapter by arguing that it provides a 

promising normative justificatory theory of stakeholder CSR alongside or comparable to 

Utilitarianism and Kantianism as the most influential Western perspectives of morality.  

Finally, in Chapter 6, I present and discuss further the conclusions of the thesis by providing 

the snapshot of the narrative of the thesis. I then locate the thesis in the existing African and 

Western philosophical literature, underlining how my work in the thesis uniquely sets itself 

apart from work of other scholars, in particular the work of Thaddeus Metz,  in the literature. I 

also highlight and name  aspects of African Ethical Theory that I consider morally compelling 

and attractive for use to improve other approaches to stakeholder CSR. I conclude  the chapter 

by pointing out possible areas of future research relevant to making African Ethical Theory of 

stakeholder CSR a more plausible and “defensible moral theory with an African pedigree, and 

[one] that should be developed further with an eye to rivalling the dominant Western theories 

such as Utilitarianism and Kantianism” (Metz, 2007: 321). 

 

 

 



 

91 
 

CHAPTER 2 

Applying Utilitarian Ethical Theory to Stakeholder Corporate Social Responsibility 

 

2. Introduction  

This chapter directly applies Utilitarian Ethical Theory to stakeholder Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR). To obtain focus on the normative grounding of stakeholder CSR in 

Utilitarian Ethical Theory, I mainly address its theoretical expositions and the extent to which 

it can be fruitfully employed  to offer moral justifications for and limitations to the practice of 

stakeholder CSR. My aim is to establish how it can be amplified or rivalled by Kantian Ethical 

Theory in Western ethics, and ultimately, by African Ethical Theory in African ethics. In 

essence, this chapter is, therefore, not about whether the Utilitarian Ethical Theory is a plausible 

moral theory when applied to stakeholder CSR. Instead, I take it for granted that it is deservedly 

influential and widespread among contemporary moral philosophers and business ethicists 

when considering its implications for stakeholder CSR as corporate practice.  

This discussion on the normative grounding of stakeholder CSR in Utilitarian Ethical Theory 

in this chapter brings me closer to achieving the ultimate goal of the thesis. That overall goal 

is to develop an African account of stakeholder CSR comparable to the Utilitarian account as 

highlighted in chapter 1. Therefore, in this chapter, I critically explore the implications of 

Utilitarian Ethical Theory for stakeholder CSR with the view to contrast them with those of a 

less familiar but promising African Ethical Theory. To this end, in the following, I discuss 

Utilitarian Ethical Theory, as one class of Ethical Theory in Western ethics, which yields 

principles of action that have been influential in much of the debate on stakeholder CSR in the 

business literature. As previously alluded to, I do this in order to enable me to ultimately 

consider how the African account of stakeholder CSR might be similar to and yet different 

from salient Utilitarian and Kantian accounts. 
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2.1 Theoretical Expositions of Utilitarian Ethical Theory of Stakeholder CSR 

As a moral theory of stakeholder CSR in Western ethics, Utilitarian Ethical Theory “has a long 

historical tradition, which begins with the Epicureans of classical Greece (c.300 B.C.E), 

continues through the British empiricist David Hume (1711-1776), and receives its central 

modern formulations in Jeremy Bentham (1748 – 1832) and John Stuart Mill (1806 – 1873)” 

(see Allhof & Vaidys, 2005: xix). Jeremy Bentham (1748 – 1832) and John Stuart Mill (1806 

– 1873) are recognised as chief advocates of Utilitarianism in association with other 18th - 

20th century Utilitarians, notably H. Sidgwick (1938-1900), H. Rashdall (1858 – 1924), G.E. 

Moore (1873 – 1958), K. Popper (1902 – 1994), R.M. Hare (1919–2002) as well as P. Singer 

(1946–). Typically, Utilitarians believe that the moral worth of actions should be based on their 

utility. In other words, for Utilitarians,  ethical standards of action should be established based 

on the outcomes or consequences of action with varying views as to what outcomes or 

consequences matter most (Boatright, 2003). In the sub-section 2.1.1 below, Utilitarianism as 

a consequentialist ethical theory of ethis is briefly discussed. 

2.1.1  Utilitarianism as a Consequentialist Ethical Theory of Ethics  

Utilitarianism is classified as the Consequentialist Ethical Theory of ethics, hereafter referred 

to as consequentialism (see Smart & Williams, 1973; Finnis, 1983; Neal, 1997; Bartels et al., 

2014).  In fact, Bartels et al say, “Utilitarianism is a well-known and influential version of 

consequentialism” (Bartels et al., 2014:7). Consequentialism is the view that an action is 

morally right if it or the rule under which it falls would be expected to produce or maximise 

good and reduce or minimise bad outcomes or consequences. In essence, “it is the view that 

morality is all about producing the right kinds of overall consequences” (Haines, n.d). So, for 

Haines, “the phrase overall consequences of action means everything the action brings about 

[with regard to all people and in the long run], including the action itself” (Haines, ibid). The 
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author argues that, “if one thinks that the whole point of morality is [for business organisations] 

to spread happiness and relieve suffering” (Hannes, n.d), by engaging in stakeholder CSR 

programmes in society then, “she or he accepts consequentialism that the moral rightness of an 

act is the consequence of its outcomes” (see Kagan, 1998: 61; Kagan, 1989: xi, 8).  

Therefore, consequentialism is distinctive in holding the view that, “the consequences of a 

particular action form the sole basis for any valid moral judgement about that action” 

(Sweethaven02, n.d:5). Here, Bartels et al powerfully puts the same point thus, 

“consequentialism is the view that the moral status of an action (or inaction) should be 

determined solely based on the outcomes it produces” (Bartels et al., 2014:7). From a 

consequentialist outlook, thus, “a morally right action is one that maximally produces a good 

outcome, or consequence” (Sweethaven02, ibid). As Suikkanen eloquently puts it, “an act is 

right if and only if the agent does not have an option that would have a higher evaluative 

ranking” (Suikkanen, 2008:1). In this regard, for a consequentialist worldview, it is not enough 

that an action has some beneficial consequences if another act would have produced more. It 

further asserts that determining the highest good for society is a matter of measuring outcome, 

and so decisions about what is a morally right action should depend on the potential or realised 

costs and benefits of moral action. Hence, Kagan (1998) quoted in Bartels et al (2014) 

conclusively writes, “Consequentialism holds that an act is right if and only if it leads to the 

best consequences” (Kagan, 1998:52 cited in Bartels et al., 2014:7). 

Hence, as a particular sort of consequentialism, “Utilitarianism is the view that an act is right 

if and only if it leads to the greatest total amount of well-being” (Kagan, 1998: 52 cited in 

Bartels et al., 2014:7). Therefore, Utilitarianism judges, “the rightness and wrongness of 

actions by the goodness and badness of the consequences they bring about” (Smart & Williams, 

1973: 12). This bears the meaning that the moral right and wrong of an action is determined by 
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its outcomes. Therefore, Utilitarianism assesses or evaluates, “the goodness or badness of the 

consequences in terms of their tendency to maximise utility or welfare” (Sen & Williams, 

1982:1, 4). For Williams, Utilitarianism is a system of personal morality that he describes as 

“a distinctive way of looking at human actions and morality” (Williams, 1973: 135), that is, it 

looks at “the consequences of an action to decide whether [an action] is morally right or wrong” 

(Reiss, 2017:250).  

It is in the above regard that Finnis perceives, “Utilitarianism as a form of consequentialism” 

(Finnis, 1983:85), and is not therefore opposed to consequentialism. It is linked to other forms 

of consequentialism, which “maintain that right and wrong are a function of the consequences 

of our actions – more precisely, that our actions are right or wrong because, only because, of 

their consequenses” (Shaw, 2006:5). However, Utilitarianism differs from other 

consequentialist theories in relation to what consequences count, and the amount or quantity 

of the consequences considered relevant. Unlike other forms of consequentialism, 

Utilitarianism values outcomes or consequences limited to utility. As Bagaric correctly notes, 

“Utilitarianism is the theory that the morally right action is that which produces the greatest 

amount of utility” (Bagaric, 1999: 105). Typically, therefore, the only thing that Utilitarians 

have in mind is what Finnis (1983:81) dubs, “the aptness of an action (or omission) to produce 

the state of experience called pleasure, satisfaction or happiness” given the label or brand of 

the theory of Utilitarianism at play. This brings us to the sub-section 2.1.2 where these labels 

or brands of Utilitarianism are briefly discussed. 

2.1.2 Labels or Brands of Utilitarianism as a Moral Theory 

 According to Kagan, “Utilitarianism is the consequentialist theory that is the result of 

combining consequentialism with welfarism, whose primary goal is to maximise the utility of 

actions” (Kagan, 1998:61). In accord, Baujard argues, “all versions of Utilitarianism are 
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fundamentally welfarist” (Baujard, 2016:585). Here, I take this point for granted when applying 

Utilitarianism to CSR. As a hybrid moral theory, Utilitarianism is known to have a variety of 

labels or brands according to Williams and Cookson (2000) and Baujard (2016). Three 

characteristic features namely consequentialism, welfarism and sum ranking can identify these 

labels or brands of Utilitarianism conferring to Williams and Cookson (2000: 1872). In essence, 

consequentialism requires “actions or decisions to be evaluated in terms of their consequences 

or outcomes” (Williams & Cookson, ibid). Welfarism requires “consequences to be evaluated 

in terms of the welfare or utility they bring about” (Williams & Cookson, ibid), and sum 

ranking requires “overall evaluation to be based on the sum total of individual utilities or 

welfares” (Williams & Cookson, ibid). Despite these enumerated common features, labels or 

brands of Utilitarianism can be also differentiated (Williams & Cookson, 2000). Generally, 

they can be distinguished according to “how the utility is understood, such as pleasure and pain 

versus desires or preferences, and how the unit of evaluation is defined for instance particular 

acts versus rules or motives for acting” (Williams & Cookson, 2000: 1872). 

In the main, the following are the different labels or brands of Utilitarianism, which are 

commonly used: First, hedonistic Utilitarianism is the Utilitarian theory of ethics associated 

with Jeremy Bentham (1748 – 1832) and John Stuart Mill (1806 – 1873). It assumes that the 

rightness of an action depends entirely on the amount of pleasure, happiness or welfare it 

produces and the amount of pain or unhappiness that it avoids. In a narrowly defined hedonistic 

Utilitarianism, it is the maximisation of only pleasure and the minimisation of only pain that 

counts although Mill includes higher pleasures in his identification of good consequences.  

Bentham confines his analysis of good consequences of pleasure, which, like pain, can be 

quantified thus enabling a direct calculus of the utility of the outcomes or consequences of the 

action. For Mill, some consequences are more important than others because of their quality, 

not their quantity. For example, self-development is more important than pleasure, although 
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both are morally relevant. In the same token, some pleasures, Mill thought, are more admirable 

than others are. For example, the pleasure that a moral agent gets from doing mathematical 

proofs is a more admirable pleasure, in itself, than the pleasure she or he may get from eating 

a good meal. Thus, in the narrow consequentialist case, the outcome is the hedonistic one of 

maximising pleasure and minimising pain, or in the broader consequentialist case, maximising 

the quality of life, both using calculus in which the ends justify the means. 

Second, ideal Utilitarianism is the Utilitarian theory of ethics associated with the works of G.E. 

Moore (1873 – 1958) and H. Rashdall (1858 – 1924). This theory states that, “the only 

fundamental requirement of morality is, in addition to happiness, to promote a plurality of 

intrinsic goods or values for all those capable of possessing them” (Skelton, 2011:45). Thus, 

ideal Utilitarianism is a form of consequentialism not exclusively concerned with happiness 

(Smart & Williams, 1973) as it “denies that the sole object of moral concern is the maximising 

of happiness” (Parijat, 2015:33). Instead, it recognises that, “in addition to happiness, there are 

other intrinsic goods such as knowledge, love, and beauty that we should also attempt to 

maximise” (Moore, 1903 cited in Bagaric, 1999:105). In the words of Rashdall, “morality 

consists in the promotion of true human good, but the good of which pleasure is only an 

element” (Rashdall, 1907: 216-17). According to the author, “actions are right or wrong as they 

tend to produce for all mankind an ideal end or good, which includes but not limited to 

pleasure” (Rashdall, 1907: 184). Therefore, ideal Utilitarianism postulates that “an action is 

right if and only if the net amount intrinsic good or value it brings into the world is at least 

greater than that of any other possible action” (Pages, n.d). Put differently, it states, “the 

morally right course of action is the one that brings about the greatest amount of goodness, 

regardless of what we specifically identify as (…) intrinsically good, such as aesthetic beauty, 

integrity, friendship, fulfillment of desires, fairness, and freedom” (Fieser, 2017). 
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Third, preference Utilitarianism is the contemporary Utilitarian theory associated with works 

of R.M. Hare (1919–2002) and P. Singer (1946 –), which postulates that, “every desire of every 

person has an equal claim” (Finnis, 1983: 81). Accordingly, “it entails promoting actions that 

fulfil the preferences of those being involved” (Singer, 2011:13). In this regard, “it argues that 

what should be maximised are the preferences of persons” (Neal, 1997:35). Here, “preferences 

refer to all desires, ends, interests or goals, which an individual may have” (Neal, ibid). In 

essence, it sets out to maximise the “satisfaction of individual preferences, leaving aside the 

attempt to quantify levels of individual satisfaction in terms of happiness or pleasure” (Neal, 

ibid). For preference Utilitarians, actions are right if only if they maximise the satisfaction of 

preferences or desires, and they “interpret the best consequences in terms of ‘preference 

satisfaction’” (Kalita, 2012). For the author, “this means that good is described as the 

satisfaction of each person's individual preferences or desires, and right action is that which 

leads to this satisfaction” (Kalita, ibid). Consequently, for Kalita, “since what is good depends 

solely on individual preferences, there can be nothing that is in itself good or bad except for 

the resulting state of mind” (Kalita, ibid). Henceforth, Kalita concludes, “preference 

Utilitarianism therefore can be distinguished by its acknowledgement that every person's 

experience of satisfaction will be unique” (Kalita, ibid). 

Last but not least, negative Utilitarianism is a Utilitarian theory associated with Karl Popper 

(1902 – 1994), which assumes that “the only criterion of the rightness of an action is the extent 

to which it minimises suffering or pain” (Aveek, 2011).  Alternatively, it argues, “…in any 

given circumstance, the right action is the one that minimises unhappiness” (Aveek, ibid). Here, 

“Popper’s contrary Utilitarian principle is that moral agents should usually act to minimise 

suffering rather than maximise pleasure” (Popper, 1952). In this regard, Popper believes that 

“by acting to minimise suffering, moral agents avoid the terrible risks of ‘utopianism’, by 

which he had in mind the communist and fascist dictatorships of the twentieth century” 
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(Popper, ibid). So, negative Utilitarianism is perceived as “a form of Utilitarian principle in 

which the injunction to maximise happiness is replaced by the injunction to eliminate suffering 

or to aim at the least amount of avoidable suffering of all, or briefly, minimise suffering” 

(Popper, 2012: 548).  

Elsewhere, Popper makes a similar point by claiming, “there is, from the ethical point of view, 

no symmetry between suffering and happiness, or between pain and pleasure” (Popper, 2002: 

284–5). He writes, “in my opinion, human suffering makes a direct moral appeal, namely, the 

appeal for help, while there is no similar call to increase the happiness of a man who is doing 

well anyway” (Popper, ibid). Thus, the primary thrust of negative Utilitarianism “is that an act 

is morally right if and only if it leads to less suffering than any available alternative” (Ord, 

2013). Typically, negative Utilitarianism argues that, “moral agents should aim to minimise 

suffering than maximise pleasure” (Oliphant & Mayled, 2014:78).  

According to Baujard, “while there is wide variation in Utilitarian approaches to ethics [as 

highlighted above], they are united by their endorsement of the general principle that the 

morally right action is judged through the goodness of its outcomes” (Baujard, 2013:1). That 

being the case, however, almost if not all varieties of Utilitarian approaches to ethics tend to 

virtually collapse into hedonistic Utilitarianism whose flagship goal is to maximise happiness 

(Bagaric, 2001: 41 - 42). Ideal Utilitarianism collapses into hedonistic Utilitarianism in that 

while “it is true that moral agents generally pursue other virtues such as knowledge, love and 

beauty, they do not do so for their own sake” (Bagaric, 2001:41). Instead, “they seek them 

because they generally tend to generate pleasure” (Bagaric, ibid). Thus, love, knowledge, 

beauty, wealth or fame, as desirable intrinsic goods, are in general a means to happiness.  

Similarly, preference Utilitarianism collapses into hedonistic Utilitarianism in that “it may be 

argued that our ultimate fundamental desire is generally, if not always, to be happy” (Bagaric, 
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2001:42). Hereafter, there is a general belief that, “if happiness is defined broadly enough to 

include fulfilling what one desires” (Singer, 1993:14), and then “there is no conflict between 

hedonistic and preference Utilitarianism” (Bagaric, 2001:42). After all, it makes no sense that 

people would want to maximise desires that make them unhappy rather than happy. A similar 

point can be made in relation to negative Utilitarianism as to why people would want to 

minimise suffering if the ultimate result is not to be happy. In this regard, thus, negative 

Utilitarianism does not seem to have the same degree of self-evident appeal as hedonistic 

Utilitarianism. 

It is in the above regard that I adopt hedonistic Utilitarianism, focussing eventually on its 

hedonist account of welfare consequences, as the most attractive label or variation to my overall 

objective of applying Utilitarianism to CSR. In essence, “hedonistic Utilitarianism holds that 

welfare is equivalent to the presence of pleasure and the absence of pain” (Shodhganga 

(n.d). Here, pleasure is understood as, “the subjective satisfaction of desire” (Heathwood, 2006: 

539). In the main, Utilitarianism is committed to welfarism, “according to which welfare is the 

only type of value that is of fundamental relevance to ethics” (Timmons, 2013: 117). So, I 

adopt general welfare Utilitarian consequences with references also to the negative 

Utilitarianism of not harming for the purpose of applying Utilitarianism to CSR on the ground 

that it fits what attracts me about friendliness, which  can be seen as somewhat similar to 

fostering good human relationships for the community’s sake. With this understanding, in sub-

section 2.1.3 that follows, I briefly discuss Utilitarianism as an ethical theory of action. 

2.1.3 Utilitarianism as the Ethical Theory of Action 

According to Frederiksen and Nielsen (2013) quoted in Okpara and Idowu (2013), 

“Utilitarianism is the, superficially at least, simple idea that morality concerns doing as much 

good and preventing as much bad as possible” (Frederiksen & Nielsen, 2013 cited in Okpara 
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& Idowu, 2013:21). Thus, Utilitarianism is the view that “the criteria for evaluating moral 

actions is the welfare” (Kaptain & Wempe, 2002:2).  Consequently, Utilitarianism “hold[s] 

that actions should be morally judged on the basis of their total costs and benefits” (Kaptain & 

Wempe, 2002: 2-3).  Typically, for Utilitarianism, “the action that produces the greatest 

benefits at the lowest cost is the action we, as moral agents, are morally obliged to follow” 

(Kaptain & Wempe, 2002: 3). 

It is in this regard that Frederiksen and Nielsen are not surprised that “most contemporary 

Utilitarians, including Singer (1993), argue that moral agents, including companies, should 

maximise the total sum of wellbeing” (Frederiksen & Nielsen, 2013 cited in Okpara & Idowu, 

2013:21). Here, Frederiksen and Nielsen (2013) are of the view that business organisations 

“wanting to act in accordance with Utilitarianism might believe that they, when confronted 

with a moral dilemma, should merely try to calculate which actions seem to maximise the total 

sum of well-being” (Frederiksen & Nielsen, 2013 cited in Okpara & Idowu, 2013:22). Here, 

the utilitarian total sum of well-being is understood or defined in terms of maximisation of 

pleasure or happiness or satisfaction of preferences or desires, and minimisation of misery 

given the label of theory of Utilitarianism at play (see Frederiksen & Nielsen, 2013). Far from 

this conviction, for most Utilitarians, acting in accordance with Utilitarianism, in general, is 

much more demanding than applying simple calculations as which actions seem to maximise 

the total sum of well-being or welfare (see Frederiksen & Nielsen, 2013; Frederiksen, 2010; 

Singer, 1972, 1993, 2011 in this regard). 

Thus, Utilitarianism generally refers to the capacity of actions to achieve good or beneficial 

outcomes irrespective of its label in play as underlined in sub-section 2.1.2. Additionally, 

according to Beauchamp and Bowie, “[it] is committed to the maximisation of good and the 

minimisation of harm and evil” (Beauchamp & Bowie, 2004). It holds that actions are 
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determined solely by their outcomes or consequences. It directs moral agents to act so as to 

gain the greatest good possible, either indirectly by following rules which, when followed, 

produce the greatest good, such as a rule against lying, or directly by considering the good 

produced by each action that moral agents might perform. In what follows in sub-section 2.1.4, 

I address these two most popular Utilitarian forms of achieving the greatest good possible 

among moral philosophers and business ethicists, namely “act-Utilitarianism and rule-

Utilitarianism” (Bagaric, 2002:167). Whereas act-Utilitarianism directs moral agents to 

determine their moral obligations by considering the consequences of each, and rule-

Utilitarianism directs moral agents to determine the consequence of their moral obligations by 

adopting socially agreed rules.  

2.1.4 Act-Utilitarianism and Rule-Utilitarianism Distinguished?  

Although, there are a wide variety of forms of Utilitarianism (see Glover, 1990), the two most 

dominant forms or kinds of Utilitarianism as the Ethical Theory of action are act-Utilitarianism 

and rule-Utilitarianism (Mandal et al., 2016; Jones & Felps, 2013: 212; Edwards, 2009:30). 

For Jones and Felps, “act-Utilitarianism instructs the agent to make the decision that results in 

the greatest net social benefit with respect to the decision at hand. Rule Utilitarianism, on the 

other hand, directs the agent to follow rules that are intended to produce the greatest net social 

benefit over time” (Jones & Felps, 2013: 212). Alternatively, according to Bagaric, “[a]ct-

Utilitarianism is simply the view that the correctness of an action is judged according to the 

degree of utility that it promotes” (Bagaric, 2002:167).  On the other hand, the author argues, 

“[r]ule-Utilitarianism is the view that the rightness of an act is assessed by reference to its 

compliance with rules established to maximise utility” (Bagaric, ibid).  The author concludes, 

“for the rule utilitarian the principle of utility is used as a guide for the rules we should follow, 

as distinct to the particular actions we should perform” (Bagaric, ibid). 
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As Utilitarian theory of ethics, thus, act-Utilitarianism evaluates morality of actions based on 

their individual outcomes or consequences they produce. It is a hedonistic Utilitarian theory of 

ethics that claims, “[actions] are morally right to the extent that they either maximise happiness 

or minimise pain” (Edwards, 2009:30).  According to act-Utilitarianism, therefore, “[a]ctions 

are right in proportion as they tend to promoted happiness, wrong as they produce 

[un]happiness” (Mill, 1683: 257 cited in Edwards, 2009:30).  Alternatively, act-Utilitarianism 

assumes, “the morally right [action] is that which results in the least amount of harms, hence 

the least amount of pain” (Edwards, 2009:30). 

As a version of Utilitarianism, rule-Utilitarianism holds that the “rightness or wrongness of a 

particular action is a function of the correctness of the rule of which it is an instance” (Garner 

& Rosen, 1967: 70). According to rule-Utilitarianism, “one calculates what is right by 

comparing the consequences of all relevant agents of alternative rules for a particular 

circumstance. This is done by comparing all relevant similar circumstances or settings at any 

time” (Mill cited in Anderson, 2004). Thus, the central thesis of rule-Utilitarianism is that “an 

action is not right or wrong because of its own consequences. Rather, it is right or wrong 

depending on whether it violates the collective rules that would have the best consequences” 

(Haines, n.d). According to rule-Utilitarianism, “an action is morally right if and only if it does 

not violate the set of rules of behaviour whose general acceptance in the community would 

have the best consequences—that is, at least as good as any rival set of rules or no rules at all” 

(Haines, ibid).  

Succinctly, act-Utilitarianism and rule-Utilitarianism are interconnected in that both determine 

the morality of actions by their outcomes. On the other hand, they are disconnected in that “act-

Utilitarianism considers the consequences of individual [actions, whereas] rule-Utilitarianism 

require[s] that we assess the overall consequences of adopting a particular rule or practice 
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itself” (Higher Education Group, n.d), such as free markets or other economic institutions. In 

other words, “[a]ct Utilitarianism deals with decisions undertaken for each individual case 

analyzing the benefits and harms promoting overall better consequences, [whilst] in rule 

[U]tilitarianism…decisions are guided by preformed rules” (Mandal et al.,  2016). Hence, for 

rule-Utilitarianism, “morally right decision is an action complying [with agreed] moral 

codes/rules leading to better consequences” (Mack, 2004 cited in Mandal et al., 2016). 

Although most Utilitarians invoke the two to evaluate rightness or wrongness of actions, I 

would use act-Utilitarianism in section 2.2 of this chapter and latter chapters when applying 

Utilitarianism to CSR13. I do so because time and space does not allow me to deal with both 

theories in this thesis. I also consider act-Utilitarianism more promising than rule-

Utilitarianism in enabling me to apply the Utilitarian Ethical Theory to concrete stakeholder 

CSR issues to give credence to my favourite African Ethical Theory of CSR. In addition, it is 

suitable for those like me who perceive CSR as supererogation act beyond the call of duty, 

unlike rule-Utilitarianism that is more relevant to law-making and adopting business codes of 

ethics. In this regard, in sub-section 2.1.5 that follows, I discuss how Utilitarianism evaluates 

the goodness or badness of actions.  

2.1.5 How does Utilitarianism Judge the Goodness or Badness of Actions?  

The Utilitarian evaluation of the goodness or badness of actions can roughly be broken down 

into two related questions: (i) how to define the good or utility at which actions are to be aimed, 

and (ii) how to aggregate individual experiences of that utility in order to evaluate the overall 

consequences of the actions. As Mill eloquently states, “all action is for the sake of some end, 

and rules of action, it seems natural to suppose, must take their whole character and colour 

                                                             
13 My reasons to prefer act-Utilitarianism over rule-Utilitarianism here on page 103 and also cf. on pages 118-119 

are not intended to suggest that rule-Utilitarianism plays no role in justifying CSR. Rather, due to time and space 

constraints, I have left it to be further explored in future with the view to compare and contrast it with the African 

Ethical Theory. For details in this regard, see section 6.2.2 of chapter 6 in this thesis on pages 368 - 369. 



 

104 
 

from the end to which they are subservient” (Mill, 1979: 2). In general, Utilitarianism requires 

that moral agents anticipate how the goodness such as pleasure, happiness and satisfaction or 

badness such as pain, unhappiness and dissatisfaction would be directed as the consequence of 

the moral agent’s actions. Thus, it, therefore, argues that, when acting, agents’ moral focus 

ought to centre on maximising goodness and minimising badness of actions as being the 

greatest good, which may or may not involve benefiting lots of people affected by the action. 

This is about what moral agents’ goals should be and how to achieve them.  

Thus, Utilitarian underlying thesis is that, “the utility of an [action] – its [moral] goodness or 

badness – is solely determined by its consequences” (Crimmins, 2018) as summed among all 

persons affected by the action.  Hence, it postulates, “that in general the ethical rightness or 

wrongness of an action is directly related to the utility of that action” (Gjuraj & Gjuraj, 2017: 

227). Therefore, the Utilitarian usually believes that all morally right actions promote goodness 

such as pleasure, happiness or satisfaction and that all morally wrong actions promote pain, 

unhappiness, or dissatisfaction.  As Dobson and Whitehead eloquently put it, “the Utilitarian… 

judge[s] the morality of an action by the consequences it produces” (Dobson & Whitehead, 

2014:357).  In agreement, Smart states, “the Utilitarian judges the rightness or wrongness of 

actions by the goodness and badness of their consequences” (Smart, 2010: 314). With this 

understanding, in the ensuing sub-section 2.1.6, I discuss how Utilitarianism defines 

consequence of actions in evaluating them.  

2.1.6 How Does Utilitarianism Define or Characterise Consequences of Actions? 

Utilitarianism usually defines or characterises consequences of moral actions by the good such 

as happiness, pleasure or satisfaction, or harm they bring about to those affected by them. Here, 

according to Bowie (1999) quoted in Gjuraj and Gjuraj (2017), “the utilitarian… holds that an 

action is [morally] right if it produces, or if it tends to produce, the greatest amount of good for 
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the greatest number of people affected by the action. Otherwise the action is [morally] wrong” 

(Bowie, 1999: 59 cited in Gjuraj & Gjuraj, 2017: 234).  In other words, “it is a moral principle 

that when a course of action produces greatest balance of benefits over harms for everybody 

that are affected, then, this action is morally right, otherwise, it is wrong” (Gjuraj & Gjuraj, 

2017:235). For example, the Utilitarian would consider greed, stealing and cheating as morally 

wrong actions because they produce bad or harmful consequences such sadness or 

dissatisfaction for the recipients of such actions. Whereas, “charity and benevolence are 

[morally right actions] because they produce beneficial [consequences]” (Gold, 2014:13) such 

as promoting the welfare or satisfaction of interests or happiness of the recipients of the actions.  

It is in this regard that, in a Utilitarian theory of justice, actions are thus neither morally right 

nor wrong in themselves, but only in terms of what they bring about which is their consequence 

to those affected. A morally right action is, therefore, one that maximises good over harm 

whenever it is performed. Hence, Gjuraj and Gjuraj argue, “the utilitarian principle requires 

that we first evaluate both the good and bad consequences of an action; then we determine 

whether the total good consequences is greater the total bad consequences. If the good 

consequences are greater, then the action is morally right. If the bad consequences are greater, 

then the action is morally wrong” (Gjuraj & Gjuraj, 2017: 235 -256). The Utilitarian thus 

defines or characterises consequences of actions by their results, either good or harm. Hence, 

for the Utilitarian “actions that are moral produce good or positive consequences, while 

immoral actions produce bad or negative consequences” (Dobson & Whitehead, 2014:357). 

Dobson and Whitehead further make this point thus, “Utilitarians define good action in terms 

of the happiness it yields. A morally right action will result in happiness – pleasure and the 

absence of pain. A morally wrong action will result in unhappiness – pain and suffering” 

(Dobson & Whitehead, ibid). In this regard, in sub-section 2.1.7 that follows, an answer is 

provided to the question: whose good ought the moral agent produce or consider in his action. 
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2.1.7 Whose Good Ought the Moral Agent Produce or Consider in Action?  

The typical Utilitarian answer would be that the moral agent “ought to consider all parties 

affected by the action, and calculate the pain [i.e. bad] and pleasure [i.e. good] of everyone who 

is influenced” (Gold, 2014:15). For example, where a specific offender commits a car hijacking 

that involved shooting dead the owner of the car to acquire money to spend on a lavish lifestyle, 

that would make him feel good instead of considering the misery or sadness that he has caused 

to the family and friends of the deceased. Thus, the action performed by the hijacker would not 

pass a Utilitarian muster of morally right actions. In Utilitarian terms, “the action that is morally 

[right] is the one that produces the greatest good or amount of happiness” (Gold, 2014:15). 

Alternatively, “the morally right action is the one that produces the least amount of pain” (Gold, 

ibid). In essence, at the bottom, Utilitarianism primary concern is the consequences of actions, 

particularly the consequences for the collective good or benefit for most people such as 

happiness, pleasure or satisfaction of preferences for everyone.  

Utilitarianism according to Gold holds the view that, “action ought to be done if and only that 

action maximises the total amount of  pleasurre [goodness] or minimises the total amount of 

pain [sadness] of all parties affected by the action” (Gold, 2014: 16-17). Thus, “the basic 

process of the Utilitarian moral judgement is relatively simple and clear—at least in theory” 

(Hsieh, 2003:10). It requires the moral agent to “evaluate the impact of possible actions upon 

the [pleasure or satisfaction or] happiness of all affected people, sum up the utilities of all 

people for each of these possible actions [and] choose the action that maximises [aggregative 

utility rather than the utility of the whole]” (Hsieh, ibid). Put differently, Utilitarianism requires 

that “when faced with an ethical quandary, one must first identify the various possible courses 

of action. Then, determine all of the foreseeable [beneficial and undesirable] consequences 

associated with each option, and  the correct course of action is deemed to be that which results 



 

107 
 

in the greatest benefit and the least harm to the most people” (Brennen, 2010). In this regard, 

in sub-section 2.1.8 that follows, I present a utilitarian criterion of evaluating morality of 

actions produced by moral agents.   

2.1.8  What Criterion or Principle Ought the Moral Agent Use to Produce An Action?  

The utilitarian answer is that the principle of utility is the key to the Utilitarian ethical system 

of evaluating morality of actions by moral agents. Interchangeably, it is a principle of morality 

upon which moral judgements rest in evaluating rightness or wrongness of actions. Typically, 

the overall Utilitarian understanding is that “Utilitarianism requires one always to maximize 

utility” (Lyons, 1976: 101). Alternatively, Utilitarianism “…require[s] that all persons must 

actively pursue the project of maximizing aggregate utility” (Moseley, 2014: 54), which 

Bentham and Mill identify with pleasure or happiness. Moore identifies with the promotion of 

a plurality of intrinsic goods or values. Hare identifies with the satisfaction of preferences or 

desires, and Popper with avoidance or reduction of suffering.  

For hedonistic Utilitarians, “the principle of utility approves or disapproves of every action 

whatsoever, according to the tendency in which it appears to have augmented or diminished 

the happiness or pleasure of the party whose interest is in question…” (Bentham, 1823 cited in 

Velasquez, 2014: 468). Thus, in hedonistic essence, “the principle of utility states that actions 

are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness or pleasure, wrong as they produce 

the reverse of happiness or pleasure” (Mill, 1987: 278). Thus, the quality measure of the 

principle of utility requires “moral agents to weight the happiness or pleasures of all people 

equally” (Mill, 1987: 288 cited in Hsieh, 2003:7). In this regard, Mill (1987) quoted in Hsieh 

(2003) states, “the standard is not the moral agent’s happiness or pleasure, but the most 

significant amount of happiness or pleasure together” (Mill, 1987: 282 cited in Hsieh, 2003:7). 

Put differently, the typical Benthamite Utilitarian standard is that, “everybody to count for one, 
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nobody for more than one” (Mill, 1987: 336 cited in Hsieh, 2003:7). Thus, the greatest 

happiness creates the community context in which the proportionality of pain and pleasure is 

judged or ought to be judged by the moral agent. 

For ideal Utilitarians, the principle of utility “remains the supreme criterion of morality” 

(Escamilla, 2008:11) and offers “a criterion of the moral rightness of actions [or] a criterion of 

right action” (Moseley, 2014: 54). Hence, for them, utility is whatever has intrinsic value such 

as knowledge, love, friendship, courage, health, beauty other than pleasure and pain (Moore, 

1903). When discussing right and wrong, Moore (1903) employs “utility interchangeably with 

good, rather than as a synonym for pleasure” (Moore, 1903 cited in Shaw, 1995: 40). Hence, 

in answering the question what characteristic is common and peculiar to all actions that are 

right, Moore (1903) says, “right action is right because it produces, in the sense defined, more 

good than any possible alternative” (Moore, 1903 cited in Waterlow, 1913:340). According to 

Moore, “the question whether an action is right or wrong depends on its actual consequences” 

(Moore, 1903: 101 quoted in Ellis, 1981: 325). The author says, “there seems to be no sufficient 

reason for holding either that it depends on the intrinsic nature of the action, or that it depends 

upon the motive, or even that it depends on the probable consequences” (Moore, 1903: 101 

quoted in Ellis, 1981: 325).  

Elsewhere, Moore contends that, “it seems to be self-evident that knowingly to do an act, which 

would make the world, on the whole, really and truly worse than if we had acted differently, 

must always be wrong” (Moore, 1965:77). Thus, for Moore, “what makes actions right is that 

they are productive of more good than could have been produced by any other action open to 

the agent” (Moore, 1965 cited in Ross, 2007:16). In agreement elsewhere, Rashdall makes a 

similar point that “the right action is always that, which, so far as the agent has the means of 

knowing, will produce the most considerable amount of good upon the whole” (Rashdall, 
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1907:184). Therefore, Moore is convinced that it is self-evident that, “it is must always be our 

duty to do what will produce the best upon the whole” (Moore, 1912: 100; 1952: 562-3). Hence, 

he maintains, “the only possible justification that can be given for action is that it is productive 

of the most good” (Moore, 1903:60). In a nutshell, the ideal Utilitarian according to Moore 

thus “defines “right actions as those that are productive of the most good, meaning that the 

concept of rightness would be unintelligible or impossible to justify without the concept of 

good” (Moore, 1903 cited in Byrd, 2007: 7-8). 

For a preference Utilitarian, the principle of utility defines the good based on the strength of 

people's preferences. Thus, a preference Utilitarian defines utility in terms of preference or 

desire satisfaction. Using the preference approach, “the principle of utility is devoted to the act 

which does more good, gives more significant benefit, or which satisfies more preferences or 

the stronger of the two or more preferences” (Hare, 1981). In this regard, preference Utilitarians 

hold that “good is desire satisfaction or the fulfillment of preferences; and what is bad is the 

frustration of desires or preferences” (Sinnott-Armstrong, 2015). For them, “an agent morally 

ought to do an act if and only if that act maximises desire satisfaction or preference fulfillment, 

regardless of whether the act causes sensations of pleasure” (Sinnott-Armstrong, ibid). 

Consequently, “a preference Utilitarian judges moral actions according to whether they fit into 

which of the preferences of the individuals involved” (Oliphant & Mayled, 2014: 75).   

Accordingly, in the words of Oliphant and Mayled “this approach to Utilitarianism ponders: 

what is in my interest; what would I prefer in this situation; and which outcome would I prefer” 

(Oliphant & Mayled, ibid).  

In the above regard, Singer (1993) argues that, “our own preferences cannot count any more 

than the preferences of others and so, in acting morally, we should take account of all the people 

affected by our actions” (Singer, 1993 cited in Oliphant & Mayled, 2014:76). Therefore, Singer 
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(1993) believes that all our preferences for action “have to be weighed and balanced and then 

we must choose the action which gives the best possible consequences for those affected” 

(Singer, 1993 cited in Oliphant & Mayled, 2014:76). For Singer (1993), “the best possible 

consequences mean what is the best interests of the individuals concerned. This is different 

from Bentham, Mill and Sidgwick, as he is not considering what increases pleasure and 

diminishes pain” (Singer, 1993 cited in Oliphant & Mayled, 2014:76). According to Singer, 

therefore, “an action contrary to the preference of any being is; unless this preference is 

outweighed by contrary preferences, wrong” (Singer, 1993: 94).  Hence, as he puts it, “right 

action is in my interests. [As such], I will simply assume that doing what is right is in my 

interests” (Singer 1993: 326). Thus, for Singer “[t]he right act is the one that will, in the long 

run, satisfy more preferences than it will thwart, when we weigh the preferences according to 

their importance for the person holding them” (Singer, 2003: 527). 

For negative Utilitarians, the principle of utility defines the good based on minimising people’s 

misery. In this regard, they define utility only in terms of suffering. According to negative 

Utilitarians, the only goal that is seen as good is the reduction of suffering. As Mayerfeld notes, 

“the prima facie duty to relieve suffering demands us…to prevent suffering” (Mayerfeld, 1999: 

191-192).  In agreement, James calls us as moral agents “to think differently and more 

compassionately about our responsibility to relieve human suffering” (James, 1982: 4). 

According to Acton and Watkins (1963), there are primarily three ideas that define this sort of 

negative Utilitarianism advocated by Mayerfeld (1999) and James (1982). They are, according 

to the authors, “what is suitable for individuals is that the amount of suffering or frustration of 

desires be as low as possible; what is best overall is that the total sum of suffering is as low as 

possible, and we should act in ways that decrease the total sum of suffering as much as 

possible” (Acton & Watkins, 1963).  
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Thus, Acton and Watkins (1963) quotes Smart (1958: 542-43) to have stated that, “negative 

Utilitarianism [is] that form of the Utilitarian principle in which the injunction to maximise 

happiness is replaced by the injunction to eliminate suffering or to aim at the least amount of 

avoidable suffering for all”. In accord, Lacewing and Pascal write that negative Utilitarian 

principle dictates that as moral agents, “our main priority, in acting morally, is to minimise the 

suffering in the world, rather than maximise happiness” (Lacewing & Pascal, 2007: 69).  

Therefore, “the justification for negative Utilitarianism is that the greatest harms are more 

consequential than the greatest goods, and so should have more influence on moral decision 

making” (Mastin, 2009). Hence, negative Utilitarian demands that moral agents act to minimise 

suffering including pain, distress and anything that is a negative thing to experience. For the 

negative Utilitarian, “the idea of relieving suffering has a greater moral appeal to us than the 

idea of increasing the happiness of a man who is doing well already” (Slote & Pettit, 1984: 

152). Subsequently, a negative Utilitarian supposes, “that adding to happiness has less moral 

appeal than relieving suffering” (Slote & Pettit, ibid). With this negative Utilitarian 

understanding, in the ensuing sub-section 2.1.9, I discuss how moral agents ought to evaluate 

the amount of pleasure or pain produced by their actions  

2.1.9 How Ought the Moral Agent Judge the Amount of Pleasure and Pain Produced 

by his or her Action?  

In Utilitarian terms, according to Gold, “in calculating the amount of pain and pleasure 

produced by any action, Bentham’s hedonistic calculus [is] relevant” (Gold, 2014:15). Thus, 

Bentham’s hedonistic calculus indicates that the moral agent ought to consider a number of 

aspects in making a Utilitarian choice (Bentham, 1970: 29-32 cited in Gold, 2014: 15). In the 

first instance, the moral agent ought to “consider the intensity or strength of the pleasure or 

pain [as] a minor inconvenience is much less important than a major trauma” (Gold, 2014:15). 

Second, the moral agent ought to “consider the duration of the pain or pleasure. For example, 
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in the case of rape, psychological scars may last a lifetime [as opposed to bodily physical scars 

that one suffered or sustained]” (Gold, ibid). Third, the moral agent ought to “consider the 

long-term consequences of an action. For example, alcohol or drugs [can] produce short-term 

pleasure but in the long run may prove to be more harmful than good” (Gold, ibid). Finally yet 

importantly, the moral agent ought to “consider the probability or likelihood that [her] actions 

will produce the consequences [she] intends. For example, the prisons are full of thieves who 

in a personal (and not merely community) context did not make a good Utilitarian choice” 

(Gold, ibid). This could be the case because they did not consider the probability of the impact 

of their actions on their own happiness against that of the society. In agreement, Singer (1972) 

and Smart (1972) quoted in Frederiksen (2010) concede that, “Utilitarians believe that moral 

agents always have to promote the best possible outcome as seen from an impartial perspective. 

For Utilitarians, the best possible outcome maximises the total sum of happiness [than 

unhappiness]” (Singer, 1972; Smart, 1973 cited in Frederiksen, 2010: 75). In what follows, in 

subsection 2.1.10, I sketch some of the criticisms levelled against Utilitarainism without an 

attempt to object them, as they do not affect my view of Utilitarian ethics for the purposes of 

applying it to stakeholder CSR in the thesis. With and without these criticisms, I take Utilitarian 

ethics for granted as it is influential in Business Ethics literature and merits consideration as a 

ground for CSR comparable to Kantian account and my favoured African account. 

2.1.10 Problems with Utilitarianism   

As an Ethical Theory of ethics, Utilitarianism has a widespread appeal for moral philosophers 

and business ethicists as a viable foundation for ethical decisions (see Atlas, 1996; Nantel & 

Weeks, 1996; Crane & Matten, 2004; Anderson, 2004). According to Anderson, “most people 

already use a form of Utilitarianism in their daily decisions, be it act or rule-Utilitarianism” 

(Anderson, 2004). For the author, people naturally “make lots of non-moral decisions every 
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day based upon consequences” (Anderson, ibid). For instance, people make “make most of 

[their] financial decisions [such as] writing cheques, buying merchandise, et cetera on a 

Utilitarian calculus of cost and benefits” (Anderson, ibid). This is the case, although in most 

instances, they could do these more from self-interested rationality than an impartial one. 

Whatever the case might be, the point here is that “making moral decisions using Utilitarianism 

seems like a natural extension of our daily decision making procedures” (Anderson, ibid). 

Despite its widespread appeal to moral agents in grounding their actions at any given time, 

Utilitarianism has several difficulties associated with it. One of the difficulties with 

Utilitarianism is that it conflicts with fairness in the distribution of social justice, involving the 

equal distribution of the valued ends, perhaps modified by considerations of the desert and that, 

therefore, “it leads to an end that justifies the means mentality” (Anderson, 2004). In this 

regard, “it is often criticised for its apparent claim that individual rights can be subverted to the 

greater good of society and that, therefore, people are to be treated as a means to an end” 

(Blowfield & Murray, 2008: 63). Here, Blowfield and Murray argue that, “applying 

Utilitarianism in the context of corporate responsibility makes it possible to justify the laying 

off large numbers of employees and reducing the wages of workers, if these acts maximise the 

total happiness of the majority of those affected by the company ” (Blowfield & Murray, ibid). 

Hence,  “those who expect corporate responsibility to be about active citizenship and doing 

more than paying taxes, obeying the law, and engaging in philanthropy would certainly hope 

to see more active engagement with society than this” (Moon et al., 2005). Here, “the problem 

with the Utilitarian approach is that prediction of success, failure or utility of certain behaviours 

is impossible” (Ertop, 2015: 42). So, “it could also cause a problem that individual well-being 

can be sacrificed for the social benefit like an individual may suffer more as a result of 

behaviour that brings society greater happiness” (Bohlman & Dundas, 1999:31 cited in Ertop, 
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2015: 42). This rights issue, however, might be better solved by rule-Utilitarianism that uses 

agreed rules and codes to guide actions.  

One other trouble with Utilitarianism relates to the difficulties of working out its outcomes, 

predicting them and judging them. According to Utilitarianism, “if [all] morality is based on 

results, then we would have to have omniscience in order to accurately predict the consequence 

of any action” (Anderson, 2004). Indeed, one of the problems with Utilitarianism is that 

judgement, calculation, and “prediction of success, failure or utility of certain behaviours are 

impossible” (Ertop, 2015: 42) although this applies more to act-Utilitarianism and less to rule-

Utilitarianism. Lantos eloquently  summerises these alluded to difficulties with Utilitarianism 

as an Ethical Theory thus, “ethical problems with Utilitarianism include the difficulty of 

foreseeing long-term consequences and of measuring and quantifying outcomes which is the 

most significant problem with Utilitarianism being the tendency to let minorities suffer harm 

so that majorities can enjoy benefits” (Lantos, 2002: 208). 

Finally, Kahane et al (2015) have revealed one of the problems associated with Utilitarian 

approach to ethics in their most recent research. Interestingly, the authors have established that, 

“the relation between ‘utilitarian’ judgments and genuine utilitarian impartial concern for the 

greater good remains unclear” (Kahane et al., 2015). In sum, they have “found no association 

between ‘utilitarian’ judgments in sacrificial dilemmas and characteristic utilitarian judgments 

relating to assistance to distant people in need, self-sacrifice and impartiality, even when the 

utilitarian justification for these judgments was made explicit and unequivocal” (Kahane et al., 

ibid). To their surprise, “[t]his lack of association remained even when [they] controlled for the 

antisocial element in ‘utilitarian’ judgment” (Kahane et al., ibid). So, they conclude that, 

“[t]aken together, these results suggest that there is very little relation between sacrificial 

judgments in the hypothetical dilemmas that dominate current research, and a genuine 

utilitarian approach to ethics” (Kahane et al., ibid). 
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Despite these problems associated with it, however, I take Utilitarianism for granted in 

considering its implications for CSR, and intend to explore its implications for stakeholder 

CSR. In so doing, I am not in any way suggesting that I would attempt to resolve these 

problems. As alluded to earlier, I assume that, as an Ethical Theory of ethics with or without 

these problems, Utilitarianism remains a viable moral approach to evaluating maxims of 

actions. My assumption stems from the fact that it has been influential and still better accords 

with most people’s judgement as a viable approach to the normative grounding of moral actions 

or decisions notwithstanding its well-known shortcomings. That said, however, I still hold the 

view that I shall defend in the thesis that, compared to the Kantian and African Ethical Theories, 

Utilitarianism does not do the best job for the normative grounding of stakeholder CSR as 

corporate practice despite its widespread appeal and influence as an Ethical theory of Ethics.  

In the above regard, in what follows in section 2.2 of this chapter, I apply Utilitarianism to CSR 

issues with the view to exploring its implications for stakeholder CSR programmes within 

business organisations. In doing so, I address the following concrete normative questions about 

CSR issues on Utilitarian grounds: (i) why should business organisations engage in stakeholder 

CSR programmes? (ii) what kind of stakeholder CSR programmes should business 

organisations engage in? (iii) how should business organisations engage in stakeholder CSR 

programmes? (iv) how much or to what extent should business organisations engage  in 

stakeholder CSR programmes? and (v) whom should business organisations target in engaging 

in stakeholder CSR programmes?  

These normative questions regarding business organisations’ engagement with stakeholder 

CSR programmes, beyond that which is in their business interests, can be usefully expressed 

and debated in Utilitarian terms in Western ethics, so I argue. I contend that the normative 

grounding of stakeholder CSR in Western ethics raises complex and difficult ethical issues or 
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questions whose neglect could impend the credibility of stakeholder CSR programmes.  These 

could also impede the application of stakeholder CSR practices within business organisations 

if approaches to address them are not intelligently developed in stakeholder CSR.  

2.2  Application of Utilitarian Ethical Theory to CSR Issues 

In this section, I apply Utilitarianism as the most influential class of Ethical Theory in Western 

ethics to stakeholder CSR issues. To be precise, I consider it to have or have had a significant 

influence on the corporate behaviour of business organisations and/or in shaping the corporate 

behaviour of business organisations. However, I shall argue that it does not provide a 

compelling satisfactory grounding of stakeholder CSR compared to the Kantian and African 

Ethical Theories, which I presume do much better in this regard. My take on Utilitarianism is 

that while it can be usefully applied to CSR issues, I find it somewhat limited (in the CSR area 

at least) as it does not consider intentions or relations. 

2.2.1  Applying Utilitarianism to Concrete CSR Issues  

From Section 2.1 of this chapter, an analysis of Utilitarianism’s view of morality or ethics, its 

position on stakeholder CSR issues can be derived. The stakeholder CSR that has become a 

regular part of business organisations’ approach to business can be justified on Utilitarian 

grounds 14 . Indeed, according to Shaw, “[s]everal features about Utilitarianism make it 

appealing as a standard for moral decisions in business organisations” (Shaw, 2017:52), 

particularly the decisions for organisational stakeholder CSR. Below I enumerate the features 

that make it appealing for business organisations as a guiding principle for stakeholder CSR. 

                                                             
14 The works of Saeidi et al (2018: 39-51), Chaarlas (2012: 38-48), Renouard (2011:85-97), Kavaliauskas (2011), 

Frederisken and Nielson (2013:17-33) and Frederisken (2010:357-371), in which the utilitarian approach has been 

applied to CSR do provide a theoretical affirmation that “Utilitarianism [is an] appealing standard for moral 

decisions in business organisations” (Shaw, 2017:52). These works provide credence to the overall goal of this 

chapter, and I take them for granted as providing the initial groundwork to my utilitarian CSR project, which is 

primarily intended to give credence to my favoured African CSR in this thesis. 
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The first feature that make Utilitarianism appealing is that, “[it] provides a clear and 

straightforward basis for formulating and testing policies despite its associated difficulty in 

calculating consequences” (Shaw, 2017:52).  According to the author, this so in that “[b]y 

Utilitarian standards, an organisational policy, decision, or action is morally right if it promotes 

the general welfare more than any other alternative” (Shaw, ibid). So, “a policy is considered 

wrong (or in need of modification) if it does not provide total utility as well as some alternative 

would” (Shaw, ibid). Thus, “Utilitarians do not ask us to accept rules, policies, or principles 

blindly. Rather, they require us to test their worth against standard of utility” (Shaw, ibid). The 

second appealing feature of Utilitarianism is that, “[it] provides an objective and attractive way 

of resolving conflicts of self-interest from stakeholder CSR perspective” (Shaw, 2017:52).  

Here, the author contends that, “[t]his feature of Utilitarianism dramatically constrasts with 

eqoism, which seems incapable of resolving such disputes” (Shaw, ibid). It is so in that, “[b]y 

proposing a standard outside self-interest, Utilitarianism dramatically minimises and may 

actually eliminate such disputes” (Shaw, ibid). Consequently, “individuals within the business 

organisation make moral decisions and evaluate their actions by appealing to a uniform 

standard, [which is] the general good” (Shaw, ibid).  

The third feature that make Utilitarian approach to ethics appealing is that, “[it] provides a 

flexible, result-oriented approach to moral decision making” (Shaw, 2017:52). According to 

the author, “[b]y recognising that no actions of a general kind are inherently wrong or right, 

Utilitarianism encourages organisations to focus on the results of their actions and policies, and 

it allows them to tailor their decisions to suit the complexities of their situations” (Shaw, ibid). 

For the author, the beauty of “this facet of Utilitarianism enables organisations to make realistic 

and workable moral decisions” (Shaw, ibid). The fourth and final feature is that Utilitarianism 

attractiveness as moral theory lies in the fact that its appeal to the expected utility is a familiar 

form of reasoning in a marketplace (see the work of Jacobs, 2017 in this regard). The author 
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contends that irrespective of being advocates of “the law of diminishing marginal utility, 

utilitarians tend to recognize that economic liberties and competition are essential to increasing 

wealth” (Jacobs, 2017). In fact, according to Jacobs, “Utilitarians find Adam Smith’s classical 

liberal emphasis on economic freedom compelling” (Jacobs, ibid). This is so in that from 

Utilitarian viewpoint, “it seems clear that economic growth and increased standards of living 

are essential goods that work toward the end of increasing collective happiness” (Jacobs, ibid). 

As such, “in their advocacy of economic liberties, utilitarians contend that market freedom is 

only good insofar as it promotes maximum public utility” (Jacobs, ibid).  Hence, for 

Utilitarians, “a utilitarian government can justly interfere in the market when such action 

promotes higher utility for all of society by preventing market-borne infringements on 

economic freedom and negative externalities” (Jacobs, ibid). 

Now, as alluded to in subsection 2.1.4 of section 2.1, there are two most dominant forms of 

Utilitarianism that the Utilitarians use to evaluate the morality of actions, namely, “rule-

Utilitarianism and act-Utilitarianism” (see Madal et al., 2016; Jones & Felps, 2013: 212; 

Edwards, 2009:30). To recap: the rule-Utilitarianism evaluates the morality of acts in terms of 

socially agreed rules. It maintains that, “an act is right insofar as it would produce a satisfactory, 

not necessarily maximal amount of beneficial consequences” (Metz, 2013: 233) or that “the 

rightness or wrongness of a particular action is a function of the correctness of the rule of which 

it is an instance” (Garner & Rosen, 1967:70). It is this alluded to common morality appeal that 

calls for moral adherence or conformity rather than imagination that contemporary moral 

philosophers and business ethicists have been unenthusiastic to wholly apply it to applied 

Business Ethics. Instead, they have preferred to deploy act-Utilitarianism to such matters. The 

reason being that it is essentially not rule-bound but permits resourcefulness in evaluating the 

morality of acts by weighing the consequences of each. Its attractiveness as a plausible 

approach to evaluating actions rests in the fact that it upholds that, “an act is right if and only 
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it would maximise good and minimise bad at a given time” (Metz, ibid). It is in this regard that, 

compared to its rule-based counterpart, it has been influential and better accords with most 

people’s conventional business thinking and judgement that, orgnisational “right actions are 

merely those that achieve the goal of producing good and reducing bad as much as possible” 

(Metz, 2013: 232).  

In this regard, maximising good is always taken for granted to mean maximising profit, return 

or share price from a business viewpoint. This is a Utilitarian viewpoint and its act form is 

mostly liked by pharmaceutical business organisations for instance. For them, they may operate 

by the business principle that it is acceptable to sell a drug with some side effects as long as it 

helps more persons to combat a particular disease with minor side effects. If the benefits are 

sufficiently tremendous and problems with the side effects sufficiently lower, the 

pharmaceutical business organisation may justify its actions on the act on Utilitarian grounds. 

In the sub-sections of section 2.2 that follow, I proceed to apply Utilitarianism (with particular 

focus on act-Utilitarianism) as a promising way of addressing actual or concrete CSR issues in 

the context of business organisations engagement with their stakeholders. 

2.2.2  Why Should Business Organisations Engage in Stakeholder CSR Programmes?  

A Utilitarian perspective uses a social welfare criterion to justify why business organisations 

may engage in stakeholder CSR programmes. Here, social welfare may be understood as 

referring to pleasure or happiness or wellbeing or satisfaction of preferences. Using the social 

welfare criterion, a Utilitarian would contend that business organisations “are obligated to take 

the [stakeholders’] needs, wants and well-being into consideration when making decisions, as 

well as to engage in activities that ultimately promote the benefits of the [stakeholders] and 

reduce the adverse effects of their actions” (Evileagles, 2013:1). However, in this regard, Jones 

and Felps (2013) argue that, “there are circumstances in which decisions made by business 
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[organisations] incur costs on stakeholders significantly more than what they actually have to 

bear” (Jones & Felps, 2013 cited in Evileagles, 2013:2). Here, Evileagles contends that, “while 

some actions may ensure an increase in [organisational] profitability and efficiency, they can 

cause a lot more damage for [some] stakeholders” (Evileagles, 2013:2).  

Thus, an organisational action of, “dumping hazardous waste into a river to avoid treatment 

costs may improve a company’s efficiency, but at the same time, it can cause horrendous, 

unrecorded economic and intangible costs to others” (Evileagles, ibid). For instance, the 

livestock of communities residing alongside the river banks where hazardous waste is dumped 

into the river could die from drinking the contaminated water. It is in this regard that a 

Utilitarian social activist would assert that business organisations are, at least to some extent, 

fully accountable to all stakeholders to ensure that they are not negatively affected by its 

actions, which are solely motivated by profit expediency at the expense of the general societal 

welfare. Thus, in stakeholder CSR terms, a Utilitarian social activist would morally applaud 

business organisational actions, to the extent of the degree of their impact, to eliminate child 

labour in its areas of business operations as well as contributing to the general welfare of the 

stakeholders. This would be the case even if the organisational actions do not finally eliminate 

all child labour insofar as they cause no pain, and are not used merely as means for 

organisational productivity or profitability.  

2.2.3 What Kind of Stakeholder CSR Programmes Should Business Organisations 

Engage in? 

  

A Utilitarian perspective is that business organisations should be partaking in CSR programmes 

which can “ameliorate various social ills, such as by providing employment opportunities for 

everyone, improving the environment, and promoting worldwide justice, [even if it costs the 

shareholders some money for the benefit of all stakeholders]” (Lantos, 2001 cited in Evileagles, 

2013:3). Social ills, such as poverty, injustice, environmental degradation, and unemployment, 
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are perceived as yielding unhappiness whereas CSR programmes that are intended to 

ameliorate such social ills are seen as producing happiness from a socialist Utilitarian 

perspective. In this regard, Utilitarian “social activists would assert that business organisations 

are, at least to some extent, fully accountable to all stakeholders beyond shareholders’ profit, 

return on investment or share price that maximise their happiness at the bottom” (Evileagles, 

2013:2).  

It is in this regard that Utilitarian social activists would also assert that business organisations, 

“are required to proactively promote social interests even when they are not actually expected 

and demanded to do so by the society” (Evileagles, 2013:2 -3). Thus, in the eyes of Utilitarian 

social activists, social interests such as building schools or clinics, caring for the elderly and 

orphans, funding cultural or sporting events, and providing educational scholarships are 

essential for the promotion of societal welfare as they would at least to some degree increase 

the happiness of their intended recipients. Here, the Utilitarian social activists’ argument is that 

if and only if, they are for the benefit of all stakeholders, “the interests of shareholders should 

be considered as the means for business organisations in achieving strategic goals, typically 

profit maximisation, survival and growth” (Evileagles, 2013:2).  

In essence, from a Utilitarian viewpoint, stakeholder theory of CSR assumes that at least to 

some degree, for all stakeholders, “the ultimate objective of corporate decisions is marketplace 

success, and stakeholder management is a means to that end” (Jawahar & McLaughlin, 2001 

cited in Evileagles, 2013:2). Thus, a Utilitarian would morally applaud stakeholder 

management as a CSR business practice that a business organisation should do to promote the 

general happiness of all stakeholders.  Here, Utilitarians actually support stakeholder 

management as a CSR business practice, since it requires that business organisations take all 

stakeholders’ interests into account, not just shareholders. Sometimes this would lead them to 

aim at maximised profits for shareholders in the interests of stakeholders, but sometimes it 
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would not because the more of any good or service people consume in any given period, the 

less satisfaction or utility people get from it over time, according to the principle of diminishing 

marginal utility (Marshall, 1890: 93). For example, promoting super profits for shareholders 

would yield less satisfaction or utility for a business organisation’s stakeholders over a period 

eventually. This would be the case than caring for the elderly or orphans as a communal 

stakeholder CSR activity, which has potential to eventually increase their happiness over time 

by being associated with the nobility of the organisational CSR activity of caring for the elderly 

or orphans in the community.  

2.2.4 How Should Business Organisations Engage in Stakeholder CSR Programmes? 

 A Utilitarian preference perspective is that business organisations should engage in 

stakeholder CSR programmes that, “cultivate mutually-desired trusting and other sorts of 

desirable relations with all their stakeholders, not just shareholders” (Jones & Felps, 2013). In 

this regard, friends of Utilitarianism would argue that establishing desirable trusting and other 

sorts of good relations with stakeholders are susceptible of resulting in increased financial 

returns for business organisations with spillover benefits to all stakeholders, not just 

shareholders. For example, employee reward programmes intended to boost motivation, 

performance, retention, safety and wellness help build a culture of recognition in organisations. 

As such, they would be morally applauded by friends of Utilitarianism as essentially engaging 

employees in organisational business for their benefit, and that of the organisation with 

spillover effects to the rest of other organisational stakeholders. As Branco and Rodrigues put 

it, “having solid trust or other sorts of desirable business relations with stakeholders assists 

companies in developing valuable intangible assets, which can be sources of competitive 

advantage because such assets can differentiate a company from its competitors” (Branco & 

Rodrigues, 2007). For the friends of Utilitarianism, competitive advantage for the business 
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organisation provides a ripple effect of maximising the general welfare of stakeholders. This 

is so in that it is susceptible of resulting in increased financial returns for the business 

organisation with spillover benefits to all stakeholders, not just shareholders (Barney & 

Hansen, 1994).  

Thus, a Utilitarian would morally applaud business organisational actions that show restraint 

in order to strengthen their position in the market to generate profit for the general welfare of 

stakeholders, not just shareholders. It is in this regard that business organisational actions such 

as cutting of bonuses for the benefit of all stakeholders would receive a favourable moral 

appraisal from a Utilitarian perspective. Such actions would be morally worthy as they would 

be viewed as setting an example for other business organisations to improve their CSR game 

by building dependable trusting and other sorts of relationships with their stakeholders, not just 

shareholders. In essence, a typical Utilitarian would support organisational CSR actions that 

demonstrate not just profitability of one business sector but the whole process of competitive 

markets that keep the costs of production down, thereby, generating more value or pleasure, at 

the bottom, for society generally. 

Similarly, from a Utilitarian viewpoint, the communication of CSR actions by business 

organisations to showcase their CSR activities as a public relations instrument to improve their 

organisational reputation for the benefit of all stakeholders, not just for shareholders, would 

often be morally applauded. Thus, a Utilitarian would usually support business organisations 

that would communicate their ethical standards and moral actions that are susceptible to 

resulting in increased financial returns for organisations with spillover benefits to stakeholders. 

In Utilitarian terms, business organisations should not only communicate their ethical standards 

and moral actions when they are legally forced to do so by governments, but it should be a 

deliberate choice on their part to set an example for other business organisations to emulate. In 
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this regard, the Utilitarian standpoint is that if it is “a deliberate choice of the [business 

organisations] to communicate about [their stakeholder] CSR activities” (Graafland et al., 

2003a:18), this indicates a relatively high ethical standard on their part. As business 

organisation’s “green-washing of its CSR to gain public approval of its practises and generate 

profits, is not only unethical, is it hollow” (Warren, 2012) from the Utilitarian socialist moral 

standpoint of view or perspective. 

2.2.5  How Much or To What Extent Should Business Organisations Engage in 

Stakeholder CSR Programmes?  

A Utilitarian socialist perspective is that business organisations should usually engage in 

stakeholder CSR programmes that sacrifice at least some per cent of their profits to provide 

greater social welfare and deliver substantial social welfare. Thus, a friend of Utilitarianism 

would somewhat applaud Woolworths’ customer reward programme called “MySchool 

MyVillage MyPlanet” as morally worthy in that it donates up to one per cent of the value of its 

customers’ purchases to their chosen beneficiaries every time they swipe their MySchool 

MyVillage MyPlanet card at Woolworths. This would be so as she would want Woolworths to 

do still more to engage in morally worthy acts that should come at the expense of some profits 

and at the expense of some efficiency from a Utilitarian perspective. For example, if say, to 

borrow from Blodget (2013) elsewhere in the similar context, Woolworths,  

“Made about $8.5 billion of operating income and had spent about $4.7 billion on 

salaries and benefits of its employees in the previous year. It [then] wants presumably 

to double the wages of its shop floor employees [by excluding executives because they 

are] presumably very well compensated. It might add, say, another $3 billion of annual 

expenses. This would knock its operating profit down to a still healthy S5.5 billion, 

[which would mean little less money for it but would still be very profitable]”  
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Thus, from a Utilitarian socialist perspective, she would argue that Woolworths “could double 

its [employees’] wages and not increase its prices at all but instead just make a little less 

money” (Blodget, 2013). In so doing, she would further forcefully argue that Woolworths 

“could better balance the interests of all three of its stakeholders; shareholders, customers, and 

employees instead of shafting employees to deliver as much profit as possible to shareholders” 

(Blodget, ibid). This would be so in her view, in that, it would mean that Woolworths “would 

not increase prices and its executives would still take home their impressive salaries. However, 

employees would also, finally, rise above the poverty line, and their extra spending money 

would quickly be spent on other products and services, thus assisting the whole [South African 

economy]” (Blodget, ibid). For her, thus, “by paying these higher wages, [Woolworths] would 

also be able to hire the best employees in the whole economy, thus presumably improving the 

[Woolworths’] experience for customers, reducing turnover, and retraining costs” (Blodget, 

ibid). She believes that this woud be a good business continuity strategy for Woolworths. 

The friends of Utilitarianism would applaud these acts of sacrifice by Woolworths as morally 

worthy. It is in this regard that Hosmer (1994) would argue that business organisations, as in 

the case of Woolworths,  should  “actively promote and practice pro-social behaviours [that] 

tend to create and maintain greater motivation to contribute in stakeholders, thus significantly 

increase efficiency, [productivity and profitability]” (Hosmer, 1994 cited in Evileagles, 

2013:2). As the friends of Utilitarianism would seem to systemise the following maxims, ‘my 

spending is your income; your spending is my income’ and ‘you gotta spend money to make 

money’ to achieve the goal of producing good and reducing bias as much as possible. Hence, 

it would seem that some business organisations choose to pay higher salaries, not through 

altruism, but rather because they believe, they can attract and retain a better quality of 

employee, who in turn can enhance productivity. It is with this understanding that Jones and 

Felps (2013) believe that, “business organisations with genuine commitment to the welfare of 
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their stakeholders, not just shareholders may be able to form highly effective, efficient and 

stable relationships with them, thus creating significant wealth [for themselves in terms of 

organisational efficiency, productivity and profitability]” (Jones & Felps, 2013 cited in 

Evileagles, 2013:2). A case in point here is business organisations’ reward programmes like 

the Woolworths’ MySchool MyVillage MyPlanet customer reward programme, which are 

contributing to the organisational profitability at the bottom whilst having multiplier effect of 

delivering greater social welfare to customers generally. 

2.2.6 Whom Should Business Organisations Target in Engaging in Stakeholder CSR 

Programmes?  

A Utilitarian perspective is that business organisations should target maximising the general 

welfare of the organisational stakeholders when engaging in stakeholder CSR programmes. 

The Utilitarians are of the view that sometimes the general welfare would be maximised by 

helping the majority of the organisational stakeholders, but other times it would be by helping 

a minority of the organisational stakeholders, say, the poorest. In other words, from a majority 

and minority perspective, a Utilitarian would support a form of consequentialism that allows 

more weight to be given to the happiness or pleasures of consumers over employees and vice 

versa. From the majority viewpoint of maximising the welfare of stakeholders, a friend of 

Utilitarianism would call on business organisations to maximise the overall happiness of the 

majority of members of the organizational stakeholders, at least in the first instance. This would 

mean that business organisations would be expected to conduct their usual economic activities 

such as providing goods and services efficiently. They would also be participating in 

environmental programmes that address pollution and climate change to maximise the 

happiness of the overall majority of the organisational stakeholders, not just for shareholders 

for instance.  
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The minority perspective of maximising the welfare of stakeholders points business 

organisations to target their stakeholder CSR programmes towards the worst off or the poorest 

members of the organisational stakeholders. The concept of diminishing marginal utility offers 

Utilitarians one reason why business organisations would choose to support one particular 

stakeholder CSR business activity over another, often those who have the least money, based 

on its usefulness to the general populace of stakeholders, not just shareholders. In this regard, 

a Utilitarian view is that business organisations must judge each stakeholder CSR decision and 

policy they have at their disposal as to whether it increases the utility of the worse off 

organisational stakeholders. This could apply even if that came at the expense of some degree 

of the welfare of other organisational stakeholders. For example, in the case of Woolworths, 

the Utilitarian would morally applaud Woolworths’ decision to double the wages of its shop 

floor employees who are worse off in the overall organisational salary and benefits structure. 

This could be done by excluding its executives who are already well compensated and as such 

well off in the same structure for instance. 

In addition to the welfare of the majority and that of the minority of organisational stakeholders, 

a friend of Utilitarianism would call on business organisations to also satisfy stakeholders 

which whom they have a direct and indirect relationships. The purpose would be to maximise 

their utility in the scheme of things. From the direct relational perspective, it seems that a 

Utilitarian would advocate that prior, existing, or close ties or relationships with specific 

stakeholders get priority over other relationships that the business organisations might have 

with other stakeholders. For example, the interests of the employees or neighbourhood 

community as organisational stakeholders, of say, Woolworths, would generally have priority 

over that of its competitors or remote communities as stakeholders for a Utilitarian. This would 

be so because, without the support of employees or neighbourhood community, Woolworths 
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would cease to exist since its organisational being depends on their support rather than that of 

competitors or remote communities in the marketplace.  

In this regard, a Utilitarian would therefore morally applaud Woolworths’ stakeholder CSR 

programmes that, for instance, prioritise neighbourhood community projects where it operates 

over that of its nation-wide projects involving distant communities. Similarly, a Utilitarian 

would also argue that prioritising the interests of employees over that of competitors would 

usually maximise the general welfare of all in that the organisational efficiency and profitability 

would also be enhanced by the support of employees to enable Woolworths to balance the 

interests of all organisational stakeholders better. In this way, Woolworths would have at least 

executed its moral obligation of maximising welfare or at least a share of it for its direct 

stakeholders from a Utilitarian perspective. That being the case, however, a Utilitarian would 

want Woolworths to do still more to engage in morally worthy acts that maximise the welfare 

of indirect organisational stakeholders from the stakeholder CSR perspective. A Utilitarian thus 

believes that business organisations are equally obligated, at least morally, to promote the 

welfare of indirect stakeholders as much as that of direct stakeholders. In his or her view, a 

Utilitarian contends that sometimes business organisations should benefit ‘their own’, but in 

other cases, they should help strangers too. For example, poor squatter settlers in the 

neighbourhood are indirect stakeholders as opposed to the employees who are directly related 

to the business organisation as stakeholders.  

In essence, however, it is an empirical question as to which action is likely to maximise welfare 

in Utilitarian terms. That said, however, the Utilitarian position suggests that the business 

organisations ought to use their resources to do well by doing good, wherever it can only for 

the benefit of business. In this regard, the Utilitarian view is that this should not be taken to 

mean that helping others solely benefits the business organisations, which in turn would mean 

that business organisations would help most where it benefits them most. On the contrary, 
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“Utilitarians have generally argued that helping the poor and hungry people, for example, in 

Africa, rather than relatively well-off people, for example in Denmark, it seems to maximise 

welfare or at least its share as seen from an impartial point of view, other things being equal” 

(Singer, 1970 cited in Babalola, 2012: 41). Thus, Utilitarianism squares with intuitions about 

whom a business organisation should aim to help, or whom it should prioritise as a beneficiary, 

in increasing the welfare of society as a whole, whilst also satisfying its direct and indirect 

stakeholders only if it maximises happiness or at least its share for them.  

Here, the intuitions about whom a business organisation should aim to help, or whom it should 

prioritise as a beneficiary, are also evident in areas of corporate responsibility in the case of 

Soweto’s poor people against Sandton’s well-off people in the South African context.  

Examples could be labour standards that define outcomes intended to benefit the majority of 

impoverished workers from Soweto Township than only executives from affluent Sandton 

suburbs as a segment of organisational workers. Thus, in the context of corporate 

responsibility, it is the aggregate benefit of a business organisation’s decisions or actions that 

matters at the bottom, rather than any benefit or harm to particular individuals or entities. 

Hence, it seems that the business organisation is responsible for its impact on all areas of its 

business activity that includes its social impact overall. This implies that the business 

organisation and its managers “are responsible for the effects of their actions on other 

stakeholders since they are affected by their decisions and actions, at least, in the broad 

understanding of who counts as a stakeholder” (Evan & Freeman, 2004: 79). In the subsequent 

section 2.3 of this chapter below, I submit that act-Utilitarianism does the best job in analysing 

ethics in stakeholder CSR despite the fact that it does not provide an entirely satisfactory 

normative grounding of stakeholder CSR compared to the Kantian and African Ethical 

Theories, which I presume they do a much better job in this regard. 

 



 

130 
 

2.3 Does the Act-Utilitarianism Do a Good Job of Analysing Ethics in Stakeholder CSR? 

As generally illustrated in section 2.2 of this chapter, I submit that act-Utilitarianism does an 

excellent job in addressing concrete CSR issues in the context of business organisations’ 

engagement with its stakeholders from its Utilitarian principle of comparing individual utility; 

the greatest happiness. It does well to persuasively support the morality of consequences in 

evaluating the rightness or wrongness of actions. In doing so, it allows individual moral agents 

to have moral preferences and to act in the interest of others when action toward others 

generates a net utility gain for the individual moral agent (Becker, 1996). In this regard, an 

example of act-Utilitarianism in action is often exemplified in the famous story of Robin Hood 

in the Business Ethics literature. Robin Hood is known for stealing from the rich and giving to 

the poor. Although stealing is considered morally wrong, and stealing could cause Robin Hood 

to get in serious trouble with the law, in the story the rich are fewer than the poor and the poor 

need the money. To Robin Hood, by applying an act-Utilitarianism rationale the best, the 

morally correct decision would be to steal from the rich for the good of the poor. If we take 

Robin Hood’s application of act-Utilitarianism rationale as is, it seems to imply that certain 

acts that are socially unacceptable would be morally permissible if they produce enough 

happiness for others. This would mean that, for example, an organisational finance executive 

act of stealing money from his company to buy food parcels for a needy community where he 

originates would be morally permissible as it maximises the happiness of the poor community. 

Arguably, it would seem that in the eyes of the act-Utilitarian, some organisational loss of profit 

is acceptable if the pursuit of a more sustainable and happier community is the intended aim of 

the finance executive, which is difficult to determine.  

The fact is that moral agents do not always wholly act in the interest of others in reality. There 

will always be a dint of self-interest for a moral agent in claiming to have morally acted in the 
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interest of others. Take, for example, Robin Hood who stole money from the rich to give to the 

poor and the organisational finance executive who does the same to buy food parcels for his 

poor community. Were they wholly acting in the best interests of the poor as they claimed? I 

submit not. I also wonder if the poor would have willingly accepted the stolen money from 

Robin Hood and the food parcels bought with stolen money by the finance executive had they 

known that all came from the immoral act of stealing from others. My take is that even if Robin 

Hood and finance executive’s acts of stealing money maximised the happiness of their intended 

beneficiaries, it is incomprehensible to justify their act of stealing as morally praiseworthy. 

Therefore, I object that the application of an act-Utilitarianism rationale the best would be for 

Robin Hood and the finance executive to steal to maximise the happiness of the poor. As such, 

I argue that it would be inconceivable for Robin Hood and the finance executive to claim that 

they took a morally correct decision to steal for the happiness of the poor. First, stealing is 

considered morally wrong hence unacceptable. Second, people would unlikely accept the 

stolen money or goods because it could cause them to get into serious trouble with the law, 

which criminalises it. 

Similarly, in stakeholder CSR, the Utilitarian principle of comparing individual utility, which 

is the greatest happiness, does not seem to do an excellent job of evaluating moral agents’ 

actions from the act-Utilitarian welfare analysis. Say, for example, BP South Africa decides to 

“adopt riskier business strategies that result in higher returns, cut safety costs and exploit small 

minorities with the view that the results could provide a benefit for a great number of people 

over time” (Warren, 2012). Here, Warren (2012) is convinced that, “adopting this view, BP’s 

customers and shareholders would benefit most, leading to greater levels of investment and 

higher revenues”. Hence, he argues that, “thus, more investment can be made by BP to 

developing alternative energy sources creating a more sustainable future” (Warren, ibid). So, 

in applying act-Utilitarianism in the case of BP for Warren the “…exploitation of, and accidents 
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regarding, small numbers of employees, the environment, and local communities can all be 

seen as blips, even calculated casualties, in the pursuit of a better world” (Warren, ibid). In this 

regard, I agree with Warren that, “thus, viewed from an act-Utilitarianism perspective, BP can 

be seen to act unethically as the immediate results of its decisions induce suffering and 

detrimental effects to the environment, employees and local communities” (Warren, ibid).  

As such, I argue that act-Utilitarianism would not be a promising way to assist BP in addressing 

concrete CSR issues in the context of business organisations’ engagement with its stakeholders 

in this regard. First, act-Utilitarianism cost-benefit analysis to decision making encourages 

business organisations to act selfishly to maximise profits quickly for the benefit of some 

organisational stakeholders at the expense of others; shareholders at the expense of employees. 

Second, “it simply highlights an unethical and ruthless pursuit of profit” (Warren, 2012) by 

business organisations that induce suffering and detrimental effects to some organisational 

stakeholders, for example, local communities. In a sense, act-Utilitarianism as an Ethical 

Theory does not recognise degrees of rightness and wrongness between different types of 

actions. According to act-Utilitarianism, “no actions are right or wrong in themselves” (Moral 

Robots, 2017) but their rightness or wrongness is entirely a function of whether they would 

yield comparatively good or bad results in the given circumstance. Therefore, in the case of 

“adopt[ing] riskier business strategies by BP [South Africa] that result in higher returns, cut 

safety costs and exploit small minorities” (Warren, 2012), one would have to simply compare 

them with that of not adopting them to see which produces comparatively good or bad 

outcomes or consequences.  

Such comparison of consequences of actions, I argue, does not necessarily explain what wholly 

constitutes the “moral rightness or wrongness of the actions” (Nathanson, 2017) by which a 

deeper analysis of the moral agent’s morals and principles could be fully grounded. I submit 

that “the moral rightness or wrongness of actions” (Nathanson, ibid) is not entirely a function 
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of consequences they produce as act-Utilitarianism claims. What, then, constitutes the moral 

rightness or wrongness of actions? I suppose the plausible answer lies in what Kantians call 

maxim of the action, that is, the relationship between the action and the purpose for which it is 

done. I work with this understanding in Chapter 3 when I apply Kantian Ethical Theory to 

stakeholder CSR with the view to contrast its implications with those of Utilitarian Ethical 

Theory discussed in this chapter and ultimately with that of African Ethical Theory in the latter 

chapters of the thesis. 

2.4 Concluding Remarks  

My aim in this chapter has been to provide a wide-ranging and compelling account of the 

application of Utilitarian Ethical Theory to stakeholder CSR issues. I started the chapter by 

introducing Utilitarian Ethical Theory as normatively theorised in Western ethics. I provided 

the snapshot of the brands of Utilitarian Ethical Theory that are commonly invoked in the 

literature, namely hedonistic, ideal, preference and negative Utilitarianism. I then broadly 

explored the two most dominant forms or kinds of Utilitarianism as the Ethical Theory of 

action, namely act-Utilitarianism and rule-Utilitarianism.  In comparison to rule-Utilitarianism, 

I argued that act-Utilitarianism as Utilitarian Ethical Theory of ethics provides an attractive 

perspective to stakeholder CSR practices.  

I then applied act-Utilitarianism to concrete stakeholder CSR issues with the view to contrast 

its implications with those of Kantian and African Ethical Theories later in the thesis. I also 

considered its performance in analysing ethics in stakeholder CSR by broadly exploring its 

theoretical expositions, implications and shortcommings. I broadly applied it to concrete CSR 

isues, and submitted that it does not provide as satisfactory a normative grounding of 

stakeholder CSR as do Kantian and African Ethical Theories. This is because it neglects and 

downplays the importance of human intentions (Kantian ethics) and relationships (African 
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ethics) in grounding stakeholder CSR. It maintains that actions are not right or wrong and 

friendly or unfriendly in themselves. Rather, their rightness or wrongness and friendliness or 

unfriendliness is entirely a function of whether they would yield comparatively good or bad 

results in the given circumstance.  

Hence, the familiar Utilitarian ethical standpoint is that “an action is objectively right if it is 

the thing which the agent has most reason to do” (Schefczyk, n.d) to live a genuinely human 

way of life with others by making them generally better off, from a welfarist point of view. 

This is quite the opposite take from Kantian ethics and African ethics as articulated in the later 

chapters. For example, “to live a genuinely human way of life with others” (Metz, 2011: 504) 

from a Kantian moral standpoint amounts to respect for persons and their autonomy. On the 

other hand, for an African ethical position, it is about “being in communion with others; 

exhausted through other persons, that is, through community alone” (Metz, 2012:102). 

Typically, African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly maintains or at least 

suggests that the only comprehensive Utilitarian happiness or Kantian “respect in which one 

can live a genuinely human way of life is by communing, or being friendly or sometimes being 

in harmony with other people” (Metz, ibid).  

Here, I find this African moral standpoint attractive and distinguishable, and I suspect that it 

adds something to the best versions of Utilitarianism and Kantianism in respect to living a 

genuinely human way of life in CSR terms. Its African friendliness can stand on its own 

alongside Utilitarianism and Kantianism in providing the best justification of the best version 

of living a genuine human way of life in CSR terms. I, therefore, submit that my version of 

African Ethical Theory is attractive in evaluating “the moral rightness or wrongness of actions” 

(Nathanson, 2017) as I articulate in the latter chapters of the thesis. According to my version 

of African Ethical Theory, relating communally to others is the lifeblood of “a genuinely 
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human way of life, which is something that one does just insofar as one values or prizes friendly 

relationships with others, ones in which one shares a way of life with others and cares for their 

quality of life” (Metz, 2012: 104). Speaking of the importance of being communion with others 

in an African sense, Metz (1998) quoted in Gardner (n.d) elsewhere notes, “our union with 

[others in community] always entails our communion with each other. [I]t is only from within 

this communion that we emerge as authentic [friends]” (Metz, 1998 cited in Gardner, n.d: 2).  

With Metzian note expressed in Gardner (ibid) above, in what follows in chapter 3, I spell out 

Kantian Ethical Theory and explore its theoretical expositions. Then, I apply it to CSR issues 

with the view to compare and contrast its implicatios for stakeholder CSR with Utilitarian 

Ethical Theory as discussed in this chapter, and in the latter chapters of the thesis with my 

favourite African Ethical Theory. I then conclude the chapter by indicationg why I believe 

Kantian Ethical Theory does a good job of analysing ethics in stakeholder CSR than its 

Utilitarian Ethical Theory as a competing moral theory. In this regard, as illustrated in this 

chapter, I have demonstrated that Utilitarianism can be usefully applied to CSR, but in my 

view, it is limited, as it does not consider intentions nor relations. On the contrary, as would be 

shown, Kantian ethics does a better job when applied to CSR than utilitarianism as it includes 

requirements of rationality, autonomy and impartiality, but does not adequately consider 

relations. As someone who is partial to viewing morality and the human condition as being 

fundamentally relational–socially constituted by a network of interdependent relationships, I 

find the African morality that is expressed in the uBuntu-Botho aphorisms appealing, and I find 

both Utilitarian and Kantian ethics limiting (to the extent that they exclude such a view of 

morality). Accordingly, as would be shown in the latter chapters of the thesis, African Ethical 

Theory is an attractive theory than the Utilitarian and Kantian alternatives as it accommodates 

the relational and partial nature of morality. As such, I submit that it should have a place 

alongside utilitarianism and Kantian ethics when considering the normative basis of CSR. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Applying Kantian Ethical Theory to Stakeholder Corporate Social Responsibility 

 

3 Introduction  

The primary task of this chapter is to spell out Kantian Ethical Theory in order to see what it 

entails for CSR with the view to compare and contrast it with both Utilitarian and African CSR 

in the latter chapters of the thesis. To this end, I ask what, according to Kantian Ethical Theory, 

constitutes the moral rightness of an action and determines the moral status of an action. Here, 

a plausible proposition focuses on the concept of a maxim. According to Kantian ethics, the 

moral value of the action can only reside in its maxim. By maxim, Kantian ethics refers to the 

principle or rule embodied in the essence of the action by which a moral agent customarily 

regulates his or her behaviour (Habermas, 2001: 6-7).  

In Kantian ethics, thus, “the [moral] rightness of an action depends on its maxim” (McMillan, 

n.d), which is roughly understood as a rule that connects action to the reasons for the action, 

not its consequences. So, I shall argue that compared to Utilitarian Ethical Theory, Kantian 

Ethical Theory appears to hold much promise for explaining what determines the moral status 

of an action. In Kant’s analysis, the test of its moral acceptability is the commitment of a 

rational person to universalise the maxim by applying it to all moral agents in the same 

circumstances so that it becomes a Categorical Imperative, that is, an absolute behavioural 

requirement for its own sake and not because of further consequences. This connects with the 

Kantian idea of respect for persons, which attracts me as a basis for morality of actions. 

In the section 3.1 that follows, I broadly discuss Kantianism as one class of Ethical Theory that 

has been influential in much of the debate on stakeholder CSR in the business literature. As 

previously mentioned in Chapter 1, I do this in order to enable me to ultimately consider how 
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the African account of stakeholder CSR might be similar to and different from the salient 

Utilitarian and Kantian accounts in Western ethics. Against this background, this chapter 

directly applies Kantian Ethical Theory to stakeholder CSR. To obtain focus of the normative 

grounding of stakeholder CSR in Kantian Ethical Theory, I mainly address its theoretical 

expositions and the extent to which it can be successfully deployed to provide moral 

justifications for and limitations to the practice of stakeholder CSR. My aim is to establish how 

it can be compared to, and contrasted with my favoured version of African Ethical Theory in 

this regard. In essence, this chapter is not about whether Kantian Ethical Theory is a plausible 

moral theory for stakeholder CSR, but takes it for granted that it is and has been most influential 

and popular among contemporary moral philosophers and business ethicists in order to 

consider its implications for stakeholder CSR as corporate practice. As alluded to earlier, in 

what follows in section 3.1 below, the theoretical expositions of Kantian Ethical Theory in 

relatin to stakeholder CSR are broadly explored and discussed.  

 

3.1 Theoretical Exposition of Kantian Ethical Theory in Relation to Stakeholder CSR 

 

3.1.1  Kantianism as a Deontological Moral Theory of Ethics  

The starting point of understanding Kantianism as one of the most canonical moral theories of 

stakeholder CSR in Western ethics is to appreciate its deontological roots. Kagan (1998) quoted 

in Bartels et al (2014:7) maintains that, “Deontology is the view that the moral status of an 

action should be evaluated based on qualities of the action, independent of its consequences”.  

For Deontology, “actions are intrinsically wrong if they violate moral rules, such as those that 

specify rights, duties, and obligations” (Kagan, 1998 cited in Bartels et al., 2014:7). Thus, 

“Deontology acknowledges that the consequences of an act are [relevant] for determining its 

moral status, but considerations of moral rules outweigh considerations of the goodness of 

consequences” (Kagan, 1998 cited in Bartels et al., 2014:7-8). 
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Therefore, Deontological Ethical Theory to which Kantianism belongs is a family of moral 

theories “concerned with what people do, not with the consequences of their actions” (BBC, 

2014). It advocates, “universal standards to determine a course of action that is right” (Tumay, 

2009:66). It argues that, “one fulfils absolute moral duties regardless of whether [further] good 

comes from the action or not” (Tumay, ibid). Therefore, in its view “…the act of carrying out 

that duty is more important than the consequences of the act” (Tumay, ibid). In deontological 

ethics, thus “the moral duty embodies the concept of [the right, apart from the long-term 

outcome]” (Tumay, ibid). For it, “the outcome of following that moral duty whether being good 

or bad is not all important” (Tumay, ibid). Rather, it holds that “actions are [morally] wrong or 

right in themselves, regardless of the consequences” (BBC, 2014). For it, thus, there is 

something about the action in itself or in relation to the agent’s intention, which makes it wrong 

or right. Indeed, the ethical touchstone of deontological ethics is thus “its attempt to ascertain 

the content of duty without considering the consequences of particular ways of acting” 

(Macdonald & Beck-Dudley, 1994:615).  

According to Macdonald and Beck-Dudley, “the deontological approach to ethics is thought to 

stress the methods or intentions involved in behaviour” (Macdonald & Beck-Dudley, 

1994:615). In essence, “the deontological approach to ethics regards morality as a duty, or a 

moral rule that ought to be followed” (Van Staveren, 2007: 23). In other words, “[i]t is a 

morality of principles, not of consequences [as it] is about following universal norms that 

prescribe what is right or wrong” (Van Staveren, ibid). In this regard, it holds that at least some 

acts are morally wrong in themselves like lying, breaking a promise, punishing the innocent, 

and murder. Whilst, others are morally right in themselves, for instance, telling the truth, 

keeping a promise, and honesty, irrespective of consequences they might produce.  

As alluted to earlier, in deontological ethics, the rightness or wrongness of actions cannot be 

only determined by their consequences. This is because “good consequences could arise by 
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accident from an action that was motivated by a desire to cause harm to an innocent person” 

(Wikipedia contributors, 2018). Similarly, “bad consequences could arise from an action that 

was well motivated” (Wikipedia contributors, ibid). This is often the case despite the Utilitarian 

claim that, “the morally right action is the one that produces the best overall consequences” 

(Gamlund, 2012). The difficulty with this sort of Utilitarian claim is how to know which action 

would produce the best outcome. As such, the deontological approach to ethics postulates that, 

“some actions are still morally wrong even if the outcome is good, [and] an act that is not good 

morally can lead to something good” (Keefe, n.d). Therefore, “deontologists contend that the 

ethics of an action are contained within the action itself—the act is either good or bad” 

(LaBossiere, 2018). Henceforth, according to the deontological approach to ethics, “some acts 

are always wrong, even if the act leads to an admirable outcome. [For example,] an act can be 

morally bad but may unintentionally lead to a favorable outcome” (Shakil, 2018). Thus, 

“morality of actions of rightness or wrongness in deontological ethics is always judged 

according to their intentions rather than consequences” (Dwyer, 2012:9). 

Like other forms of deontology theory of ethics for instance Divine Command Theory, 

Kantianism, therefore, supports the deontological view that “the nature of the act itself, 

regardless of the consequences, is only of relevance” (O’Neill, n.d). So, in essence, for 

Kantianism “what makes an action morally worthy has to do with the motives, quality of will, 

or intention–the reason why an action is performed” (O’Neill, ibid). This Kantian viewpoint is 

made explicit by Herman (1981) quoted in Benson (1987) thus, “ an action has moral worth if 

it is required by duty and has as its primary motive the motive of duty” (Herman, 1981: 375 

cited in Benson, 1987: 365). Henceforward, Kantianism subscribes to the central claim of 

deontologists that “certain types of actions are intrinsically right or wrong, that is, right or 

wrong in themselves, regardless of the consequences that may follow from those action” 

(Seven Pillars Institute, 2018). For example, according to deontologist viewpoint, it would be 
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immorally permissible to use distasteful means such as physical violence in order to achieve 

good ends like alleviation of suffering. Here, the central thesis of deontology theory of ethics 

is that certain acts should never be performed, even if performing them would lead to good 

consequences.  

In essence, Kantianism is thus linked to other forms of deontology ethical theories, for example 

Divine Command theory, by calling on moral agents to always “act in accordance with and for 

the sake of moral law or duty” (Shakil, 2018). As the Deontological Ethical Theory of ethics, 

it “focuses on moral duties and obligations [of moral agenets only]” (Tarzin & Schwarz, 2015: 

53).  In its score, it sees moral duties or obligations as being right or wrong in and of themselves 

and needing no further justification by appeal to their results. Hence, it holds the view “that the 

moral status of our actions is determined solely on the basis of the rightness or wrongness of 

the action itself.  This means that it is categorically wrong to, for example, lie in any 

circumstances, regardless of the consequences” (Seven Pillars Institute, 2018).  In other words, 

it advocates universal standards to determine a course of action that is right and argues that a 

moral agent has a duty to do the right thing, even if it produces a bad result or consequence. 

With this initial Kantian understanding, in what follows in sub-section 3.1.2 below, I broadly 

explore the fuller account of Kantianism as a distinct Deontological Ethical Theory of ethics 

with the intention of applying it to CSR later in section 3.2 of this chapter. 

3.1.2 What is Kantianism?  

As alluded above, Kantianism is an Ethical Theory that subscribes to the deontological norm 

“that evaluates an act by a characteristic that cannot be gathered from its consequences” 

(Macdonald & Beck-Dudley, 1994). As the most famous and broadly recognised form of 

deontology, Kantianism “is attributed to the 18th century moral philosopher Immanuel Kant” 

(Tarzin & Schwarz, 2015: 53) who is its best-known proponent. As a deontologist, Kant holds 
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the view “that whether an act is right or wrong depends on the nature of the act itself when 

considered in terms of its inherent moral worth. [As such]…consequences never make an 

action right or wrong” (Tarzin & Schwarz, 2015: 53). For him, some kinds of actions are right 

or wrong in themselves, or, more specifically, in relation to the moral agent’s intention, 

regardless of the consequences they produce. He further contends that the maxims of actions 

determine the morality of actions. According to Kant’s understanding, “a maxim is a rule or 

principle on which moral agents act” (CSUS, n.d).  Alternatively, as Stern puts it “a maxim is 

a principle on which an agent acts or proposes to act” (Stern, 2015: 20; 2012: 82). Elsewhere, 

Kemerling writes that Kant has argued that, “the moral value of the action can only reside in a 

formal principle or maxim, that is, the general commitment to act in this way because it is one's 

duty” (Kemerling, 2011). Henceforth, Herman states, “acting on a maxim is acting according 

to a conception of a rule or law or principle” (Herman, 2016).  Here, as the case in point, “I 

might make it my maxim to give at least as much to charity each year as  I  spend on eating out 

[to alleviate poverty in my hometown]” (CSUS, ibid). In another instance, thus, “I might make 

it my maxim only to do what will benefit some member of my family [to take her out of some 

suffering]” (CSUS, ibid).  

As previously suggested, accordingly maxims of actions are critical in constituting “the moral 

rightness or wrongness of the actions itself” (Seven Pillars Institute, 2018). In this regard, thus, 

in Kantian ethical reasoning “when a company has the intention to eliminate child labour in its 

company (including its suppliers) and really does much effort to eliminate this, but not 

eliminates all child labour because it has not full control, then the company should not be seen 

as a less responsible company” (Graafland et al., 2003a:16). Rather, it should be morally 

applauded, as its organisational actions of elimanating child labour are responsible and morally 

upright in Kantian ethics, irrespective of failing to eliminate all child labour. According to a 

Kantian perspective, when an action is right, it is so in itself, apart from its consequences or 
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outcomes, for it is merely the reason behind the action along the action itself that morally counts 

at the bottom, regardless of consequences. 

Thus, for Kant, “a moral action is defined as one that is determined by reason, not by our 

sensual impulses” (SparkNotes Editors, 2005). From a Kantian perspective, “because an action 

is moral on account of it being reasoned, the moral worth of an action is determined by its 

motive, or the reason behind the action, not by its consequences [or results it produces]” 

(SparkNotes Editors, 2005). According to Kantian ethics, “people’s ability to rationally make 

decisions determines the rightness or wrongness of their actions as moral agents” (Sullivan, 

1989:45). “To be fully human”, according to Kantian ethics, “is to be a rational being capable 

of exercising reason in making decisions and choosing actions” (Bennett-Woods, 2005:20). 

For Kant, “the ability of people to reason is thus the basis of their status as moral agents” 

(Bennett-Woods, ibid). He argues therefore that, “morality of actions is grounded in reason, 

not in tradition, intuition, conscience, emotion, or attitudes such as sympathy” (Beauchamp & 

Childress, 2001). Therefore, his argument for the reason as the essence of morality is chiefly 

based on his firm conviction that what seems to make us special relative to other things on 

earth is our intelligence or rationality. According to Kant, “if people were to think about this 

seriously and in a philosophically rigorous manner, they would realise that there were some 

moral laws that all rational beings had to obey because they were rational beings, and this 

would apply to any rational beings in any universe that might ever exist” (BBC, 2014: 2-3).  

In essence, “Kant argues that morality is based neither on the principle of utility, nor on a law 

of nature, but on human reason” (Kant, 1785:1). By emphasising reason as the basis of 

morality, “Kant believed that he was putting forward something that would help people deal 

with the moral dilemmas of everyday life, and provide all of us with a useful guide to acting 

rightly” (BBC, 2014: 3).  Thus, for Kant, “reason tells us what we ought to do to be morally 

good” (Kim, 2015:24). Alternatively, for Kant, reason says what we should do by commanding 
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the maxims of our actions, which are categorical in nature unconditionally demanding 

performance of an action for its own sake; the categorical imperative of morality. Accordingly, 

“in Kantian ethics, the categorical imperative provides a test on maxims for determining 

whether the actions they refer to are right, wrong, or permissible” (Wikipedia contributors, 

2018). This is not surprising given that, according to Singer, “Kant’s ethics has traditionaly 

been thought of as issuing ‘categorical imperatives’ [for morality]” (Singer, 1954: 577).  In 

what follows in sub-section 3.1.3, I discuss the content and application of the “categorical 

imperative as a supreme principle of morality for Kantians” (CSUS, n.d). 

3.1.3 Categorical Imperative as a Supreme Principle of Morality 

According to Reath, “at the core of Kant’s ethics lies the categorical imperative as a Supreme 

Principle of Morality” (Reath, 2010). Kant understood a categorical imperative as, “a rule that 

is a guide in all circumstances in testing whether an action is an absolute moral obligation” 

(Reath, ibid). To Kant, “the categorical imperative is the rule of reason that indicates how to 

behave regardless of one’s own desires, interests or inclinations or any hoped-for-effect” 

(Kant,1985: 400). For Kant, the touch point of the categorical imperative is to ascertain moral 

principles in determining or evaluating the rightness or wrongness of actions, that is, the 

actions’ moral worth through a logical test of consistency (Kant, 1960, 1969). In this regard, 

O’Neill views, “Kant’s categorical imperative as a test, which aims to ground an ethical theory 

on notions of consistency and rationality rather than upon considerations of desire and 

preference” (O’Neill, 1989).  

Accordingly, thus, Kant sees, “the moral worth of action as wholly determined by the principle 

or maxim of what motivates action” (Kant, 1985: 339). Specifically, Kant holds that, “morally 

right actions are those whose maxims conform to the categorical imperative” (Kant, ibid). In 

essence, for him, “morality consists of the recognition of and obedience to the categorical 
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imperative as only Supreme Principle of Morality” (Kant, 1985: 421). Therefore, the Kantian 

would typically argue, “the practical reason in each of us determines the maxims of morality 

that are permissible by virtue of conforming to the categorical imperative” (Kant, ibid). As 

Cavalier puts it, “categorical imperative specifies that a maxim is just only if all could will that 

it should be adhered to by everyone in comparable situations” (Cavalier, 2002).  

Therefore, in the Kantian ethics framework, one uses the categorical imperative to determine 

which maxims, and hence actions, are permissible. In other words, Kant “believed that 

categorical imperative is the [fundamental] principle to determine whether one’s action is 

[ethically] right or wrong” (Bowie & Schnieder, 2011). For him, the right action is the one that 

complies with categorical imperative, and the wrong action is the one that does not comply. 

The most favoured maxim of the categorical imperative in Business Ethics literature is the law 

or maxim always to treat humanity with respect. In essence, in order to treat humanity with 

respect, one’s action should not involve any form of deception or coercion (Korsgaard, 

1988:37), and it must allow the development of a person’s moral potential at least in principle 

(Korsgaard, 1986: 233). Treating humanity with respect is the maxim of categorical imperative 

that I would adopt in applying Kantian Ethical Theory to stakeholder CSR in the subsequent 

latter sections of the chapter.  

Now, in what follows in sub-section 3.1.4, I address the two well-known formulae of the 

categorical imperative that Kantians invoke to evaluate maxims of actions, namely “the 

universal law and humanity formulas” (Nyholm, 2012:15). Whereas formula of universal law 

requires moral agents to universalise the maxims of their action in determining “the worth of 

the motive behind any given moral action” (SparkNotes, 2018), the formula of humanity 

requires moral agents to exercise a generalised concern “to treat [others] as an end in 

themselves, mean[ing], respecting their rationality” (Rachels, 1986). Although I address both 

categorical imperatives in the sub-section 3.1.4, I am not going to apply both to CSR when I 



 

145 
 

apply Kantian Ethical Theory to concrete stakeholder CSR issues in the chapter. Rather, I 

would be using the formula of humanity and its contractualist form as the most applied 

imperative to Business Ethics issues to develop a desirable Kantian CSR account that can be 

compared to, and contrasted with the African CSR account, in Chapter 5 of the thesis. 

3.1.4 Formula of Universal Law and Formula of Humanity Distinguished  

As previously alluded to in sub-setion 3.1.3, there are famously two formulae of the categorical 

imperative that Kantians invoke to evaluate maxims of actions namely, “the the universal law 

and humanity formulas” (Nyholm, 2012:15). These are briefly explored and discussed below 

to give credence to my choice of the formula of humanity as a desirable formulae for 

developing Kantian account of CSR comparable to the Utilitarian and African accounts of CSR 

in the latter chapters of the thesis15. 

 3.1.4.1 Formula of Universal Law 

Although sparingly applied to Business Ethics issues, the formula of universal law is still used 

by some moral philosophers and business ethicists in the field of applied ethics. This is so 

because of its emphasis on “the principle of universalizability” (Welding, 1989) that reads, “act 

as though the maxims of your actions were by your will to become a universal law of nature” 

(Kant, 1985:421). Put differently in other words, “act only on that maxim through which you 

can at the same time will that it should become a universal law” (Kant, 1964:88). Thus, for 

universalizability principle, “ an action is morally right for a person in a certain situation if and 

only if the person’s reason for carrying out the action is a reason that he or she would be willing 

to have every person act on, in any similar situation” (Velasquez, 1992: 80).  Alternately, as 

                                                             
15 In this thesis, I have not given formula of universal law that much consideration over formula of humanity not 

necessarily because it cannot do the job in justifying CSR. Rather, due to time and space constraints, I have left it 

to be further explored in the future with the view to compare and contrast it with my African Ethical Theory. For 

details in this regard, see section 6.2.3 of chapter 6 in this thesis on pages 369-370. 
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expressed by Welding, “what is right for one person must be right for any similar person in the 

similar circumstances or if A ought to be X every person like A in the relevant respect ought 

to be X” (Welding, 1989: 161). 

Here, thus, “the basic idea of universalizability is that for my action [as moral agent] to be 

morally justifiable, I must be able to will that anyone in relevantly similar circumstances acts 

in the same way” (Braswell et al., 2015:18). Accordingly, “Kant’s insight is that morality 

involves fairness or equality–that is, a willingness to treat everyone in the same way” (Braswell 

et al., ibid). Thus, without frustrating purposes, “Kant’s idea is that a moral agent should only 

do what she or he could permit anyone else to do” (Braswell et al., ibid). Hence,  according to 

Kant, “there is something inconsistent or irrational about saying that it is fine for me to lie to 

you or cheat you or steal from you, but it is not justified for you to do [such acts] to me” 

(Braswell et al., ibid). In essence, according to Kantian ethics, “right action is one that follows 

moral principles, which are capable of becoming universal moral laws” (Cahn, 2002:752). 

Therefore, Kantians who subscribe to the universalizability principle believe that as moral 

agents, “we can determine the worth of the motive behind any given moral action by asking 

whether we could turn that motive into a universally applicable maxim” (SparkNotes Editors, 

2005). For them, “therefore, an action is moral only if it embodies a maxim that we [as moral 

agents] could will to be a universal law” (SparkNotes Editors, ibid). In other words, for them, 

“actions are moral if agents act only in such a way that they would want their actions to become 

a universal law, applicable to everyone in a similar situation” (SparkNotes Editors, ibid). 

3.1.4.2. Formula of Humanity 

As an alternative formulation of the categorical imperative, the formula of humanity is 

sometimes called “the principle of respect for persons” (Hill, Jr: 1980:84). The basic idea of 

the formula of humanity is that, “human beings have intrinsic value, that is, the value in and of 
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themselves. Because human beings have intrinsic value, they ought always to be treated with 

reverence and never to be treated as mere things” (Gold, 2014:18). Accordingly, Kant’s use of 

the word ‘humanity’ does not mean a human being, but rather a person who is capable of acting 

morally as “something whose existence has in itself an absolute value” (Kant, 1964: 95 quoted 

in Gold, 2014: 18). In this regard, Kant categorically states that, “man, and in general, every 

rational being, exists as an end in himself, never merely as a means for arbitrary use by this or 

that will” (Kant, 1964:95 cited in Gold, 2014: 18).  

On this account, Kant spells out the categorical imperative in the formula of humanity version 

thus, “act in such a way that you always treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the 

person of any other, never simply as a means, but always at the same time as an end” (Kant 

1964: 95  cited  in Gold, 2014: 18). Elsewhere, Kant puts it differently thus, “act so that you 

treat humanity, whether in your own person or that of another, always as an end and never as 

a means only” (Kant, 1985:429 cited in Hsieh, 2003: 3). In essence, “Kant thought that all 

human beings should be treated as free and equal members of a shared moral community” 

(BBC, 2014: 4). In other words, “people should be treated as valuable - as an end in themselves 

- and should not just be used as a mere means in order to achieve something” (BBC, ibid). 

What would it be to treat others as a mere means? According to Kerstein, “in the Formula 

of Humanity, Kant embraces the principle that it is wrong for us to treat others merely as 

means” (Kerstein, 2009: 163).  From Kantian viewpoint, “if an agent treats another merely as 

a means then his action is morally impermissible” (Kerstein, ibid). In essence,  thus, ‘to treat 

others as a mere means’ is to deny them the right to be treated as anything of value other than 

only as useful tools by means of which moral agents can satisfy their own goals or purposes. 

Put differently, ‘treating others as a mere means’ is to treat them only as devices we can use to 

help us satisfy our desires or projects. For example, Kantians would morally denounce 
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organisational decisions, which involve business actions of coercion or deception or some other 

kind of manipulation of organisational employees for the enhancement of business fortunes, 

which is, to promote organisational productivity and profitability at the expense of employees’ 

welfare. Kant’s contention would be that such actions are immoral in that they attach merely 

instrumental value to persons and do not treat them as ends in themselves.  

But what would it be to treat others as ends in themselves or persons? Here, “Kant claims 

that human beings are to be treated in ways which respect the special moral status which 

persons have [demanding that] they are to be treated as persons” (Hodson, 1983:1). Therefore, 

this Kantian principle to treat others as ends or persons, “can be understood to mean not using 

human beings as mere resources, respecting their autonomy, respecting their rights, respecting 

their choices” (Hodson, ibid).  With this Kantian understanding, Hodson argues that, “the test 

of whether an action is right is that of whether the action treats persons as persons or fails to 

do so” (Hodson, ibid).  For the author, at the bottom, “those actions, which fail to treat persons 

as persons, are morally unacceptable” (Hodson, ibid).  

Thus, from the reading Hodson, Kant's idea seems to be that we treat others as ends or persons 

only insofar as we act toward them in a way that respects them, for whatever it is that is essential 

to their humanity. In other words, our actions towards them should be, at least at the bottom, 

appropriately and justifiably understood and accepted by them. Here, Kant appears to rule out 

actions, which treat others in such a way, that they do not have the opportunity to consent to 

what we are doing. Thus, Kant demands, “others not be treated as mere means [but] they be 

treated as ends-in-themselves” (O’Neill, 1989). According to Kant, moral agents “treat others 

as mere means [not] as ends in themselves” (O’Neill, ibid) when they force or coerce them to 

do something, or when they obtain their consent through coercion or dishonesty. Accordingly, 

for Kant, many wrong acts by moral agents are those that treat persons as a mere means. This 
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presupposes that “Kant does not rule out using people as means to our ends [or]  the use of 

others in pursuit of our goals” (Johnson & Cureton, 2013 cited in Ciocchetti, 2018). Elsewhere, 

Wringe makes this point when he writes, “I might find reasons for acceding to a joint decision 

for a group of which I am a member to be treated in a particular way, even if I would not agree 

to be treated in that way myself” (Wringe, 2014). 

What would it be to treat others as means (but not mere means) to our own ends, goals, 

or purposes? To treat others only as a means is, from Kant’s viewpoint, to use their services 

“gotten only by way of talents and abilities that have been developed through the exercise of 

[their] wills” (Johnson & Cureton, 2018). Henceforth, assuming that an employee in an 

employment relationship with a business organisation “has freely exercised his rational 

capacities in pursuing his line of work” (Johnson & Cureton, ibid). Then, a business 

organisation he works for “make[s] permissible use of his capacities as a means [towards 

organisational productivity] in a way that he could, when exercising his rational capacities, 

consent to, for instance, by paying an agreed on [a salary]” (Johnson & Cureton, ibid). In this 

regard, Kant would say it is morally permissible for the business organisation to use an 

employee as a means in pursuit of the organisational goals if she or he has willingly agreed to 

it. As O’Neill eloquently puts it, “the idea of treating others as persons sees their consent to 

actions that affect them as morally significant” (O’Neill, 1989: 105). For this view, it is not 

morally permissible to treat others or use them in ways to which they have not or do not 

consent. Thus, “actions that treat or use others as means in ways, which they did not agree to 

as consenting adults are morally wrong” (O’Neill, ibid). In this regard, O’Neill herself focuses 

on actions that others cannot consent to because they will have been restricted. 

So, what is it to use others and still to treat them as persons? To use others and to treat them 

as persons from the formula of human perspective is to view them as, “consenting adults with 



 

150 
 

limited and determinate capacities to understand or to consent to proposals for actions” 

(O’Neill, 1989: 105). Therefore, it is morally incomprehensible that an action based on a 

maxim of deception or coercion can be agreed to, or even shared by those affected by it since 

they cannot freely consent to it. As Korsgaard eloquently puts it, “according to the formula of 

humanity, all actions which depend, for their nature and efficacy, on their coercive or deceptive 

character are ones that others cannot assent to, as they are, a direct violation of their autonomy” 

(Korsgaard,1996:140–141).  

Thus, an act of treating others or using them as a person in employment relations for 

productivity or profitability connotes or implies deception or coercion done for the sake of self-

interest, whose maxim should not be consented to as guiding principles for affected moral 

agents’ actions. Here, it seems that the formula of humanity regards maxims of actions as 

important for determining the morality of actions that moral agents can consent to. Hence, it 

goes as far as spelling out as to which maxims of actions are permissible to be consented to, 

and which ones are not as determinants of the morality of actions. For it, employing lying, 

cheating, withholding vital information or coercing are by no means permissible maxims to be 

the basis of consent for morality of actions. While, on the other hand, “developing one’s 

rational and moral capacities” (Bowie, 1999:8) or respecting dignity or autonomy of others are 

permissible maxims to be the basis of consent for morality of actions. 

Here, the notion of consent presupposes a presence of an agreement between affected 

consenting agents. Such an agreement between affected consenting agents, in turn, connotes a 

presence of contract between affected contracting agents as well. In this regard, a contract then 

becomes a device to proceduralise the principle of respect for persons (Bowie, 1999), which 

involves treating others and using them as ends in themselves. Here, one notes the influence of 

contractualism as Ethical Theory, which does coincide with the best interpretation of Kant's 
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moral theory on Business Ethics (see Freeman, 1984; Scanlon, 1998; Rawls, 1999; and Parfit, 

2011). Broadly, contractualism is the view that morality is either based on contract or 

agreement of some sort, explicitly or implicitly, expressed between agents.  

Probably, Freeman (1984) is the first to reconcile the profit motive to ethical business practice 

within a contractualist paradigm in Business Ethics. He proclaimed that business organisation 

could be described as, “a set of relationships among stakeholders, which have a stake in the 

activities that make up a business” (Freeman, 1984: 60). Other contemporary contractarian 

theorists in the Business Ethics literature, such as Donaldson (1982), Dunfee, (1991), 

Donaldson and Preston (1995), Boatright (2002) and Toenjes (2002) for instance, followed 

Freeman’s contractualist work. The central premise of contractualism is that, “individual 

contracting agents are only bound by those normative and institutional constraints that they 

collectively find worth committing or consenting to” (van Oosterhout et al., 2003). 

Typically, the contractarian makes respect for persons of others in their use or treatment as the 

overriding prerequisite for the morality of actions of all affected contracting agents. Each 

individual contractor is represented as having a veto over the morality of actions that are 

unresponsive or disrespectful to her vital interests, aspirations, or goals as a person. To be 

morally right, then, an action by each contractor must be satisfactory, which implies being 

deemed respectful to the dignity or autonomy of each of the individual contracting agents from 

a separate ethical standpoint of all individual contracting agents and otherwise, the action 

would be morally wrong. Here, one notices the influence of Kant’s formula of humanity on the 

morality of actions in business ethics. This being the case, however, Bowie (1999) notes that, 

“despite the fact that Kant’s name is often invoked in Business Ethics, as of late 1997, there 

was no published book that systematically applied Kantian theory to business [in particular 

morality of their actions]” (Bowie, 1999 quoted in Frederick, 1999:3). In the literature, Bowie 
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(1999) is, “acknowledged to be probably the first moral philosopher and business ethicist to 

fill this gap” (Bowie, 1999 quoted in Frederick, 1999:3). Indeed, Bowie  (1999) best articulates 

a Kantian defence of “a version of the respect for person principle which implies that any 

business practice that puts money on a par with people is immoral” (Bowie, 1999 quoted in 

Frederick, 1999:3). Also, the author articulates, “other influential versions of the respect for 

persons principle in Kantian approach to Business Ethics, which morally require one to help 

others to achieve their goals, and one to help others to acquire the resources needed to achieve 

a variety of goals” (Bowie, 1999 quoted in Frederick, 1999:3). 

So, what should be the principle(s) that appraises the moral permissibility or 

impermissibility of the actions of contracting individual agents? Here, the candidate in the 

Kantian approach to Business Ethics is the version of the respect for the person's principle 

called the Rawlsian formula of justice16. The respect for the persons of others in their use or 

treatment, according to the Rawlsian formula of justice, “requires principles of justice as the 

object of the agreement or contract to appraise the moral permissibility or impermissibility of 

the actions of contracting individual agents” (Rawls, 1987; 2001). In this regard, Rawls writes 

that, “the guiding idea is that the principles of justice for the basic structure of society are the 

objects of the original agreement, the principles that are to assign basic rights and duties” 

(Rawls, 1971:11). Such principles are, “the liberty principle and the difference principle 

discoverable in the original position behind a Rawls-like veil of ignorance” (Munson, 2004).  

Accordingly, the Rawlsian liberty principle requires each contracting agents to “have an equal 

right to as many basic liberties as possible and still allow a similar system of liberty for all” 

                                                             
16 John Rawls’s theory of justice “has received impressive formulation as a normative theory of right conduct [or 

action]” (Arneson, 2019:4) for moral agents, be they persons and institutions. Central to it are contractualist moral 

ideals of the demands of justice “that people will have good reason and sufficient motivation to comply with 

them” (Arneson, ibid) since they have initially contracted to. In Rawlsian terms, “justice is what persons would 

agree to under conditions of choosing principles to regulate [their right conduct or actions] that are ideally fair” 

(Arneson, 2019:3), showing no bias towards others. 
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(Munson, 2004 cited in Rueckert-Hartman School of Health Professions, n.d). In other words, 

“each individual should possess as much liberty to live and seek opportunity as is possible, 

short of infringing on the liberty interests of others” (Rueckert-Hartman School of Health 

Professions, n.d). On the other hand, the Rawlsian difference principle requires inequalities of 

benefits among contracting agents to “be arranged so that they benefit those who are least 

advantaged [or] those who have the fewest advantages” (Rueckert -Hartman School of Health 

Professions, ibid), and that inequalities are to be tolerated only insofar as they benefit the least 

well off or worse-off. Whence, according to Rawls, it appears that, “the best model for ethical 

appraisal of the permissibility or impermissibility of individual actions is an open, rational 

discussion among all contracting agents involved to reach an ideal, perfect and fair original 

agreement or contract, if possible, to enable them to evaluate the permissibility actions of 

individual agents” (Rawls, 1999).  

Therefore, the respect for person principle and its contractarian form has been influential and 

popular among moral philosophers and business ethicists alike in evaluating the moral 

rightness and wrongness of the actions of moral agents from the normative viewpoint 

(Frederiksen & Nielsen, 2013: 26). Wrong actions are those that treat persons as a mere means, 

and right actions are those that conform to the categorical imperative, regardless of why “they 

are undertaken  for the sake of duty” (SparkNotes, 2018) as construed by the categorical 

imperative. This means they treat humanity with respect. Thus, according to Kant, there is a 

difference between acting rightly, on the one hand, and acting in a way that is morally worthy, 

on the other. The latter requires a proper motive, of acting for the sake of duty, but not the 

former. Whence, Kant would question the moral worthiness of actions of the businessperson 

who would “volunteer his free time to a soup kitchen for the poor” (Torres, 1997:7). Similarly, 

he would do the same for a company that would patronise a social programme by offering 

scholarships or sponsoring events for the common good.  
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On both accounts, he would question the moral worthiness of the businessperson or the 

business organisation “not because it is their duty to do so, but because it would be a service, 

they wish to render for the sake of love” (Torres, 1997:7). Yet these actions would be morally 

right, all the same. Thus, Kantian ethics recognises the moral worthiness of actions motivated 

by “duty for duty’s sake” (King, 2009:309) for respect of humanity. In what follows in sub-

section 3.1.5, I sketch some of the criticisms levelled against Kantianism without an attempt to 

object them, as they do not affect my view of Kantian ethics for the purposes of applying it to 

stakeholder CSR in the thesis. With and without these criticisms, I take Kantian ethics for 

granted as it is influential in Business Ethics literature and merits consideration as a ground for 

CSR comparable to Utilitarian CSR and my favoured African CSR. 

3.1.5 Problems with Kantianism 

Although I take Kantianism for granted in considering and exploring its implications for CSR, 

it is important to recognise that it does run into some difficulties for locating morality of actions 

in rationality (van Staveren, 2007). This is the case despite its laudable work in seeking to 

realise some form of justice in the moral agents’ actions towards others.  

In the first instance, Kantianism is often criticised for failing to recognise that “not all moral 

problems can be solved by rules [or rationality precepts]” (van Staveren, 2007:26). In 

agreement, Anscombe (1997) quoted in van Staveren (2007) argues that, “human life is too 

complex to be reduced to a set of rights and duties” (Anscombe, 1997 cited in van Staveren, 

2007:26). Walsh (2003) quoted in van Staveren (2007) has gone further to suggest that the 

problem of Kantian ethics is that “[it] is limited to issues of the will” (Walsh, 2003: 285 cited 

in van Staveren, 2007: 26). In this regard, therefore, “ it excludes vulnerabilities of human life 

that are outside the reach of the human will such as scarcity means and various contingencies 

to which social and economic life is so vulnerable” (van Staveren, 2007:26). For example, self-
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harming and suicidal acts that moral agents can commit at times. Therefore, for van Staveren, 

“morality needs to involve more than Universalist reasoning and a steadfast will” (van 

Staveren, ibid). Putman (2003) concurs, and suggests, “it requires more than moral rules since 

there are other ways values are expressed besides rules telling us what moral agents must do” 

(Putman, 2003: 405 cited in Van Staveren, 2007:26).  

While these may be plausible shortcomings of Kantianism, I do not think that they necessarily 

affect the principle of respect version of the categorical imperative, which calls moral agents 

to treat others with dignity or to respect the autonomy of others irrespective of circumstances, 

including the vulnerable ones. Essentially, the issue of vulnerability is taken seriously in 

Kantian ethics (see Formosa, 2014; O’Neill, 1996; Herman, 1993). Kantian ethics, for example, 

“admits and focuses on the importance of the vulnerability of moral agents (i.e. people) to 

attacks on their dignity, interferences with the proper exercise of their autonomy, and failures 

to sustain and cultivate their capacities” (Formosa, 2014: 89). With this understanding, I 

suppose that the principle of respect with its contractarian form makes Kantianism seemingly 

relevant as a real contender for application to the specific questions about CSR issues, which I 

explore later in this chapter.  

Another limitation often levelled against Kantianism is that, “it has no criterion for dealing 

with conflicting rules or principles that are supposed to guide ethical behaviour” (Van Staveren, 

2007:26). The reality is that “moral [rules or principles may] conflict in Kantian ethics” (see 

Timmermann, 2013; McCarty, 1991). As such, “it does not provide guidance for morality as 

to what is the right thing to do” (Jentz in Kunhiyop, 2008: 38).  Here, “it encounters problems 

when applied to concrete and complex real-life situations” (van Staveren, ibid) that may require 

ranking or ordering of moral rules or principles in accordance with their relative importance 

and exceptions. Unfortunately, in Kantian ethics, “there is no higher-level rule [or principle] 

that enables a unique rank-ordering of moral rules according to their relative importance; nor 
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does it allow for exceptions” (Crisp & Slote, 1997 cited in van Staveren, 2007:26). While there 

might be some truth in this criticism, I do not think it waters down the strength of the principle 

of respect version of the categorical imperative. This principle is primarily fundamental in 

evaluating or appraising “the moral rightness or wrongness of actions” (Northouse, 2004:305; 

Reynolds, 2003:339; Quinn, 2004:55-56 cited in Sing, 2016: 255).  Therefore, I still insist that 

Kantianism is worth exploring as an Ethical Theory of CSR despite this problem. Most moral 

theories require an agent to use some judgement in a particular circumstance. 

In what follows, as previously mentioned, I take Kantianism for granted and intend to explore 

its implications for stakeholder CSR in this chapter. I assume that Kantianism remains a viable 

ethical approach to evaluating or appraising maxims of actions. My assumption stems from the 

fact that it has been influential and still better accords with most moral philosophers and 

business ethicists as a viable approach to the normative grounding of moral actions or 

decisions. Its contractarian reasoning to proceduralise “the principle of respect for persons” 

(Lysaught, 2004), which involves treating others as ends in themselves, makes it more 

attractive in appraising the maxims of actions. The contract has the advantage of being 

impartial and respects all rational persons equally in making them all participants in the 

determination of legitimacy and moral justification. It provides some substance as ‘persons’ 

are beings with reason that enables them to know what is morally right and justifies self-

determination which not only makes it right to involve them in consenting to the social and 

political arrangements to be implemented in their society. Additionally, it also presupposes that 

they will choose what is compatible with the autonomy. 

As it would be seen later in the chapter, Kantianism and its Contractualism form does provide 

a viable normative grounding of organisational stakeholder CSR as corporate practice. Hence, 

in section 3.2 of this chapter, I apply Kantianism to organisational CSR issues with the view to 
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exploring its implications for stakeholder CSR programmes within business organisations. In 

doing so, I address the following concrete normative questions about CSR issues on Kantian 

grounds: (i) why should business organisations engage in stakeholder CSR programmes? (ii) 

what kind of stakeholder CSR programmes should business organisations engage in? (iii) how 

should business organisations engage in stakeholder CSR programmes? (iv) how much or to 

what extent should business organisations engage in stakeholder CSR programmes? and (v) 

who should business organisations target in engaging in stakeholder CSR?  

These normative questions regarding business organisations’ engagement with stakeholder 

CSR programmes, beyond that which is in their business interests can be usefully expressed in 

Kantian terms, so I argue. I contend that the normative grounding of stakeholder CSR raises 

complex and difficult ethical issues or questions whose “neglect could threaten the credibility 

of [stakeholder] CSR programmes and impede the articulation [or] implementation of 

[stakeholder] CSR [practices]” (Mofuoa, 2016: 98) within business organisations if approaches 

to address them are unintelligently developed. In section 3.2 that follows below, I apply 

Kantian Ethical Theory to CSR issues with the view to compare and contrast it with Utilitarian 

and African Ethical Theories in latter chapters of the thesis.  

 3.2  Application of Kantian Ethical Theory to CSR Issues 

In what follows, I apply Kantianism, as perhaps the most influential class of Ethical Theory in 

Western ethics, to stakeholder CSR issues. To be precise, I consider it to have or have had a 

significant influence on the corporate behaviour of business organisations and in shaping the 

corporate behaviour of business organisations. That said, I argue later in the thesis that Kantian 

Ethical Theory does not provide a fully satisfactory grounding of stakeholder CSR compared 

to the little known African Ethical Theory, which is my preferable and favourite theory. Like 

its Utilitarianism counterpart, I submit that Kantianism can also be usefully applied to CSR, 
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and does a better job than Utilitarianism as it includes requirements of rationality, autonomy 

and impartiality, but does not adequately consider relations. 

3.2.1  Applying Kantianism to Concrete CSR Issues  

From section 3.1 analysis of Kant’s view of morality or ethics, a Kantian position on CSR is 

derived17. In moral philosophy or Business Ethics, “Kant is best known for defending a version 

of the respect for person principle, which implies that any business practice (i.e. CSR for 

instance) that puts money on a par with people is immoral” (Bowie, 2002: 61). In Kantian 

terms, the responsibility to engage in CSR can be morally right if, and only if, it treats humanity 

with respect, not “because it brings about beneficial consequences to the fortunes of the 

concerned [business] organisations” (Masaka, 2008:19). This is a contrary view to the 

Utilitarian view that takes happiness or, consequentialism more broadly, takes welfare or 

wellbeing to be the only thing that is good in itself or valuable for its own sake. I want 

something more complicated than welfare or wellbeing, which is so vague as to make 

Utilitarianism a very pluralistic and hard to deal with theory of stakeholder CSR. Thus, the 

focus of this section is to apply Kantianism to the specific questions about CSR in the context 

of the engagement of business organisations with their stakeholders with the view that they 

compare and contrast it with African Ethical Theory in the latter chapters of the thesis.  

To recap, thus, “instead of stressing the importance of the consequences of actions, Kantianism 

says that it is the maxim guiding an action that is important for determining its [moral] 

                                                             
17 The works of Bowie (2017, 2013,1999, 1991), Watthanabut (2017:13-18), Frederisken and Nielson (2013:17-

33), Gómez (2012: 43-74),  Smith (2012: 58-75), Feng (2010: 779-783), and  Dubbink and van Liedekerke (2009: 

117-136), in which the Kantian approach has been applied to business issues, in particular CSR, do provide an 
affirmation that “[Kantianism is an] appealing standard for moral decisions in business organisations” (Shaw, 

2017:52). These works provide credence to the goal of this chapter. As such, I take them for granted as providing 

groundwork to my Kantian CSR project, which is primarily intended to give credence to my favoured African 

CSR in this thesis. I consider this chapter as a noble extension of the previous work that has applied Kantian 

perspective to CSR. 
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rightness” (McMillan, n.d). For most Kantians, “a maxim is a description of the reason why 

someone is doing something (i.e. what they are trying to achieve) and what they are doing to 

bring that about” (McMillan, ibid). In essence, a maxim is seen by most Kantians as a “moral 

agent's thought process for every rational action indicating, (1) the action, or type of action; 

(2) the conditions under which it is to be done; and (3) the end or purpose to be achieved by 

the action, or the motive” (Wikipedia contributors, 2018). Thus, “the most straightforward way 

to think about this is to think of a maxim as specifying the ‘means’ and ‘ends’ of a particular 

action” (McMillan, ibid). For most Kantians, therefore, in moral terms “the rightness [or 

wrongness] of an action depends upon its maxim of” (McMillan, ibid) motive, or intention and 

nothing else. As Khan succinctly puts it, “the rightness or wrongness of an action depends on 

its maxim … To get at the maxim of someones action is calpture the principle under which that 

person acts, which would depend on his motives or intentions” (Chan, 2016:15). 

For Kantians, “the categorical imperative provides a test on maxims for determining whether 

the actions they refer to are morally right or wrong” (Wikipedia contributors, 2018). As alluded 

to earlier, accordning to Nyholm (2012) “the formula of universal law and formula of 

humanity” known as “principle of respect for persons” (Lysaught, 2004) are the two formulae 

of the categorical imperative that Kantians invoke to evaluate maxims of actions. Most 

Kantians, however, prefer to invoke formula of humanity or ‘the principle of respect for 

persons’ (Lysaught, ibid) to evaluate maxims of actions in Business Ethics. Kant states formula 

of humanity or ‘the principle of respect for persons’ (Lysaught, ibid) thus, “so act that you use 

humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, always at the same time 

as an end, never merely as a means” (Kant, 1998:38). In what follows in the succeeding sub-

sections of section 3.2, I apply the Kantian humanity formula or ‘principle of respect for 

persons’(Lysaught, ibid) version of the categorical imperative as a promising way to addressing 

specific questions about CSR in the context of the engagement of business organisations with 
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their stakeholders. In doing so, I am mindful as well as fully aware of the limitations of the 

Kantian approach to moral enquiry as highlighted in sub-section 3.1.5 of section 3.1 of this 

chapter, which have not changed my view that Kantian ethics can be usefully applied to CSR. 

3.2.2  Why Should Business Organisations Engage in Stakeholder CSR Programmes?  

A Kantian perspective uses the principle of respect for persons to justify why business 

organisations should usually engage in stakeholder CSR programmes. For most Kantians, the 

core reason for business organisations to engage in organisational stakeholder CSR as a 

business practice is to treat stakeholders as having dignity and to respect the autonomy of the 

stakeholders. Put differently, the whole point of CSR is about “treating stakeholders with 

respect” (Bowie, 2017: 41). For instance, if a business organisation primarily engages in 

stakeholder CSR to earn itself a good reputation only at the expense of the health and safety of 

employees, such organisational CSR is not morally desirable from Kantian ethics. They would 

be morally desirable on Kantian grounds if, and only if, they are primarily done out of respect 

for dignity or autonomy of the employees as persons. This would be a Kantian position even if 

such organisational CSR does contribute to the development of the society in which the 

employees reside from a Utilitarian standpoint. For Utilitarians, morally right actions are the 

ones that maximise benefit for the affected moral agents. On the contrary, as for most Kantians, 

morally “right actions are the ones that accord respect to each person as a free and equal moral 

agent” (CEProfs, n.d). Respect for persons that Kantians often invoke to evaluate or appraise 

maxims of actions say that there are some actions (i.e. harming or hurting others) that moral 

agents cannot do to other persons, no matter how much they benefit others. 

Similarly, Kantians would condemn as morally wrong a business organisation’s action of 

“dumping hazardous waste into a river to avoid treatment costs” (Evileagles, 2013) merely for 

the sake of improvement of its efficiency. Yet “at the same time, [its action] causes horrendous, 
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unrecorded economic and intangible costs on others” (Evileagles, 2013) because its action 

cannot be, at least in principle, treating humanity with respect. With Utilitarians, harm to one 

person can be justified by a more significant benefit to someone, and hurt to someone can be 

justified if it promotes the more significant benefit to others (see Parfit 1984: 76-77 cited in 

Giubilini et al., 2018: 549-550). For example, according to Giubilini et al, “the pro-tanto moral 

obligation to vaccinate one’s children does outweigh the pro-tanto moral obligation not to 

vaccinate them at least in some cases” (Giubilini et al., 2018: 549).  

Therefore, for Utilitarians, as long as business organisation’s action provides greater benefits 

overall, it would be morally defensible despite the harm or hurt it produces in certain instances. 

In Kantian terms, thus defining organisational stakeholder “CSR as a commitment to ethical 

behaviour implies that one should not only consider the consequences of the business 

organisation in terms of value creation” (Graafland, et al., 2003a: 6). However, one ought also 

to primarily consider the intentions of the actions of the business organisation; whether the 

actions are intended to treat others with respect as persons and ends. In its Kantian humanity 

form, “respect for persons maintains that human beings have intrinsic and unconditional moral 

worth, and should always be treated as if there is nothing of greater value than they are” 

(Bennett-Woods, 2005:6). For the author, “this inherent value attributed to human beings 

means that each person is an end in him or herself and should not be treated solely as a means 

to some other end” (Bennett-Woods, ibid). 

Recall the case of child labour as an organisational business practice. From the respect for 

persons perspective, “when a company has the intention to eliminate child labour in its 

company (including its suppliers) and really does much to eliminate it, but cannot eliminate all 

child labour because it does not have full control, then the company should not be seen as a 

less responsible company” (Graafland, et al., 2004: 23).  Rather, in Kantian ethics lenses, it 

should be seen a morally responsible business organisation since it was willing, at least in 



 

162 
 

principle, to eliminate child labour. Indeed, Kantians would morally applaud the business 

organisation’s action as morally desirable above all other considerations since child labour is 

disrespectful in that it deprives children of their dignity as persons and is degrading to their 

humanity. On the contrary, Utilitarians may morally defend child labour in that, “it is all that 

stands between the family unit and all-pervasive [poverty] in many impoverished 

[communities]” (Vaknin, 2009). As such, “to deprive these bread-earners of the opportunity to 

lift themselves and their families incrementally above [poverty by eliminating it] – is an apex 

of immoral hypocrisy” (Vaknin, 2009). Nevertheless, friends of Kantianism would disagree, 

and argue that organisational stakeholder CSR business practices should usually be undertaken 

by business organisations for, “genuine morally right reasons in respecting the humanity of 

others, rather than merely as a cynical gussied bid for good favour” (Griffiths, 2009:65).  

3.2.3 What Kind of CSR Programmes Should Business Organisations Partake?  

When using the principle of respect for persons entrenched in the formula of humanity, a 

Kantian moral standpoint is that business organisations should usually participate or engage in 

organisational stakeholder CSR programmes that promote treating stakeholders as persons and 

ends in the consented or contracted business relationship with them. In Kantian ethics, the idea 

of morally treating others as persons requires their consent to actions that affect them (O’Neill, 

1989) and they have at least agreed or contracted to in the first instance (Rawls, 1987; 2001). 

As such, it is morally wrong, from a Kantian respect for autonomy perspective, to treat others 

in ways to which they do not consent (O’Neill, 1989: 106), and they have not contracted to, in 

the first instance, as per Rawls’ contractarian version of categorical imperative (Rawls, 1987; 

2001). Another part of the principle of respect in Kantian ethics is treating people as an end, 

which can typically mean helping others to achieve their goals. As well as helping others to 

acquire the resources needed to achieve a variety of goals; for example, see Kant’s ‘positive’ 
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duties in the second section of Groundwork. These are “duties to perform in certain actions” 

(Sebo, 2014:23) for example, giving to charity. Thus, the point of the organisational 

stakeholder CSR in Kantian ethics is to essentially treat all humanity with respect, which 

includes but not limited to treating organisational stakeholders as persons and as ends. 

So, if attention to the health and safety of employees as part of the organisational stakeholder 

CSR programme “is only motivated by the profit motive, a company is only extrinsically 

interested in its employees as means for gaining a higher profit and not as an end in itself” 

(Graafland et al., 2003a:15). Of course, this would be a sort of organisational CSR action that 

would fail to pass Kant’s categorical imperative test version of respect for persons. In Kantian 

terms, treating organisational stakeholders as persons not as a means merely but also as ends 

in a business relationship from the formula of humanity or principle of respect for autonomy 

of persons requires two things for the business organisations. First, it requires that 

organisational stakeholders, that is workers in the employment relationships for instance in a 

business relationship, should not be used primarily or only for commercial and economic 

transactions to enhance the productivity or profitability of the business organisations. Second, 

it means that the designing of the organisational stakeholder CSR practices should be in such 

a way that they contribute to the socio-economic and intellectual development of organisational 

stakeholders; workers in the employment relationships for instance, in a business relationship. 

Such ‘development’ would usually involve sustaining and cultivating their socio-economic and 

intellectual capacities as a function of what Rawls calls ‘primary goods’ and more generally 

would mainly focus on their ability to pursue ends of their choosing or preference. 

On the contrary, these would not be the same programmes from what a Utilitarian prescribes. 

A Utilitarian would usually propose programmes that provide greater benefit overall above 

other considerations. For a Utilitarian, the whole point of stakeholder CSR programmes is to 

maximise overall benefit, or welfare, for affected stakeholders, for example workers. This 
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should the case in the employment relationship with the business organisation with or without 

their consent or agreement. Thus, all equal, the amount of happiness that the business 

organisation produces from every action of its stakeholder CSR programme is what counts 

above all else, Utilitarians would usually maintain. Hence, the crucial aspect that distinguishes 

Utilitarian stakeholder CSR programmes from Kantian ones is their focus on maximising 

welfare above other considerations. For Utilitarians, the only thing that determines the 

rightness of organisational stakeholder CSR programmes and their actions is the greatest 

benefit that they produce from every programme and action. That means helping people 

flourish and prosper in general, and potentially helping people, have greater well-being overall. 

So, for Utilitarians, consequences (i.e. promoting greater benefit overall) is the only thing of 

moral relevance or significance in assessing or evaluating morality of actions. 

Here, one notices the different conception of morally relevant aid in which business 

organisations should usually participate or engage in between the Kantian and the Utilitarian 

in CSR terms. Although the Kantian also believes in helping organisational stakeholders, his 

conception of help would not be a matter of improving their happiness, that is, promoting their 

general welfare. Instead, it would primarily be a matter of promoting their treatment with 

respect as autonomous agents in a relationship with the business organisation concerned. So, 

for the Kantian, ‘helping others’ means that moral agents have imperfect duty to occasionally 

or sometimes assist others in need or aid them in achieving or realising goals, where this does 

not conflict with their perfect duties; enslaving or exploiting others. On the contrary, for the 

Utilitarian ‘helping others’ means that business organisations as moral agents have a moral 

obligation to create more well-being for organisational stakeholders as much as possible. 

Hence, the Utilitarian would usually maintain that it is wrong to do something that maximises 

happiness less than an alternative course of action, that is, donating less money to helping 

others rather giving away more as much as possible. Concisely, for the Utilitarian, the morally 
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relevant aid is the one that provides most beneficial results; maximises organisational 

stakeholders’ welfare. On the contrary, the morally relevant aid for the Kantian is the one that 

treats the persons of the organisational stakeholders with respect; promotes organisational 

stakeholders’ capacity for autonomy. 

Thus, a Kantian would recommend or endorse ‘stakeholder management’ as the organisational 

stakeholder CSR business practice that democratises organisational decision-making 

machinery. For example, involving workers in the decision making processes that affects them 

as consenting adults or contracting agents in the employment relationship, beyond not just 

merely exploiting them for productivity and profitability of business organisations. This 

Kantian view would be in contrast with the Utilitarian view that such stakeholder management 

CSR business practice is morally justified even if it involves employees indirectly, provided it 

accords a more considerable amount of benefit to workers irrespective if they have consented 

or contracted to it. In this regard, a Kantian would disagree with the Utilitarian view of indirect 

involvement of stakeholders. He would argue that stakeholders, in the case of workers in 

employment relationship for instance, have a right to directly participate in organisational 

decision-making machinery that determines the “future direction of the [business organisation] 

in which they have a stake” (Freeman in Beauchamp & Bowie, 2004:56). He would further 

argue that stakeholder management as an organisational CSR business practice is consistent 

with the Kantian ethics of what should typically be the nature of commercial or economic 

transactions in business relationships between business organisations and their stakeholders, 

that is, workers in the employment relationships for instance, from the formula of humanity. 

The principle of respect for autonomy of persons expressed in Kantian formula of humanity 

requires organisational stakeholder CSR programmes that usually promote direct involvement 

of stakeholders in organisational decision making machinery as consenting adults (O’Neill, 
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1989) or as contracting agents (Rawls, 1987, 2001) who should typically be treated with respect 

as if they have the interest above other considerations.  

It is in this regard that friends of Kantianism would morally condemn sorts of organisational 

stakeholder CSR programmes that aid the poor in a local community by providing them with 

food parcels. They would do so merely on the grounds that they give the poor “a hand-out 

instead of a hand up” (Chamberlin, 2013) or give them ‘a fish rather than teaching them to fish’ 

(see Pillai, 2002). Thus, friends of Kantianism would morally applaud sorts of organisational 

stakeholder CSR programmes that help the poor as persons to develop and nurture their 

capabilities to do things for themselves as that would be tantamount to promoting respect for 

persons and dignity of the poor. On the contrary, the Utilitarian would not necessarily favour 

teaching the poor how to fish because the Utilitarian’s ethical outlook is typically welfare-

oriented at its core. All things equal, the Utilitarian would often advocate for social welfare 

because everyone’s wellbeing is of paramount moral interest and social welfare seems like a 

good way to ensure everyone flourishes overall. Therefore, the act of giving fish to the poor or 

giving them handouts is morally desirable to a Utilitarian from the ‘welfarist’ perspective 

because of the beneficial domino effects it would finally produce. 

3.2.4 How Should Business Organisations Engage in Stakeholder CSR Programmes? 

Using the principle of respect for persons rooted in the formula of humanity, a typical Kantian 

ethical standpoint is that business organisations should partake or engage in stakeholder CSR 

programmes. They should do so to help support or create what Edmunds and Wollenberg 

(2001) call “multi-stakeholder negotiations processes” with platforms of negotiations (Steins 

& Edwards, 1999) agreeable to all stakeholders towards what Arvanitis labelled “convergence 

of will” (Arvanitis, 2015). This is an agreement of sort as to which a CSR project ought to be 

implemented. According to Daniels and Walker (1999), platforms of negotiations should 
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usually be designed to create a neutral space where all stakeholders can negotiate openly and 

freely. The open nature of the process of negotiation is recognised by Habermas, who argues 

that “the goal of reaching an understanding is the bringing about of an agreement that 

terminates in inter-subjective communality of mutual comprehension, shared knowledge, 

reciprocal trust and accord with one another” (Habermas, 1984). Support for such negotiation 

would seem, therefore, to be the whole point of CSR at the bottom for a Kantian. 

Typically, for Kantians, the primary purpose of platforms of negotiations would be to help 

promote the respectful treatment of stakeholders in the organisational CSR multi-stakeholder 

negotiations processes as free moral agents (Reiman, 1990; Kaufman, 1993) with ability to act 

on their own purposes and realise them (Reiman, 2012: 5). For Kantians, freedom here would 

typically relate to stakeholders being free from everything, that is, free from coercion, 

exploitation and subjugation, which would block their ability to act as they see fit on the choices 

they make about CSR issues like ethical trade and purchasing in the CSR multi-stakeholder 

negotiations processes (Reiman, 2012: 10). Such freedom, according to Kantians, would be 

genuinely attained by stakeholders if, and only if, there are consented to multi-stakeholder 

negotiations processes with platforms of negotiations in a business relationship. Such 

negotiation infrastructure should essentially be designed to promote stakeholders respectful 

treatment as equal agents in a business relationship, and morally legitimise their choices, 

actions and decisions as regards to CSR issues such as workplace balance, transformation and 

diversity as well as health and safety, for instance.  

For Kantians, the organisational platforms of negotiations that help promote respectful 

treatment of stakeholders in the CSR multi-stakeholder negotiations processes in business 

organisations would typically include but not limited to business-like stakeholder dialogue, 

stakeholder collective bargaining fora, stakeholder roundtable discussions, stakeholder 

management consultative meetings, shop floor management to mention a few. Here, respectful 
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treatment of stakeholders in CSR multi-stakeholder negotiations processes from Kantian moral 

standpoint would usually involve treating organisational stakeholders as consenting adults in a 

business relationship as if they have the interests in the first instance. It would also include 

essentially treating them as contracting agents in accordance with the principles of justice, 

which accords them equal treatment as moral persons in a business relationship. Here, equal 

treatment consists of every contracted stakeholder being able to rightly claim a fair portion of 

his or her interest or stake under fair and just conditions in CSR multi-stakeholder negotiations 

processes, which cannot be taken away from him or her, whatever the desire of everybody 

else as the only thing of moral relevance. 

The Kantian’s view of what respectful treatment entails in CSR multi-stakeholder negotiations 

processes as articulated above thus differs from the Utilitarian one, which aggregates interests 

or stakes to a greatest amount of benefit above other considerations. Here, one notices the 

different conception of what respectful treatment entails in CSR multi-stakeholder negotiations 

processes between the Kantian and the Utilitarian. While the Kantian advocates consent or 

contract agreeable to all stakeholders as essentially the respectful function of stakeholders as 

persons, the Utilitarian canvasses for fair aggregation of interests of all stakeholders as 

tantamount to respectful treatment of stakeholders as persons. Thus, “from the Utilitarian 

perspective, since everyone counts as one and no one as more than one, the interests of all 

[stakeholders] should be treated equally without consideration of contents of interest or an 

individual [stakeholder's] material situation” (Gosepath, 2011). This should be the case as 

utilitarian perspective is that “the morally proper action is the one that maximises utility” (Hare, 

1984 cited in Gosepath, 2011).  

This Utilitarian conception of respectful or equal treatment is criticised by the Kantian as too 

demanding. It is so to the Kantian because the aggregation of stakeholders’ interests includes 

that of far distant stakeholders. For the Kantian, business organisations are morally obligated 
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to treat with respect only organisational stakeholders they have contracted to in a business 

relationship. However, the Utilitarian disagrees and argues that treating stakeholders with 

respect means that all their interests have to be reasonably aggregated irrespective if they have 

contracted or not contracted in a business relationship. Contrary to the above Utilitarian view, 

the Kantian view is that “perhaps organisational productivity and profitability would be 

enhanced more substantially if, and only if, the business organisations view them 

simultaneously as a function of morally right business practice of  CSR, and a goal of business” 

(Bowie, 1999). Thus, from treating stakeholder CSR as a positive externality, Kantians hold 

that, “it is possible for business organisations to do the right thing motivated by both profits 

and virtuous moral principles that focus on treating stakeholders as the morally particular 

persons they are” (O’Neill, 1989: 124). Accordingly, this means that in a form of business 

relationship “each of the stakeholders has a right not to be treated merely as a means to some 

end” (Freeman in Beauchamp & Bowie, 2004:56). Hence, from the typical Kantian perspective 

“ to show restraint in order to generate profit for the benefit of all stakeholders, and to do so 

for the reason that it is a right course of action in the financial crisis, are both morally 

acceptable” (Griffiths, 2009:65). Whereas other moral theorists “would call the latter motive 

‘window dressing’, bordering on fraud” (Friedman, 2001 cited in Griffiths, 2009:66), most 

Kantians “would reject the idea of action purely on profit maximising grounds. At the same 

time, however, they would allow a profit-seeking mentality as long as it was not the sole factor” 

(Griffiths, 2009:66).  

Here, Kantians seem to be very much agreeable of the fact that the “maintenance of a good 

corporate image is important to profitability” (Griffiths, ibid) or vice versa. Therefore, for 

Kantians, the motive or intention for the organisational action of cutting bonuses presents “no 

contradiction assuming that doing the right thing could be the same as doing the profitable 

thing” (Griffiths, 2009:66). As Bowie insists, in his Kantian theory of capitalism, that “there is 
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no contradiction when a business organisation, as an agent makes a moral claim that it is 

actually practising organisational stakeholder CSR both because it is right and it is profitable” 

(Bowie,1999). In Kantian ethics, therefore, “it is [morally] plausible that it would be a good 

business for the bank to decrease bonuses, and instead, provide cheaper loans that would 

benefit everyone” (Griffiths, ibid). Here, the focus should be more on people’s ability to choose 

while “property rights remain[ed] intact, and was [only] done for the sake of helping [or aiding 

stakeholders as duties of virtue so requires – respectful treatment of others]” (Griffiths, ibid). 

Hence, on Kantian moral grounds, business organisations “can afford, if their morality is so 

inclined, to incorporate [organisational stakeholders’] interest[s] into business decisions” 

(Griffiths, ibid) as “a show of respect to them since they bear fiduciary relationship to all 

stakeholders at the bottom” (Freeman in Beauchamp & Bowie, 2004:56).  

Similarly, the communication as in advertising rather than merely announcing stakeholder CSR 

actions by business organisations to showcase their stakeholder “CSR activities mainly as a 

public relations instrument to improve their organisational reputation” (Graafland et al., 

2003a:18) would fail to pass Kant’s categorical imperative test of respectful treatment of 

others. From a Kantian view, when a moral agent proudly or enthusiastically communicates 

his moral action, then such “communication of the action [would typically] damage the moral 

status of the action” (Graafland et al., ibid) since it may be difficult to judge if the moral agent 

acted ethically or not. The same argument can be extended to business organisations that are 

eager to showcase their stakeholder CSR activities. In Kantian view, it is not morally advisable 

for a business organisation to proudly display its stakeholder CSR actions primarily for self-

serving reasons other than the higher purpose of trying to lead by example or to get other 

organisations to improve their stakeholder CSR. This is so in Kantian viewpoint in that “this 

can be seen as damaging the moral status of the action, for it should not be a special thing to 

do these things” (Graafland et al., 2003a:18) that is, for business organisations  as moral agents 
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to do stakeholder CSR deeds. Thus, Kant would definitely support business organisations that 

would reject communicating their ethical standard and moral actions for any other reason than 

the higher purpose of being the archetypes of stakeholder CSR to others as this “could be seen 

as damaging for their CSR score” (Graafland et al., ibid). In Kantian terms, business 

organisations can only if they are required to communicate their ethical standards and moral 

actions “at times when it is their duty to account for their actions” (Graafland et al., ibid).  

Under such circumstances above, a Kantian would argue that such communication would not 

damage the status of their moral action. For example, “if the government should legally force 

business organisations to communicate all their moral actions” (Graafland et al., ibid). In this 

respect, “then, the communication of the action would not damage the moral status of the 

action, because the business organisation is forced to do so” (Graafland et al., ibid). However, 

Kant’s view is that, if and only if, it is a deliberate choice of the business organisation to 

communicate, that is, advertising rather than merely announcing about its stakeholder CSR 

activities, “this might indicate a relatively low ethical standard” (Graafland et al., ibid) on the 

part of the business organisation from a moral standpoint. This being the case, however, some 

Kantians do concede that there is nothing inconsistent in being socially responsible because it 

is right and profitable (Bowie, 1999). In other words, it may be morally permissible for a moral 

agent to do something that benefits oneself and is also respectful of others. Here, “one good 

example is to implement an open book policy where employees are frequently updated on the 

financial status of their business organisations” (Case, 1996). According to Case, “an open 

book policy has the potential to turn any company into a trusted company while the same can 

make employees to feel respected, which can give them a sense of satisfaction” (Case, 1996). 

As Rogers puts it, “a respectful workplace brings enormous benefits to organizations” (Rogers, 

2018). According to Rogers, “employees who say they feel respected are more satisfied with 

their jobs and more grateful for—and loyal to—their companies” (Rogers, ibid).  The author 
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further notes, “They are more resilient, cooperate more with others, perform better and more 

creatively, and are more likely to take direction from their leaders” (Rogers, ibid). 

3.2.5  How Much or to What Extent Should Business Organisations Engage in 

Stakeholder CSR Programmes?  

Using the principle of not degrading oneself rooted in respect for persons, a Kantian ethical 

standpoint is that business organisations should usually engage in stakeholder CSR 

programmes that to some extent sacrifice some part or per cent of their organisational profits 

to help relevant stakeholders not at the expense of their own core projects such as profitability 

and productivity. For Kantians, everything equal, helping others usually means that business 

organisations as moral agents have to be helpful to their relevant organisational stakeholders 

according to their means. It also means business organisations have a duty to be beneficent by 

donating some part of their wealth or profits to their relevant organisational stakeholders. 

However, they have no unlimited duty to do so beyond their means, that is, sufficient financial 

resources. In essence, for Kantians, application of the principle of affordability is essential here 

for responsible business organisations.  By relevant organisational stakeholders, Kantians refer 

primarily to all consenting or contracting agents who might have an explicit or implicit 

contractual business relationship with the concerned business organisation. In other words, 

Kantians would usually support organisational stakeholder CSR projects or programmes that 

donate organisational resources to CSR, if and only if, they are able to do so within their 

available organisational financial resources to their relevant organisational stakeholders. 

Contrary to the Kantian view above, contemporary Utilitarians including Singer (1993) and 

Pogge (2008), argue that business organisations should sacrifice whatever per cent of their 

profits to maximise the total sum of the wellbeing of all stakeholders near and far. For Singer 

(1972) and Pogge (2008) people living in affluent countries or wealthy nations have a duty to 

give to the global poor or impoverished people. Using the principle of diminishing marginal 
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utility, for  instance, Singer (1972) argues that one “should keep donating money to people in 

dire need until the donor reaches the point where giving to others generates more harm to the 

donor than the good that is generated for the recipients” (Singer, 1972 cited in Nathanson, n.d).  

Typically, Kantians would argue that this Utilitarian prescription of sacrificing more 

organisational profits by business organisations to help stakeholders is very demanding to them 

as moral agents at least in principle. Typically, Kantians would maintain that performing acts 

that are incompatible with one's self-esteem is morally prohibited. They would maintain that 

the Utilitarian prescription of giving more to CSR has a potential to take most business 

organisations into insolvency or bankruptcy, which would be morally degrading to them as 

moral agents. Kantians would usually limit sacrificing of organisational profits only to the 

consenting or contracting agents according to the available organisation's resources, while 

Utilitarians usually expand it to near and far away organisational stakeholders irrespective of 

whether they have contracted or not, and disregard the resources availability as a critical 

consideration as well. 

For example, the Kantian would wholly applaud Woolworths’ MySchool MyVillage MyPlanet 

customer reward programme as morally worthy in that it donates up to one per cent of the value 

of its customers’ purchases to their chosen beneficiaries every time they swipe their MySchool 

MyVillage MyPlanet card. On the contrary, the Utilitarian would, to some extent, morally 

applaud Woolworths in this regard as she or he would certainly want Woolworths to do still 

more to engage in morally worthy acts that sacrifice organisational profits for good causes over 

and above the 10% they are currently sacrificing for their immediate customers. Typically, the 

Utilitarian would usually want to see Woolworths do still more to sacrifice organisational 

profits to promote the interests of distant or near customers under its customer reward 

programme. This is the view that most friends of Kantianism would reject as morally 

incomprehensible and too demanding for Woolworths, at least in principle. For them, in 
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general, they would be morally pleased with Woolworths’ sacrifice of 10% of their 

organisational profits under their customer reward programme. This would be the case, if and 

only if, at the end of the day, such organisational CSR practice promotes “the rights and moral 

dignity of all agents that are affected by the actions of the business” (Frederiksen & Nielsen, 

2013: 25) without hurting itself financially. Thus, for Kantians, the CSR act of donating money 

by continously sacrificing 10% of their organisational profits under their customer reward 

programme to the point of insolvency or bankruptcy would be morally degrading to 

Woolworths as an agent, and would not be praiseworthy nor  make moral sense. 

Hence, for Kantians, the Woolworths’ organisational act of donating more money to CSR to 

the brink of insolvency or bankruptcy would be immoral as “it would be a violation of a duty 

to oneself” (Jeske, 1996; Denis, 1997, 2001). In this regard, Kant argues that “duties to 

ourselves are of primary importance and should have pride of place…. nothing can be expected 

of a man who dishonours his own person” (Kant, 1970: 118). Kant illustrates this point with 

the example of the “gout sufferer” (Kant, ibid). Here, Kant argues that, “a gout sufferer has a 

moral duty to avoid harming himself by sticking to the correct diet, even if he gets short-term 

pleasure from bingeing on rich foods” (Kant, ibid). Likewise, applied to CSR, Kant would say 

a business organisation (i.e. Woolworths for instance) has a moral duty to avoid sacrificing 

organisational profits to CSR to the point that it cannot break even, that is, be profitable to stay 

in business. Under Kant’s moral framework, business organisations as moral agents have a 

duty to be productive and profitable, as these are bound with other moral duties to others. This 

is a duty to help stakeholders by sacrificing some part of organisational profits to some degree. 

For Kantians, “duties to oneself embody the requirement of the formula of humanity that agents 

respect the rational nature in themselves as well as in others” (Denis, 1997: 321). For example, 

one has a duty to his child to keep himself reasonably healthy. Correspondingly, applied to 

stakeholder CSR, the business organisation has a duty to its relevant stakeholders to keep itself 
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reasonably productive and profitable to continue donating to CSR. This is a Kantian ethical 

position that the Utilitarian would typically object to as purely promoting agents’ self-regarding 

conduct or behaviour at the expense of other-regarding conduct expected of moral agents.  

Opposing the Kantian view of moral agents as having duties to themselves as articulated above, 

Utilitarians would usually argue that, “what morally counts is the more good that can be done 

by helping others, that is, doing good to others” (see Baier, 1958; Williams, 1985; Singer, 

1963). Typically, the critical strand of the Utilitarian objection to the Kantian principle of duties 

to oneself is that, “moral duties are necessary other-regarding” (Denis, 2001: 4). According to 

Baier, “moral rules properly extend to one’s self-regarding conduct only insofar as it bears on 

the interests of others” (Baier, 1958:215). For example, if someone is a parent of a young child, 

he has a duty to his child to keep himself reasonably healthy. This is not a duty to himself, but 

rather a duty to his child with regard to him. Accordingly, applied to stakeholder CSR, the 

Utilitarian could concede somewhat that the business organisation has a duty to all its near and 

far stakeholders to keep itself reasonably productive and profitable to continue donating to 

CSR. However, unlike his Kantian counterpart, he would immediately point out that is not to 

mean that the business organisation has a duty to itself instead it has a duty to all its near and 

distant stakeholders with regard to itself. Thus, the Utilitarian Ethical Theory requires that help 

to others ought to be based on other-regarding fair and equal consideration of others needs and 

interests at least in principle. For the Utilitarian, what morally counts is the more good that can 

be done by other-regarding organisational CSR projects (i.e. to contribute to others happiness) 

rather the purely self-regarding CSR ones (i.e. to develop one’s talents). 

Thus, for Kantians, a business organisation’s act of sacrificing organisational profits to CSR in 

absolute disregard to duties to itself, to be productive and profitable, is morally wrong. 

Similarly, Kantians would consider an act of “deliberately refraining from giving others help 
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when they need it as wrong” (Velasquez, 1997:43). However, they would also concede that the 

business organisation’s act of giving help to others when they need it, to the point of insolvency 

or bankruptcy, is wrong because that would be degrading and morally wrong. So, for Kantians, 

organisational stakeholder CSR business practices should “not be seen as a positive externality 

that results from the [organisational] pursuit of profit, but a factor which carries moral worth 

in itself” (Griffiths, 2009: 65). For instance, Woolworths’ organisational CSR action to 

sacrifice 10% of their organisational profits to CSR for purely other-regarding purposes of 

providing charity at the expense of its self-regarding purposes of profit making, under their 

current ‘MySchool MyVillage MyPlanet’ customers reward programme, would be condemned 

by Kantians as immoral. This would be because, “it exclusively treats or uses customers as 

merely means to ends” (Beauchamp & Bowie, 2001).  

Here, Rae and Wong (1996) would argue that Woolworths’ consumers “have rights to be 

treated as ends in themselves, not only as a means to an end”. For these authors, Woolworths’ 

CSR action to sacrifice 10% of their organisational profits would be “morally permissible or 

desirable, if only if, it simultaneously enhances their branding and publicity for profitability as 

a duty to itself” (Rae & Wong, 1996). In agreement, Frederiksen and Nielsen argue that 

business organisations “should engage in CSR practice at least also because it is the morally 

right thing to do [although] CSR might not always be the most profitable avenue” (Frederiksen 

& Nielsen, 2013: 19). Here, Rae and Wong agrees that CSR is “a profitable thing to do for self-

regarding purposes such as staying in business” (Rae & Wong, 1996). As Griffiths reiterates 

Kantians view concerning externalities thus, “… generating profits can be combined with 

moral regard for other stakeholders. …that would not necessarily be a problem for Kant as long 

as there are other ethical motives” (Griffiths, 2009: 67). This is how friends of Kantianism 

agree regarding the question of how much a business organisation should usually give to CSR 
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programmes. Additionally, how much profit a business organisation should usually forsake for 

morally worthy causes, at the bottom, at least in principle in the first instance. 

3.2.6 Whom Should Business Organisations Target in Engaging in Stakeholder CSR 

Programmes? 

  

From the perspective of the perfect duty not to make false promises to oneself and others 

derived from the formula of humanity, Kantians informed by the respect for persons principle 

would say something about to whom should organisational CSR be targeted. Typically, they 

would contend that business organisations should usually target aiding the stakeholders they 

have promised to help implicitly or explicitly in the first instance, in engaging in organisational 

stakeholders CSR projects or programmes. Kant, as quoted in Kerstein (2008: 203), argues  

“He who has it in mind to make a false promise to others sees at once that he wants to 

make use of another human being merely as a means, without the other at the same time 

containing in himself the end. For, he whom I want to use for my purposes by such a 

promise cannot possibly agree with my way of behaving toward him, and so himself 

contain the end of this action”. 

Thus, for Kant quoted in Christiano (2008: 106), “one may not lie or make a false promise to 

another because of the humanity in that other.” In accord, Ross quoted in Carson (2005:145) 

says that, “it is a duty to keep our promises”. In this regard, Ross persuasively writes, 

“If so far as I can see, I could bring equal amounts of good into being by fulfilling my 

promise and by helping someone to whom I had made no promise, I should not hesitate 

to regard the former as my duty” (Ross, 1930:18). 

As Ross further argues, “to make a promise is to put oneself in relation to one person, in 

particular, a relation which creates a specifically new prima facie obligation to him” (Ross, 

1930: 38). In datum, according to Ross, “the act of making a promise creates a duty of fidelity, 
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which requires one to keep a prima facie promise one has made to help others, implicitly or 

explicitly” (Ross, 2002: 21). In other words, “one has a prima facie duty to fill explicit and 

implicit promises or agreements into which one has entered with others” (Ross, ibid). For the 

author, “promise-making is a prima facie binding moral obligation that dutiful moral agents 

should keep and act on unless made under coercion or deceit” (Ross, ibid).  

Accordingly, applied to CSR, it would be ultimately about business organisations acting 

according to explicit and implicit promises and agreements they have made to help their 

respective stakeholder community through donations, sponsorships and other altruistic 

activities. These would include the implicit promise to tell the truth if they cannot live up to 

the promises made under certain circumstances, such as recession as most Kantians would 

maintain. On the contrary, for Utilitarians, what morally counts is the more good that can be 

done by helping all far and near stakeholders in need than by helping only those whom one has 

implicitly or explicitly promised and agreed to aid or those whom one personally cares about. 

Typically, Kantians would find Utilitarians morally too demanding to business organisations 

as moral agents in this regard.  

While those whom one has implicitly or explicitly promised to help is a plausible answer by 

Kantians as to whom should CSR be usually targeted by business organisations, it seems 

probable that also the worst off should be targeted by organisational CSR as well. In this regard, 

from the Kantian contractualist perspective, Kantians informed by respect for persons principle 

would contend that business organisations should usually target aiding the least well off 

stakeholders generally to change their status for the better at least in the first instance, in 

engaging in organisational stakeholders CSR programmes. They would argue that 

organisational CSR practice should usually be set to “make the worst off person[s] as well off 

as possible” (Sen, 2001: 73) or “to make the worst-off persons materially better-off” (Saadé, 

2015:110).  Thus, they would usually argue that the CSR institutional mechanisms or practices 
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“should be set so as to make the worst off representative person as well off as possible, with 

benefits measured in terms of primary social goods—goods distributable by society that a 

rational person would want more rather than fewer of, whatever else she wants” (Arneson, 

2000:5). They would explain that, in the contractualist tradition of morality, liberal notions of 

rights, autonomy, solidarity, justice and fairness are core principles of respect for persons, 

which dictate ways that people as persons must not be treated, at least in principle, in a business 

relationship. For instance, they would argue that, in a business relationship, “slavery is morally 

wrong because it violates fundamental moral rights of the persons who are enslaved” (Arneson, 

2000: 232). With this in mind, they would claim that respect for persons would usually point 

CSR organisational decisions or actions towards the worst off, at least in the first instance, to 

get them “over some threshold level of resource provision deemed necessary for a decent 

existence” (Arneson, 2000: 244). For example, from a Kantian ethical standpoint, an 

organisational stakeholder CSR action that aids the worse-off stakeholders in Soweto 

Township rather than relatively well-off people in Sandton City suburbs of the Republic of 

South Africa, would be morally right. It would be so, if and only if, “it does not seek to foster 

dependence, but nurtures development” (Lantos, 2002) to change the status of the worse-off 

stakeholders in Soweto Township for the better.  

What does it mean to be worse off? From a Kantian standpoint, to be ‘worse off’ as a moral 

agent is to be denied basic rights, freedoms and opportunities as an autonomous person to freely 

choose and pursue one’s ends. For liberal Kantians, “the protection of the right of every [moral 

agent] to choose the end he prefers, provided that he, in turn, accords the same right to [others, 

is fundamental in any form of business relationship]” (Fish, 2007). For Kantians, “each [moral 

agent] may seek his happiness in whatever way he sees fit, so long as he does not infringe upon 

the freedom of others to pursue a similar end, which can be reconciled with the freedom of 

others” (Fish, ibid). This Kantian view differs from a Utilitarian conception of what it means 
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to be ‘worse off’. Typically, Utilitarians would not necessarily focus on the worst off; they 

could prescribe directing resources towards those who are reasonably well off if the gain to 

them would be marginally greater than for those at the bottom.  

For Kantians, to be worse off as moral agent means to be denied an opportunity as a person to 

freely perform any action that maximises one’s happiness to “bring about a desired social 

outcome; more equal distribution of wealth or proportionate representation of minorities in 

positions of influence and power” (Fish, 2007), for instance. In this regard, a Kantian “interest 

is not in the particular [social outcome] an autonomous [moral agent] might wish to pursue, 

but rather in the ability of that [moral agent] to pursue it without having [a goal] preferred by 

others imposed on him or realised at his expense” (Fish, ibid). According to liberal Kantians, 

“there should be no sacrifice imposed on one individual for the benefit of others unless the 

individual who suffers imposition is somewhat compensated as she would be worse off because 

of greater benefits that accrue to other persons” (Fish, ibid). On this view, Rawls as a supporter 

of liberal Kantianism, eloquently argues,  

“The basic structure is just throughout when the advantages of the more fortunate 

promote the well-being of the least fortunate, that is, when a decrease in their 

advantages would make the least fortunate even worse off than they are, [and] … is 

perfectly just when the prospects of the least fortunate are as great as they can be” 

(Rawls, 1971: 328).  

In datum, stakeholder theory acknowledges that, “there would inevitably be times when one 

stakeholder would benefit at the expense of others from the morality standpoint” (Freeman in 

Beauchamp & Bowie, 2004:60). It is in this regard that, “liberal Kantians deeply informed by 

the liberal idea of autonomy, solidarity and fairness would contend that inequalities of benefits 

among stakeholders would be morally justified, if and only if, they raise the level of the least 
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worse off stakeholders to a respectable level of decent living” (Freeman in Beauchamp & 

Bowie, 2004:62). With this in mind, liberal Kantians would usually question the moral 

rightness of organisational stakeholder CSR labour standards that primarily define outcomes 

intended to benefit the majority of workers than only executives as a segment of organisational 

workers, if they do not promote their personhood and dignity as autonomous persons in a 

business relationship. 

According to deontological liberalism,  a business organisation “being composed of a plurality 

of stakeholders, each with his own aims, interests, and conceptions of the good, is best arranged 

when they are governed by principles that do not themselves presuppose any particular 

conception of good” (Sandel, 1982:1 cited in Ward, 2010). Here, Sandel is of the view that, 

“any other arrangement would fail to respect persons as being capable of choice; it would treat 

them as objects rather than subject, as means rather than ends in themselves” (Sandal, 2010: 

145 cited in Schumaker, 2010). On this view, respect for the persons of others in business 

relationships demands consenting or “contracting parties to specify the principles of justice that 

are to govern [them] so that they fairly assign basic rights and regulate the division of 

advantages or benefits that arise from their social cooperation over time” (Rawls, 2001: 10 

cited in Rönnegard & Smith, 2013:189). In fact, liberal Kantians would usually “maintain that 

inequalities [of benefits among organisational stakeholders] are inevitable but can be justified 

and minimised with at least principles [of justice] discoverable in the original position [behind 

a Rawls-like veil of ignorance]” (Bennett-Woods 2005:24). However, when choosing these 

principles, organisational stakeholders as consenting or contracting parties presume that 

although they come to the social contract normatively naked:  

(i) they do have general social, psychological, and economic knowledge of their 

organisational context, and  
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(ii) they also know that the circumstances of justice they have to confront in dealing 

with the inequalities of benefits among organisational stakeholders (Sandel, 1982: 

143-46).  

According to Cudd (2000), this is a “hypothetical initial situation” that Rawls fondly dubs “the 

original position behind a veil of ignorance” (Wikipedia contributors, 2018). In this Rawlsian 

situation, from egalitarian beneficence perspective, organisational stakeholders would 

presumably endorse two principles of justice for fair and just distribution of inequalities of 

benefits among themselves as instrumental “means to desirable ends such as improvements in 

the conditions of life of the worse off” (Arneson, 2005). Accodingly, “the basic idea of 

instrumental egalitarian justice is that there is a natural enforceable moral duty to help those 

who are badly worse off through no fault or choice of their own” (Arneson, ibid).  The mandra 

here is that, “the worse off the person is, the greater is the duty to aid” (Arneson, ibid). 

According to Munson, “the first principle is the liberty principle, which advocates that each 

[stakeholder should] have an equal right to as many basic liberties as possible and still allow a 

similar system of liberty for all” (Munson, 2004 cited in Bennett-Woods, 2005:24). 

Accordingly, the principle deposits that “each individual should possess as much liberty to live 

and seek opportunity as is possible, short of infringing on the liberty interests of others” 

(Munson, 2004 cited in Bennett-Woods, 2005:24). In other words, from stakeholder CSR 

perspective, this is to say that stakeholders should have the freedom to pursue the opportunity 

to maximise stake in or claim on the business organisation to extend possible in recognition of 

the mutuality of stakeholder interests, without violating interests of others at the bottom. 

According to Bennett-Woods, “Rawls identifies the second principle as the difference 

principle, which requires that inequalities of benefits among stakeholders be arranged so that 

they benefit those stakeholders who are least advantaged” (Bennett-Woods, 2005:24). The 
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author states that the principle maintains, “differences in [benefits among stakeholders] are 

acceptable as long as they can be shown to benefit [all stakeholders] and, in particular, those 

who have the fewest advantages” (Bennett-Woods, ibid). It further demands that organisational 

stakeholder CSR programmes “allow for all [stakeholders] to have access to [organisational 

benefits] under conditions of fair equality of opportunity based on both need and merit” 

(Munson, 2004 cited in Bennett-Woods, 2005: 24). Thus, according to Freeman (2018:119) 

and Hurley (2003: 210), “other things equal, the difference principle directs [business 

organisations] to aim” for organisational stakeholder CSR programmes that are to the most 

significant benefit of the least advantaged stakeholders, in the first instance. Here, Rawls thinks 

of the difference principle as a rule for the state to uphold, but that it is natural to think that it 

also applies to what a private agent ought to do.  

With this principled way of ordering the organisational stakeholder CSR decisions or actions 

through Rawlsian liberty and difference principles, liberal Kantians “believe that stakeholders 

would agree on a set of rights and duties that each owes to both oneself and others” (Bennett-

Woods, 2005:24), which include the duties of justice to sacrifice for the benefit of the less 

privileged. These duties would be selected based on maximin rule, which provides a solution 

to the choice of principles of justice (i) to bring about the best state of affairs in the allotment 

of the inequalities of benefits among organisational stakeholders, and (ii) to promote a stronger 

basis for enduring cooperation among organisational stakeholders. As Chiong (1997) 

eloquently puts “Rawlsian maximin solution to the choice of duties” thus,  

“When applying the maximin rule to several alternative sets of possible outcomes, 

individuals assume that the least favourable outcome in each alternative set possible of 

possible outcomes will obtain, and then choose the course of action which provides the 

best result” (Chiong, 1997:114). 
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According to Bennett-Woods, “such duties also suggest and support principles such as respect 

for persons, fairness, non-maleficence, fidelity, beneficence, and a form of procedural justice” 

(Bennett-Woods, 2005:24) as hallmarks of sacrifice for the benefit of the worst off.  Such 

duties, together with obligations arising from them govern the conduct of organisational 

stakeholders in seeking opportunities to maximise stake in or claim on the business 

organisations. They are “defended from the original position by much the same logic [of the] 

principles of justice intended to govern the basic structure” (Gupta, 2014: 63; Garrett, 2002), 

which assigns rights and duties to consenting or contracting parties. With this, in section 3.3 

that follows, I submit that Kantianism does the best job than Utilitarianism in analysing ethics 

in stakeholder CSR although it does not adequately consider relations in grounding of CSR 

compared to the African Ethical Theory, which I presume does a much better job in this regard. 

3.3  Does Kantianism Do a Good Job of Analysing Ethics in Stakeholder CSR? 

As generally illustrated in section 3.2 of this chapter, I submit that Kantianism supported by its 

contractual form provides a plausible rationale in addressing the specific questions about CSR 

in the context of the engagement of business organisations with their stakeholders. It argues 

intelligently for the idea of respect for the humanity of others in stakeholder CSR, and best 

explains how stakeholder CSR practice can cogently promote respect for the humanity of others 

in a business relationship. Of the Kantian moral theories examined so far, I submit that “the 

Kantian principle of respect for persons” (Lysaught, 2004) does a better job in explaining why 

disrespecting others is morally wrong in its address of the specific questions about stakeholder 

CSR thus far. There is a notable dimension of wrongdoing, however, that is difficult for 

Kantian Ethical Theory to capture. This is the sense of aversion that people feel when treated 

with disrespect or feel that the wrongdoer violates them. In the words of Metz, “people tend to 

resent not merely having being treated or used as less important by the wrongdoer; they are 

also typically indignant at the disrespect they have shown for not wanting to be ‘in communion 
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with them’ through her actions [my emphasis]” (Metz, 2013: 239). The Africans yearning for 

‘communion with others’ as show of respect for a communal relationship in African Ethical 

Theory is eloquently grasped by Mfutso-Bengo and Masiye thus, “to be human is to be in 

relation, and to become human is to be constantly in right relation. Being in relation is an 

essential aspect of being human” (Mfutso-Bengo & Masiye, 2011:156).  For the authors, in 

essence, “the African thought holds that [human] beings are interconnected, interdependent, 

and interrelated” (Mfutso-Bengo & Masiye, ibid).  As such, they  maintain, “a  human person 

exists as a person in a family – not only as a family but as part of the big extended human 

family (…) beyond the tribe, the community, the nation, or even the continent – to embrace the 

whole society of humankind” (Mfutso-Bengo & Masiye, ibid). 

Echoing the same sentiment, “Kenneth Kaunda, an African humanist and former President of 

Zambia” (Mfutso-Bengo & Masiye, 2011:156), once famously remarked, “let the West have 

its technology and Asia its Mysticism! Africa’s gift to world culture must be in the realm of 

human relationships” (Kaunda, 1967: 22 cited in Mfutso-Bengo & Masiye, 2011:156; also cited 

in Louw, 2017: 103). In fact, Oluoch vies that Kaunda’s humanism and Nyerere’s Ujamma 

ideals in the 1960s “both emphasised the importance of community” (Oluoch, 2006: 108). 

Sharing similar views of the importance of community for Africans as expressed by Kaunda 

and Nyerere, “Leopold Senghor [is said to have] emphasised the fact that  if there is any single 

contribution Africa can offer  to (…) rest of the Western world, it is life in the community” 

(Okullu, 1984:48 cited in Oluoch, 2006: 108 -109). 

Elsewhere, Steve Biko, the stalwart of Black consciousness activism in Apartheid South Africa, 

further puts this sentiment succinctly, thus  

“Members of the Western society seem to be very concerned with perfecting their 

technological know-how while losing out on their spiritual dimension. We believe that 
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in the long-run, the special contribution to the world by Africa will be in the field of 

human relationship. The great powers of the world may have done wonders in giving 

the world an industrial and military look, but the great gift still has to come from Africa 

– giving the world a more human face” (Biko,1978:46 cited in Forster, 2010: 244). 

It is precisely this gift or ideal of “giving the world a more human face” (Metz, 2012:49) that, 

in Chapter 4, I intimately explore. This is a relatively unknown African Ethical Theory that I 

ultimately argue does a better job than the Kantian Ethical Theory in capturing the dissonance 

facet of why disrespect for communal relationship with others is morally wrong as it fails “to 

contribute towards the enrichment of humanity as a whole” (Mandela, 2005: 82). Alternatively, 

“it fails to respect communal relationships in a way that goes beyond performing the wrongful 

act of disrespect and beyond merely disrespecting others” (Metz, 2013:241).  

3.4 Concluding Remarks  

My aim in this chapter was to provide a compelling account of the application of Kantian 

Ethical Theory to stakeholder CSR issues. I started the chapter by introducing what constitutes 

Kantian moral rightness of action in Western ethics – its maxim. I then broadly explored the 

theoretical expositions of Kantianism as an Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR. In comparison 

to its universalistic counterpart, I argued that respect for person’s approach version of 

categorical imperative provides an insightful and plausible perspective to stakeholder CSR 

practices. I then applied it to concrete stakeholder CSR issues with the view to compare and 

contrast its implications with versions of Utilitarian Ethical Theory, and that of the African 

Ethical Theory in the later chapters of the thesis. I also considered its performance in analysing 

ethics in stakeholder CSR, which is greatly appealing “perhaps because it incorporates the 

ideals of rationality and impartiality that are central to our everyday understanding of social 

justice” (Chiong, 1997: 107).  
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In my concluding remarks about its overall performance, however, I submitted that it does not 

provide as satisfactory a normative grounding of stakeholder CSR as does African Ethical 

Theory. This is because it neglects and downplays the importance of harmonious human 

relationships in grounding stakeholder CSR. This is the case even though its “principle of 

respect for persons” (Lysaught, 2004) does a better job in explaining why disrespecting others 

is morally wrong. Even so, I submit there is a dimension of wrongdoing that Kantian Ethical 

Theory fails to capture. That dimension is the sense of aversion people feel when they are 

treated with disrespect, and when the wrongdoer violates them. Ordinarily, people tend to be 

deeply irate when they are deprived of ‘communion with others’ rather than merely having 

being treated or used as less important by the wrongdoer. I submit that to be ‘in communion 

with others’ is the basis for morality. Downplaying this important “horizon of morality is 

precisely the limitation of Kant’s principle of respect for persons, which makes it quite 

insufficient as the foundation of morality” (Azenabor, 2008: 52).  

Thus, the humanistic and friendship-oriented nature of the African Ethical Theory makes it 

attractive not only as the foundation of morality (Azenabor, 2008) but also as the much-needed 

“form of the New CSR narrative in Africa” (Abdulai, 2015: 432).  For Abdulai, the humanistic 

and friendship-oriented “important role that CSR can play [is] a missing link [in organisational 

CSR activities]” (Abdulai, 2015: 441). The author argues that, “this important role is 

particularly significant because of the long-term sustainable needs of [organisational 

stakeholders]” (Abdulai, ibid). He argues that, “but in order for CSR to play such a role, 

companies must move away from their archaic view of their CSR activities as charity and 

philanthropy. [Rather, they] must begin to position their CSR activities to contribute to the long 

term growth and sustainable development of their respective communities in which they 

operate” (Abdulai, ibid). Accordingly, Abdulai calls this much needed re-positioning of 

organisational CSR activities in the humanistic and friendship-oriented manner or terms, “a 
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new mutually beneficial and sustainable CSR model” (Abdulai, 2015: 441). This is so in that 

by its very nature it “is more than reciprocity; it is also about empathy, understanding and 

participating. It portrays that no one is a rational island unto himself – it makes for harmony, 

interrelatedness and otherness in the scheme of things” (Azenabor, 2008: 60). Whence, the 

African proverb which captures the essence of humanistic and friendship-oriented nature of the 

African Ethical Theory reads, ‘if you want to go fast; go alone, but if you want to go far, then 

go with others, go together, speak together; let your minds be of one accord’ (Azenabor, ibid). 

I, therefore, suspect that my version of African Ethical Theory does a much better job in 

evaluating “the moral rightness or wrongness of actions” (Northouse, 2004:305; Reynolds, 

2003:339 cited in Sing, 2016: 255) as it accommodates the relational and partial nature of 

morality–as indicated in the latter chapters of the thesis.  

In the next chapter 4 that follows, therefore, I focus my attention on introducing and discussing 

my favorate little-known African Ethical Theory - uBuntu-Botho as rival approach to 

predominant and well-known Utilitarian and Kantian moral enquiries. In the chapter, I 

highlight that it is one of the understudied aspects or perspectives of moral judgment in relation 

to Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories in the Business Ethics literature. In doing so, I 

caution and concur with Couenhoven that continued trends of its understudy in relation to 

Utilitarian and Kantian approaches to moral enquiry “are bound to leave us with sadly 

diminished map of moral territories crucial to our lives” (Couenhoven, 2010: 52). It is in this 

regard that I incline to agree with Couenhoven that  perhaps it is desirable that African, 

Utilitarian and Kantian approaches to morality “seek a more cordial and equal relationship, one 

that permits metaethical pluralism, and acknowledges mutual dependence” (Couenhoven, 

ibid). Taking cues from Couenhoven, I then set out to articulate an African Ethical Theory with 

its prescription to be friendly or to be in communion with others in the best possible way with 

the view to applying it to concrete stakeholder CSR issues in chapter 5 of the thesis. 
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CHAPTER 4 

African Ethical Theory: uBuntu-Botho  

 

4 Introduction  

Assuming that the reader has so far found Utilitarian and Kantian accounts of stakeholder CSR 

illuminating and of interest, I submit that the reader should find it refreshing and revealing to 

consider an African account that can compete with them. As Bartels et al correctly point out 

that Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories “do not exhaust the full range of moral 

considerations identified by theories of normative ethics [as there are other] understudied 

aspects of moral judgment” (Bartels et al., 2014: 8). In agreement, I submit that African Ethical 

Theory is one of the understudied aspects or perspectives of moral judgment in relation to 

Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories in the Business Ethics literature today. Therefore, I 

completely concur with Mangena that it “deserves a place among the world’s competing 

philosophies” (Mangena, 2016: 66) as a foundation of “the business case for a New CSR 

narrarive in Africa” (Abdulai, 2015: 435). I am  convinced  that this should be case despite its 

critics labelling it ‘a simplistic African shot’ at packaging organisational stakeholder CSR 

“decision-making in the appearance of traditional African values” (Cornell & Marle, 2005 cited 

in Senooane, 2014: 168). Actually, section 4.3 of this chapter provides detailed consternations 

over it by its critics in the contemporary literature. 

In this chapter, therefore, I set out to articulate an African Ethical Theory grounded on 

communitarian ideals (see Sandel, 1982; Etzioni, 2002; Metz, 2007) of valuing friendly or 

harmonious relationships with the view to applying it to concrete stakeholder CSR issues in 

Chapter 5. Additionally, I set out to defend its fundamental idea that disrespecting others is a 

failure to prize or honour a relationship with them. This ideal which comes from African Ethical 
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Theory is elucidated by Metz thus “disrepeting others is not merely to fail to treat people’s 

capacity for choice as special, but also, or rather more fundamentally, to fail to respect 

relationships of a certain kind” (Metz, 2013:239). The nature or character of this sort of 

relationship, which runs deep into the African social consciousness, is called by Metz as 

“communal or communitarian” (Metz, 2013:239). I prefer to call it ‘communal or familial’ as 

that captures the essence of the idea, and ideal of being in ‘communion with others’, which 

follows from an African moral standpoint grounded on communitarian ideals of prizing 

communal or friendly relationships with each other. 

In writing this chapter, I am aware that the term ‘African’ includes a wide range of human 

diversity, a large cultural variety as well as ethical traditions and trajectories despite the fact 

that there are commonly held views of what constitutes ethics (see Ekeopara & Ogbonnaya, 

2014; Udokang, 2014; Kirk-Greene, 2001; Richardson, 1997; Dei, 1994; Mbiti, 1969). As such, 

I fully agree that the history of the peoples of Africa can neither be considered as “a 

metaphysical substance, one, inodorous, colourless, and insipid” (Bidima, 1995: 3 cited in 

Kasanda, 2013: 42) or viewed as “a unique story without any particular identity, any distinction 

between ethnic groups and histories” (Mbiti, 1970: 131-135 cited in Kasanda, 2013: 42). 

Therefore, my point here is that, a large part of the discussions in this chapter may not 

necessarily concern all African people.  

I make use of the concept of African for convenience and in a broad way for coherence, being 

aware of all risk of reductionism or of hasty generalisation. Kigongo, when addressing the 

potential coherence of African ethics, states, “we can talk of the ethics of specific ethnic groups 

in Africa that are described as African because they share commonalities, among them ethical 

ones, that gives them the collective identity of Africa” (Kigongo, 2005:3). I am also aware that, 

like other ethical theories such as Utilitarianism and Kantianism, African Ethical Theory has a 
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variety of philosophical traditions from which it springs (see Metz, 2013; 2012 for an 

overview). However, I choose to set aside any discussions of its historical background, and 

instead I focus on articulating its distinctiveness with the view of applying it to concrete 

stakeholder CSR issues or questions in chapter 5.  

In what follows in section 4.1, I begin by spelling out and articulating a moral theory grounded 

in the value of the unity of communal human relationships in the African ethical tradition. With 

this in mind, I aim to identify and develop an African principle that grounds the moral rightness 

or wrongness of action, and can be contrasted with both Utilitarian and Kantian principles when 

accounting for what constitutes or determines the moral status of an action, particularly for the 

normative grounding of stakeholder CSR. I conclude the chapter in section 4.4 by arguing that 

the African principle promises to be an improvement on the Utilitarian and Kantian principles 

with regard to what constitutes a right or wrong action, particularly for the normative grounding 

of stakeholder CSR. I submit that its attractiveness, as a much more solid normative grounding 

of stakeholder CSR, lies in prizing communal or friendly relationships. Therefore, in this 

chapter, I work to make African Ethical Theory plausible and attractive and see what it entails 

for a CSR, and then consider if it is comparable to the Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories 

in Western ethics, which I supect it is and can rival them. 

4.1 Theoretical Exposition of African Ethical Theory in Relation to Stakeholder CSR 

4.1.1 African Ethics  

Towards developing an African account of stakeholder CSR, my aim in this chapter is as Metz 

beautifully puts it “to search for an attractive African normative principle” (Metz, 2009:323) 

of right action that would take me in that direction. To this end, I take the Metzian cue of 

“addressing the literature that comes closest to my project” (Metz, 2007) and is most relevant 

to see me through the search. Typically, I seek literature that studies the values associated with 
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the term African ethics (Metz, 2007; Etta & Asukwo, 2012), and “draws out their practical 

implications” (Metz, 2007) for a variety of scientific fields such as political transformation, 

environment, Business Ethics and so on (see Murove, 2009; Nicolson, 2008 for detailed 

overview). Roughly, African ethics is a term used to describe a genre of common moral beliefs 

and practices that form the core of most traditional African cultures across Africa in particular 

largely those of Bantu speaking people (see Mangena, 2016; Gyekye, 2010; Prozesky, 2009; 

Kunhiyop, 2008; Metz, 2007).  Olojede (2015:5) captures its modern currency in the literature 

thus,  

“The inadequacy of Western ethical models to account for the African understanding 

of life and morality has resulted in the call for a home-grown coherent theory of African 

ethics that is able to address issues of morality in various aspects of societal life on the 

continent including leadership, business, religion, politics, health care, and so forth.”  

For further comprehensive sentiments on African ethics expresseed by Olojede above, see the 

works of Ezekwonna (2005), Kunhiyop (2008), Bujo (2011) and Okeja (2013) cited in Olojede 

(2014:2) for details. In fact, Okeja (2013) quoted in Olojede (2015) affectionately describes 

African ethics thus, 

“It is purely the analysis of African notions of morality. In its modern practice, it is the 

attempt by individual philosophers to distil, by analysis, the most fundamental moral 

assumptions embedded in African cultural experience” (Okeja, 2013:71-72 cited in 

Olojede 2015:2). 

In the main, the agency behind African ethics is uBuntu-Botho, which is typically seen as “the 

heart of African ethics” (Dolamo, 2013: 1-10). As Augustine Shutte correctly argues the 

uBuntu-Botho essence of African ethics thus,  
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“Our deepest moral obligation is to become more fully human, and this means entering 

more and more deeply into the community with others. So although the goal is personal 

fulfilment, selfishness is excluded” (Shutte 2001:30).  

It is not surprising, therefore, that much recent discussion on “socially responsible development 

in the African context draws on African moral thought that calls on moral agents to develop 

uBuntu-Botho as an integral part of African ethics” (Yirenkyi-Boateng, 2011:6).  According to 

Ncube, “uBuntu-Botho stands for uBuntu in Bantu Nguni languages of Zulu, Xhosa, Swati and 

Ndebele, and Botho in Sotho-Tswana languages” (Ncube, 2010:78) expressing personhood and 

humanness.  For Cornell, “uBuntu has often been combined with Botho to yield the hyphenated 

value, uBuntu-Botho which is picked up in just that form, without being further translated” 

(Cornell, 2012:2).  

Whence, uBuntu-Botho is synonymous in context and meaning with its many African 

equivalent terms throughout sub-Saharan Africa (West, 2014). Wichtner-Zoia (2012) writes 

that, “in Runyakitara which is the collection of dialects spoken by the Banyankore, Banyoro, 

Batooro and Bakiga of Western Uganda and also the Bahaya, Banyambo and others of Northern 

Tanzania, uBuntu-Botho refers to the human characteristics of generosity, consideration and 

humaneness towards others in the community” (Wichtner-Zoia, 2012 cited in Mugumbate & 

Nyanguru, 2013:87). Wichtner-Zoia (2012) further notes, “in Luganda, the dialect of Central 

Uganda, ubuntu-bulamu refers to the same characteristics” (Wichtner-Zoia, ibid).  For Ramose, 

“in Senegal, the concept of Teranga reflects the uBuntu-Botho spirit of collective hospitality 

and responsibility” (Ramose, 1999).  For Wiredu, “in Ghana, the term uBuntu-Botho articulates 

the connectedness of the humanity of persons” (Wiredu, 2006).  

Adding his voice on African roots of uBuntu-Botho, West contends, “as Nguni [and Sotho] 

word, uBuntu-Botho is South African” (West, 2014:5). Mnyaka and Motlhabi (2009) and 
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Ramose (2003) quoted in West (2014:05) note uBuntu-Botho has “equivalent words in Tswana 

and Shona, thereby including Botswana and Zimbabwe” (Mnyaka & Motlhabi, 2009:63, 

Ramose, 2003: 26 cited in West, 2014:05). Elsewhere, Kamwangamalu (1999: 25) quoted in 

West (2014:5) contends that uBuntu-Botho as “the concept may extend to Kenya, Tanzania, 

Mozambique, the Democratic Republic of Congo and Angola” (Kamwangamalu, 1999: 25 

cited in West, 2014:5).  Mkhize (2008) quoted in West (2014) “draws attention to parallels 

between uBuntu-Botho and the ancient Egyptian concept of Maat” (Mkhize, 2008:36 cited in 

West, 2014:5). Ramose (1999) quoted in West (2014:5) “suggests uBuntu-Botho may reflect 

sub-Saharan Africa as a whole” (Ramose 1999 cited in West, 2014:5). In agreement, Metz calls 

uBuntu-Botho “a sub-Saharan moral perspective” (Metz, 2010: 81). 

Thus, given its presence in context and meaning in many languages spoken in southern, central, 

eastern, western and northern Africa as shown above, it is evident that uBuntu-Botho “forms 

the core of most traditional African cultures” (Mangaliso, 2001:24 cited in Manala, 2015) in 

sub-Saharan Africa. In essence, “it embraces a spirit of caring and community, harmony and 

hospitality, respect and responsiveness” (Mangaliso, 2001:24). It is further described as, “the 

capacity for compassion, reciprocity, and dignity” (Bekker, 2008). Kimmerle (2006) and 

Ramose (2003) attractively summarise the meaning of uBuntu-Botho for us thus “to be human 

is to affirm one‘s humanity by recognising the humanity of others and, on this basis, establish 

respectful human relations with them” (Kimmerle, 2006; Ramose, 2003:231 cited in West 

2014:5).  

It is in this regard that uBuntu-Botho is seen in two-fold ways, “as an ethical construct” 

(Ujomudike, 2015). In the first instance, it is seen “as an ethical idea and praxis for establishing 

stable and viable human relations” (Ujomudike, ibid). Whence, in the other instance, it is seen 

“as an ethical ideal with a view to making humans better” (Ujomudike, ibid). Indeed, “most 

[African] scholars agree that uBuntu-Botho is fundamentally, if not entirely, an ethical 
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discourse” (Mofuoa, 2014: 227) that yields principles of action. According to Mofuoa, “this 

claim is enthused by the works of West (2014); Metz (2014, 2012, 2011, 2009, 2007); Letseka 

(2013, 2012, 2000); Dolamo (2013); Metz and Gaie (2010)” (Mofuoa, 2014:227). In addition, 

see also in the contemporary literature the works of  “Murithi (2009), Bessler (2008), Mkhize 

(2008), Khoza (2005), Broodryk (2002), Ramose (2006, 2002, 1999), Shutte (2001, 1994), 

Sindane and Liebenberg (2000), Sindane (1994), Tutu (1999), Mokgoro (1998), Teffo (1994), 

and Mbiti (1971) for example”(Mofuoa, ibid ). 

In datum, Metz and Gaie (2010) quoted in Mofuoa (2014) “see uBuntu-Botho as a strong 

competitor to Utilitarianism and Kantianism as typical Western approaches to morality” (Metz 

& Gaie, 2010: 273 cited in Mofuoa, 2014:227). Thus, uBuntu-Botho is perceived in African 

ethics as providing “an elaborate code of rules for conduct” (McVeigh, 1974:84, 85, 91 cited 

in van Rooy, 1997:94). Such rules are aimed at “instructing agents to honour a certain sort of 

interpersonal relationship, which differs from a focus on wellbeing in the Utilitarian tradition 

or on autonomy in the Kantian tradition” (Metz, 2013; Metz & Gaie, 2010; Metz, 2007). In this 

regard, it is not suprising that uBuntu–Botho is understood “as a basis for moral education” 

(Maphalala & Mpofu, 2018; Bialostocka, 2017; Etieyibo, 2017; Shepherd & Mhlanga, 2014; 

van der Walt, 2010).  With this understanding, Bialostocka (2017) sees uBuntu-Botho moral 

education as involving “the dialogue with the other [in which] self [is] being constructed 

through dialogue with the other” which ultimately “result in a mutually beneficial encounter” 

(Buber cited in Bialostocka, 2017). As Ngubane (1963) quoted in Shepherd and Mhlanga 

(2014) states,  

“Supreme virtue lay in being humane, in accepting the human being as part of yourself.  

It was inhuman to drive the hungry stranger from your door, for your neighbour’s 

sorrow was yours. This code constituted a philosophy of life, and the great Sutu-nguni 
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family…called it, significantly, ubuntu or botho… the practice of being humane” 

(Ngubane,1963 cited in Shepherd & Mhlanga, 2014:3).   

In what follows in sub-section 4.1.2, I set out to articulate uBuntu-Botho with the view to help 

me develop an African Ethical Theory grounded on communitarian ideals of prizing communal 

or friendly relationships to apply it to concrete stakeholder CSR issues in chapter 5. 

4.1.2 What is uBuntu-Botho in African Ethics?  

In African ethical tradition, uBuntu-Botho is an African-based communal or communitarian 

ethic that remains an ethical force in the day-to-day life of Africans. It defends itself as, “an 

appeal to our ethical humanness, which should be universally vindicated, not justified because 

of its roots in indigeneity” (Cornell, 2012:2). According to Metz (2011) quoted in Mofuoa 

(2014), “most famously, uBuntu-Botho is affiliated with the maxim or ubiquitous judgement, 

‘a person is a person through other persons’” (Metz, 2011: 235 cited in Mofuoa, 2014: 227). 

Alternatively, uBuntu-Botho is associated with Mbiti’s popular statement that, “I am human 

because I belong, I participate, and I share, or I am because we are and since we are therefore 

I am” (Mbiti, 1988:108 cited in Mofuoa, 2014:227).  

Broadly, Mofuoa states that, “uBuntu-Botho finds its expression in various African languages 

expressions throughout sub-Saharan Africa” (Mofuoa, 2014:227). Here, Southern Africa is a 

minefield of uBuntu-Botho expression varieties (see Abdulai, 2015 cited in O’Riordan et al., 

2015:14). In South Africa, for example, Letseka (2012) quoted in Mofuoa (2016) states that 

uBuntu-Botho “derives its expression in Sotho-Twana saying ‘motho ke motho ka batho’ and/or 

‘Umuntu ngumuntu ngabantu’ in isiZulu, which translates into ‘a human being is a human 

being because of other human beings’” (Letseka, 2012: 55 cited in Mofuoa, 2016:103).  

Alternatively, “it can also derive its proverbial expression in IziXhosa saying ‘Umuntu 

ngumuntu ngabanye Bantu’” (Mofuoa, 2016:103; 2014:227), meaning “each individual’s 
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humanity is ideally expressed in relationship with other and, in turn, individuality is truly 

expressed or a person depends on other persons to be a person” (Battle, 1996: 99 cited in 

Mofuoa, 2018:495; 2014:227).  

Furthermore, Hailey (2008) quotes Ramose (1999) that “the term ‘ubukhosi’ that is commonly 

used in Zimbabwe, also metaphorically mirrors the statement ‘umuntu ngumuntu ngabantu’ 

translat[ed] as ‘a person is a person through other persons’” (Ramose, 1999: 49-51 cited in 

Hailey, 2008:8). Figuratively speaking, the phrase says, “‘a human being is a human being 

through human beings’ [or] ‘the being human of a human being is noticed through his or her 

being human through other human beings’” (Ramose, 1999: 49-51). In agreement, Louw 

(1998) quoted in van der Merwe (1996) provides an alternative interpretation of the phrase as 

“to be human is to affirm one’s humanity by recognising the humanity of others in its infinite 

variety of content and form” (Louw, 1998 cited in van der Merwe, 1996:1).  

Here, Hailey (2008) cites (Nussbaum (2003: 21) that “such connectivity is also portrayed in 

indigenous aphorisms and proverbs as, ‘Your pain is My pain, My wealth is Your wealth. Your 

salvation is My salvation’ or the Sotho saying ‘It is through others that one attains selfhood’ or 

through the slogan ‘an injury to one is an injury to all’” (Nussbaum, 2003: 21 quoted in Hailey, 

2008:8). For Nussbaum (2003) quoted in Hailey (2008), these Southern Africa aphorisms and 

proverbs “metaphorically capture our interconnectedness, our common humanity, and our 

shared responsibilities”. According to Hailey, these “proverbs are not merely restricted to 

southern Africa” (Hailey, 2008:8). In agreement, Nussbaum (2003) quoted in Hailey (2008) 

“cites Western Africa examples of proverbs connoting uBuntu-Botho, comprising ‘I feel the 

other, I dance the other, and therefore I am’ or that ‘a tree cannot make a forest’” (Nussbaum, 

2003:22 cited Hailey, 2008:8). These Western Africa proverbs, for Hailey, “illustrate the 
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importance of connectivity and harmony” (Hailey, 2008:8) that Africans prize communal living 

above everything else. 

According to Venter, uBuntu-Botho is “the concrete manifestation of the interconnectedness of 

human beings” (Venter, 2004:156 cited in Mofuoa, 2014:227). In accord, Beets and Le Grange 

(2005) quoted in Mofuoa (2014) claim that uBuntu-Botho implies, “to be aware of one’s duties 

towards one’s neighbour” (Beets & le Grange, 2005:1200 cited in Mofuoa, 2014:227). For 

Mofuoa, “this theme of ‘human interconnectedness’ is commonly cited as pivotal throughout 

uBuntu-Botho literature” (Mofuoa, 2014:227).  This point is articulately augmented by Metz 

(2013) recited in De Jager (2010: 21) thus,  

“In uBuntu-Botho as an agency behind African ethics, an action is right just insofar as it 

produces harmony and reduces discord; where harmony is constituted by shared identity (a 

‘we’ engaged in coordination) and solidarity (pro-attitudes towards another’s wellbeing) 

and discord is a matter of division (an ‘us’ and them seeking subordination) and ill will 

(con attitudes towards another’s wellbeing)” (Metz, 2013 cited in De Jager, 2010: 21).  

For Mofuoa, it follows that this “Metz[ian] account thus depicts the injunction of uBuntu-Botho 

to recognise interconnectedness and harmoniousness” (Mofuoa, 2014:228)  or what Amaku 

called African “we-social ideology” (Amaku, 2014:3)  summarised in Mbiti’s “We-association: 

‘I am because we are; and since we are, therefore I am”’ (Mbiti, 1969:108). Elsewhere, Battle 

(2009) puts it as “I in You and You in Me” or as Idoniboye-Obu and Whetho (2013) put it 

“‘You are because I am’ or ‘I am because you are’”.  On the other hand, as Pobee's cognatus 

ergo sum elsewhere puts it differently “I am related by blood, therefore, I exist or I exist because 

I belong to a family” (Pobee, 1979: 49 cited in Mangena, 2016:67).  

No matter how uBuntu-Botho is understood or interpreted, for Mofuoa, it essentially “provides 

some answers to the moral question ‘what ought we do?’ by establishing open relationships 
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that could be applied interchangeably to individuals or collectives” (Mofuoa, 2018:496; 2014: 

228). Thus, at the bottom, it is assumed that “uBuntu-Botho is the idea of interconnectedness 

and harmoniousness” (Mofuoa, 2016:104).  Alternatively, it is socio-relational ethic that 

recognises, “one’s true human potential can only be realized in partnership with others” 

(Nyawuwe & Mkabela, 2007 cited in Mkabela, 2014:285). It is also the ideal that “human 

progress needs to be rooted in the principles of cooperation, reciprocity and social justice” 

(Mofuoa, 2018: 496; 2016: 104), where “one's duty as a moral agent should simply be to respect 

such cohesive human relationship” (Metz, 2013: 240). Broadly, Mkhize attractively 

summarises the key teachings of uBuntu-Botho thus, “to be human means to be through others 

[as] any other way of being would be inhuman in both senses of the word, that is, ‘not human’ 

and ‘disrespectful of others’” (Mkhize, 2008:40). In what follows subsection 4.1.3, I discuss 

“what it means to be human or to be a person” (Iglesias, 2004) in African ethical tradition.  

4.1.3  What does It Mean to be Human (or a Person) in African Ethics? 

In contrast to the Western conception of the persons as “antecedently individuated or 

unencumbered” (Mulhall & Swift, 1992: 158), the African perspective is one that sees persons 

as “interdependent, interrelated and interconnected” (Gyekye, 2010: 24). Most African thinkers 

believe ethics is grounded on metaphysics as inspired by scholars such as Gyekye (2010); Metz 

and Gaie (2010); Menkiti (2004); Karenga (2004); Nussbaum (2003); Shutte (2001); Mkhize 

(2008), Krog (2008); Tutu, (1999); Wiredu (1992a); Gbadagesin (1991); and Wilson (1971) 

just to mention few. In sum, Menketi (2004) vividly captures the definition of African moral 

personhood thus, 

 “Personhood is the sort of thing which has to be attained, and indeed is attained in 

 direct proportion as one participates in communal life through the discharge of the 

 various obligations defined by one’s stations. It is the carrying out of these obligations 
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 that transform one from the it-status of early childhood, marked by an absence of 

 moral function, into the person-status of later years, marked by a widened maturity of 

 ethical sense–an ethical maturity without which personhood is conceived as eluding”. 

In a sense, Menkiti (2004) agitates for ‘conception of moral personhood’ of African moral 

thought, which expresses moral conjectures for the person in relation to others. In African 

psyche, people see themselves in “a symbiotic relationship with each other” (Mbiti, 1969:24). 

In this conception of the person in relation to others, we have a human relationship such that 

whatever is injurious to one is injurious to the other. As Wilson observes, “the basis of African 

morality is fulfilment of obligation by moral agent to kinsmen and neighbours, and living in 

amity with them” (Wilson, 1971: 98).  The essence of Wilsonian observation is succinctly 

captured by Gyekye thus, “African morality of personhood generally spawns the morality of 

duty to valuing the communal, interdependent and interrelatedness of human persons” 

(Gyekye, 2010: 24) or what Krog calls “prizing the interconnected moral self as a human 

person” (Krog, 2008:268).  

In this regard, it is not strange that fundamental to African morality is a belief in communal, 

interdependence, and interrelatedness of people (in this regard see works of Metz & Gaie, 2010; 

Metz, 2007; Bujo, 2001; Ramose, 1999; Gyekye, 1997; Wiredu, 1996; Mbiti, 1969; Tempels, 

1959 just to mention a few). As alluded to earlier, the major strand of African morality is found 

in the common phrase, “a person is a person through other persons” (Metz & Gaie, 2010:274), 

prevalent in various languages of African societies yet bearing similar meaning. The phrase is 

indeed taken, by a large majority of African scholars, as a “cardinal point in the African view 

of a person” (Metz & Gaie, 2010: 274). In addition, its importance resides in the idea that 

people should not be seen or conceived as the Kierkegardian solitary individuals; rather they 

should be seen as essentially communal and familial beings (see Metz & Gaie, 2010; Shutte, 

2001; Wariboko, 1999; Rosen 1984). It is this regard that I concur with Metz (2011) that “the 
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maxim ‘A person is a person through other persons’” admits of the following more revealing 

interpretations about the African view of a moral person,  

“‘One becomes a moral person insofar as one honours communal relationships’ or ‘A 

human being lives a genuinely human way of life to the extent that she prizes identity 

and solidarity with other human beings’ or ‘An individual realises her true self by 

respecting the value of friendship’” (Metz, 2011: 540).  

In this African understanding of a moral person, in what follows in subsection 4.1.4, I roughly 

spell out what it means to be communal and familial as a person from an African sense of morality 

informed by the communitarian ideals of  “sharing a way of life with others and caring for their 

quality of life” (Metz, 2012: 103). 

4.1.4  What does It Mean to be Communal and Familial as a Person in African Ethics? 

 In his book titled African Christian Ethics, Kunhiyop writes, “one’s grasp of African morality 

is dismal if one does not come to terms with the profound concept of the community or family” 

(Kunhiyop, 2008: 20). Richardson (1996) quoted in Kunhiyop (2008) claims, “community is 

the central concept in African ethics, the central experience in African morality” (Richardson, 

1996:40 cited in Kunhiyop, 2008:20). Hence, Kollman suggests, “African morality and ethics 

cannot be conceived outside of the community” (Kollman, 1988:59). In accord, Mojola (1988) 

recited in van der Walt (2003) admits that, “the fundamental criterion of African morality is 

the community” (Mojola, 1988:31 cited in van der Walt, 2003: 55).  This is so in that, “an act 

is right if and only if it also conforms to the rules and regulations established by the 

community” (Mojola, 1988:31 cited in van der Walt, 2003:55). In agreement, Motlhabi states, 

“the central moral norms were the maintenance of harmonious relationships within the 

community” (Motlhabi, 1986:95). Here, Bujo submits, “people’s thoughts and intentions, as 
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well as acts were viewed as having moral character, and deserved to be morally judged as right 

or wrong” (Bujo, 1992: 37). 

In datum, Bujo (2001) quoted in Chuwa (2014:37) maintains, “community is a starting point 

in African ethics” (Bujo, 2001:1 cited in Chuwa, 2014:37).  In accord, Macquarrie (1972) 

quoted in Chuwa (2014: 37) explains that, in African ethics “individuals can only exist as 

human beings in their relationship with others [in a community]” (Macquarrie, 1972 cited in 

Chuwa, 2014: 37). Accordingly, McVeigh observes that in the African ethical heritage, “the 

right act builds up the community; the wrong act tears it down” (McVeigh, 1974: 84). 

Similarly, Krige and Krige (1954) quoted  in Forde (1954) observe, “conduct that promotes 

communal relationships, that upholds the social structure, is right; conduct that runs counter to 

smooth social relationships is wrong” (Krige & Krige, 1954 cited  in Forde, 1954: 78). 

In essence, these foregoing observations have two notable dimensions. In the first instance, all 

of them have a common theme that community, as an ideal homogenous social space where 

people live, are aware and conscious of themselves as human persons, is fundamental to 

African morality (see Iroegbu, 2005: 442; Gyekye, 2004: 16; Mokgoro, 1998: 3; Gbadegesin, 

1991: 65). In the words of Kwame Gyekye, they also indicate that in African morality, “there 

are certain basic moral norms and ideals to the conduct of the individual human being, if he is 

a person, ought to conform” (Gyekye, 2010:24). In agreement, Augustine Shutte concurs that 

“we as Africans our deepest moral obligation is to become fully human. And this means 

entering more and more deeply into the community with others” (Shutte, 2001:30). In the 

second instance, they highlight the centrality of the concept of ‘the interconnected moral self’ 

(Krog, 2008:262) or the ‘orderedness of being’ (Karenga, 2004:191) in African ethics, which 

can only be realised through communal (friendly) relationships characterised by solidarity and 

identity, which give meaning and sense to it. As elsewhere, Metz and Gaie correctly note, “in 
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a typical African ethic, the only way to develop one’s communal humanness is to relate to 

others in a positive way, which means that one cannot realise one’s true self in opposition to 

others or even in isolation from them” (Metz & Gaie, 2010:275). 

Thus, on the face of it, relating to others in a positive way “seem to be, in part, a realisation of 

the shared fate of the community” (Woodling, 2009: 129). This is so in that “first, one must 

understand that others are as valuable as oneself and that one’s own fate depends on others. 

Second, one must act in light of and because of this realisation” (Woodling, ibid). In accord, 

Metz and Gaie concede , “in the African sense, if one harms others, such as by being exploitive, 

deceptive or unfaithful or even if one is merely indifferent to others and fails to share oneself 

with them, then one is said to be literally lacking in personhood or humanness” (Metz & Gaie, 

2010:275). Additionally, “Africans would say of an individual who does not relate positively 

to others that he is not a person, and is described as an animal” (Letseka, 2000:186; Bhengu, 

1996: 27; Pearce, 1990:147 cited in Metz & Gaie, 2010: 275). Thus, the African view of a 

person is essentially communal or familial expressed through exhibiting solidarity with others 

and identifying with others as alluded to earlier. Mbiti (1982) attractively articulates this 

communal or familial nature of an African person thus,  

“The individual does not and cannot exist alone except corporately [in a community]. 

He owes his existence to other people [in the community]…. When he suffers, he does 

not suffer alone but with the [community]; when he rejoices, he rejoices not alone but 

with his kinsmen, his neighbours and his relatives… whatever happens to the individual 

happens to the [community], and what happens to the [community] happens to the 

individual” (Mbiti, 1982:108–109).  
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In agreement, Wariboko (1999) in his analysis of the Kalabari theoretical scheme of social 

interaction vividly describes the African worldview of a person through the lenses of 

community or family thus,  

“The inquiry starts with the place of the person in the structure of society; his ‘spatially 

bounded negotiations and networks’, and ends with a territorial classification of the 

person. The question that a Kalabari entrepreneur will first ask a person or a competitor 

is ‘O ta anga bo or tubo ori eyi’ meaning ‘Where are his origins?’ Kalabari does not 

place people, friends, competitor or opponent by asking what they do for a living, or 

what their niche is in the chain of production and distribution. They would not start an 

analysis of a competitor with a determination of his core competency. Such questions 

about production do not reveal the social ties of the person, which supposedly define 

person qua person; they do not give a sense of the predictability about the personal 

behaviour, and they would not show what kind of ideology the person holds. The 

common thinking is that it is far more fruitful to know if you are dealing with a Kalabari 

or Ibo, Amariki or Seliye Fubura than knowing if the person is palm oil trader or a 

fisherman” (Wariboko, 1999: 44-45). 

 In accord, Rosen (1984) quoted in Wariwako (1999: 45) makes a similar point “in his analysis 

of Moroccan social relations about the view of a person as being rooted in space as against 

what he does for a living” (Rosen, 1984 cited in Wariwako, 1999: 45). This point is 

expressively stated by Rosen (1984) recited in Douglas (1986) thus, 

“A very considerable part of an individual’s character is constituted by the social milieu 

from which he draws his nature. To Moroccans, geographical regions are inhabited 

spaces, realms within which communities organise themselves to wrest a living and 

forge a degree of security . . . their main focus is on the identity of the person in situ 
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because the site itself is a social contest through which an individual becomes used to 

ways of creating a lived in space. To be attached to a place is, therefore, not only to 

have a point of origin – it is to those social roots, those human achievements that are 

distinctive to the kind of person one is” (Rosen, 1984: 23 cited in Douglas, 1986: 103). 

The preceding analysis thus highlights the communal nature of African morality, which is often 

best explained by the concept of the family (Metz & Gaie, 2010; Shutte, 2001; Wariboko, 

1999). A crucial feature of African familism is the centrality of “people and social relations as 

the sources of explanatory models for actions” (Wariboko, 1999:46). As Metz and Gaie note,  

“The fascinating idea salient in [African] morality is the notion that [familial 

relationships] are to be morally valued in themselves, apart from their results. One is 

obligated to prize one’s existing familial relationships and also to promote them 

wherever one reasonably can so that all human beings are seen as potential members of 

an ideal family, that is, as individuals to be loved” (Metz & Gaie, 2010: 276) 

In agreement, Wariboko (1999), in his analysis of Kalabari familism, came to a similar 

conclusion about the Kalabari’s concept of the family when he persuasively writes, 

“The family is run as a corporation (canoe house), and the corporation is run as a family 

– the corporation is regarded as a familial life raft of the family. Much more than this, 

the family is seen as the anchor and sustainer of trust needed to run the corporation. 

Kinship provides the basis for trust and obligations, which are graded and reduces in 

intensity as one moves from the household to wari/polo to ama. Family and its super 

form, as canoe house takes precedence over any social ties and associations” 

(Wariboko, 1999:45).  



 

206 
 

It is in accordance with the foregoing articulated understanding of the communal or familial 

view of an African person across African ethical traditions that Mbiti (1975) powerfully 

reasons, “the greater number of morals has to do with the social conduct, the conduct of the 

individual within the community. African morals lay great emphasis on communal conduct 

since a basic African view is that the individual only exists because others exist” (Mbiti, 1975: 

174-5). In this regard, Kasoma expressly observes,  

“African peoples have a deep sense of right and wrong. They lay emphasis on society 

as opposed to individual morals. Because of this great emphasis on one's relationship 

with other people…. morals have been evolved in order to keep society not only alive 

but in harmony. Thus individual morals must conform to family morals and if the two 

conflict, the family morals are held paramount. Similarly, family morals must conform 

to the clan, and clan to tribe morals. What strengthens the family, the clan and the tribe 

or ethnic group is generally morally good” (Kasoma, 1996:108). 

Similarly, Deng observes that among the Dinka, “good human relations are expressed in the 

demand for unity and harmony among people and all the attuning of individual interest to the 

interests of others” (Deng, 1971:26).  Here, according to the author, “this goal is more than 

avoidance of conflict and violation of other people’s rights; it imposes a positive obligation to 

foster solidarity among people” (Deng, ibid). It can thus be said that this strong sense of 

community among Africans underscores the essence of ‘mutual obligations of human persons’, 

in particular, the ‘duty to respect the unity of communal human relationship’ in African ethics, 

which sinks deep in the African social consciousness (Kigongo, 2002). Thus, the community 

in an African sense is “the setting par excellence where ethics and ethical life can be observed 

or practised” (Tosam, 2014: 39). In agreement, Lutz avows,  
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“Community is the cornerstone of African [moral] thought and life. An African is not 

a rugged individual, but a person within a community. In the words of Mbiti, ‘I am 

because we are; since we are, therefore I am.’ Or, as Turaki puts it: ‘People are not 

individuals, living in a state of independence, but part of a community, living in 

relationships and interdependence” (Lutz, 2009:1 cited in Manala, 2014: 261). 

From an African view, thus, community “promotes affinity and has the ability to move persons 

towards compassion for and service to others” (Manala, 2014: 261; Menketi, 1984). 

Acccording to Menketi, this is achieved or attained “through a long process of social and ritual 

transformation in communal life in which the community plays a vital role as a catalyst and … 

prescriber of norms of communal or friendly relationships that members are expected to 

observe and practice” (Menketi, 1984: 172). With this, in what follows in sub-section 4.1.5, I 

articulate what it means to be in communal or friendly relationships with others. 

4.1.5 What does It Mean to be in Communal (Friendly) Relationships in African Ethics? 

From African social consciousness, “moral values originate from the basic existential 

conditions in which human beings organise and conduct their lives” (Gyekye, 2011). In this 

regard, Metz expresses the normative sense of community as “an ideal for people to appreciate 

and to seek to realise” (Metz, 2013: 240). In a sense, for Africans, “‘to be’ in normative terms 

is essentially ‘to be connected’ and ‘to be linked to the community’” (Bidima, 1995: 56 cited 

in Kasanda, 2013:56).  

The African sense of community thus embodies ethical presuppositions about the communal 

human relationship. First, one is presumed to occur when one identifies with others. In this 

regard, the essence of identifying with others as a moral agent is elucidated by Metz thus, “to 

identify with each other is for people to think of themselves as members of the same group–

that is, to conceive of themselves as a ‘we’” (Metz, 2013: 240). As Kunhiyop notes, 
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“The idea of ‘we’ and ‘us’ is entrenched in Africans from childhood, so that as they 

grow, they know that they belong to and must function within the community in which 

they are rooted. This understanding is supported by many proverbs that buttress the 

significance of community and relationships” (Kunhiyop, 2008:20).  

In this regard, the proverbs essentially teach that people’s self-identity and agency resulting 

from “participation in specific social bonds and narratives of which they are part” (Mosolo, 

2004: 486). The moral principles, which the African children are instructed “in traditional 

education, are those which would facilitate human relationships and prevent disunity in the 

community” (van Rooy, 1997:96). Such principles include, but are not limited to “respect for 

others, friendliness towards others, willingness to compromise for the sake of others, sharing 

with others what one acquires, and helping others in need” (Setiloane, 1976:67 cited in van 

Rooy, 1997:96). This is done on the notion that “group identity is a profound source of 

individual value and utterly central to ways in which we as individuals understand, fashion and 

narrate our lives” (Setiloane, 1976:67). In this regard, the African sense of identity is more than 

just “a matter of people sharing a way of life” (Metz, 2013:240), preferably is “how people 

acquire an individual identity by acquiring a social identity” (Appiah, 2005). As the author 

observes, “the question of who we are has always been linked to the question of what we are 

as human persons” (Appiah, ibid). In this regard, I submit that befriending each other in a 

positive, intimate, and formative way that connects our moral obligations with our collective 

allegiances, and our individuality with our identities as human person umbrellas African 

identity. This identity has a wide reach that can accommodate the vagaries and variety that 

make people genuinely human, sharing a common identity of ambitions and ends.  

Second, one is presumed to be in friendly communal or human relationships with others when 

she or he exhibits solidary with them. Metz succinctly puts this ethical presupposition thus, “to 

exhibit solidarity with one another is for people to care about each other’s quality of life” (Metz, 
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2013: 241). As the fruit of strong moral convictions, “solidarity develops and becomes manifest 

in a particular social system, in a particular time and place” (de Calmels, 2017: 6). As Tischner 

puts it, “solidarity is solidarity with people, and for people, thus it is a social phenomenon” 

(Tischner, 2005). This social aspect of solidarity makes it constitutive of the African 

worldview. With this understanding, Kasanda (2013: 46) refers to three forms of solidarity that 

African people most express their solidarity, namely: ‘warm solidarity’, ‘tepid solidarity’ and 

‘cold solidarity’. In the latter, the actors are non-governmental organisations such as Amnesty 

International, Oxfam, and Action Aid just to mention few, and governments at national and 

international levels. I lack the space to discuss the latter thoroughly, and I refer the reader to 

Kasanda (2013:41-61) for their thorough analysis. However, I choose to discuss the former as 

it essentially captures an attractive idea and ideal of solidarity that I desire to explore and 

advocate in this chapter as the heart of the communal or human relationships.  

According to Kasanda, “warm solidarity refers to spontaneous and direct support between 

individuals or communities” (Kasanda, 2013: 46). He deposits that, “the adjective ‘warm’ is 

used as a metaphor to refer to the spontaneity and warmness of such an act by an agent at any 

given time and place” (Kasanda, ibid). The author persuasively argues, “warm solidarity is like 

a touch of humanity which is present in every one of us. That is why it is mostly related to the 

individual’s initiative to bring help to needy people. This kind of support is supposed to come 

spontaneously from one’s heart” (Kasanda, 2013: 46). According to Tischner, it is this heartfelt 

aspect of solidarity that enthuses people “to reach out, cross the threshold, offer one’s hand, 

find a common place for living with others” (Tischner, 2005: 43). This interdependence 

consciousness makes, “solidarity not only a principled stance and foundational to justice rather 

also a heartfelt personal union with others” (Keenan, 2009: 48).  

In this regard, Keenan compellingly argues, “whereas often we think of solidarity as an action 

of extending ourselves to the marginalised and alienated, who in turn benefit from this inclusive 
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stance, I found instead that solidarity was a virtue honing in me; my openness and commitment 

to others” (Keenan, 2009: 48-49). Dawson and Verweij agree, “solidarity is commitment to 

others’ in the way of warmly “standing together, especially where people are threatened, 

supporting each other’s interests and having shared aims and ideals” (Dawson & Verweij, 

2012: 1). For them, a core idea of solidarity is that, “the community as a whole shares the risks, 

burdens and possible threats and even, the benefits and opportunities” (Dawson & Verweij, 

ibid). As Tischner correctly points out solidarity is about “striving to ease the burden of the 

cross which one’s neighbour carries ideally, repeatedly over time” (Tischner, 2005:43). In 

addition, it is also about “building a space where Samaritan's conscience can act” (Tischner, 

2005:41). It can thus be captured by the following phrase, “I am with you, you are with me, we 

are together” (Tischner, 2005: 41). This phrase fundamentally captures the spontaneity and 

warmness often associated with the idea of solidarity in conventional understanding and usage. 

The phrase “I am with you, you are with me, we are together” ties the knot with the African 

sense of warm solidarity, which is fundamentally grounded on comprehensive corporate group 

consciousness that is all-encompassing as to include everybody. As Kasanda argues, “in the 

traditional African context, the concept of warm solidarity is ideally enhanced by corporate 

group consciousness: the family; the relatives; the clan; the neighbourhood; beneficiaries and 

actors” (Kasanda, 2013: 46). The African call for the interdependence and collective 

responsibility that grounds warm solidarity is often through a range of proverbs and wisdom 

such as:  

“Nkunda ya bangi isombela iboba ne mata” from the Baluba of Kasayi in the DRC and 

“Kopano ke Matla” from the Basotho of Lesotho, which roughly means “Unity is 

Strength”; “Tshia dima umue, tshia dia bangi” from the Baluba of Kasayi (DRC) and 

“Matlo ho cha a mabapi” from the Basotho of Lesotho, which roughly translates into 

“one’s work is profitable to the whole community”.  
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Additionally ‘Lukanu lumue kalutu ludila ku diboko’ the Baluba of Kasayi (DRC) and 

‘Lehlahlela le lla ka le leng’ from the Basotho of Lesotho, which roughly means, ‘Just one 

bracelet does not ring on the wrist’. The message that underscores warm solidarity through 

these African proverbs and wisdom is succinctly captured by Keenan thus, “we stand in or 

enter solidarity with others not from a condescending position of strength but from the 

vulnerable position of being human” (Keenan, 2009: 49-50). Thus, “the African traditional 

wisdom ideally excludes from the practice of solidarity all kind of abuse of some towards the 

others” (Kasanda, 2013: 54). In this respect, an African proverb points out that, “the giver's 

hand is always over the receiver one” (Kasanda, ibid). For instance, according to Kasanda, “the 

Baluba of Kasayi (DRC) recognise bearers and beneficiaries equally as the ‘objects’ and 

‘subjects’ of the solidatary” (Kasanda, 2013: 54-55). They exhibit this recognition through their 

African proverbs and wisdom like “Kua mukulu kantu; kua muakunyi kantu, nenku bulongu 

bua disanga” which means: “the Brotherhood is really nice when everyone is valued and can 

bring its own contribution to the common living” (Kasanda, ibid). From the African worldview, 

thus, nobody is so ‘poor’ that he cannot bring any support, in return, to his fellow men. This 

point is elucidated by Metz in his description of solidarity thus, “it means that people engage 

in mutual aid, acting in ways that are expected to benefit each other (ideally, repeatedly over 

time). For people to fail to exhibit solidarity could be for them to be indifferent to each other’s 

flourishing or, worse, to exhibit ill will in the form of hospitality and cruelty” (Metz, 2013: 

241). This brings us to the question of how identity and solidarity relationships are viewed in 

African ethics, and I explore the question in what follows in sub-section 4.1.6 below. 

4.1.6 Are Identity and Solidarity Relationships sides of the same Coin in African Ethics?  

According to Metz, “identity and solidarity are different sorts of relationships in that one could 

identify with others but not exhibit solidarity with them, and vice versa” (Metz, 2013: 241). 

However, if we accept that African identity has a broad reach that can accommodate the 
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vagaries and variety that make people human, then it can be argued that solidarity is one such 

element. As previously alluded, for African people, ‘to be’ is essential ‘to be connected’ and 

‘to be linked’ to the community through identity and solidarity (Bidima, 1995: 56 cited in 

Kasanda, 2013:56). Further, Africans think of their identity and solidarity as far from being 

ends in themselves but are vital elements of their sense of moral aesthetics, which grounds 

communal or friendly human relationship in the communal setting.  

In a sense, for Africans, identifying with others could be same as exhibiting solidarity with 

them, and vice versa. As Kunhiyop notes, “the successes, achievements, failures, frustrations 

and grief or sorrow of the individual are shared by the entire community at the same time” 

(Kunhiyop, 2008: 23). This line of thinking in African ethics is decisive for Davison who 

argues, “the identity and solidarity of the unit are [not essentially] stressed at the expense of 

the individual’s private interests or loyalties” (Davison, 2004: 71 cited in Kunhiyop, 2008: 23). 

The same point is made by Palmer that, “in a healthy society the private and the public are not 

mutually exclusive, nor in competition with each other, they are, instead, two halves of a whole, 

two poles of a paradox that work together dialectically, helping to create and nurture one 

another” (Palmer, 1981: 31 cited in Kunhiyop, 2008: 23-24). As Mbiti writes from African 

context, “only in terms of other people does the individual become conscious of his own being, 

his own duties, his privileges and responsibilities towards other people” (Mbiti, 1970: 141). In 

this regard, Tangwa notes, “it could be said that in a way African thought is, indeed, more 

concerned with the relationship than with the different entities which constitute the 

relationship” (Tangwa, 2000 cited in Chukwuneke et al., 2014). In accord, Kigongo writes, 

“the fact that African[s] emphasise human relationship [rather than its elements i.e. identity 

and solidarity] shows the significance [or reference] attached to the individual human being” 

(Kigongo, 2002: 57) at the bottom. 
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In African morality, Kigongo argues, “the human being is perceived as the centre of the 

relationship, and as an active agent and participant in the relationship” (Kigongo, 2002: 57). In 

this regard, the author argues further that in African ethics, “the emphasis is not on the 

autonomy, freedom, and critical inclination of the individual in the sense of Socratic ethics, but 

on an appreciation of the status and the role of the individual in the ethical and socio-economic 

pattern, which entails the individual’s active agency and participation” (Kigongo: ibid). The 

author concludes, “one could thus say that whereas European ethics conceives the individual 

as an intellectual being, emphasising the faculty of reason as the basic tenet in moral conduct, 

African ethics conceives the individual as an ethical entity. And it is, indeed, this ethical 

perception that makes the relationship human” (Kigongo, 2002: 57).  

The above said, however, Kigongo warns, “the failure to appreciate the ethical individuality of 

the human person in African ethics could lead to the [simplistic] misconception that the human 

individuality is swallowed up by the sense of community, which sinks deep into the African 

social consciousness” (Kigongo, 2002).  In agreement, Ackah asserts that in African sense, “for 

life to be worth living, it must consist of members of a community helping each other especially 

in times of difficulties” (Ackah, 1988: 52-53). In this regard, Gyekye postulates,  

“The African places a great deal of emphasis on communal values of which identity 

and solidarity are constitutive parts. For him, these values underpin and guide the type 

of social relations, attitudes and behaviour that ought to exist between individuals who 

live together in a community sharing social life” (Gyekye, 1996: 156).  

In agreement, Bujo states, “an African community is inclusive… Africans do not think in 

‘either/or,’ but rather in ‘both/and’ categories” (Bujo, 2001:1 cited in Maina, 2016: 73). Thus, 

in essence, “African moral reasoning is a process in which an individual makes rational 

decisions concerning morality without forgetting that one is a member of a community, with 
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an understanding that one’s morality affects the wellbeing or flourishing of the community” 

(Maina, 2016: 73). As Andoh notes, “a visitor to Africa is soon struck by the frequent use of 

the first person plural ‘we’, ‘ours’ in everyday speech” (Andoh, 2011:70; see also Mentan, 

2014: 411).  According to Andoh, “typically, these words in their day-to-day use signify one’s 

identity and solidarity with others in a community from African worldview” (Andoh, ibid). 

In African ethics, thus, the understanding is usually that individual morality affects the 

wellbeing of others. As Bujo states, “for Black Africa, it is not the Cartesian cogito ergo sum 

(“I think. Therefore I am”) but an existential cognatus sum, ergo sumus (I am related. Therefore 

we are) that is decisive” (Bujo, 2001: 22). This context of ‘thou-I relationship’ (Chuwa, 2014; 

Buber, 1970) confirms “the symbiotic relationship between persons from the African 

worldview” (Mbiti, 1970:41). This mutual symbiotic affirmation between persons is 

represented roughly in the famous Bujo’s remark, “individuals live only thanks to the 

community” (Bujo, 2001:3). Elsewhere, Bujo also notes, “Africans are traditionally 

characterised by a holistic type of thinking and feeling for each other” (Bujo, 2009:281).  

Thus, for Africans, “one’s life does not belong solely to him or her” (Chuwa, 2014: 150). As 

Kenyatta remarks, “according to Gikuyo ways of thinking, nobody is an isolated individual. Or 

rather, his uniqueness is a secondary fact about him; first and first most he is several people’s 

relative and several people’s contemporary” (Kenyatta, 1965: 297). Hence, Bujo argues, “for 

Africans, its crucial to share with one’s neighbour by way of identifying and exhibiting solidary 

with them since whoever does not withhold the life force from them” (Bujo, 2009:345). In 

agreement, Wiredu persuasively notes, 

“For Africans, a human person is essentially the centre of the thick set of concentric 

circles of [moral] obligations and responsibilities matched by rights and privileges 

revolving round levels of relationships irradiating from the consanguinity of household 
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kith and kin, through the ‘blood’ ties of lineage and clan, to the broader circumference 

of human familyhood, which all make a call for a human person to identify and exhibit 

solidarity with others in a community” (Wiredu, 1998:311). 

Stressing the interrelationships of identity and solidarity among Africans, Tempels claims, “the 

Bantu cannot be a lone being... and every being forms a link in a chain of vital forces, a living 

link” (Tempels, 1959: 114). He further avers, “the concept of separate beings which find 

themselves side by side, entirely independent of one another, is foreign to Bantu thought” 

(Tempels, 1959: 773). From the African worldview, “the African person can only be 

understood as a being characterised by interrelationships of identity and solidarity” (Bujo, 

2009: 285 cited in Golo, 2017:133). Hence, I agree with Ndofirepi (2013:240) that “the Shona 

aphorism, ‘Wako ndewako kuseva unosiya muto’ literally meaning ‘when feeding, even with 

very little relish or soup in your plate, you will always remember to leave some for your 

relative, best reminds people” of the importance of need to identify and exhibit solidarity with 

one another and with others. In this regard, I am persuaded to accept that among Africans, 

“interrelationships of identity and solidarity boils down to the ‘me’ in the ‘we’ relationship” 

(Nyasani, 1997: 82), which succinctly captures what Ndofirepi calls “the place of 

intersubjectivity in African human existential circumstances” (Ndofirepi, 2013:107). As 

Kennedy (2004a) quoted in Ndofirepi (2013) writes, 

“To understand myself as an intersubject means assuming that at any given moment I 

am only half what I feel I am and a half how I actually behave… half of what I tell 

myself about who or what I am and half what the culture and historical moments tell 

me [unless I identify and exhibit solidarity with others in a community]” (Kennedy, 

2004a:202 cited in Ndofirepi, 2013:107)   
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So, I agree with Metz (2013) that, “a promising ideal of community as a foundation for African 

moral theory includes identity and solidarity relationships and that community is a combination 

of identity i.e. sharing way of life with others and solidarity i.e. caring for others’ quality of 

life”. As Shutte writes, traditional Africans say, “because I depend on relationships with others 

for being the person I am, in the beginning, at the start of my life, I am really not a person at 

all. Rather, I am a potential person. I only become fully human to the extent that I am included 

in identity and solidarity relationships with others” (Shutte, 1993:92). In what follows in sub-

section 4.1.7, I explore the question what it means to identify and exhibit solidarity with others 

in a community from African worldview. 

4.1.7 What does it Mean to Identify and exhibit Solidarity with Others in a Community? 

As “the combination of relationships of identity and solidarity” (Metz, 2014:315), the 

community is typically likened or equated to a communion of friendships where communal or 

familial love blends and blossoms into what Metz (2013) labelled, “friendly relationship”. In 

providing its definitive description, Metz writes, “a friendly friendship more or less is one in 

which the parties think of themselves as a ‘we’, voluntarily engage in common activities, act 

to benefit one another and do so consequent to sympathy and for the other’s sake” (Metz, 2013: 

241). Elsewhere, Metz provides yet another description of friendly relationships as, “ones in 

which one shares a way of life with others and cares for their quality of life” (Metz, 2013: 241). 

According to the author,  

“The maxim that ‘a person is a person through other persons’ is well understood, at 

least in philosophical form. It is to be the claim that one should develop into a real 

person, or live a genuinely human way of life, something that one does just insofar as 

one prizes friendly relationships, ones in which one shares a way of life with others and 

cares for their quality of life” (Metz, 2012: 104).  
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In this regard, Metz (2012) seems “to get us to the notion of [community] as friendship in the 

[African] sense [of uBuntu-Botho language]” succinctly captured by Drucilla Cornell thus, 

“I am a friend to myself because of others in my community have already been friends 

to me, making me someone who could survive at all, and therefore be in the community. 

It is only because I have always been together with others and they with me that I am 

gathered together as a person and sustained in that self-gathering …since I am not at all 

a fully person without this community” (Cornell, 2012: 327). 

According to Metz, “this purely relational, and specifically communitarian interpretation of 

[friendship] makes good sense of the [familial loving relationships] that are salient in the 

African [community]” (Metz, 2012:104). As Shutte notes, “the extended family is probably the 

most common and also the most fundamental, expression of the African idea of community. 

The importance of this idea for ethics is that the family is something that is valued for its own 

sake” (Shutte, 2001:29). It is this regard that community is typically seen as, “a condition in 

which one finds people identifying with and exhibiting solidarity towards one another” (Metz, 

2007:236). Elsewhere, the former Constitutional Court Justice Yvonne Mokgoro describes the 

community as a place where one encounters, “close and sympathetic social relations within the 

group” (Mokgoro, 1998:3 cited in Metz, 2011: 538-359). Stressing African worldview of 

community in the context attractively elucidated by Metz (2007) and Mokgoro (1998), I quote 

at length Augustine Shutte‘s notion of community in the context of traditional Africa where he 

persuasively writes,  

“A human person exists and develops as a person only in relation to other 

persons….And can only come into existence through the influence of others and in 

relation to another person. It is truer to the African idea, however, to see self and other 

as coexisting, each in the other in the sense of being identified with each other. The 
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fundamental human reality must be seen as a field of personal energy in which each 

individual emerges as a distinct pole or focus. The field of life is the same in each; in 

each, it is their humanity. All persons form a single person, not as parts for a whole, but 

as friends draw their life and character from the spirit of a common friendship. They 

have a common identity and exhibit common solidarity” (Shutte, 2001: 52-53). 

It is evident that Shutte believes, “friendship is necessary for identity and solidarity 

relationships in the African community” (Shutte, 2001). According to Helm, “friendship 

essentially involves a distinctive kind of concern for a friend, a concern which might reasonably 

be understood as a kind of love, something we ought to respect as well as to promote” (Helm, 

2013). This is a point that Metz agrees with and puts it across thus, “ a loving relationship is 

plausibly nothing other than thinking of oneself as ‘we’ with another person, going out of one’s 

way to help her and doing so on the basis of compassion and for her sake” (Metz, 2011). 

Elsewhere, Metz  refers to the loving relationship as, “a friendly one in which the parties think 

of themselves as a ‘we’, voluntarily engage in common activities, act to benefit one another 

and do so consequent to sympathy and for the other’s sake” (Metz, 2013).  Tutu (1999) concurs 

with Metz (2013), arguing that, “one attractive philosophical way to understand African 

morality is to read it as telling us, at the bottom, to become human by prizing friendly or loving 

relationship with other human beings” (Tutu, 1999: 34-35). 

I submit that the appeal to friendly dispositions towards others in the communal relationship is 

thus taken seriously in African moral aesthetics, and sinks deep into the African social 

consciousness. As Metz tersely puts it, “according to philosophical interpretation of African 

morality, one’s basic aim should be to develop one’s personhood, which one can do only by 

prizing communal relationships in which people share a way of life and care for one another’s 

quality of life” (Metz, 2012: 56). He adds, “one way to understand a major element of African 

worldviews is to deem friendship or love to be the ground of morality, where wrong actions 
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are roughly to be identified as those that are unfriendly” (Metz, 2012:57). My proposal is that 

a promising African ideal of friendship, which embodies identity and solidarity relationships 

as the ground of morality is philosophically appealing. However, what does it mean to prize 

communal relationships, and more urgently, what sorts of activities are deemed to exhibit that? 

In what follows sub-section 4.1.8, I roughly explore this critical question in some detail with 

the view of giving credence to my project of developing my favourite African account of CSR 

comparable to the Utilitarian and Kantian accounts of CSR in Western ethics. 

4.1.8 What does It mean to Prize Communal or Friendly Relationships toward Others? 

I submit that “the injunction to prize or honour community or friendliness, which includes 

potential and actual of solidarity and identity” (Metz, 2012: 57) presents an attractive 

proposition as to what constitutes the moral rightness or wrongness of an action. At the bottom, 

according to Mbiti, “it is only in terms of other people that the individual himself is conscious 

of his own being, his own duties, his privileges and responsibilities towards himself and 

towards other people” (Mbiti, 1969: 106 cited in Khupe & Keane, 2017: 27). Hence, this golden 

thread of African morality, “I am because we are, and since we are, therefore I am” should be 

understood to depict “a morality of conduct rather than a morality of being” (Mbiti, 1969: 214; 

Gyekye, 1996: 58:62). Kigongo (2002) concurs and argues, “it is a morality of conduct in the 

sense that it is one’s communal or friendly relationships and, therefore, conduct disposition to 

act in the social sphere that dictates one’s sense of morality, which grounds her actions”. 

Therefore, a plausible proposition for what determines the moral status of an action is conduct 

that prizes or honours communal relationship as claimed by African Ethical Theory. I submit 

that Metz (2012) does well to interpret roughly what honouring or prizing communal 

relationship means from an African moral perspective. He powerfully writes, 
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“It means sharing a way of life, on the one hand, and caring for others quality of life, 

on the other. To share a way of life is for people to identify with one another, centrally, 

for them to think of themselves as joint members of a group (as a ‘we’) and to 

participate in common projects. The opposite of sharing a way of life is division, 

thinking of oneself in opposition to others and seeking to undermine their goals and 

customs. To care for others’ quality of life is for people to exhibit solidarity with each 

other, by helping one another and doing so out of sympathy with and for the sake  of 

one another. The opposite of caring for others’ quality of life is ill-will, trying to harm 

people and exhibiting Schadenfreude” (Metz, 2012:56). 

Similarly, I also submit that Metz (2012) further does an excellent job in articulating what 

honouring or prizing communal relationship does not mean from an African moral perspective. 

He compellingly cautions,  

“To honour or prize communal relationship does not mean promoting it as much as 

possible in the world. Of course, if the communal relationship, qua the combination of 

identity and solidarity, has basic moral worth, then it is something for a moral agent to 

foster, but she must do so in a respectful way or with integrity. That is going to involve, 

for two rough examples, refraining from sacrificing existing [and possible] communal 

relationship of which the agent is part for the sake of promoting others’ relationships, 

as well as refraining from promoting community by using an anti-social means, viz., 

via division and ill will” (Metz, 2012:56).  

Thus, for Metz with whom I concur, “honouring or prizing communal relationships would 

involve, roughly, being as friendly as one can and doing what one can to foster friendliness in 

others without one using a very unfriendly means” (Metz, 2011: 540). Accordingly, then, moral 

considerations that stem from communal relationships are morally expected “to respect the 
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value of friendship or capacity of it” (Metz, 2011: ibid). Hence, I concur further with Metz that 

from an African perspective “moral considerations are plausibly captured by a prescription to 

prize communal or friendly relationships” (Metz, 2012: 114). As Biko, “in an essay that 

explores facets of culture that are widely shared by Africans” (Andoh, 2011:70), argues, “our 

action is usually joint community-oriented action rather than the individualism which is the 

hallmark of the capitalist approach” (Biko, 2004:42 cited in Andoh, 2011:70). Gelfand (1987) 

quoted in van der Walt (2003) concurs and “provides a description of the cardinal values or 

virtues of Shona people shared” by Africans that usually ground joint community oriented 

actions. The most important ones are according to Gelfand, “respect, love, compassion, 

kindness, generosity, truth, rectitude, humility, self-discipline, forgiveness, mercy, pity, 

sufficiency, dependence, trust, giving, strength, patience, courage, hard work, unselfishness, 

and the willingness to share whatever one has, no matter how little it may be” (Gelfand, 1987: 

65, 82 cited in  van der Walt, 2003:53). Apart from those already mentioned, Mojola mentions, 

“harmony, peace, friendliness and decency” (Majola, 1988: 30). Kinoti adds, “charity, honesty, 

loyalty, truthfulness, and solidarity” (Kinoti, 1992:84). Gyekye further adds, “kindness, 

compassion, benevolence and concern for others” (Gyekye, 1998: 324).  Elsewhere, he adds, 

“values that impose on an individual a duty on the community and its members like 

interdependence, cooperation and reciprocity” (Gyekye, 1996:332). In addition, Behrens 

concludes the wide-ranging list with, “respect for persons, beneficence, non-maleficence and 

harmony” (Behrens 2013:34). 

So, then, I submit that ‘prizing communal relationships’ bears the mark of open expression of 

real friendship within the community that grounds a good person in the African sense of moral 

aesthetics. From an African perspective thus “a good person (wir wo juŋ) is one who loves, 

cherishes and promotes friendly actions grounded by moral qualities and enduring cultural 

values that prize communal relationships” (Mofor, 2008). Metz concurs and adds that actions 
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performed by a good person (wir wo juŋ) such as, “kindness, concern, charity, respect, fairness 

and the like in common, at the bottom, prize communal relationships” (Metz, 2014: 277). This 

is so because at the bottom they all exhibit, “a disposition to help others, prize community and 

involve forming friendly relationships” (Metz, ibid).  

This disposition, I argue, is a sort of ‘an African-inspired principlism’ for grounding moral 

actions that Behrens (2013) advocates elsewhere in his work. Metz succinctly proffers this 

African-inspired principlism of action when he writes “an action is right just insofar as it is a 

way of living harmoniously or prizing communal relationships, ones in which people identify 

with each other and exhibit solidarity with one another; otherwise, an action is wrong” (Metz, 

2010:51). Or as he eloquently puts it elsewhere “that an action is right just so far as it is a way 

of prizing communal relationships, conceived as the combination of sharing a way of life and 

caring for others’ quality of life” (Metz, 2014:283).  

I agree with Metz “that the idea of placing friendly relationships at the heart of the moral theory 

is prima facie attractive, making good sense of what makes some actions in general wrong and 

others right” (Metz, 2013: 241). In this regard, “actions that usually tend to help others, foster 

mutual aid, pursue shared aims, show compassion, exhibit respect, and foster sense of unity, 

for example, are usually branded morally right actions since they are seen as fostering 

friendliness among people” (Metz, ibid). On the contrary, “actions that typically harm others, 

subordinate others, express self–aggrandising, and impair others’ quality of life, for instance, 

are usually referred to as morally wrong since they are perceived as unfriendly since they fail 

to prize communal relationship” (Metz, ibid). In other words as Metz succinctly puts it, “actions 

are wrong not merely insofar as they harm people (Utilitarianism) or degrade an individual’s 

autonomy (Kantianism) but rather just to the extent that they are unfriendly or, more carefully, 

fail to respect friendship or the capacity for it” (Metz, 2011: 540).   
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Alternatively, as he articulately puts it elsewhere, “an act is wrong insofar as it fails to respect 

communal relationships, those in which we identify with or exhibit solidarity towards others” 

(Metz, 2012: 195). Accordingly, therefore, actions such as oppression, racism, theft, slavery, 

rape, deception, torture, coercion, murder, xenophobia and exploitation are claimed to be 

“failing to honour communal friendly relationships” (Metz, 2011: 540). The reasons usually 

given in support of such a claim, which I fully support, is that when these sort of actions are 

performed,  

“The actor is distancing himself from the person acted upon, instead of enjoying a sense 

of togetherness; the actor is subordinating the other, as opposed to coordinating 

behaviour with her; the actor is failing to act for the good of the other, but rather for his 

own or someone else’s interest; or the actor lacks positive attitudes toward the other’s 

good, and is instead unconcerned or malevolent” (Metz, 2011: 540). 

Elsewhere, Metz further writes about such actions as instances of unfriendly behaviour in that 

they characteristically involve actors,  

“Thinking of others as separate and inferior as opposed to being bound up with oneself; 

subordinating others instead of coordination in pursuit of shared aims; impairing others’ 

quality of life instead of helping them; and expressing best attitudes of indifference 

towards others’ interests instead of one’s sympathy and altruism” (Metz, 2013:241). 

In the words of Metz (2011:240) “from the analysis [thus] far, it should be clear that the” 

African idea of prizing communal or friendly relationships holds much promise for explaining 

what determines the moral status of an action. Metz attractively summarises this African sort 

of approach to morality that I favour and consider promising thus,  

“To prize or honour communal (friendly) relationships is not to maximise them or even 

necessarily to promote them to a necessary degree. It is to respect them by maintaining 
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one’s existing ties with others (of the relevantly desirable sort), even when somewhat 

more ties for oneself could be created by ending them, as well as doing what one can 

foster friendliness among others, albeit without using an unfriendly means to do so” 

(Metz, 2013: 241).  

From the foregoing analysis of the broadly discussed theoretical exposition of African Ethical 

Theory in this chapter, I aim to demonstrate in chapter 5 how African approach to morality 

plausibly addresses the specific questions about CSR in the context of the engagement of 

business organisations with their stakeholders. Overall, the thesis motivating this chapter has 

been to construct a comprehensive and compelling African Ethical Theory that I could apply 

to stakeholder CSR issues to enable me to consider ultimately, how the African account of CSR 

might square up with salient Utilitarian and Kantian accounts broadly discussed in chapters 2 

and 3 respectively. In what follows, I devote section 4.2 below to indicate briefly how the 

African approach to morality might possibly differ from Utilitarian and Kantian approaches to 

morality in Western ethics. To this end, I merely spell out, in general, what I consider the most 

salient differences between them for me to give credence to my favoured African approach to 

morality, which I defend and argue for in the latter chapters of the thesis. 

4.2 African, Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories Differentiated  

For any promising explanation of the differences between African, Utilitarian and Kantian 

Ethical Theories, it is wise to start with their ethical standpoints or moral assertions. These are 

recommendations about how to live one’s life or “how to conduct one's relations with other 

people” (Chuwa, 2014:33). To this end, I acknowledge that African, Utilitarian and Kantian 

approaches to ethics are normatively grounded on what moral philosophers and professional 

ethicists called ‘moral theories’ understood as sets of moral beliefs that purport to yield general 

principles of right or wrong action. Unlike African Ethical Theory, Utilitarian and Kantian 
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Ethical Theories are the two most widely invoked moral theories in Business Ethics to 

stakeholder CSR discourse. As alluded to earlier in chapters 2 and 3, I take them for granted, 

as they have been most influential in stakeholder CSR discourse in Business Ethics literature.  

As indicated in chapter 2, the Utilitarian Ethical Theory is the view that defends the moral 

claim that “the principle of utility [is the fundamental] principle [of] rightness or wrongness of 

actions” (Simões, 2013) as Milo (1974) puts it,  

“The principle of Utility provides us not merely with a test for the rightness or 

wrongnedd of actions, but give us also the very meaning of the terms ‘right’ or ‘wrong’.  

It is not merely a normative principle telling us what makes an action right or wrong; it 

is also a metaethical principle telling us what it means to say that an action is right or 

wrong” (Milo, 1974: 128). 

With this understanding, Gjuraj and Gjuraj concur that the Utilitarian Ethical Theory claims, 

“that in general the ethical rightness or wrongness of an action is directly related to the utility 

of that action” (Gjuraj & Gjuraj, 2017: 227). For it, “the only reason for an action to be right is 

its utility, that is, its usefulness for producing results that are good in themselves” (Raphael, 

1994: 35). For instance, with regard to the example of deciding between giving a dying 

woman’s money to her only cousin whom she has supported for many years or giving the 

money to the local Bophelo Cancer Association, the Utilitarian Ethical Theory would typically 

maintain that it would be prudent to give the money to the local Bophelo Cancer Association. 

This is because such an act is most likely to produce the highest possible good for cancer 

patients. Thus, for Utilitarian Ethical Theory, acts are right insofar as they tend to promote or 

maximise societal welfare in the end.  

Likewise, as indicated in chapter 3, the Kantian Ethical Theory is the view “that action are right 

or wrong in themselves, quite apart from their consequences” (wordpress.com, 2007).  In other 
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words, its view is that “an action is right or wrong in [and of] itself” (Lacewing, n.d) without 

appeal to consequences. As Christie et al puts it elsewhere “an action would have to be seen to 

be good in itself without appealing to consequences” (Christie et al., 2008:56). For instance, 

with regard to the example of deciding between giving the dying woman’s money to her only 

cousin, the Kantian Ethical Theory would typically hold that an act of giving the women’s 

money to the local Bophelo Cancer Association is wrong. It is so in that it disrespects the 

autonomy of the dying woman to make a decision for herself, and treats her as a means rather 

than an end. Moral agents “treat people as mere means [not] as ends in themselves” 

(Webcourses, 2016) when they force or coerce them to do something, or when they obtain their 

consent through coercion or dishonesty. Therefore, wrong acts by moral agents are those that 

treat persons as a mere means. Thus, for the Kantian Ethical Theory, acts are right insofar as 

they respect a person’s autonomy, for example, to make her own choices freely without duress. 

In this chapter, I have indicated that African Ethical Theory holds the view that, “African 

peoples have a deep sense of right and wrong” (Kasoma, 1996: 108; Mbiti, 1969: 175). It 

largely “lay[s] emphasis on societal as opposed to individual morals” (Kasoma, 1996: 108). As 

Mbiti notes, “African morals lay great emphasis on societal conduct since a basic African 

worldview is that the individual only exists because others exist” (Mbiti, 1975:175 cited in 

Kasoma, 1996: 108). Here, Kasoma (1996:108) avers, “because of this great emphasis on one's 

relationship with other people”, one’s “morality is based on mutual recognition of [her] 

personhood in a relationship with others” (Chuwa, 2014:36). As Mnyaka and Motlhabi 

eloquently put it, “A person’s identity or social status and the rights that are attached to that 

identity go hand in hand with that person’s responsibility or sense of duty towards, and in 

relation to, others” (Mnyaka & Motlhabi, 2005: 224).  

Therefore, the African Ethical Theory would regard an act of deciding to give away the dying 

woman’s money as unfriendly. This is so because it places a great value on identity and 
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solidarity. From an African moral worldview, when someone is dying, it is a critical moment 

for others to identify and exhibit solidarity with that person and not make decisions to give 

away her money. Thus, for African Ethical Theory, “an action is right just insofar as it is a way 

of living harmoniously or prizing communal relationships, ones in which people identify with 

each other and exhibit solidarity with one another, otherwise an action is wrong” (Metz, 

2010:51 cited in Koali, 2015:263). In this regard, van der Merwe and Willie (1996) quoted in 

Chuwa (2014) notes that, “a human being is a human being through the otherness of other 

human beings” (van der Merwe & Willie, 1996: 1-3 cited in Chuwa, 2014: 37).  For Chuwa, 

“this observation is far-reaching in African Ethics since it is the ‘otherness’ of another human, 

which helps to prove one’s humanity” (Chuwa, 2014: 37). This is so in that the concept of 

otherness in African moral understanding implies a relationship. 

Here, one notices the fundamental differences between the moral assertions of the rightness 

and wrongness of actions from African, Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories, which is 

worth noting. Hence, “according to African [ethical] theory, actions are wrong not merely 

insofar as they harm people (Utilitarianism) or degrade an individual's autonomy (Kantianism), 

but rather just to the extent that they are unfriendly or, more carefully, fail to respect friendship 

or the capacity for it” (Metz, 2011:540). The African Ethical Theory thus rejects, “a plain 

evaluation of the morality of actions for the sake of good outcomes (Utilitarianism) or 

autonomy (Kantianism) even when doing so would be useful in some respects” (Metz,ibid). 

Hence, “where actions are not friendly but yield good consequences (Utilitarianism) or 

autonomy (Kantianism), one who prizes friendly relationships has a clear ground to oppose 

them for the sake of communal harmony and cohesion, which are given greater moral weight 

in African worldview than Utilitarian utility or Kantian autonomy moral considerations” (Metz, 

ibid). For example, Metz states, “where the Kantian finds value in people’s capacity to govern 

themselves, a more characteristically African view deems it to inhere in their capacity to relate 
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to others” (Metz, 2014: 311). Similarly, the author further states, “where the Utilitarian finds 

value in people’s capacity to do more good for others, a more characteristically African view 

deems it to inhere in their capacity to relate to others” (Metz, ibid). 

In what follows in section 4.3, I sketch some of the concerns raised against the African Ethical 

Theory without necessarily responding to them but merely commenting on them because they 

do not affect my view of African Ethical Theory for the purposes of applying it to stakeholder 

CSR in the thesis. With and without these trepidations, however, I still submit that African 

Ethical Theory provides an attractive approach comparable to Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical 

Theories for application to concrete questions of stakeholder CSR in chapter 5. As alluded 

earlier, in the section 4.3 below, I consider some of the concerns raised against my favoured 

account of African Ethical Theory that I have set out to develop in this chapter. 

4.3 Trepidations with African Ethical Theory of Ethics 

From the emerging literature on African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho), I opine that there is no doubt 

that African Ethical Theory has a widespread appeal for moral philosophers and business 

ethicists as a viable foundation for moral actions. This is so despite the ongoing debates in the 

literature amongst scholars concerning what is meant by African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho). As 

alluded to earlier, most of these scholars tend to agree generally with me that the prescription 

of African Ethical Theory to prize communal or friendly relationships provides an insightful 

perspective towards grounding or evaluating the morality of actions. Despite its widespread 

appeal to most moral philosophers and business ethicists in this regard, the African Ethical 

Theory’s prescription to be friendly is associated with an array of moral trepidations18. For 

details  about these moral trepidations see the works of Eliastam (2015); Matolino (2015); 

                                                             
18 Although section 4.3 outlines trepidations associated with African Ethical Theory in somewhat exhaustive detail 

in pages 228-242, initial remarks on the trepidations forward to this section were roughly articulated in` some 

detail in section 4 of this thesis on pages 189-191. Thus, the reader must read together sections 4 and 4.3 of this 

chapter to have a full appreciation of the trepidations associated with the African Ethical Theory of Ethics. 
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Amaku (2014); Matolino and Kwindingwi (2013); Oyowe (2013); Lutz (2009); Manda (2009); 

Kimmerle (2006); Cornell and van Marle (2005); van Binsbergen (2001); Ekennia (2000); 

Opio (1996); Nnadozie (1998); and Nwoko (1985), which not all of them would be discussed  

due to lack of  time and space.  

The first of these is that the prescription to be friendly could be a breeding ground for the vice 

of nepotism motivated by tribalism and racism because of its overzealous emphasis on 

communal identity and solidarity (see Lutz, 2009: 234). In this regard, its critics forcefully 

argue that, here more often than not “the African manager or employee will often put the 

interest of his or her cousins and tribesmen before that of the organisation. Occasionally, this 

can mean placing close relatives in the organisation regardless of their suitability for the post 

in question” (Opio, 1996 cited in Lutz, 2009:324).  

While Opio’s view above is plausible, I submit that such acts of nepotism motivated by 

tribalism or racism can possibly occur where agents have a misplaced notion of communal 

(friendly) relationships. As Ramose eloquently states, “a solution might be found against the 

practice of nepotism by taking into consideration that ‘the right to subsistence’ and the priority 

of family relations must not be defended by ‘way of denying the same right to others’ which 

are independent of the family obligations” (Ramose, 2003: 329). The true character of the 

prescription to be friendly inherent in African Ethical Theory shuns nepotism as unfriendly 

hence morally wrong in that it violates others’ right to work, and consequently, negatively 

affect their quality of life. I concur with Lutz that, “it is in the true interest of each of the 

members of a true community to recruit and promote on the basis of merit. Furthermore, this 

is a necessary condition for African business to become competitive with the rest of the world” 

(Lutz, 2009:324). I submit that to be friendly is to reject mediocrity in favour of meritocracy. 
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The second concern associated with the prescription to be friendly is that “it appears to license 

an overly conservative approach towards communal conversions and norms based on identity 

and solidarity” (Metz, 2013: 242). As such, critics argue that it leads to defective communalism 

qua collectivism in which ‘groupthink’ becomes a norm (see Lutz, 2009:34). As Nnadozie 

argues, “the disadvantage of collectivism grounded by groupthink conservatism is that it 

prevents individuals from acting without group consensus” (Nnadozie, 1998:67 cited in Lutz, 

2009: 324). Nnadozie further argues, “one observes that in organisations where alliances (sub-

groups) are formed within the larger group, members of the alliances find themselves 

compelled to adopt the position taken by the sub-group” (Nnadozie, 1998:67 cited in Lutz, 

2009: 324). In this situation, the author postulates, “it is difficult for individuals to act 

independently regardless of what their personal positions may be. Obviously, this practice can 

lead to frustration in the process of negotiation, initiating change, or expansion. It may also be 

time consuming and inefficient” (Nnadozie, 1998:67 cited in Lutz, 2009: 324).  

Here, I do hear Nnadozie’s plausible observations and could not agree more with them, but I 

submit that such groupthink conservatism can only exist where the notion of identity and 

solidarity relationships are misplaced. I concur with Metz that where true communal or friendly 

relationships exist, “conservatism does not necessarily follow as identity must be tempered by 

solidarity, and the latter might often take precedence, and more deeply, the relevant kind of 

identity must be one that is cooperative” (Metz, 2013: 242). In this regard, I opine that the true 

sense of the prescription to be friendly connotes a constant creation of a favourable atmosphere 

in which community members are not only allowed but also encouraged to agree freely and 

disagree with one another in communal discussions or debates. For example, Basotho of 

Lesotho used and are still using Khotla (chief’s kraal) and Pitso (public gathering) as friendly 

institutions of cooperative public engagement where people are permitted and even encouraged 

to agree freely and disagree with one another in communal discussions or debates. Therefore, 
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I concur with Lutz that, “African sense of Communalism is about the commonality of interests, 

not commonality of opinions. This is because the common understanding is that deciding how 

best to promote the common good requires listening to differing ideas about how best to 

promote it” (Lutz, 2009:324). 

The third concern associated with the prescription to be friendly is that it discourages individual 

initiative by its elaborate emphasis on otherness or other-regarding practices (see Lutz, 2009: 

324). In this regard, an Afro-centric Alliance writes, “in Malawi, as in other East and Central 

African communities, tradition places social achievement above personal achievement, and... 

One often hears, ‘Akhufuna akhale ndani!’ literally translated as ‘What does he/she want to 

be?’ and ‘Akudziyesa kuti ndi ndani’ literally translated as ‘Who does he/she think he/she is?’” 

(Afro-centric Alliance, 2001:60-61 cited in Lutz, 2009: 324). According to Afro-centric 

Alliance, “these commonly heard phrases signal social disapproval of the individual who places 

themselves above his or her fellow human beings, for example, through self-promotion in 

business or at work” (Afro-centric Alliance, 2001:60-61 cited in Lutz, 2009: 324). I suppose 

that the manner in which an individual self-promotes himself is critical here, and it will receive 

a certain social reaction given how the individual couches it. As Lutz correctly points out, “a 

distinction must be made here between unethical self-promotion, which benefits no one, and 

ethical self-promotion, which promotes both the individual and the community. Seeking a 

promotion through sycophancy, for example, benefits no one. Nevertheless, every society 

benefits from people who excel in order to promote the common good” (Lutz, 2009:324). 

The fourth concern associated with the prescription to be friendly is that it suffers from what 

Oyowe has so eloquently called “internal incoherence” (Oyowe, 2013:117). The author 

elaborates that, “in its current expression, the prescription seems to imply that reasons for 

acting are at once other-regarding and self-regarding. This strikes me as incoherent in that, in 
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trying to accommodate two potentially-conflicting non-instrumental values – or two 

potentially-conflicting principles – the prescription exposes an internal tension” (Oyowe, 

2013:123). In this regard, Oyowe persuasively suggests, “the prescription to be friendly is not 

entirely suitable for grounding public morality. Perhaps for more industrialised and globalised 

societies, in which the liberal ideals of freedom and human rights are of paramount importance 

in shaping public morality, it can only play a much more restricted role than it did in pre-

industrialised African societies” (Oyowe, 2013: 124).  

While there might be substance in Oyowe’s argument that the prescription to be friendly might 

have shortcomings to sufficiently address the problem of conflicts between values, I submit 

that it is intellectually disingenuous of him to suggest that the prescription “can only play a 

much-restricted role in shaping public morality in more industrialised and globalised societies” 

(Oyowe, 2013:124). Firstly, I argue that there is no empirical evidence to support his claim that 

it cannot play a much more influential role. Secondly, I submit that for Oyowe to insinuate that 

only “liberal ideals of freedom and human rights are of paramount importance in shaping public 

morality” (Oyowe, 2013: 124) in more industrialised and globalised societies is factually 

misleading. I opine that recent literature in applied ethics paints a picture of receptiveness to 

the prescription to be friendly as an ethical discourse that yields principles of action in more 

industrialised and globalised societies. There is more talk now of social cohesion, cooperation 

and harmony, which prizes friendly relationships (see the works of Nicolaides, 2014; Khomba 

& Kangaude-Ulaya, 2013 in this regard). 

The fifth concern associated with the prescription to be friendly relates to what Amaku calls 

“over-dogmatised African communitarian pattern of life” (Amaku, 2014:2) and “romantic 

postulations about ‘African communalism’ or ‘African socialism’ or ‘African hospitality’ in 

the African academic journals and literature” (Amaku, 2014:1). In fact, Amaku questions the 
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claim that, “Africans are by nature communalistic, or socialistic and hospitable” (Amaku, ibid). 

“Considering the spate of inter-tribal hatred and hostilities in the continent,” Amaku rejects 

“the acclaimed African communitarian-world view” (Amaku, ibid) and argues that “Africans 

are not ‘communalistic’ or ‘socialistic’ or as ‘hospitable’ as has been presumed and propagated 

by African academics as a distinguishing mark from other peoples” (Amaku, ibid).  

In the same wave length, the author writes that his “philosophical headache is the regular 

tendency among some African thinkers to universalise or generalise from particularity—

pretending that what takes place at particular instances defines and shapes the whole” (Amaku, 

2014:4). He claims that, “to generalise from particularities commits the fallacy of composition–

attributing the qualities of a particular to a whole” (Amaku, ibid). Then, he concludes that, 

“experience has not really shown that Africans appreciate and love themselves as some African 

intellectuals pretend to demonstrate” (Amaku, ibid). These reactions to African communalism 

or socialism thesis by Amaku (2014) are shared by other scholars such as Kimmerle (2006), 

Ekennia (2000) and Nwoko (1985). These scholars reject what they perceive as dogmatic 

romanticism of the African communitarian pattern of life and its acclaimed socialistic spirit.  

While Amaku may have a point for cautioning African scholars against universalisation or 

generalisation, he is also unfortunately guilty of the same crime that causes him a  philosophical 

headache as well. His assertion that, “Africans are not by nature generally friendly, hospitable 

and brotherly to themselves” (Amaku, 2014:8) is a sweeping generalisation, which “commits 

the fallacy of composition–attributing the qualities of a particular to a whole” (Amaku, 2014:4) 

that he accuses other African scholars of. I find it philosophically troubling for Amaku to claim 

that it is an experiential fact that “Africans are anti-communalistic by nature” (Amaku, 2014: 

6-7) yet he still makes a call for them to participate in what he calls “an Authentic Pan African 

Communalism - the project of African conviviality” (Amaku, 2014: 7-8).  
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Here, it is rather puzzling to me how people who are anti-communistic by nature could possibly 

add value to Amaku’s African conviviality project. Contrary to Amaku’s critique of African 

socialistic, communalistic, and hospitality thesis, I submit that there is no mistaking the deep 

popularity of the same thesis in today’s philosophical discourse which is gathering momentum 

each day in various academic and research fields of study, of which my thesis is part of the 

contribution to the discourse. I concur with Matthews that, “in a world often devoid of meaning, 

Africa is a reminder that there are other ways of being” (Matthews, 2004:382). It is in this 

regard that I have no doubt that African prescription to be friendly, which is at the heart of 

African socialistic, communalistic, and hospitality thesis, offers this alternative way. Another 

point might be that it’s one thing to describe the way people behave, and another to focus on 

their ideals, which they might not have lived up to.  

The sixth concern associated with the prescription to be friendly is that “it might occur to those 

in market economies” (Metz, 2013: 242) that it would “forbid capitalist acts between 

consenting adults” (Nozick, 1974:163). For Nozick, as a libertarian theorist, “this is morally 

unsupportable and appeals to a Lockean principle of self-ownership” (Nozick, 1974 cited in 

Cunningham, 2002: 50). Nozick’s view is that, “people are the private owners of their own 

capabilities and talents who, therefore, have the right to dispose of these talents and the fruits 

of their excise as they wish including to rent out their labour power for wages” (Nozick, 1974: 

172, 262). In this regard, therefore, the prescription to be friendly is perceived as socially too 

demanding by its emphasis on communitarian motivations for people’s conduct. In the words 

of Cunningham, “it requires more in the way of cooperative behaviour than can be reasonably 

expected from human beings” (Cunningham, 2002: 49). It is seen, therefore, as constituting 

illegitimate interference with people’s ability to live their own lives as “essentially self-

interested or competitive or exclusive owners of their capacities” (Cunningham, 2002: 50).  
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Metz response to Nozick’s concern, which I agree with, is that the prescription to be friendly 

recognises that, “the collective self-conception is not imposed, but jointly created… and 

includes the idea that a shared way of life matters for its own sake to some degree of which the 

relevant sort is one that has been freely chosen” (Metz, 2013: 242). Thus, the prescription to 

be friendly embodies, “regarding human nature, which comprises a mixture of self and other-

regarding motivations” (Mill, 1969/1874: 394-5 quoted in Cunningham, 2002: 50). In addition, 

Letseka (2012:46) agrees with McCluskey and Lephalala (2010) as well as Cornell and van 

Marle (2005) that the prescription to be friendly “implies an interactive ethic in which humanity 

is shaped by interaction with others as co-dependent beings”. I submit, therefore, that ‘capitalist 

acts between consenting adults’ are essentially at the heart of the conversations of the 

prescription to be informed in a friendly way by ideals of valuing harmonious relationships, 

which recognises, at the bottom, “that reasons for acting are at once other-regarding and self-

regarding” (Oyowe, 2013: 123). 

The seventh concern associated with the prescription to be friendly is that “[it] invokes local 

autochthonous humanity” (van Binsbergen, 2001:55 cited in Louw, 2010:5) in which “the 

community that is uBuntu-Botho does not include” (Louw, 2010:5). Here, van Binsbergen 

(2001) quoted in Louw (2010) describes ‘the community that is uBuntu-Botho’ as involving 

“beings who somatically and historically clearly stand out as not autochthonous” (van 

Binsbergen, 2001:55 cited in Louw, 2010:5). If van Binsbergen’s claim is correct, I agree with 

Louw that “such an exclusion would contradict explanation of the uBuntu-Botho concept of 

extended family” (Louw, 2010:5), which connotes inclusivity (Broodryk, 2002:98; Ramose 

2002:94; Shutte 2008:28; cf. also 2001:29) as opposed to exclusivity as van Binsbergen 

purports.  As debates on the notion of uBuntu-Botho continue (see Bewaji & Ramose, 2003: 

379-414), I submit that the Metzian prescription to be friendly adds something to them from 

‘the community that is uBuntu-Botho’ perspective. In this regard, for friends of the prescription 
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to be friendly, it connotes “true uBuntu-Botho [that] takes plurality seriously” (Louw, 2010:5) 

as opposed to being “autochthonous” (van Binsbergen, 2001). In essence, the prescription to 

be friendly for ‘the community that is uBuntu-Botho “includes the idea that a shared way of 

life matters for its own sake” (Metz, 2013: 242). As such, it provides a sort of new ethic of 

responsibility to the other for members of the community that is uBuntu-Botho, which it is 

about “being in communion with others; exhausted through other persons, that is, through 

community alone” (Metz, 2012:102). 

The eighth concern associated with the prescription to be friendly is that it assumes 

“consensus[i]s a regulative ideal” (Eze, 2008: 386) for communitarian or communal living for 

Africans. For Eze, “consensus does not give an adequate account of the praxis of common good 

in African Communitarianism” (Eze, ibid). Arguing further “against consensus as a regulative 

ideal”, Eze points out that what consensus does best is to “absorb multiple viewpoints through 

a totalitarian uniformity” (Eze, ibid). Thus, Eze’s rejection of consensus goes against the 

popular view that perceives, “consensus as a sole normative paradigm through which the 

common good is obtained in African value system” (Eze, 2008:390). Ramose (1999) quoted in 

Eze (2008) states this popular view thus “the communal ethos of African culture place a great 

value on solidarity, which in turn necessitates the pursuit of unanimity or consensus in 

decisions” (Ramose, 1999:139 cited in Eze, 2008:390). Louw (2001) quoted in Eze (2008) 

further relates this view thus, “[in uBuntu-Botho conscious consensus] everyone gets an equal 

chance to speak up until some kind of agreement, consensus or group cohesion is reached” 

(Louw, 2001:18 cited in Eze, 2008: 390).  

Here, I agree with Eze (2008) that a ‘blind consensus’ as opposed to ‘uBuntu-Botho conscious 

consensus’ can “neither accommodates autonomy nor alterity, but suppresses these core values 

of human identity” (Eze, 2008: 391). Indeed, Eze (2008) is correct to say, “in uBuntu-Botho, 
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there is a relationship which neither assimilates nor possesses the other from whence the 

identity of the subject is constituted” (Eze, 2008: 397). In fact, Eze (2008) concurs with Louw 

(2001) that “uBuntu-Botho [conscious consensus] is best understood as advocating that we 

incorporate dialogue through a relationship and distance....It preserves the other in his or her 

otherness or uniqueness without letting him or her fade into the distance” (Louw, 2001: 26 

cited in Eze, 2008: 397). Thus, the other in uBuntu-Botho conscious consensus is “never fixed 

or rigidly closed, but adjustable or open-ended. It allows the other to be, to become. It 

acknowledges the irreducibility of the other, i.e. it does not reduce the other to any specific 

characteristic, conduct or function” (Louw, 1999 cited in Eze, 2008: 397). 

The ninth concern associated with the prescription to be friendly is that, “where [it] is preached, 

is merely as an ideological praxis” (Eze, 2010). According to the author, “[i]ts gravitation 

towards ideology limits its availability as a genuine ethical practice” (Eze, ibid). The author 

further argues that, “[v]iewed as an ideology, its normativity is also contradicted by the very 

same practices that constitute [it]” (Eze, ibid).  Hence, the author, “acknowledges that [in] some 

regard [its] current popularity as a reinvention by the political elite [has] little substance to 

guide policy at any level” (Eze, 2010:145–149 cited in de Beer, 2015:5). In datum, de Beer 

contends that, “reading [it] in the light of homelessness in the cities and towns of Africa, 

uBuntu-Botho itself is homeless and displaced as a way of being human together” (de beer, 

2015:1).  

 According to de Beer, “[i]nstead of the mediation of dignity and justice through an uBuntu-

Botho solidarity, street homeless people and others living vulnerably in precarious 

circumstances are violated and excluded through a displacement of uBuntu-Botho values” (de 

Beer, 2015:1). Put differently, the author argues that, “uBuntu-Botho itself, at least in the 

context of homelessness in urban Africa, is not just vulnerable but homeless, long replaced as 
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a way of life, a way of being, a way of being human together” (de Beer, 2015 :2). The author, 

“also suggest[s] that there is a deep and growing disconnect between uBuntu-Botho, if and 

where practised, and uBuntu-Botho peddled as the African way in rhetoric and remote 

philosophical discourse” (de Beer, ibid).  In the same vain, elsewhere, Hankela (2013) quoted 

in de Beer (2015) “speaks of a similar disconnect between the uBuntu-Botho discourse of 

philosophers, politicians and marketers alike, on the one hand, and the reality of  homeless 

people being ostracised, and socio-economic disparities continuously growing, on the other 

hand” (Hankela, 2013:324 cited in de Beer, 2015:2).  

The above said, however, there is still a hope amongst some scholars like myself that 

acknowledging uBuntu-Botho in the light of homelessness, displacement and disconnection 

narrative “hold[s] a reflective mirror [for] a return to uBuntu-Botho values” (Cornell & 

Muvangua, 2012 cited in de Beer, 2015:5). Here, I agree with de Beer that, “recognising the 

displacement of uBuntu-Botho in the circle of the homeless poor and the displaced refugees 

[provides] opportunities for a recovery of uBuntu-Botho as community, humanity and 

humanness” (de beer, 2015:2). Almost agreeing with de Beer’s recovery narrative of uBuntu-

Botho, Hankela states that, “uBuntu-Botho is [about] how we can live together as a human 

family in the midst of clear contradictions, socio-economically and otherwise” (Hankela, 

2013:324 cited in de Beer, 2015:5). It is for this reason that Eze (2010) quoted in West (2014) 

“argues for a revitalised or reinterpreted uBuntu-Botho as a moral ideal that has a performance 

task in [promoting] social morality” (Eze, 2010 cited in West, 2014: 54).  Elsewhere, Gade 

(2011) quoted in West (2014: 55) makes the similar point relating to the ‘performance task of 

uBuntu-Botho’ as a “return to something African” (Gade, 2011: 304 cited in West, 2014:55) 

that he describes as a “phenonomenon [of some sort] according to which persons are 

interconnected” (Gade, 2012: 492 cited in West, 2014:55). Here, de Beer speaks of 

connectedness as an agent for ‘recovery of uBuntu-Botho values’ (de Beer, 2015: 11). So, he 
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writes, “[r]ecovering uBuntu-Botho suggests that [it] often only finds us where we dare be in 

solidarity with the realities of a displaced humanity” (de Beer, 2015: ibid) where we “seek to 

recover humanness to overcome homelessness by being in solidarity with [others]” (Drucilla 

Cornell in Cornell & Muvangua, 2012:330  cited in de Beer, 2015: 11).  

Likewise, Eliastam believes in the “reinvigoration of uBuntu-Botho” (Eliastam, 2015:7).  The 

author argues that, “[a] liminal space, in which we find ourselves, offers possibilities for the 

creative re-imagining and recovery of uBuntu-Botho” (Eliastam, 2015: 1). Hence, in this 

context, the author still believes that “there is hope for creating patterns of living which embody 

the notion of uBuntu-Botho in its most basic sense” (Eliastam, 2015: 7). Similarly, Elonga 

Mboyo (2019) believes that that uBuntu-Botho could be reinvented. In this regard, the author 

writes, “[w]hile inhumanity across Africa has prompted some to question its viability, others 

see, in these testing times, an opportunity to reinvent the concept” (Elonga Mboyo, 2019: 206). 

In the eyes of the author, which I am agreeable to, “uBuntu-Botho has come to signify the 

philosophical and ethical thought capable of transforming behaviours/lives and restoring the 

continent’s cultural identity” (Elonga Mboyo, ibid). 

Finally yet importantly, the tenth concern associated with the prescription to be friendly is that 

there are “concerns about [it] as a guiding principle” (Eliastam, 2015: 3). Here, Eliastam 

(2015:3) has beautifully enumerated contestations from some scholars over its (i.e. uBuntu-

Botho) usefulness as a guiding ethical principle.  In the eyes of Enslin and Horsthemke, “uBuntu 

is specieist because of its focus on human beings, and [t]here are [doubts] about whether it can 

include other cultures as a practical guide for policies or actions” (Enslin & Horsthemke, 2004 

cited in Eliastam, 2015: 3).  For Cornell and Van Marle, “uBuntu-Botho is inherently 

patriarchal and conservative, [and] its usefulness as a guiding principle is diminished by its 

vagueness and ability to accommodate a range of meanings [that sometimes promotes self-
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justifying interest – nepotism, favouritism and the like]” (Cornell & Van Marle, 2005 cited in 

Eliastam, 2015: 3).  

Here, Gathogo remarks  that, “[p]rimarily, uBuntu-Botho expresses itself well in the provision 

of assistance to ‘our people’ who may mean – the members of the blood relatives, tribemates, 

clanmates, political camp mates, social camp mates, and so forth” (Gathogo, 2008: 47 cited in 

Eliastam, 2015: 3). In this regard, Naude contends that, “uBuntu-Botho becomes a system of 

patronage [as] ‘We’ is limited to those in my family, tribe or political party” (Naude, 2013:246 

cited in Eliastam, 2015: 3).  Of these works quoted in Eliastam (2015:3), Matolino and 

Kwindingwi’s work has raised heated yet interesting scholarly debates about “uBuntu-Botho 

friendliness power as a social value” (Eliastam, 2015:3). Here, Matolino and Kwindingwe are 

convinced that ‘uBuntu-Botho friendliness’ has reached its cul-de-sac, that is, dead end as a 

guiding ethical principle (see Matolino & Kwindingwi, 2013; Matolino, 2015). For more 

detailed arguments for and against what Chimakonam (2016:224) dubs “Matolino-

Kwindingwe-Metz debate” - see the works of Chimakonam (2016: 224-234) and Praeg (2017: 

292-304) in this regard as time and space do not permit detailed discussions on them in this 

thesis. However, in response to the Matolino and Kwindingwe’s dead end verdict, there are 

scholars (including myself) who still have hope for ‘uBuntu-Botho friendliness’ as a viable 

guiding ethical principle (see the work of Metz (2014), Eliastam (2015), Chimakonam (2016), 

Praeg (2017), Koenane & Olatunji (2017), Mwipikini (2018) and Lajul (2018) just to mention 

few. Metz intelligently argues that Matolino and Kwindingwe’s dead end verdict is premature, 

as “we should view scholarly enquiry into, and the application of, uBuntu-Botho friendliness 

as projects that are only now properly getting started” (Metz, 2014:65).  Agreeing with Metz 

(2014), Eliastam believes that there is still “hope for uBuntu-Botho [friendliness]” (Eliastam, 

2015:6) as a guiding moral principle. So, he writes, “I have hope that certain kinds of uBuntu-

Botho [friendliness] conversations could help each of us connect with the other in a [better] 
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way that leads us to creat[e] patterns of living which embody the notion of uBuntu-Botho in its 

most basic sense” (Eliastam, 2015:6). Hence, Chimakonam “argue[s] not for the restoration 

but for the re-invention of ubuntu using the tool of conversational thinking” (Chimakonam, 

2016:224). 

Almost in agreement with Metz (2014) and Eliastam (2015), Koenane and Olatunji dismiss a 

“pre-philosophic assumption that uBuntu-Botho, as a normative ethical theory, is a ‘narrative 

of return’” (Koenane & Olatunji, 2017: 263). Instead, the authors “argue that uBuntu-Botho, 

insofar as it is a moral theory, is competitive and will ultimately prove to be a desirable ethic 

which could contribute positively towards developing moral character in the contemporary 

sociopolitcal environment in parts of Africa” (Koenane & Olatunji, ibid). Agreeing with 

Koenane and Olatunji (2017), Mwipikini “maintains that uBuntu-Botho is relevant as a 

normative ethical concept and as the underlying moral framework of reconciliatory politics [in 

the] global institutional order” (Mwipikini, 2018:322). For the common good of all, the author 

argues that the “global institutional order requires uBuntu-Botho normative ethical theory to 

establish an understanding of a rearrangement of the ‘global institutional order’ in a way which 

fits uBuntu-Botho” (Mwipikini, 2018: ibid). In this regard, the author “appropriate[s] Metz’s 

understanding of uBuntu-Botho as a normative ethical theory to show the importance and the 

nature of the realignment of the ‘global institutional order’ to uBuntu-Botho in a way which 

promotes the common good of the global community of human beings” (Mwipikini, 2018: 

ibid).  

In agreement with Mwipikini’s sentiments, Lajul sees imminent role of uBuntu-Botho “African 

values in global ethics and the emerging new world order” (Lajul, 2018: 81). According to the 

author, in the emerging new world order uBuntu-Botho“African values will be trans-valued to 

higher levels to regulate [global] affairs” (Lajul, ibid). The author is convinced that 
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“contemporary society faces peril if it ignores basic [uBuntu-Botho inspired] African values 

like, respect for life, the environment, and nature” (Lajul, ibid). To avoid looming peril over it,  

the author calls  the contemporary society “ to dig out the rational basis of lived [uBuntu-Botho] 

values and attitudes embedded in African ethics by placing them within global ethics and the 

emerging new world order, examining their validity, relevance and possible contributions” 

(Lajul, 2018: 82). 

Building on the above alluded to ongoing debates in the contemporary literature, I take this less 

familiar but promising African normative Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly 

for granted and intend to critically explore its implications for stakeholder CSR in chapter 5. I 

submit that it provides an appealing ethical approach to evaluating or appraising principles of 

actions. In addition, I submit that it offers a promising account of the rightness and wrongness 

of actions alongside or comparable to Utilitarian and Kantian accounts in Western ethics, as I 

shall demonstrate in section 4.4 of this chapter below as well as in chapter 5. Rather than 

necessarily making others worse off or merely treating their autonomy as less important, a 

person who violates other persons’ human rights in any form whatsoever, for instance, “fails 

to prize relations of sharing a way of life with others and caring for their quality of life. Instead 

of maintaining or fostering cohesion, they treats others in an unfriendly manner” (Metz, 2013: 

243). According to this African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly, at the 

bottom, “an action is right just insofar as it priz[es] communal relationships, ones in which 

people identify with each other and exhibit solidarity with one another; otherwise an action is 

wrong” (Metz, 2010 cited in Behrens, 2013). 

4.4  Concluding Remarks  

My aim in this chapter was to develop a comprehensive and compelling account of African 

Ethical Theory that can compete with Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories in yielding 
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principles of action. I started the chapter by articulating it and defending its basic idea that 

disrespecting others is one’s failure to prize or honour their friendly relationship with them. I 

submitted that I find African prescription to be friendly attractive, refreshing and revealing to 

consider applying it to stakeholder CSR issues. In support of my submission, I considered, 

addressed and analysed the literature associated with African ethics, in particular, literature that 

comes closest and relevant “in order to construct a moral theory, a basic principle indicating 

how all wrong actions differ from right ones” (Metz, 2011:558). My favoured account of 

African Ethical Theory is that “an action is right insofar as it priz[es] communal [or friendly] 

relationships” (Metz, 2010 cited in Behrens, 2013). Therefore, I concur with Metz that this 

“principle… provides a new and attractive account of morality, which is grounded on the value 

of [communal] friendship” (Metz, 2011:559). Then if I am correct that the African Ethical 

Theory articulated in this chapter is the most attractive and promising theoretical approach to 

the morality of actions, I submit that it would be worth exploring its implications for 

stakeholder CSR debates as to: Why should business organisations engage in stakeholder CSR 

programmes? What kind of stakeholder CSR programmes should business organisations 

engage in? How should business organisations engage in stakeholder CSR programmes? How 

much or to what extent should business organisations engage in stakeholder CSR programmes? 

Whom should business organisations target in engaging in stakeholder CSR programmes? It is 

worth considering whether affirmative answers to these CSR questions are plausible, and can 

provide concrete guidance to the morality of actions for stakeholder CSR, as I suspect they are.  

To this end, I am not in any way suggesting that my African version of friendliness is the sole 

moral value. Rather, my proposal is that it is the most powerful or overriding one in specific 

fields. This is so in that it does leave a subordinate place for some variety of Utilitarianism and 

Kantianism. From a Utilitarian perspective, it acknowledges that surely some moral choices 

should take into account all people affected by an action whether or not they are members of 
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the community. Similarly, it has a Kantian-like universalistic character that creates the 

possibility for its actions to be universalised. That being the case, its communitarian element 

explains why we distinguish stakeholders from others, especially if this is taken to give priority 

to stakeholders over others. Either way, my version of African friendliness takes in everyone 

who can be affected by the business organisations actions or decisions in CSR terms. It is for 

this reason that I submit it is morally attractive to be taken seriously as it seems to make all 

persons part of the relevant community (all humanity), which inevitably conflicts with business 

organisations limiting themselves to CSR. This conflict, however, is resolved or settled by the 

possibility that there are a variety of communities with different sorts of friendships involved. 

For instance, businesses can be part of a community of producers, distributors and consumers. 

Similarly, states ideally could be perceived as a type of community, and, yes, there is such a 

thing as a global community or communities, which carry the features identified in what sort 

of relationships friendliness is produced in different contexts.  

That said, however, I recognise that this does leave us with a multitude of overlapping 

communities with a variety of different moral codes and values embedded in each, but this does 

not dissuade me from applying African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly to 

stakeholder CSR. I submit that it adds something to the best versions of Utilitarian and Kantian 

Ethical Theories in respect to stakeholder CSR, and its ‘African friendliness’ can stand on its 

own in providing, alongside them, the best justification of the best version of stakeholder CSR. 

Here, I sincerely believe in this possibility irrespective of how stakeholder CSR is grounded or 

framed in “act-oriented or aretaic terms” (van Niekerk, 2013: 84). However, in this thesis, I am 

interested in grounding or framing stakeholder CSR in Metzian act-oriented terms as I find this 

approach attractive and promising. That said, however, this is not to say, “dispositional or 

aretaic terms are [not] compelling [to] properly account for [stakeholder CSR]” (van Niekerk, 

ibid). Rather, my preference for use of “the morality of acts [rather than] the morality of 
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dispositions of character” (van Niekerk, ibid) to ground or frame my African CSR is a 

pragmatic one – time and space do not allow me to fully explore it in this thesis. In datum, I 

make that choice fully aware, “that the morality of acts does not exhaust, or necessarily capture 

what is morally relevant in life” (van Niekerk, 2013:86). Therefore, I concur with van Niekerk 

that moral assertions about African friendliness could “plausibly have an aretaic focus 

themselves” (van Niekerk, 2013:87). Or as Slote (2001) quoted in Couenhoven (2010) asserts 

epithets of African friendliness could be “derivative from the aretaic [accounts of morality]” 

(Slote, 2001:4 cited in Couenhoven, 2010: 521).  I therefore leave this apart of moral inquiry 

for future exploration by interested scholars in aretaic accounts of stakeholder CSR, which 

define ethics in terms of virtues, that is, charater and dispositions of the moral agent that 

ultimately manifest into appropriate actions by the agent – see sub-section 6.2.4 pages 371 - 

375 of chapter 6 for details in this regard. 

In what follows in chapter 5, I apply African friendliness or African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) 

to CSR issues. I do so primarily to explore its implications for it with the view to establishing 

how its account might be similar to, and/or different from prominent Utilitarian and Kantian 

accounts in Western ethics in assessing or evaluating morality of actions in stakeholder CSR. 

However, before applying African friendliness or African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) to CSR 

issues in sction 5.3, I first apply it to some non-CSR matters in section 5.2. Here, I consider the 

current relevant works in the literature investigating aspects of African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) 

in business. I do so in order to discuss the various aspect of business i.e concepts of 

management theory, corporate citizen and the like that are often applied to business. In 

discussint these concepts, I indicate how they might be of use when thinking about stakeholder 

CSR and/or may impact upon a consideration for African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) and CSR. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Applying African Ethical Theory to Stakeholder Corporate Social Responsibility 

 

5 Introduction  

Supposing I am correct that the African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly, as 

articulated in chapter 4, provides an insightful, attractive and promising perspective of the 

morality of actions, then I submit that it is worth applying it to concrete organisational 

stakeholder CSR debates. This chapter is about the application of African Ethical Theory to 

organisational stakeholder CSR issues. My object is to explore how an African account of 

organisational stakeholder CSR might be similar to, yet different in some critical ways from 

salient Utilitarian and Kantian accounts in Western ethics. I also argue that it is a promising 

new rival to Utilitarianism and Kantianism for the normative grounding of organisational 

stakeholder CSR, and “what constitutes [morally wrong or] right actions” (Swartz, 2010) or 

“what makes actions morally right or wrong” (Spielthenner, 2005:1) at least in the context of 

organisational stakeholder CSR.  

Now, I provide an overview as to how I proceed with the chapter to reach its goal. Following 

the introduction, I sketch the most salient strands of African Ethical Theory, which place 

friendship at the core of morality. I apply African ethics to non-CSR issues that the previous 

work of African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) has investigated and considered, indicating how they 

might be of use when thinking about CSR and/or may impact upon a consideration for African 

ethics and CSR. I then apply this African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly, 

which I favour, to organisational stakeholder CSR issues. In the main, I demonstrate how this 

African account promises to ground stakeholder CSR as I compare and contrast it with 

Utilitarian and Kantian accounts. I also argue that African Ethical Theory does a good job 
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alongside the Western Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories in analysing ethics in 

stakeholder CSR, deeming it a prima facie promising new alternative rival to them. I conclude 

the chapter by proposing the view that, in the light of its ability to analyse ethics in 

organisational stakeholder CSR, African Ethical Theory like Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical 

Theories “warrants no less attention than [them] as a promising form of [an account of 

stakeholder CSR]” (Metz, 2011 cited in Chuwa, 2014:18) in by business organisations.  In what 

follows in section 5.1, I provide a snapshot summary of the salient strands of African Ethical 

Theory discussed in chapter 4 as reminder to the reader to appreciate its application to the 

stakeholder CSR issues in this chapter.  

5.1  Salient Strands of African Ethical Theory – a Snapshot Summary 

According to African Ethical Theory, “actions are morally wrong not merely insofar as they 

harm people (Utilitarianism) or degrade people’s autonomy (Kantianism), but rather just to the 

extent that they are unfriendly or, more carefully, fail to respect friendship or the capacity for 

it” (Metz, 2011: 540). In this regard, thus, for African Ethical Theory actions such as stealing, 

deception, unhelpfulness, coercion, untruthfulness and exploitation are morally wrong because 

they fail to prize or honour communal relationships. Their moral wrongness is expressively 

captured by Metz when he writes,  

“In all their varying respective instances as actions, at the bottom, the actor is distancing 

himself from the person acted upon, instead of enjoying a sense of togetherness; the 

actor is subordinating the other, as opposed to coordinating behaviour with her. The 

actor is failing to act for the good of the other, but rather for his own or someone else’s 

interest; or the actor lacks positive attitudes toward the other’s good, and is instead 

unconcerned or malevolent” (Metz, 2011: 540).   
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Here, I agree with Metz’s interpretation of the ‘prescription to be friendly’ or the “maxim ‘A 

person is a person through other persons’” (Metz, 2011:536) in African Ethical Theory. 

According to Metz, their intepretation admits the following, “‘one becomes a moral person 

insofar as one honours communal relationships’, or ‘A human being lives a genuinely human 

way of life to the extent that she prizes identity and solidarity with other human beings’, or ‘An 

individual realises her true self by respecting the value of friendship’” (Metz, 2011: 540).  

From the above account of the African Ethical Theory so far, the African description of 

stakeholder CSR could be derived, in ways, which are informed by ideals of valuing 

harmonious relationships. According to African Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR “an action 

is right just insofar as it is a way of living harmoniously or prizing communal relationships, 

ones in which people identify with each others and exhibit solidarity with one another; 

otherwise, an action is wrong” (Metz, 2009: 51 cited in Molefe, 2017: 58). Alternatively, “an 

act is right just insofar as it treats people’s capacity to commune with respect, where 

communing is a matter of identifying with others and exhibiting solidarity with them” (Metz, 

2018: 49). For instance, “to exhibit solidarity with one another is for people to care about each 

other’s quality of life, in two senses. First, it means that they engage in mutual aid, acting in 

ways that are expected to benefit each other. Second, caring is a matter of people’s attitudes 

such as emotions and motives being positively oriented towards others, say by sympathizing 

with them and helping them for their sake” (Metz, 2012a: 26). In this regard, “honouring 

communal relationships involves, generally, being as friendly as one can oneself and doing 

what one can to foster friendliness with others” (Metz, 2011: 540). In the words of Mnyaka 

and Motlhabi, “it discourages moral actors from seeking their own good without regard for, or 

to the detriment of, others and the community” (Mnyaka & Motlhabi, 2009: 69-72). 
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In what follows in section 5.2, I consider the current works investigating aspects of African 

ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) in business, indicating how they might be of use when thinking about 

stakeholder CSR and/or may impact upon a consideration for African ethics and CSR. In 

section 5.3, I then demonstrate how African Ethical Theory promises to ground stakeholder 

CSR and show how it is a plausible new competing alternative rival to Utilitarian and Kantian 

accounts in the discourse of business organisations’ engagement with its stakeholders.   

5.2 Applying African ethics to non-CSR issues 

In Ethical Principles and Practices in Africa, Ogbeche and Anakwe write “[t]he historical 

lessons from the Western business world in corporate scandals and financial misdemeanours 

clearly reveal to the emergent businesses of developing Africa the weighty cost of unethical 

business practice” (Ogbeche & Anakwe, 2018:205). Against this background, therefore, the 

authors argue that the message is loud and clear that “people require that business 

[organisations] to conduct their business responsibly” (Ogbeche & Anakwe, ibid). In this 

regard, the authors submit that “[i]t is important to understand and situate indigenous ethical 

principles and practices in Africa within the framework of business” (Ogbeche & Anakwe, 

ibid). In this context, the authors agree with Fashoyin (2005) that “management in Africa has 

strong expressions of cultural beliefs and traditions” (Fashoyin, 2005 cited in Ogbeche & 

Anakwe, 2018: 209) to influence ethical conduct in business. This being the case, however, the 

authors acknowledge, “with the influence of western management models, Africa is importing 

theories and concepts into its management practices” (Ogbeche & Anakwe, 2018: 209).  

Whilst this development is welcomed in the globalised business world, its flipside according 

to Ogbeche and Anakwe (2018: 209)  is  that “ the African manager is, thus, saddled  with the 

initiative of  transforming” what Fashoyin dubs “imported theories and concepts  into 

acceptable  cultural norms which can be applied to management practices in Africa” (Fashoyin, 
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2005 cited in Ogbeche & Anakwe, 2018: 209). Here, Ogbeche and Anakwe contend that there 

is a need “to practically introduce indigenous African management ethics to the business in the 

African context” (Ogbeche & Anakwe, 2018: 2009). Here, the authors understand indigenous 

management ethics to be “the practical way of thinking about how to effectively run [business] 

organisations on the basis of African ideas” (Edoho, 2001: 74 cited in Ogbeche & Anakwe, 

2018: 209).  In datum, the authors are convinced that “the indigenous philosophical tradition 

of [African ethic of uBuntu-Botho can] run [business] organisations with an African 

management finesse and ethics” (Ogbeche & Anakwe, 2018: 210). For them, “to develop a 

management ethics around [African ethic of] uBuntu-Botho, one must understand in his daily 

task of interpersonal, informational and decisional management for the goals of furthering the 

common interests of all the stakeholders in the [business] organisation” (Ogbeche & Anakwe, 

2018: 210 - 211). 

Building on the work of  Ogbeche and Anakwe (2018) to give credence to applying African 

Ethical Theory  to stakeholder CSR as a specific issue in section 5.3 of this chapter, I dedicate 

this section to discussing relevant previous work investigating African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) 

in business. I do so in order to discuss the various aspects of business that this previous work 

has considered, indicating how they might be of use when thinking about CSR and/or may 

impact upon a consideration for African ethics and CSR in business for organisations. The 

aspects of business discussed by previous work that are often applied to business include but 

not limited to the concepts of management theory, corporate governance and the like. Some of 

the concepts that have been applied to business by previous work are deliberated below. 

The first work I consider is that of Lutz (2009) that describes how African ethic (of uBuntu-

Botho) can impact upon management theory, providing an alternative to the traditional Western 

approaches. According to Lutz, business organisations “need a theory of global management 
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consistent with our common human nature [informed by our] traditional cultures” (Lutz, 

2009:313), which requires us to build and maintain communities (Poovan et al, 2006:23-25). 

Here, Lutz sees the African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) with its communitarian ideals as a suitable 

candidate “for contributing to [such] a theory of management” (Lutz, 2009:313). In essence, 

according to Lutz, such a communitarian inspired “theory of management should regard the 

firm as a community, and should understand the purpose of management as promoting the 

common good” (Lutz, 2009:313). Here, from common good perspective in the business 

contexts, benefits of integrating CSR into organisational management of the firm are obvious 

– a management theory can advance CSR practice. In fact, Swanson sees organisational 

“managers as drivers for CSR” (Swanson, 2008). Her managerial view is that, “the focal role 

of managers in driving social responsibility [lies] in directing the organisation toward socially 

responsible goals” (Swanson, ibid). Here, Hunt et al (1990) and Wood et al (1986) quoted in 

Jose´-Luis Godos-Dı´ez et al (2011) agree with Swanson’s sentiment above. They contend that, 

“[t]here cannot be socially responsible corporations without socially responsible managers who 

are occasionally willing to sacrifice corporate objectives, interests and the needs of the firm in 

favour of socially responsible actions” (Hunt et al., 1990 & Wood et al., 1986 cited in Jose´-

Luis Godos-Dı´ez et al., 2011:531). In accord, Waldman et al (2006) quoted in Jose´-Luis 

Godos-Dı´ez et al (2011:531) agrees that, “it is the managers who spread interest in social 

responsibility throughout the firm”. In this regard, it is given that they “decide on how to 

integrate [CSR] through a process of strategic management” (Singhapakdi et al., 2008 cited in 

Jose´-Luis Godos-Dı´ez et al., 2011:531). 

The second work I consider is that of Dartey-Baah and Amponsah-Tawiah (2011) that 

describes how African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) can impact upon good governance, providing 

an African alternative to the adopted Western business CSR theories in Africa. According to 

Dartey-Baah and Amponsah-Tawiah, “improved ethical responsibilities, incorporating good 
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governance should be assigned the highest CSR priority in developing African countries” 

(Dartey-Baah & Amponsah-Tawiah, 2011:126).  For the authors, “the application of 

indigenous CSR theories such as uBuntu-Botho are means of countering the limits of Western 

CSR theories in Africa” (Dartey-Baah & Amponsah-Tawiah, ibid). In this regard, the authors 

agree with Mzimakwe (2014) that “practising uBuntu-Botho can ultimately promote good 

governance as a different approach and a new way of thinking of life” (Mzimakwe, 2014:30). 

In fact, Mzimakwe “suggests that uBuntu-Botho and good governance are compatible and 

complementary” (Mzimakwe, 2014: 39).  For Visser (2005), this is not surprising given “that 

the traditional philosophy of African humanism (uBuntu-Botho) is what underpins most of the 

approaches to CSR in Africa” (Visser, 2005 cited in Dartey-Baah & Amponsah-Tawiah, 2011: 

130). In datum, Dartey-Baah and Amponsah-Tawiah contend, “there is evidence to suggest 

that CSR in developing African countries draws strongly on indigenous cultural traditions of 

community ‘embeddedness’”.  Citing a Nigerian case,   Amaeshi  et  al  (2006) make a similar 

point that “[i]n an African context, CSR   is  framed  by  socio-cultural  influences [of uBuntu-

Botho ]” (Amaeshi  et  al., 2006 cited in  Dartey-Baah & Amponsah-Tawiah, 2011: 130). Thus, 

in business context from CSR perspective, Dartey-Baah and Amponsah-Tawiah (2011:132) 

see “African theories as alternatives” to Western CSR theories, and the African ethic of uBuntu-

Botho is one of such African theories impacting upon good governance in relation to CSR in 

business organisations. 

The third work I consider is that of Muyingi (2013) that describes how African ethic (of 

uBuntu-Botho) can impact upon conflict resolution, providing an alternative to the traditional 

Western frameworks of conflict resolution. According to Muyingi “uBuntu-Botho as a 

traditional African ethic can contribute significantly to the prevention of conflict” (Muyingi, 

2013: 565). The author believes in “the influence that African ethic can exert to solve conflict 

peacefully, in the light of uBuntu-Botho” (Muyingi, 2013: 561). The author claims that, “[i]n 
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considering uBuntu-Botho towards conflict resolution and peace building, African ethic can 

still help to establish or build conditions for deliberations in conflict resolutions” (Muyingi, 

ibid). According to the author, the benefit of the African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) in conflict 

resolution is that, “[f]or oneself, uBuntu-Botho takes the form of integrity, solidity or wholeness 

of character and spirit that is present in one’s judgments, decisions and feelings. This shows 

itself in confidence and endurance, in joyfulness and vitality, and in a general sense of one’s 

own value and dignity together with others” (Muyingi, 2013: 565).  Almost agreeing with 

Muyingi (2013), Akinola and Uzodike (2018) argue that the African ethic of uBuntu-Botho is 

the “viable, indigenous approach to conflict resolution and peace-building” (Akinola & 

Uzodike, 2018:91). The authors believe that, “adherence to the principles of uBuntu-Botho by 

state and nonstate actors would drastically reduce threats to peace and security in Africa” 

(Akinola & Uzodike, ibid). This is because “uBuntu-Botho emphasises the importance of 

constantly referring to the principles of empathy, sharing and cooperation in our efforts to 

resolve our common problems” (Murithi, 2006: 25). Using South African Truth and 

Reconciliation Commission’s lessons for peace and reconciliation efforts, Murithi contends 

that the “uBuntu-Botho  approach to the building of human relationships can offer an example 

to the world” (Murithi, ibid).  In the business context, the often competing and conflicting 

interests of the organisational stakeholders can be successfully addressed through African ethic 

of uBuntu-Botho, which primarily strives for organisational “tolerance, reciprocity, 

compassion and harmony [in conflict resolution]” (Auchter, 2017:1). The author is convinced 

that these communitarian principles of uBuntu-Botho can provide a special approach to global 

business management practices and ethics relating to CSR in the governance of the competing 

and conflicting interests of the organisational stakeholders (Auchter, ibid). 

The fourth work I consider is that of Turyahikayo (2014) that describes how African ethic (of 

uBuntu-Botho) can impact upon corporate governance, providing a useful alternative to the 
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traditional Eurocentric governance practices. According to Turyahikayo, “a challenge for the 

corporate world in Africa is to reclaim and integrate African values into the governing practices 

and to develop corporate governance practices based on the African values” (Turyahikayo, 

2014: 67). For the author, “[t]he effort to advance African culture should continue unceasingly” 

(Turyahikayo, 2014: 68). In this regard, the author contends that, “[m]ore  effort  is needed  to 

teach  the  whole corporate  world  that  African traditional  values  are  essential  for corporate  

business  success” (Turyahikayo, ibid). The author believes that “African values are both 

practically and theoretically good for corporate governance” (Turyahikayo, 2014: 68). Hence,  

Turyahikayo (2014)  agrees with Lihabe (2002) that, “Africa should develop, nurture and 

sustain its corporate governance practices tailored to the African values of respect, trust, 

compassion and, above all, the concept that the success of one person depends very much on 

the success of all”  (Luhabe, 2002 cited in Turyahikayo, 2014:68 ). Here, the CSR benefits of 

the“[s]uccess in revamping of the African traditional values and incorporating them in 

corporate governance practice are pretty obvious” (Turyahikayo, 2014: 68) – ‘African values 

can shape organisational leaders into serving their communities with sympathy and 

compassion from CSR perspective’ (Turyahikayo, 2014: 66). Hence, according to Turyahikayo, 

African executives should “develop and strengthen its own traditional structures to foster the 

effective corporate governance for CSR” (Turyahikayo, 2014: 66) as the African proverb says 

‘the prosperity of a single person does not make a town rich. But the prosperity of the town 

makes persons rich’ (Davidson, 1969 cited in Turyahikayo, 2014: 68). Thus, according to  

Turyahikayo, “[t]he ability of the African values to galvanize corporate governance practices”  

whose “main aim is to align as nearly as possible the interests of individuals, corporations and 

society” (Cadbury, 1999 cited in Turyahikayo, 2014: 68 ) is  obvious - never in doubt in CSR 

terms. Applied to CSR, “[t]his orientation towards people’s needs, and especially their virtue, 

means that there would be reflection amongst at least shareholders and managers on whether a 
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firm is selling something that is, if not in fact good for people, then at least likely to be” (Lutz, 

2009 cited in Metz, 2018: 43) for sake of good corporate governance. 

The fifth  work  that I consider  is  that  of  Taylor (2014) that describes how African ethic (of 

uBuntu-Botho) can impact upon ethical business decision making, providing an alternative to 

the traditional Western models of  ethical business decision-making.  According to Taylor, 

“[t]here are many business situations that do not obviously require an ethical decision. 

However, there are often situations that are not clear cut that require detailed analysis 

and consideration in order to decide the appropriate ethical decision” (Taylor, 2014:340). 

Here, the author submits that, “[i]n order to decide the appropriate ethical decision, we need 

to create a model, a decision-making process, a framework that will provide a structured 

approach to ethical decision-making” (Taylor, 2014: ibid).  In datum, the author “believe[s] 

that uBuntu-Botho provides the principle necessary to make ethical [business] decisions” 

(Taylor, 2014: ibid). Actually, the author sees “uBuntu-Botho as a framework for ethical 

business decision-making” (Taylor, 2014: ibid). Using the case of Datatec Limited relating to 

insider trading, the author “demonstrate[s] how uBuntu-Botho-based principle of right action 

could be employed to analyse and discuss ethical situations” (Taylor, 2014:341). Adopting a 

deontological perspective, the author has thus successfully “show[n] that uBuntu-Botho, 

certainly in deontological format, is a viable and practical means for making ethical business 

decisions” (Taylor, 2014:342). For the author, uBuntu-Botho as “principle of right action 

provides a solid deontological basis for understanding uBuntu-Botho in action and 

provides a sound base from which to analyse and propose ethical behaviour and to make 

ethical decisions” (Taylor, 2014: ibid). Applied to business context from ethical business 

decision-making perspective that prize communion, “[i]f an Afro-communal leader took over 

a firm that sold cigarettes or food with trans fats, she would make a concerted effort to shift 

production towards something that, for all we can tell, would not cause addiction, inflict 
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serious bodily harm and, as a consequence of these, disrupt familial and friendly 

relationships” (Metz, 2018: 43). 

The sixth work I consider is that of Nicolaides (2014) that describes how African ethic (of 

uBuntu-Botho) can impact upon managing corporate change, providing an alternative to the 

traditional Western approaches. According to Nicolaides, “managing corporate change in 

African business is essentially about how business conduct can be better arranged and thus 

more effective and transformational in its orientation” (Nicolaides, 2014: 17). Using a South 

African business context, the author believes that “uBuntu-Botho could be used to transform 

management practices in African business” (Nicolaides, ibid). For the author, “uBuntu-Botho 

espouses the notion of harmonious relationships and seeks to encourage positive relationships 

between an organisation and all its stakeholders” (Nicolaides, 2014: 23). In this regard, the 

author argues that, “[t]he relationship between society and business in Africa should be 

viewed from an Afro-centric perspective” (Nicolaides, 2014: 17). In this Afro-centric business 

context, the authors suggests that, “uBuntu-Botho should be informing business activities such 

as the codes of ethics that are created to maintain a moral compass in business activities” 

(Nicolaides, ibid). Here, the author sees the transformative power of uBuntu-Botho in 

“improv[ing] the current situation in business conduct in which scant attention is paid to 

seriously serving others as is proposed by Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)” 

(Nicolaides, ibid).  So, the author concludes that, “uBuntu-Botho is thus predominantly 

required to offset what are often cosmetic Western business practices which neither 

effectively infuse ethical conduct in business nor consider societal needs in a meaningful 

manner” (Nicolaides, ibid). Applied to the business context for the benefit of all organisational 

stakeholders in the spirit of corporate change (i.e. transformation), the African ethic of 

uBuntu-Botho with its prizing of communion can bring about consensual democracy in the 

workplace where “[i]f a key goal is to realise communion in a firm, then a leader will aim to 
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ensure that all genuinely share a way of life, which includes sharing the power to create it 

together. Such an approach to decision making would best enable people to enjoy a sense of 

togetherness, thinking of themselves as a ‘we’ and taking pride in their collective 

accomplishments” (Metz, 2018:46). 

The seventh work I consider is that of Visser et al (2017) that describes how African ethic (of 

uBuntu-Botho) can impact upon corporate citizenship, providing an alternative to the 

traditional Western models. According to Visser et al, “corporate citizenship is enmeshed in 

the debate about Africa’s future” (Visser et al., 2017:12).  For the authors, “what makes 

corporate citizenship in Africa not only fascinating, but also of critical importance, is that the 

continent embodies many of the most vexing dilemmas that faces business in its attempt to be 

responsible, ethical and sustainable” (Visser et al., 2017:12).   The authors admit that, in 

African business context, Western models of corporate citizenship (like Carroll’s pyramid) 

are often “inadequate in describing corporate citizenship” (Visser et al., 2017:13). As such, 

the authors are of the view that “rather tinkering with Western models, perhaps we should be 

looking for African alternatives that better describe corporate citizenship” (Visser et al., 

2017:13). Here, the African ethic of uBuntu-Botho is seen as such alternative for advancing 

responsible corporate citizenship in the African context with particular reference to South 

Africa (see Johannes, 2016; Taylor, 2014).  In datum, Taylor (2014) whose work draws on 

Metzian account of African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) sees responsible corporate citizenship 

(CSR) in King III Report on corporate governance as manifested in “uBuntu-Botho oriented 

attributes and dispositions” (Letseka, 2011: 47).  Similarly, Johannes avers that “[t]he King 

IV Report on corporate governance encapsulates the idiosyncratic responsible corporate 

citizenship (CSR) manifested in the concept of uBuntu-Botho” (Johannes, 2016:5).  In this 

regard, the author contend that, in African context, “this model is the premise upon which 

CSR is explored” (Johannes, 2016:5).   Thus, for the author, it is not surprising therefore that 
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“[e]ver since the publication of the King Reports on corporate governance, businesses have 

shared their focus on their commitment to responsible corporate citizenship (CSR)” 

(Johannes, 2016:5). 

The eighth work I consider is that of Nell (2017) that describes how African ethic (of uBuntu-

Botho) can impact upon leadership, providing an alternative to traditional Western approaches 

to leadership. According to Nell, “a more nuanced approach to leadership from an ‘uBuntu-

Botho’ perspective can indeed make a contribution to the leadership practice” (Nell, 2017:1). 

The author submits that, “within the broader context of critical humanism, the discourse on 

uBuntu-Botho leadership starts to become a rich experience” (Nell, 2017:8). This is so in two 

important ways that are critical in shaping uBuntu-Botho leadership practice.  First, it “helps to 

shift the way of thinking in leadership discourses” (Nell, ibid). Second, it helps “also to 

cultivate a consciousness among the younger generation of leaders concerning the complexity 

of leadership in the African context and the global world of which we are all part” (Nell, ibid). 

Agreeing with Nell (2017), Meylahn and Musiyambiri state that, “uBuntu-Botho mode of 

leadership requires a departure from a hierarchical structure to communal involvement, 

embracing support in collective solidarity or commonality” (Meylahn & Musiyambiri, 2017:4). 

For the authors, “[t]he gravity of uBuntu-Botho weighs deep in people’s moral actions, which 

calls for responsibility towards the other” (Meylahn & Musiyambiri, ibid). This explains why 

“[t]he application of uBuntu-Botho philosophy requires strong community linkages and 

interdependence, democracy, transparence, responsibility and accountability” (Meylahn & 

Musiyambiri, 2017:1). Here, the authors claim that, “[t]he leader’s role in an uBuntu-Botho-

based context is expected to reflect the above-mentioned qualities, which is a high state of 

social responsibility” (Meylahn & Musiyambiri, ibid). It is in this regard that Manasoe sees, 

“leadership as a social process, which entails interaction and collaboration between leaders and 

stakeholders” (Manasoe, 2016: i). In a business context, for example, “an African ethic that 
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prizes communal relationship, employees are particularly important stakeholders. Typically, 

the relationship between them and the firm is especially intimate and long-standing, and that 

their needs are not invariably to be sacrificed for the sake of the interests of shareholders. 

[Rather] a leader might retain the use of a year-end bonus to express appreciation and to 

motivate [employees]” (Metz, 2018: 47). 

The ninth work I consider is that of Metz (2018) that describes how African ethic (of uBuntu-

Botho) can impact upon a conception of good leadership, providing an alternative to the 

traditional Western conceptions of good leadership. According to Metz, African ethic (of 

uBuntu-Botho) provides a plausible grounding for “an African theory of good leadership” 

(Metz, 2018: 36). The author argues that African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) “advances a 

philosophical account of a good leader as one who creates, sustains and enriches communal 

relationships and enables others to do so” (Metz, 2018: ibid).  For the author, “a good leader is 

one who helps to meet others’ needs, and above all their need to realise their social nature by 

prizing communal relationship” (Metz, 2018: 42). Here, the author is convinced that “a focus 

on communion provides a plausible theoretical explanation of why inclusiveness should be the 

overarching approach of a good leader” (Metz, 2018: 48). So, the author agues, “[i]f what 

matters morally about us is our capacity to commune and to be communed with, then respect 

for that special value will mean creating relationships and repairing them when they have 

broken down” (Metz: ibid). In this regard, the author submits that African ethic (of uBuntu-

Botho) “should not be read as entailing the banalities that social capital or effective teamwork 

are useful to succeed in a competitive environment. Instead, it supports the bolder claim that a 

good leader seeks out a certain way of relating for its own sake” (Metz, 2018: 43). In a business 

context, this value of relating to others in certain (communal) way for its own sake by a good 

organisational leader (i.e. Chief Executive Officer) may manifest itself in a business 
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organisation adopting a general helpfulness toward others in CSR terms (Mangaliso, 2001 cited 

in Brubaker, 2013:120). 

The tenth work I consider is that of Sambala et al (2019) that describes how African ethic (of 

uBuntu-Botho) can impact upon managerial decision-making, providing an alternative to the 

traditional Western models of managerial decision-making. Here, Sambala et al “[use] 

examples of Ebola, pandemic influenza, and tuberculosis [to] illustrate how uBuntu-Botho [as 

a decision-making tool] can be applied to tackle conflicting ethical problems in public health 

and medicine” (Sambala et al., 2019:1). According to them, managerial decision-making 

“involve considerable disagreements on the course of actions, uncertainties, and compromises 

that arise from moral tensions” (Sambala et al., 2019: ibid). In this context of managerial 

decision-making, the authors argue that, “it can be extremely difficult to arrive at and justify 

the best option” (Sambala et al., 2019: ibid). Here, for managerial decision – making in African 

business organisations, the authors “propose an ethical decision-making framework based on 

the philosophy of uBuntu-Botho” (Sambala et al., 2019: ibid).  For the authors, “uBuntu-Botho 

can be used as an ethical decision–making framework to resolve conflicts between individuals 

to maintain social order in society” (Sambala et al., 2019: 10). In this regard, the authors “argue 

that in sub-Saharan African settings, this approach provides attractive alternative conventions 

of moral decision-making and a useful language for understanding moral reasoning and ethics” 

(Sambala et al., 2019: 1). For them, “[t]hrough its emphasis on humanity, compassion, and 

social responsibility, uBuntu-Botho has the potential to facilitate solutions to and avert conflicts 

between individual rights” (Sambala et al., 2019: ibid).  The authors contend that, “[t]he use of 

uBuntu-Botho shifts the moral reasoning and ethics of decision-making from a field of 

philosophy shaped by the global north, to the everyday values, decision-making, and 

consequent practices of people in much of Africa” (Sambala et al., 2019:ibid).  
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In my concluding remarks for this section, I submit  that the business-related concepts 

discussed above have one thing in common – they are distinct from each other yet are 

interrelated aspects of business that are useful when thinking about CSR in the African context 

within the framework of African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho). Here, I agree with Senooane that, 

“there is a knowledge gap with regards to how CSR can be implemented from a humanist 

perspective which values ‘supportiveness, cooperation and communism’ and how this can be 

used to foster African CSR” (Senooane, 2014: 167).  

Against this background, this thesis extends discussions on the application of the African ethic 

(of uBuntu-Botho) on various aspects of business, which ultimately impact upon how “to 

operationalise CSR as an application of uBuntu-Botho rather than as a western business tool” 

(Senooane, ibid). In fact, Senooane sees “CSR as a practicality of uBuntu-Botho from believe 

that companies are morally obligated to be socially responsible” (Senooane, ibid). For the 

author, “companies need to take a more proactive approach to CSR and position it within the 

uBuntu-Botho framework” (Senooane, ibid) to reap positive organisational results. For 

instance, according to the author, CSR “has a positive impact on consumer perceptions and on 

brand loyalty when positioned within the framework of uBuntu-Botho and can [be] used to 

support the achievement of economic objectives rather than disrupt [them]” (Senooane, 

2014:173). Writing about the nexus between African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) and CSR, 

Senooane (2014) quotes Tutu (2005) that,  

“[an organisation] with uBuntu-Botho is welcoming, hospitable, warm and generous, 

willing to share. Such [organisations] are open and available to others, for they have a 

proper self-assurance that comes from knowing that they belong in a greater whole. 

They know that they are diminished when others are humiliated, diminished when 

others are oppressed, diminished when others are treated as if they were less than who 
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they are. The quality of uBuntu-Botho gives [organisations] resilience, enabling them 

to survive” (Tutu 2005:26 cited in Senooane, 2014:169). 

Here, Senooane (2014) agrees with Bolden and Kirk (2009) as well as Kayuni and Tambulasi 

(2012) that, 

“Although there has been little done by way of empirical research to establish a 

relationship between [African ethic of uBuntu-Botho and CSR], uBuntu-Botho has wide 

spread implications for CSR as its practise can enhance the values of uBuntu-Botho” 

(Bolden & Kirk 2009; Kayuni & Tambulasi, 2012 cited in Senooane, 2014:170). 

Hence, Senooane (2014) is convinced, as I am that “by sharing concern for others through CSR, 

corporations can reap the benefits [of uBuntu-Botho]” (Senooane, 2014:170).  Such benefits 

accruing out of the African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) for organisations may include but not 

limited to “brand loyalty, brand trust and positive brand image, which are themselves the result 

of [an organisation] being socially conscious” (Senooane, 2014:173). Given these African ethic 

(of uBuntu-Botho) benefits, it is not surprising therefore that Senooane “supports the view that 

CSR should be operationalised in an African context from a perspective of uBuntu-Botho rather 

than as a western business tool to gain economic advantages” (Senooane, 2014:173). It is 

against this background that, in the section 5.3 below, I apply African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) 

to CSR as a specific issue illustrating attractiveness of its ethics, and what makes it plausible. 

I do so to entice the reader of this thesis to take it seriously alongside and perhaps even instead 

of, traditional Utilitarian and Kantian ethics when considering the normative basis of CSR. 

5.3  Applying African Ethical Theory to Concrete CSR Issues  

In this section, an attempt is made to showcase that African Ethical Theory, as articulated in 

Metzean principle outlined in this thesis, can also be usefully applied to CSR like Utilitarian 
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and Kantian Ethical Theories in the Western ethics. However, I argue that it attractively does 

a good job in grounding CSR, and is my preferable and favourite approach to stakeholder CSR 

as it accommodates the relational and partial nature of morality. In this regard, I submit that it 

has earned its rightful place besides Utilitarian and Kantian approaches to deserve to be 

considered alongside them, and perhaps even instead of them, when considering the normative 

basis of CSR from stakeholder ethics.   

5.3.1  Why Should Business Organisations Engage in Stakeholder CSR Programmes?  

From a communal-relational perspective informed by ideals of valuing friendly or harmonious 

relationships, an African ethic employs the prescription to be friendly to justify why business 

organisations should usually engage in organisational stakeholder CSR programmes or 

projects. At the heart of the prescription to be friendly is the communal identity and solidarity 

criterion as the basis for relationships of a special kind, of friendliness or community between 

moral agents and/or the capacity for friendship or community at least in principle. Thus, the 

African ethic considers “identifying with others, and exhibiting solidarity with them” (Metz, 

2011:532) as raison d’etre for business organisations to engage in organisational stakeholder 

CSR programmes or projects as a business practice.  

In this regard, it follows therefore that friends of African ethic typically see identifying with 

others and exhibiting solidarity toward them as entirely about “sharing a way of life with others 

and caring about their quality of life” (Metz, 2011:539). Hence, at the bottom, the “union of 

sharing a way of life and caring about others’ quality of life is basically what friendly (or 

loving) relationships at the heart of [African] morality” (Metz, ibid) are about, and business 

organisations as moral agents are ethically expected to not only value such friendly 

relationships with their stakeholders. Rather, they are also expected to sustain and promote 

such friendly relationships with their stakeholders, through implementing or engaging in 
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organisational CSR programmes or projects, for the sake of the friendship or community 

overall. 

The African ethic with its prescription to be friendly further views business organisations as 

having a duty not merely to avoid harming others, but also to go out of their way to prevent 

harm. Thus, organisational business activities that disregard employees’ health and safety, use 

child labour, and dump hazardous waste into rivers to avoid treatment costs merely for the sake 

of improvement of organisational efficiency, would be viewed by friends of African ethic as 

unfriendly. This would be so in that such activities are likely to harm employees, children and 

the environment. For example, according to Mwakwari, “child labour always has unfriendly 

effects on the [children’s physical, mental and social development]” (Mwakwari cited in 

iEARN, n.d). This is so in that a child “working in a mine will be forced to shift heavy loads 

from one place to another. This could affect his bone structure and retard his growth” 

(Mwakwari, ibid). In addition, according to the author, “the atmosphere in the mine could affect 

the child’s breathing system resulting in diseases such as [TB], bronchitis and asthma” 

(Mwakwari, ibid). Finally yet importantly, for the author, “the feeling of being a slave and the 

kind of work [the child] does might make him unable to socialise with his peers, thus altering 

him socially and mentally [as a child]” (Mwakwari, ibid). That being the case, child labour 

would be morally condemned by friends of African ethic as a failure on the part of the business 

organisation to express respect for the value of communal relationship it has with the 

community where it operates. In that case, the business organisation would be expected to 

avoid harmful activities that impinge on the quality of life of the children (and by implication, 

to that of the employees and the environment as well).  

Over and above avoiding harm to others (i.e. employees, children and environment in this 

case), the African ethic would usually expect business organisations to prevent harm to them 

and to protect them from harm as well. Thus, the African prescription to be friendly to others 
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(i.e. employees, children and environment) requires the business organisation to “share a way 

of life with [them] and care about their quality of life” (Metz, 2011:539). This would usually 

involve openly calling for protection of the employees and children against abuses for instance. 

Therefore, the business organisation would be expected by friends of African ethic informed 

by the prescription to be friendly, for example, by fostering greater friendliness with children. 

First, by developing organisational policies that prohibit use of child labour in business 

operations. Second, by participating in activism against the use of child labour even if such 

activism might bring some cost to organisational efficiency. This could be by way of supporting 

financially and otherwise, organisational CSR programmes or projects aimed at rehabilitating 

and helping victims of child labour and promoting campaigns against the use of child labour in 

business operations overall. 

Other than avoiding and preventing harm to others (i.e. employees, children and environment 

in this case), the African prescription to be friendly also involves helping others in ways that 

are not merely avoidances or preventions of harm to them. Instead, it means helping others 

even if one was not responsible for making them worse off in the first instance. One such way 

of helping others beyond avoidance or prevention of harms to others according to the African 

prescription to be friendly is to enter into community with them for the sake of greater 

friendliness with them, i.e. providing financial assistance to pupils from needy families as a 

way of supporting their schooling. As Metz argues, “part of what it is to enter into community 

with others is to identify with them, or share a way of life with them, by which is meant roughly 

enjoying a sense of togetherness with them and engaging in cooperative [organisational CSR] 

projects [with them]” (Metz, 2014:309). For example, enabling them to reach their capacity to 

feed themselves and/or enabling them to develop their intellectual capacities. For Metz, 

“another part is [to exhibit] solidarity [with them], or [to care] for others’ quality of life, which 

amounts to helping others for altruistic reasons and typically consequent to sympathy with 
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them [in difficult times]” (Metz, 2014:309). For example, mourning the deaths of their loved 

ones with them by lending them moral and/or financial support as the case may be.  

Based on its prescriptions to be friendly, the friends of African ethic would usually submit that 

it provides a promising and competing alternative account of the wrongness or rightness of 

organisational CSR actions to Utilitarian and Kantian accounts. For instance, the wrongness of 

the organisational anti-CSR activities of disregarding health and safety of employees, using 

child labour and dumping hazardous waste into rivers for organisational efficiency would 

receive competing and contrasting explanations from the African, Utilitarian and Kantian 

Ethical Theories. The Utilitarian would naturally see such organisational anti-CSR activities of 

“exploitation of small numbers of employees, children and the environment as blips, even 

calculated casualties, in the pursuit of [greater benefits overall in the scheme of things]” 

(Warren, 2012). For the hedonistic Utilitarian, “some suffering is [morally] acceptable if the 

pursuit of more [significant benefits for all] is the intended aim of the business organisation” 

(Warren, ibid) in engaging in such activities at the bottom. On the other hand, a negative 

Utilitarian would support such organisational activities to the extent they are prioritising not 

harming others. For a negative Utilitarian, organisational CSR activities should be aimed at 

minimising suffering rather than maximising pleasure. He would then condemn organisational 

activities of exploitation of employees, children and the environment to the extent that they are 

not minimising suffering overall. At its heart, thus ‘negative Utilitarianism’ prioritises not 

harming others. 

The Kantian would morally condemn such organisational anti-CSR exploitative activities as 

treating the autonomy of employees, children and the environment with disrespect. Respect for 

humanity injunction that the Kantian often invokes to evaluate or appraise maxims of actions 

argues that there are some actions (i.e. harming or degrading the dignity of others) that moral 

agents cannot do to others, no matter how much they benefit them. For example, in the case of 
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child labour, an act of purposely allowing a series of abuses (i.e. coercion or torture against 

child labourers) by business organisations in order to make a higher profit would be morally 

condemned by the Kantian. Typically, a Kantian view is that business organisations are morally 

required to provide safe working conditions and decent wages for all people working for the 

sake of respect for their dignity or autonomy. Thus, it appears that the Kantian view morally 

condemns child labour to the extent that it is degrading to the dignity or autonomy of child 

labourers, as they cannot give full consent to it. 

Typically, a friend of the African ethic would also morally condemn such organisational anti-

CSR exploitative activities as unfriendly irrespective of accruing benefits from them. In her 

view, they are morally wrong not merely, insofar as they purely pursue utility-maximising 

actions that harm employees, children, or environment (Utilitarianism) “or degrade their 

autonomy (Kantianism)” (Metz, 2011:540). Preferably, they are so “to the extent that they fail 

to respect friendship or capacity for it” (Metz, ibid) with employees, children and environment. 

Here, the concept of friendliness is understood as requiring moral agents to exhibit loving 

relationships towards others in a moral sense of “sharing a way of life with [them] and caring 

for their quality of life” (Metz, 2011:539). In this regard, “an essential part of having friendly 

relationships with others is not to profit somehow at their expense – or even to betray their 

friendship by harming them even if they benefit somewhat” (Biko, 2004: 46; Tutu, 1999: 35; 

Mkhize, 2008: 38-41). 

Essentially, the friend of African ethic would usually suggest that organisational CSR activities 

should intuitively be directed towards sustaining and promote the friendships that business 

organisations as moral agents have developed with stakeholders and/or the capacity for such 

friendships. He would usually argue, for instance, that business organisations as moral agents, 

“are required to live a genuinely human way of life by living communally with other persons” 

(Metz, 2010:383). In his eyes, “this would involve, roughly, being as friendly as one can to 
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others and doing what one can to foster friendliness in others without one using a very 

unfriendly means” (Metz, 2011:540). For this reason, the friend of African ethic, for example, 

would typically view organisational anti-CSR activities or actions of disregarding health and 

safety of employees, using child labour and dumping hazardous waste into rivers for 

organisational efficiency as unfriendly. They are so in that, above Utilitarian and Kantian moral 

considerations, such activities would yield discord and disharmony as opposed to fostering 

greater friendliness or community with others.  

So, in a nutshell, the ethical worldview of African ethic with its prescription to be friendly 

would usually perceive organisational CSR programmes as a way of orienting business 

organisations toward friendly relationships with their stakeholders, and indeed, also as a way 

of promoting a greater friendliness with them. This kind of approach thus rejects a plain 

evaluation of the morality of actions for the sake of good outcomes or autonomy even when 

doing so would be useful in some respects. Hence, where actions are not friendly but yield 

good consequences or autonomy, one who prizes friendly relationships has a clear ground to 

oppose them for the sake of communal harmony and cohesion, which are given greater moral 

weight in African worldview than Utilitarian utility or Kantian autonomy moral considerations. 

For friends of African ethic, communal harmony and cohesion are probably more important 

than good outcomes or autonomy, or are rather a precondition for their moral worth in 

evaluating morality of actions – respect for friendship with others is always a moral priority. 

5.3.2 What Kind of Stakeholder CSR Programmes Should Business Organisations 

Engage in?  

Using the communal-relational principle informed by ideals of valuing friendly or harmonious 

relationships, a moral standpoint of African ethic is that business organisations should 

participate in organisational CSR programmes or projects that maximally sustain or promote 

“friendly or communal relationships qua identity and solidarity” (Metz, 2011:55) between 
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themselves and their respective stakeholders. Consequently, a friendly relationship between a 

business organisation and its stakeholders in the context of organisational CSR is understood 

more or less by the friends of African ethic as “one which they both think of themselves as a 

‘we’, voluntarily engage in common activities, act to benefit one another and do so consequent 

to sympathy and for the other’s sake” (Metz, 2013: 241). For them, organisational CSR “actions 

are not necessarily morally wrong just insofar as they tend to reduce or harm people’s quality 

of life (ideal Utilitarianism), and solely to the extent that they degrade people’s capacity for 

autonomy (Kantianism). Rather, they are morally wrong just to the extent that they are 

unfriendly or, more carefully, fail to respect community or friendship and/or the capacity for 

it” (Metz, ibid). Similarly, for them, organisational CSR “actions are not necessarily morally 

right just insofar as they tend to maximise people’s quality of life (ideal Utilitarianism), and 

solely to the extent that they respect people’s capacity for autonomy (Kantianism). Instead, 

they are morally right just to the extent that they are friendly or, more carefully, prize 

community or friendship with others and/or the capacity for it” (Metz, ibid). 

Given the above moral disposition, the friends of the African ethic with its prescription to be 

friendly would usually support organisational CSR projects that are likely to “ameliorate 

various social ills, such as by providing employment opportunities for everyone, improving the 

environment, and promoting social justice” (Lantos, 2001 cited in Evileagles, 2013). Here, 

social justice counts as giving to everyone what is his or her due or allowing people to reach 

their full potential as the case may be. In fact, the African communal-relational ethic conceives 

“providing employment opportunities, improving the environment, and promoting [social] 

justice” (Lantos, 2001 cited in Evileagles, 2013) in terms of respecting communal relationships, 

which is regarded as morally significant for social cohesion and harmony. So, social ills–such 

as social injustice, which counts as denying people opportunities to exercise their individual 

rights and freedoms as the case may be, environmental degradation, and unemployment are 
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perceived as yielding social discord and disharmony (unfriendliness) rather unhappiness of all 

(hedonistic Utilitarianism) and disrespect for autonomy (Kantianism) of those affected by 

them. Whereas, organisational CSR projects that are intended to ameliorate such social ills are 

seen as promoting social harmony and cohesion (friendliness) rather than producing happiness 

of all (hedonistic Utilitarianism) or respecting autonomy (Kantianism) of those affected by 

them. 

Here, for example, “the totemic system of the [Africans usually] depicts a strong ethical 

connection between human beings and nature” (Casimir et al., 2013:5; Lssozi, 2012), 

essentially for improving the environment to promote harmony. According to Casimir et al, 

“each clan has a totem, which could be an animal, insect or plant, and it is forbidden to eat 

one’s totem” (Casimir et al., 2013:56). For Lssozi, “this ethical stand thus places a 

responsibility on each clan member to promote ecological sustainability through protection of 

totems against harm and destruction” (Lssozi, ibid). Thus, a totem is a function of communion 

or friendliness as an ethic in the sense of being an agency behind “communal relationships of 

identity and solidarity” (Metz, 2014: 310). According to Letseka, totem “is also highly valued 

and treated as a signifier of one’s identity [qua solidarity]” (Letseka, 2012: 54) in the quest of 

group cohesion or harmony for community or friendship’s sake. As Casimir et al (2013) 

eloquently put it, it “is intended to promote harmony and togetherness among [Africans]” 

(Casimir et al., 2013:56) 

Similarly, African work ethic usually places a tremendous moral value on the contribution of 

each member of the community towards communal or individual welfare in economic terms. 

This ethical stand places a moral responsibility on each community member to work, and 

idleness is usually discouraged, as it is perceived as a threat to social cohesion. So, providing 

jobs fosters cohesion in CSR terms,  and is seen as essential from African worldview for 

eliminating idleness in the community, which is often a mother of social ills like stealing that 
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threaten social cohesion as the saying goes ‘an idle mind is the devil’s workshop’. Stealing 

from businesses and homes negatively affects society on many social and economic levels to 

the detriment of social cohesion. At the economic front, business organisations may raise prices 

to bolster security. Whereas, on the social front, people may become distrustful, fearful and 

isolated as local crime levels rise undermining their overall happiness or welfare (hedonistic 

Utilitarianism) and disrespecting their dignity to be treated with respect (Kantianism) apart 

from experiencing social discord and disharmony. 

It is in this regard that the idea of being friendly in a business relationship with stakeholders in 

CSR terms makes two important requirements from an African moral standpoint. It requires 

business organisations to continuously participate in promoting otherness or other-regarding 

practices of the relevantly desirable sort for community or friendship’s sake as opposed to 

purely maximising overall utility (Utilitarianism) or promoting respect for autonomy 

(Kantianism). It further requires business organisations to engage in collaborative, reciprocal, 

and supportive stakeholder CSR activities (i.e. sporting and recreational events) that serve to 

create a social space in which a sense of relevantly desirable interconnectedness or friendliness 

prevails between themselves and stakeholders over and above utility (Utilitarianism) or 

autonomy (Kantianism) moral considerations. Here, African communal-relational ethic 

perceives sporting and recreational events like athletic festivals in the community to likely 

produce social proximity rather than the social distance between business organisations and 

stakeholders. Social proximity is defined or understood here in terms of socially embedded 

relations that prize friendship. Whereas, social distance is defined or understood as the extent 

to which individuals are removed from or excluded from participating in a friendly way in one 

another's lives. 

In CSR terms, therefore, the African communal-relational ethic requires business organisations 

to do whatever they can to foster social proximity that promotes friendliness between 
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themselves and their stakeholders as well as among their stakeholders, albeit without using 

unfriendly means to do so. For example, in the case of South Africa, African ethic prescription 

to be friendly would morally require a business organisation (i.e. The Shoprite Group of 

Companies) to keep their not so much maximally profitable business operations in Soweto 

Township, even if there are maximally profitable business opportunities in affluent Sandton 

City for the sake of community or friendship it has with the Soweto community as a 

stakeholder. The organisational act of keeping not so much maximally profitable business 

operations in Soweto Township would be perceived by most friends of African communal-

relational ethic as expressing esteem for communal relationships (i.e. friendly), and morally 

valued in itself, apart from its results of bringing about welfare or enhancing autonomy. Where, 

in the instance that a business organisation (i.e. The Shoprite Group of Companies) shuts its 

Soweto Township unprofitable business operations, and then relocates to Sandton City, such a 

business decision would be perceived as unfriendly (i.e. harming or hurting and even betraying 

communal relationships supposing the firm had been there a while).  

In essence, thus, African prescription to be friendly morally obligates business organisations 

as moral agents to prize their existing friendly or communal relationships and to sustain or 

promote them whenever they reasonably can, as the African maxims of “‘charity begins at 

home’ and ‘family first’”  (Ramose, 2003: 385 cited in Metz, 2015: 82) so requires. These “are 

recurrent maxims of African moral thinking, where, at the fundamental level, the agent’s own 

existing relationships are given precedence over others” (Appiah, 1998 cited in Metz & Gaie, 

2010: 276). I acknowledge that this is an example of the difficulty that CSR seems selective in 

giving priority to furthering the interests of those connected with the business in question but 

it makes some sense for African ethics at the family and small community, but it can be 

generalised to cover large-scale business activities. This is so in that African friendship gives 

more basis for this than Utilitarianism as friendship, as I analyse it in an African sense, can be 
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universalised, that is, accommodative, supportive and inclusive at its best for the sake of the 

community. 

So, the moral disposition of the friends of African communal-relational ethic is that business 

organisations should usually engage in organisational CSR that have the capacity to sustain or 

promote the relevant kinds of relationships that prize community or friendship. For them, 

placing more moral weight on communal or friendly relationships at the heart of organisational 

CSR would have the desirable effect of promoting the capacity of business organisations to 

relate to their respective organisational stakeholders in a communal way and to enter into 

community with them. It is in this regard that they would usually endorse organisational CSR 

stakeholder management practices, for example, that promote community or friendship rather 

than that maximise happiness or autonomy in organisational decision- making processes in the 

case of workers in the employment relationship for instance. For them, promoting workers and 

management’s capacity for community or friendliness is solely “understood as the ability to 

share a way of life and care for others quality of life” (Metz, 2011:545) in the employment 

relationship. According to them, this is more morally desirable than maximising their happiness 

(hedonistic of Benthamite Utilitarianism) or universalisable autonomy (Kantianism). 

In response to the friends of African moral disposition in the above regard, hedonistic 

Utilitarians may argue that, for example, it is morally incomprehensible to have community or 

friendship in the absence of maximal happiness of employees to want to participate 

organisational decision-making processes in the employment relationship. Similarly, Kantians 

may also argue that community or friendship without respect for the autonomy of workers to 

freely express their views in the employment relationship is an illusion. While these Utilitarian 

and Kantian objections are plausible, they do not adequately account for costs associated with 

their moral standpoint, i.e. that maintaining a relationship come at the cost of maximising the 

general welfare, for instance. As a result, friends of African communal-relational ethic would 
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still insist that repeatedly promoting community or friendship between workers and 

management in the employment relations would ultimately exhibit extraordinarily friendly 

behaviour between them and toward each other, without the end-results of having both their 

happiness promoted and their autonomy respected. For example, for them, intuitively donating 

money to faraway strangers without expecting anything in return would be primarily about 

prizing of communion rather than maximisation of utility and/or promotion of respect for 

autonomy. In their eyes, organisational CSR “actions are right roughly insofar as they are a 

matter of living harmoniously with others or honouring communal relationships” (Metz & 

Gaie, 2010: 273).  Thus, in organisational CSR terms, the understanding of friends of African 

ethic is that, “part of what is valuable about friendship or communal relationships is that people 

come together and live together, of their own accord” (Metz, 2011:584 cited in Oyowe, 2013: 

109).  Alternatively, “part of what is valuable about a loving or friendly relationship is the fact 

that people come together, and stay together, of their own accord” (Metz & Gaie, 2011:14).  

For friends of African ethic, people do so  for the ultimate goal of promoting moral kinship and 

social responsibility towards each other for community or friendship’s sake above other 

considerations, that is, Utilitarian utility or Kantian autonomy. 

Typically, Utilitarians maintain that business organisations should participate in kinds of 

organisational stakeholder CSR programmes that maximise the general welfare of stakeholders 

and/or reduce harm to them. In their view, CSR programmes should not be implemented for 

the sake of friendship or community, which may not necessarily maximise their general welfare 

or happiness after all. For them, the value of friendship or community in implementing 

organisational stakeholder CSR programmes only lies in its contributions to the maximisation 

of the general welfare of organisational stakeholders. The opposing view of the friends of 

African ethic would be that value of prizing friendship or community in implementing 

organisational stakeholder CSR programmes is not desirable merely if it promotes or 
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maximises general welfare. Somewhat, it must also be fundamentally connected, at the bottom, 

with living a characteristically communal life with others, which involves “sharing a way of 

life with them and caring about their quality of life” (Metz, 2012: 103). 

The African ethic account may naturally share the Kantian altruistic concern that friendship is 

to be valued in part because it involves recognising the profound value of the person by 

respecting his or her autonomy. It may also argue however that prizing friendship or 

community is not desirable merely if it respects the autonomy of a person; it must also 

inherently respect the communal way of life with others. Therefore, in the eyes of the friends 

of African communal-relational ethic, organisational stakeholder CSR programmes that orient 

business organisations towards sustaining or promoting a sense of togetherness with others, 

coordinating behaviour with others, and exhibiting positive attitudes to what is right for others 

are morally desirable. Here, a Kantian would usually not be fundamentally concerned with 

implementing organisational stakeholder CSR programmes that sustain or promote a sense of 

togetherness with others nor those that coordinate behaviour with others. Instead, she would be 

fundamentally concerned with implementing organisational stakeholder CSR programmes that 

exhibit positive attitudes to what is right for others by a show of respect to their autonomy as 

consenting or contracting agents in a business relationship. Therefore, for the Kantian, it would 

not be perhaps disrespectful of autonomy to close shop in Alexander Township and move to 

Sandton City in the case of South Africa, but it would be a betrayal of the communal ties 

between the business organisation with the Alexander community to do so. 

In essence, in the eyes of friends of African communal-relational ethic, the implementation of 

organisational stakeholder CSR programmes that sustain or promote community or friendship 

is thus much more morally desirable in a business relationship. They are so not merely, insofar 

as they maximise stakeholders’ general welfare (Utilitarianism) or respect stakeholders’ 

autonomy (Kantianism). Rather, they are desirable just to the extent that they are friendly 
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towards organisational stakeholders or, more carefully, respect community or friendship 

between business organisations and organisational stakeholders or the capacity for it. They are 

also desirable just to the extent that they allow business organisations and organisational 

stakeholders to be and to become, and allow mutual exposure between them in such a way 

“there is constant contact and interaction such that other’s uniqueness enriches the [other]” 

(Eze, 2008:117) in a positive way for community or friendship’s sake.  As the anonymous once 

said when speaking about positive contagiousness of friendship, “to the world you are one 

person, but to one person you could mean the world” (Freeman, 2014: 215). This is how 

African account entails and compares with Utilitarian and Kantian accounts in answering the 

question of what kinds of organisational stakeholder CSR projects should business 

organisations participate in or implement, at the bottom, for community or friendship’s sake. 

5.3.3 How Should Business Organisations Engage in Stakeholder CSR Programmes? 

From a communal-relational perspective informed by ideals of valuing friendly or harmonious 

relationships, the African ethic moral standpoint is that business organisations should usually 

engage in cooperative and consensus-driven processes in adopting sorts of organisational CSR 

programmes or projects to implement, which focus on orientating them toward friendly or 

communal relationships with their respective stakeholders. Such cooperative and consensus-

driven processes would typically be expected to drive business organisations to put stakeholder 

CSR concerns at the top of their business agendas for social cohesion. These stakeholder CSR 

concerns would usually include but would not be limited to workplace balance, ethical trade 

and environmental issues obtained through organisational stakeholder consultative and 

collaborative institution dubbed Lekhotla, viewed as a cooperative communal consensus-

building approach for social interaction in conducting public affairs or societal decision-

making. As Louw (2001) quoted in Eze (2008) avers, “…in consensus, everyone gets an equal 

chance to speak up until some kind of agreement, consensus or group cohesion is reached” 
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(Louw, 2001:18 cited in Eze, 2008: 110). According to Eze, “this important aim is usually 

expressed by words like simunye ‘we are one’, that is ‘Unity is Strength’ and slogans like ‘an 

injury to one is an injury to all’” (Eze, 2008: 110-111). 

Thus, Lekhotla is a Sesotho traditional term literally referring to a gathering place where 

important public matters are freely discussed, and decided or adjudicated to reach a consensus 

of some sort for friendship or social cohesion’s sake. As such, “‘Mo-oa-khotla h’a tsekisoe - 

what is said at court is not blameworthy’ at the Lekhotla” (Guma, 1967:84). This sort of 

morality is constructed to foster democratic practices of a commitment to face-to-face, spoken 

consultation about important public matters affecting everyone irrespective of one’s socio-

political and economic status in the quest for community or friendship. This point is well 

captured by Coplan thus, “…. advantages of security, position, and patronage [are] offset by 

the authority granted to eloquent disputation in its own right” (Coplan, 1994:38). 

Accordingly, central to Lekhotla’s socio-moral discourses and practices are well-recognised 

principles of equality captured by an African customary norm that ‘Lekhotla ha le nameloe – 

the court lends itself to no person’. This customary norm (i) recognises that all persons have 

equal rights to express and participate in communal decision-making machinery, and (ii) 

cherishes the principles of respect for individual people’s opinion and socio-moral rights (i.e. 

a right to participate in public affairs and be listened to), always in tandem with the community 

aspirations for the sake of friendship.  

Using principles and practices of Lekhotla, the African communal-relational ethic underscores, 

“the importance of agreement as it has an almost infinite capacity for the pursuit of consensus” 

(Louw, 2001:19). It also places “a great value on solidarity, which in turn necessitates the 

pursuit of unanimity or consensus” (Ramose, 1999:139 cited in Eze, 2008:110) for the sake of 

community or friendship.  For this reason, supporters of African communal-relational ethic 
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would usually seek to extend the consensus-based decision making approach to organisational 

stakeholder CSR discourse. This sort of consultation/consensus approach of African pedigree 

has been applied to Business Ethics before, for example, when it comes to shop floor 

management (see the works of Khoza, 1994, 2006; Mbigi, 1994, 1997; Boon, 1996, 2003; 

Nussbaum, 2003a,c, in this regard), but I am applying it to CSR. In African communal-

relational ethic “ideally dialogue and consultation precede actual decision making, which is 

basically a form of participatory decision making” (Mbigi, 1994: 81 cited in van den Heuvel, 

2008: 164). This interesting democratisation of the internal working of business organisations 

could be used further as a way of generalising ideals of friendship, perhaps using the concept 

of citizenship, even nationalism, that is, equality and fraternity.  

Thus,  according to van den Heuvel, “the considerable time investment for mass gatherings, 

prior consultations, and extensive dialogue with all stakeholders are justified, as decisions 

supported by all are believed to eventually be more sustainable and effective in the 

implementation of decisions” (van den Heuvel, 2008:165). As Mangaliso eloquently puts it, “a 

decision that is supported is considered superior to the ‘right’ decision that is resented or 

resisted by many. Unity is more valued than the utility of the decision reached” (Mangaliso, 

2001: 27 cited in van den Heuvel, 2008: 164). Mangaliso adds, “however, because of the large 

base of support it enjoys a solution based on African uBuntu-Botho style consensus decision 

making will usually be more successful at the implementation stage” (Mangaliso, 2001: 27) 

cited in van den Heuvel, 2008: 164). 

Typically, therefore, supporters of African communal-relational ethic would condemn any sort 

of organisational action “to make [CSR] policy decisions in the face of dissent, as opposed to 

seeking consensus [with stakeholders as immoral]” (Metz, 2017:101). For supporters of 

African communal-relational ethic in organisational decision making as to which CSR actions 

or decisions to implement, “unanimity is prized and Utilitarian majoritarianism is typically 
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seen as a morally inadequate way to resolve conflicts of interest [for the sake of group cohesion 

or friendship]” (Metz, 2017:101). Thus, in the eyes of friends of African communal-relational 

ethic, a business organisation would not aim to unilaterally decide its organisational CSR 

policies.  Instead, it would consult with its respective stakeholders “by seeking consensus with 

them in the adoption of it’s every [organisational stakeholder CSR] policy” (Metz, 2007: 325) 

for implementation in the spirit of community or friendship over and above other 

considerations. For instance, the consensus within the business organisation may take the form 

of consultative fora with internal stakeholders like employees, and it may take a form of 

roundtable fora with external stakeholders like consumers of the organisational goods and 

services.  

As part of the process of developing consensus on which organisational CSR actions or 

decisions to implement, friends of African communal-relational ethic would usually support 

the African Lekhotla approach in this regard. Through Lekhotla approach, according to Metz 

(2015:108), “the African inclination towards consensus-based decision making means that 

there [should] be substantial consultation on the part of” business organisations and 

stakeholders as to which organisation CSR actions or decisions to implement in the spirit of 

community or friendship. The Lekhotla approach requires that this should be so “despite the 

time it would take in order to find a way forward that suits all parties” (see Khoza, 2006; 

Matondo, 2012 cited in Metz, 2015:108) for the sake of community or friendship. It usually 

seeks consensus by process of consultative and cooperative dialogue between parties rather 

than the exercise of power, avoiding privileging of the influential organisational stakeholders 

or reducing power asymmetries among them. It actually advocates Habermasian “best known 

idea of communicative action, in which actors in society seek to reach common understanding 

and to coordinate actions by reasoned argument, consensus, and cooperation rather than 
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strategic action strictly in pursuit of their own goals” (Habermas, 1984: 86 cited in Akotey, 

2015: 76).  

For supporters of African communal-relational ethic, organisational CSR actions or decisions 

are thus desirable for implementation only if they are consensus-oriented or, more carefully, 

“seek consensus about what would most benefit the [community] as a whole” (Metz, 2011:555) 

to strengthen social cohesion and/or seek to foster the capacity for consensus. In other words, 

they are desirable for implementation just to the extent that they value unanimity over the 

majority in arriving at them in the quest for community or friendship over and above other 

moral considerations. According to friends of African communal-relational ethic, consensus-

oriented CSR decision making as to which organisational CSR projects to implement “would 

best avoid creating [stakeholder] minorities who repeatedly lose out to the [stakeholder] 

majority, becoming marginalised, alienated and losing out in [organisational CSR projects]” 

(Metz, 2011: 555).  

Hence, for a business organisation “to produce a sense of togetherness and to facilitate 

cooperative, mutually beneficial CSR endeavours both between it and [all other organisational 

stakeholders], its CSR projects must not act for the sake of any subset of the [stakeholders] 

related to them in some way” (Metz, 2011: 555-556). Instead, a business organisation should 

support a consensus-oriented process (i.e. of Lekhotla’s rule by consensus) aiming at the 

creation of socially legitimised organisational CSR projects or programmes involving all 

stakeholders for community or friendship’s sake. Therefore, the African Lekhotla approach 

assumes an inherent consensus-oriented process to reach a negotiated organisational CSR 

actions or decisions for implementation with the objective of increasing social cohesion and 

strengthening the bargaining power of the marginalised stakeholders to reach unanimity in 

decision making in the quest for community or friendship.  
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In this regard, for instance, friends of African ethic would morally support implementation of 

organisational CSR projects or programmes like workplace balance, transformation and 

diversity, ethical trade and purchasing as well as health and safety, if and only if, they have 

been adopted through a consensus-oriented decision making process (i.e. of Lekhotla’s rule by 

consensus). In their view, Lekhotla’s rule by consensus would morally reject adoption of 

organisational CSR projects or programmes for implementation that inherently promotes social 

discord and disharmonies like workplace imbalance, unethical trade and purchasing, socio-

economic inequalities, environmental degradation and unsafe working conditions. So, in the 

eyes of supporters of African ethic, only organisational CSR projects or programmes adopted 

through consensus-oriented decision making process (i.e. of Lekhotla’s rule by consensus) 

should be implemented. In their wisdom, such organisational CSR projects or programmes 

have the capacity to promote friendship or community, and/or to reduce social discord and 

disharmony above other moral considerations. Thus, in essence, supporters of African ethic 

believe consensus by its very nature would be compatible with and/or would probably lead to, 

the kinds of CSR programmes recommended in 5.2.2. 

While Utilitarians and Kantians could morally support the same organisational CSR projects 

or programmes advocated by friends of African ethic for implementation, they would probably 

use somewhat different techniques in order to adopt these kinds of CSR programmes. 

Utilitarians would morally support organisational CSR projects or programmes for 

implementation, if and only if, they are adopted through an impartial and fair process (i.e. of 

free voting at the organisational stakeholder CSR roundtable) in the quest for maximising the 

general welfare of stakeholders above other considerations. For Utilitarians, moral agents are 

morally required to balance their interests with those of others, and the impartial and fair process 

of free voting, with its majority rule principle, is best suited in this regard. At the bottom, the 

principle of majority rule, expressed by means of a free vote, provides that a majority usually 
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constituted by 50 per cent plus one of an organised group hold power to make decisions binding 

on all in the group. For example, if the majority of an organisational CSR roundtable involving 

all stakeholders adopts through a free vote that a transformation and diversity instead of ethical 

trade and purchasing as organisational CSR policy for implementation, the former would be 

binding on all stakeholders despite the minority favouring the latter. Thus, majority rule is often 

deemed more efficient, less time consuming than unanimity that Lekhotla rule by consensus 

usually seeks and prizes. 

More often, however, the majority/minority dynamics could lead to splits or disagreements in 

stakeholder CSR discourse resulting in conflicts of interest that could essentially undermine the 

Utilitarian goal of promoting social harmony for maximising the general welfare of stakeholders. 

It is for this reason that friends of African ethic would argue for Lekhotla’s rule by consensus in 

organisational stakeholder CSR roundtable as the most suitable way providing a solution to the 

problem of splits and disagreements to reach unanimity for social cohesion. However, Utilitarians 

would disagree pointing out that Lekhotla’s rule by consensus inherently results in extreme 

pressure being brought to bear on dissidents, and when this happens then, the organisational CSR 

debates become dishonest and compulsive – groupthink syndrome (see Lutz, 2009: 324). For 

them, the principle of majority rule essentially accepts that not every person has to agree with 

every decision, and all that is needed is for people to go along with the decision, even though they 

disagree with it. 

In essence, in the eyes of Utilitarians, rule by majority retains an open and honest expression of 

disagreements for the promotion of social harmony. Whereas, Lekhotla’s rule by consensus tends 

to suppress such disagreements to the detriment of fundamentally robust deliberative 

organisational CSR debates as to which sort of stakeholder CSR projects or programmes to 

implement by business organisations for maximisation of the general welfare of stakeholders. 

Here, the friend of Lekhotla’s rule by consensus would respond, “the ethics of consensus 
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decision-making [process] encourage participants to place the good of the whole group above 

their own individual preferences” (Hartnett, n.d). For example, “when there is potential for a 

block to a group decision, both the group and dissenters in the group are encouraged to 

collaborate until agreement can be reached” (Hartnett, ibid). So, rather than thriving on 

groupthink mentality or coercion, Lekhotla’s rule by consensus is collaborative, cooperative, 

inclusive, participatory and agreement seeking by nature. As such, it usually eliminates groupthink 

or coercion tendencies in consensus decision making to arrive at the possible best action or 

decision acceptable or desirable to everyone at least in principle. 

Using the ethic of respect for persons, a Kantian would usually support organisational CSR 

projects or programmes for implementation, if and only if, they are adopted through a fair and 

just consensual procedure agreeable to all i.e. rule by consent (Reiman, 1972:3). For a Kantian, 

there is typically no higher attainment in human affairs (i.e. organisational CSR decision-

making) than the freedom to consent or contract to kinds of actions or decisions (i.e. of CSR 

nature) that directly affect one. In other words, for a Kantian, one is free only when she or he 

consents or contracts to one’s relations with others. It is in this regard that a Kantian sees the 

implementation of any sort of organisational stakeholder CSR project or programme (i.e.  

workplace balance, transformation and diversity, ethical trade and purchasing as well as health 

and safety) as function of the rule by consent or contract, i.e. it is based on the explicit or 

implicit consent of the relevant stakeholders. For a Kantian, consent or contract in any sort of 

human affairs (i.e. in organisational decision making as to which CSR projects to implement) 

arises from the “ethical principle of respect for persons” (Frankena, 1986: 149), which requires 

moral agents to show respect for autonomy and concern for the welfare of others. As such, 

obtaining the consent of stakeholders, especially those of shareholders and the board elected 

by shareholders, as to which organisational CSR projects to implement is seen by a Kantian as 

an ethical obligation for a show of respect to their autonomy.  
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In essence, for a Kantian, “the principle of respect for persons is always engaged in such 

[consensual CSR] decisions because they will be ethical only in so far as they plausibly 

demonstrate such respect for the [stakeholders whom they affect]” (Harris, 2003:10). 

Consequently, consent in Kantian tradition “is a dimension of respect for [organisational 

stakeholders] in that it is through [their] consenting [or contracting to the implementation of 

CSR projects] that affect [them] that they make [them] consistent with [their] own values” 

(Harris, 2003:11). As such, a Kantian would usually maintain that when we (i.e. as the 

organisational stakeholders) consent to what others propose (i.e. a CSR project to adopt for 

implementation in an organisational setting) in a sense “we make their ends and objectives part 

of our own plans” (Harris, 2003:11). This is the case in that, “so far from being merely the 

instruments of others we incorporate their plans and objectives into our own scheme of things 

and make them in that sense our own” (Harris, ibid). Here, it becomes plausibly evident as to 

“why [Kantian] respect for persons precludes the non-consensual use of others merely for our 

own benefit and explains why their consent to what we propose transforms them from mere 

tools of ours into self-regulating autonomous beings whose chosen path we facilitate” (Harris, 

ibid). This speaks to the importance of consensual or contractual procedure as a preferred 

technique in adopting which kinds of organisational stakeholder CSR projects or programmes 

to implement, a Kantian would maintain.  

Thus, for a Kantian only organisational CSR projects consented (i.e. agreed to) for adoption 

by a majority of the stakeholders should be implemented as opposed to those merely 

arrived at through a typical African Lekhotla’s rule by consensus. Alternatively, sometimes 

stakeholders’ consent is not perhaps relevant, only that of the majority business owners and 

their appointed boards is, as they are usually believed to act in the best interests of all 

organisational stakeholders. Whichever way, however, a Kantian would usually favour rule by 

the majority over typical African Lekhotla’s rule by consensus in adopting what sorts of 
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organisational CSR projects or programmes to implement. Usually, a Kantian believes that rule 

by majority (supported by Utilitarians though from a different moral standpoint) is sufficiently 

respectful of stakeholders’ capacity for autonomy so long as all stakeholders, through the rule 

by majority, have equal chance for free voting as to what kinds of organisational CSR projects 

or programmes to adopt for implementation. For a Kantian, when an individual stakeholder 

dissents from the consensual organisational CSR decision attained by the majority, it is not in 

itself an objection to the principle of majority rule as a procedure they have unanimously 

consented to in the first instance. For instance, that procedure may be that in cases where a 

consensus cannot be attained, time constraints make a decision of the majority imperative, the 

principle of rule by the majority should hold. Thus, a Kantian would usually have no sympathy 

with an individual stakeholder who may refuse to consent to the principle of majority rule as 

an organisational CSR decision making procedure as well as to the content of the specific 

decision resulting from it. It is pragmatically impossible for all stakeholders in the 

organisational CSR roundtable to unanimously agree on every aspect of decision making 

process and resulting decisions from it, a Kantian would maintain.  

Typically, friends of African Lekhotla’s rule by consensus would find Kantian majority rule 

principle for adopting what kinds of organisational CSR projects to implement open to despotic 

tendencies of the majority over dissenters, which usually results in social discord and 

disharmony. For them, such organisational CSR majority “decision making actually fail[s] to 

show equal respect for all [stakeholders] concerned” (Taurek cited in Ludwig, n.d) and fails to 

show the dissenting stakeholder the same respect shown to the majority of stakeholders 

agreeable to the decision. In their eyes, organisational CSR majority decision making leaves 

merely the dissenting minority stakeholders no chance at all of being heard resulting in a 

conflict of interests among stakeholders, which may lead to social discord and disharmony. For 

them, there is a problem with the Kantian rule by the majority as a pragmatic compromise in 
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organisational stakeholder CSR decision making as to which sorts of CSR projects to adopt for 

implementation. It is merely dependent on the premise that consented CSR decisions cannot 

be unjust, they would maintain. It may be true that decisions can never be unjust if those to 

whom they apply freely and directly accept them, but it does not follow that organisational 

CSR decisions imposed by elected stakeholder representatives in a majoritarian stakeholder 

CSR system can never be unjust, they would further maintain. Therefore, even if free voting in 

practice may imply a right to elect representatives in a majoritarian stakeholder CSR system, 

such an arrangement offers little protection against injustice, especially for the minority, but 

also for the majority, they would still maintain. They would point out that this is so in that the 

elected stakeholder representatives may become corrupt, as Rousseau warns, and promote their 

own CSR interests rather than those of their respective stakeholder constituencies. Thus, for 

them, protection against injustices disappears as soon as Kantians insist that stakeholders 

consent to organisational CSR decisions can in practice consist only in the right to vote for 

representatives in a majoritarian stakeholder CSR system. 

Thus, Utilitarians and Kantians seem to agree that rule by the majority is the most appropriate 

technique to be used in deciding which kinds of stakeholder CSR projects to be adopted for 

implementation in the organisational CSR decision making. However, they do so from 

opposing ethical standpoints. Using “the principle of respect for persons” (Lysaught, 2004), at 

the pragmatic level, Kantians maintain that rule by the majority is sufficiently respectful of 

stakeholders’ capacity for autonomy in the majoritarian organisational stakeholder CSR 

system. First, it guarantees their right to vote for representatives to make representation for 

their consensual constituency CSR proposals to be adopted for implementation. Second, it 

ensures that all stakeholders have equal chance for free voting to consent to as to what kinds 

of organisational CSR projects to adopt for implementation by business organisations. Using 

the principle of utility, Utilitarians maintain that, on the practical level, rule by the majority is 
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a device that is usually useful in making organisational CSR decisions that maximise the sum 

of stakeholders’ utilities. For them, organisational stakeholders are morally required to balance 

their interests with those of others, and the non-manipulative, impartial and fair process of free 

voting, with its majority rule principle, is best suited in giving direction to business 

organisations as to what kinds of organisational CSR projects to adopt for implementation to 

maximise the general welfare of all stakeholders.  

Typically, using the prescription to be friendly, supporters of the African ethic would maintain 

that rule by consensus promotes or sustains community or friendship among stakeholders in 

the organisational stakeholder CSR Lekhotla system. They would usually argue that it is pro 

tanto immoral in the organisational stakeholder CSR Lekhotla system to make stakeholders 

CSR “policy decisions in the face of dissent as opposed to seeking consensus” (Metz, 

2017:101). For them, “unanimity is prized [in organisational stakeholder CSR decision 

making,] and majoritarianism is typically seen as a morally inadequate way to resolve conflicts 

of interest” (Metz, ibid) in determining as to what kinds of organisational CSR projects to adopt 

for implementation by business organisations.  They would maintain that, in the typical 

organisational stakeholder CSR Lekhotla system, it is necessary that “discussion [on which 

CSR project to adopt for implementation among organisational stakeholders] continues until a 

compromise is found, and all in the discussion [unanimously] agree with the [favoured] 

outcome” (Metz, ibid) for the sake of community or friendship. In addition, they would further 

submit that, “for more consensus and less conflict [in organisational stakeholder CSR decision-

making machinery] we have look at [Lekhotla system as an] indigenous practice conducive to 

an African culture of politics for true democracy” (Ehlers, 2017:33). This is how African 

account entails and compares with Utilitarian and Kantian accounts in answering the question 

of how should organisational stakeholder CSR projects be adopted for implementation by 

business organisations for community or friendship’s sake. 
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5.3.4 How Much or To What Extent Should Business Organisations Engage in 

Stakeholder CSR Programmes? 

From a communal-relational perspective, informed by ideals of valuing friendly or harmonious 

relationships, an ethical standpoint of most friends of African ethic is that business 

organisations should usually engage in organisational CSR programmes that sacrifice only 

some percent of their organisational wealth (or profits) to foster or sustain greater community 

or friendliness with their respective stakeholders. Therefore, the economic philosophy of 

Africans usually sees wealth (i.e. profits in the context of business organisations) as, “the social 

accumulation of goods and property for community or friendship’s sake” (Lajul, 2014: 115). 

The African moral outlook of wealth, therefore, is that “wealth belongs equally to the 

individual[s], i.e. an elder and to the particular society to which he belongs. He can use it as 

his personal wealth, though with due respect for the needs of the community to which he 

belongs” (Lajul, 2014: 116). In accord with Lajul (2014), the former president of Tanzania, 

Julius Nyerere had the following to say about African concept of wealth, “the wealth produced 

or accumulated by an individual, (i.e. an elder) was not his personally; he was its guardian as 

the elder of the group who produced it” (Nyerere, 1987:8). In fact, Lajul states that usually 

after the elder’s death, “the wealth remains the property of the community within which the 

wealth was produced” (Lajul, 2014: 116), rather than exclusively becoming the property of his 

family in the Western context. Typically, this African approach to wealth follows from the 

African prescription to be friendly, which prizes communal or friendly relationships of identity 

and solidarity towards others above other considerations. 

Therefore, it is not surprising that the ethical standpoint of African ethic is therefore that wealth 

is primarily for sustaining or fostering greater friendliness with others for community’s sake. 

In the words of the old South African saying, among other things, such ethical standpoint also 

acknowledges, “Your pain is my pain, My wealth is your wealth. Your salvation is my 
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salvation” (Nussbaum, 2003: 1). Accordingly, applied to stakeholder CSR, it “would be 

ultimately about [business organisations] sharing [their] wealth [or profits by] making (at the 

very least) [essential] services, such as food, [water, shelter] and access to health and education 

accessible” (Nussbaum, 2003:3) to their respective community of stakeholders through 

donations, sponsorships and other altruistic activities. It would also be about challenging 

business organisations to alter radically their organisational CSR projects where they operate 

by re-envisioning how best they could share say roughly 10% of their wealth (profits) with 

their respective community of stakeholders for friendship’s sake. In this regard, most friends 

of African ethic would thus maintain that organisational profits are primarily for sustaining or 

fostering greater friendliness with others for community’s sake. They would argue further that 

the whole point of donating some per cent of organisational profits to CSR is not so much 

necessarily “to maximise [stakeholders’] general welfare (Utilitarianism) or respects 

[stakeholders’] autonomy (Kantianism)” (Metz & Gaie, 2010). Instead, for them, the primary 

focus of donating some per cent of organisational profits to CSR is to foster or sustain greater 

friendliness or community with all organisational stakeholders, not just shareholders.  

While Utilitarians and Kantians would agree with friends of African ethic that business 

organisations should give or donate their organisational wealth or profits to CSR, they would 

do so from opposing and competing for moral standpoints. Compared to African ethic, 

Utilitarianism is usually considered to be a very demanding moral theory, at least in principle, 

as to how much to give or donate to CSR. Typically, Utilitarians would morally demand a 

business organisation as a moral agent to keep donating its organisational profits to CSR to 

maximise the general welfare of others. They would usually require the business organisation 

to continue donating to CSR to the “point where giving [or donating to CSR] generates more 

harm to the [business organisation] than the good” (Singer, 1972 cited in Nathanson, n.d), that 

is, a business organisation coming to the brink of bankruptcy or insolvency. In essence,  
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Utilitarians morally obligates a business organisation as a moral agent to donate to CSR 

“whenever doing so is productive of the best consequences irrespective” (Stohr, 2011).  

That said, however, Benthamite Utilitarians hold that maximising desired outcomes is better 

served by encouraging a degree of self-interest because that motivates primarily egoistic human 

beings and this is a good way of increasing the wellbeing although not the equality of most 

peoples who benefit from cooperating with able egoists. This is a commonly used analysis in 

capitalist ideologies, stemming from the likes of Adam Smith (the invisible hand thesis). In 

addition, it also morally demands a business organisation as a moral agent to give to CSR no 

matter how it hurts to do so as long as best consequences result at the bottom. For example, 

Singer (1993) has argued in support of Utilitarian view of donating more to CSR that, “one is 

morally deficient if she fails to give a good bit of her income say 5% if she earns more than 

$100,000, and at least 10% of income over $150,000 to help the world’s most destitute”. Using 

a persuasive analogy of drowning child in a pool in support of Utilitarian view of donating 

more to CSR, Singer says that, “if one is moderately well off, donating 10% of one’s income 

to CSR is morally desirable as it would relieve much suffering, with only a modest 

impingement on one’s lifestyle” (Singer, 1993:222). 

This Utilitarian approach to donating to CSR would not be morally supported by friends of 

African ethic. They would usually argue that the Utilitarian demand that business organisations 

should give to CSR to the point where they themselves would become insolvent is unfriendly. 

For them, the act of a business organisation donating to CSR to the brink of bankruptcy or 

insolvency fails to respect friendship with its stakeholder community, that is, “sharing a way 

of life, or being close, and caring about their quality of life” (Metz, 2010: 256) even if it 

produces good Utilitarian outcomes. It is also unfriendly to the extent that it is impoverishing 

rather than uplifting the affected business organisation to responsibly and sustainably continue 

contributing positively towards greater friendliness or community with its organisational 
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stakeholders, they would maintain. For them, some sort of ceiling for donating to CSR is 

morally desirable as opposed to Utilitarian unlimited donating to CSR, which would promote 

less friendliness overall. They would maintain that the sort of ceiling for donating to CSR is 

responsible and sustainable as it would enable business organisations to continue being friendly 

rather than being less friendly by donating much more they could possibly afford and sustain 

to the point of bankruptcy or insolvency.  

Here, friends of African ethic would agree with Kantians, albeit from opposing moral 

standpoints, that Utilitarianism is incompatible with treating oneself with respect or dignity as 

a moral agent. Typically, Kantians usually believe that business organisations as moral agents 

have duties to themselves, for example, not to sacrifice wealth or profits to CSR at the expense 

of their own core business projects. In this regard, they would usually limit the sacrificing of 

organisational profits to CSR only to the consenting or contracting agents, rather than 

expanding it to faraway strangers to the brink of bankruptcy or insolvency. While friends of 

African ethic might share these Kantian sentiments, they would maintain, however, that 

business organisations as moral agents do not only have duties to themselves but also to the 

respective communities, they belong. As such, they would morally expect the business 

organisations that are owning the wealth (i.e. profits) to autonomously use it as their personal 

wealth (i.e. pursue their own core business projects), though with due respect for the needs of 

the communities to which they belong. Unlike Kantians, they usually would not limit the 

sacrificing of organisational profits to CSR only to the consenting or contracting stakeholders. 

Instead, they would expand it to others as well based on social or communal need capped with 

a ceiling of some sort. This is to ensure that business organisations as moral agents continue to 

fulfil their moral requirement of helping others by donating to CSR sustainably without 

essentially coming to the brink of bankruptcy or insolvency, which would promote less rather 

than greater friendliness overall. For friends of African ethic, the whole point of business 
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organisations giving or donating to CSR is essentially to foster or sustain greater friendliness 

with their respective stakeholders and to honour them for the sake of the community. 

Thus, from the ethical standpoint of African ethic, the net worth of friendship overall demands 

that organisational actions pertaining to how much to donate to CSR should aim at uplifting 

each member of the community toward a greater flourishing communal or friendly way of life 

with others. In this regard, supporters of the African prescription to be friendly would morally 

applaud as friendly Woolworths’ sacrifice or donation of 10% of their organisational profits 

for customers under their customer reward programme dubbed “MySchool MyVillage 

MyPlanet”. They would do so no matter how small the 10% donations my look in the eyes of 

others based on African Malagasy proverb that ‘However little food we have, we’ll share it 

even if it’s only one locust’ for the sake of friendship or community. They also would do so not 

merely insofar as it maximises customers’ general welfare (Utilitarianism) or respects their 

“autonomy (Kantianism), but rather just to the extent that” (Metz 2011:540) it maximally 

fosters or sustains greater friendliness or the capacity for it between Woolworths and its 

customers overall. They would further morally applaud the 10% donation to “MySchool 

MyVillage MyPlanet” programme just to the extent that it maximally fosters or sustains 

Woolworths’ communal responsibility towards greater friendliness with its consumers for 

friendship or community’s sake above utility (Utilitarianism) or autonomy (Kantianism) 

considerations. 

Consequently, when applied to CSR, it is not hard therefore to see that the African prescription 

to be friendly emphasises the communal responsibility of business organisations (i.e. 

Woolworths as an example) towards their stakeholders from a different moral position from 

Utilitarian and Kantian considerations. From its communal-relational perspective, the 

‘African’ communal responsibility underscores the fact that both business organisations and 

stakeholders have a shared ‘identity’ and ‘solidarity’ towards each other. Therefore, whatever 
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affects business organisations and stakeholders as members of a community negatively should 

be the moral responsibility of all the members of the community to mitigate it, in particular, 

those members with resources to do so, for the sake of the community. Typically, for Africans, 

“the success of an individual member of a society is the success of all the members of society” 

(Lajul, n.d: 1). In the same token, “the downfall of one member of society is the downfall of 

all the members of society” (Lajul, ibid). This is an ethical ideal of the economic philosophy 

of Africans embedded in the socio-economic psyche and fibre of African communities for sake 

of friendship or community. 

Flowing from this ethical ideal of Africans, business organisations are considered members of 

the community with resources, and are usually expected to forsake profits for CSR or give to 

CSR for friendship or community’s sake. As an African proverb rightly says, ‘a friend is 

someone you share the path with’. Therefore, friends of African ethic, at the bottom, consider 

the act of forsaking or giving some per cent of organisational profits to CSR by business 

organisations to be a way of sharing the path of life with others through “sharing a way of life 

with them and caring about their quality of life” (Metz & Miller, 2016). In this regard, helping 

or caring for others is a moral requirement that does not necessarily require business 

organisations as moral agents to maximally sacrifice their organisational profits by donating to 

CSR in the demanding manner of Utilitarianism.  

Rather, it is a moral requirement that recognises and appreciates that business organisations 

have to be sustainably profitable for them to fulfil their social responsibility of caring for others 

by donating to CSR. Therefore, in as long as business organisations use their profits for their 

core business projects, though with due respect to the needs of others, friends of African ethic 

would have no moral problem with them. Typically, they would have a serious moral problem 

with the business organisations’ exclusive use of their organisational profits for their core 



 

294 
 

business projects with total disregard for the needs of others. In fact, in the eyes of friends of 

African ethic,  it would be morally inconceivable for one to amass wealth or profits for his 

exclusive use while others are in need in the community he belongs as he “would be considered 

as a criminal and an enemy of the community” (Chuwa, 2014: 67).  

Therefore, for friends of African ethic with its prescription to be friendly, a business 

organisation action or decision of sacrificing a certain or some percentage of organisational 

profits to CSR for primarily friendship or community’s sake with others without hurting itself 

is morally desirable. For instance, friends of African ethic would morally condemn 

Woolworths’ CSR action or decision to sacrifice 10% of their organisational profits to CSR for 

community’s sake with its customers to the brink of bankruptcy as wrong. It is so in that such 

CSR action fails to respect friendship or the capacity for it between Woolworths and its 

customers by incapacitating it to continue contributing positively to CSR for friendship or 

community’s sake above utility (Utilitarianism) or autonomy (Kantianism) considerations. 

Thus, this would usually be the typical view of the friends of African ethic even if Woolworths’ 

CSR action or decision produces good outcomes (Utilitarianism) or respects the persons 

(Kantianism) of the affected customers. For them, Woolworths’ CSR action or decision to 

sacrifice 10% of their organisational profits to CSR would have moral worth if, and only if, 

over above producing good outcomes for customers and respect their autonomy, it also 

capacitates Woolworths to prize or honour the “communal relationships of identity and 

solidarity” (Metz, 2015:79) with the affected customers as stakeholder overall. In this regard, 

for them, organisational stakeholder CSR “actions are not merely those likely to be beneficial, 

that is, to improve the other’s state, but also, in the ideal case, are ones done for the reason and 

for the sake of making the other a better person or for sake of communal relationship itself” 

(Metz, 2015:123). This is how African account entails and compares with Utilitarian and 
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Kantian accounts in answering the question to what extent should a business organisation in 

stakeholder CSR projects. 

5.3.5 Whom Should Business Organisations Target in Engaging in Stakeholder CSR 

Programmes? 

From the communal-relational perspective, informed by ideals of valuing friendly or 

harmonious relationships, an ethical standpoint of most friends of African ethic is that, all 

things being equal, business organisations should usually prioritise or target organisational 

CSR projects towards partial and impartial other-regarding stakeholder ends respectively. The 

implications of this African ethical standpoint as to whom should CSR programmes or projects 

prioritise are many and varied. Metz and Gaie persuasively capture the first category of these 

implications thus,  

“One implication of such a relational focus is much of intolerance for economic 

inequality than what is typical in the West, for a sense of togetherness is difficult to 

foster when some have much greater wealth than others. A second implication is that, 

due to focus on communal harmony, the membership in the community is, by and large, 

sufficient to be entrusted with an adequate portion of its land or other major kinds of 

wealth (cattle), supposing one continues to make good use of it for the benefit of others 

and does not go to waste. A third implication is that every moral agent has particularly 

weighty moral responsibilities and duties to aid his family, which includes many 

extended family members, such as in-laws, uncles and cousins” (Metz & Gaie 2010: 

277-278). 

Typically, applied to CSR, friends of African ethic would argue that the first implication on 

whom to prioritise would mean that business organisations as moral agents should usually 

prioritise organisational CSR projects towards helping the worst-off stakeholders at the 
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expense of the well-off stakeholders for the sake of friendship or community. Put differently, 

they would argue that organisational stakeholder CSR projects should usually be set so as to 

help or aid others, particularly those in need or least advantaged in the community, “in a way 

that expresses esteem for communal relationships” (Metz & Gaie, 2011:11) above other 

considerations. For example, they would generally argue for directing organisational CSR 

resources to the poor people of Soweto Township rather than to the relatively well-off people 

of Sandton City in the case of South Africa for friendship or community’s sake as a matter of 

helping those worst-off irrespective, even if one is or has not been related to them.  

For the second implication as applied to CSR from impartialism dimension, friends of African 

ethic would argue that it would mean that business organisations as moral agents should usually 

target organisational CSR projects towards helping or aiding others. This would be irrespective 

of who they are generally, whenever such a sustenance need for benefits or resources arises to 

do so for the sake of friendship or community. Here, it seems that most friends of African ethic 

put moral obligations and duties squarely on business organisations as moral agents to help or 

aid others (i.e. all organisational stakeholders). According to Paul Mbuya Akoko, this is to 

ensure that others have “the minimum amount of those benefits or resources without which 

they are not likely to live such life as will enable them to become responsible members of the 

community” (Paul Mbuya Akoko cited in Masolo, 2012: 39). In this regard, in his famous 

dialogue with Odera Oruka, Paul Mbuya Akoko argues that, in principle, “everyone needs to 

get from the community benefits or resources for life provisions such as food, clothing, and 

shelter if they cannot provide for themselves” (Masolo, ibid). Thus, for this Kenyan Luo 

community sage (i.e. Paul Mbuya Akoko) all people are morally indebted to help or aid “others 

as members of the community they share” (Masolo, ibid) for the sake of friendship or 

community. So, one can see that friends of African ethic, like Paul Mbuya Akoko, perceive 

business organisations as typically entrusted with organisational resources through CSR 
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projects to continue making good use of them for the benefit of others for the sake of friendship 

or community. 

Finally yet importantly, applied to CSR from an African partialism dimension, friends of 

African ethic would argue that the third implication would mean that, “existing communal ties 

have sturdy moral weight over the non-existent communal ones” (Bell & Metz, 2011; Molefe, 

2016). Typically, therefore, friends of African ethic would submit that business organisations 

as moral agents should usually a prioritise organisational CSR projects towards maintaining 

their relevantly desirable existing communal ties with their respective stakeholders, even when 

somewhat more ties for them could be created by ending them. In this regard, Paul Mbuya 

Akoko, in his dialogues with Odera Oruka, explains that in African communal-relational 

setting, “if any individual or family enjoyed advantages over their kin, they would be expected 

to use such means to raise the life conditions of such needy kin through a system that finally 

would lift them out of poverty” (Oruka, 1990: 141-2). It is in this regard, therefore, that friends 

of African CSR in the light of African ethic would suggest that existing communal ties based 

on the need would also ground some moral consideration. So, they would maintain that, all 

things considered, it might be the case that if a business organisation already is in a relationship 

with a particular stakeholder, it would have a plausible reason to aid that stakeholder before a 

distant stranger that is marginally worse-off for the sake of the special communal relationship 

or friendship they share. 

While Utilitarians and Kantians would agree in principle with friends of African ethic that 

business organisations as moral agents have a moral duty to prioritise or target organisational 

CSR projects in helping or aiding their respective stakeholder communities, they would do so 

from opposing ethical standpoints. All things considered, Utilitarians would agree with African 

account of impartial targeting of organisational CSR projects in helping or aiding others if and 
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only if, they bring about good consequences overall. Whereas, friends of African ethic would 

intuitively postulate that it might prescribe overall organisational CSR projects, which would 

better direct CSR resources towards helping or aiding the poorest of the poor in enhancing their 

capabilities, Utilitarians would not necessarily focus on the worst-off. Rather, they would 

usually prescribe directing organisational CSR resources towards those who are reasonably 

well-off, if the gain to them would be marginally higher than for those at the bottom. Typically, 

Utilitarian believe in domino effect or trickle-down effect of the distribution of organisational 

CSR resources for resultant good consequences.  

Therefore, other things being equal, Utilitarians would argue for directing CSR resources to 

the relatively well-off people of Sandton City rather than the poor people of Soweto Township 

in the case of South Africa, if the gain to them seems to maximise welfare or at least its share 

as seen from an “impartial point of view” (Jollimore, 2018). Here, Utilitarians would usually 

say that this should be the case given that because of diminishing marginal utility, the resources 

would likely do more good if given to the well-off rather than the poor. This Utilitarian CSR 

account from the impartial viewpoint is in direct contrast to that of African CSR account, which 

prescribes directing CSR resources to help or aid others “in a way that expresses esteem for 

communal relationships” (Metz, 2011:240). Thus, African CSR account intuitively prizes or 

esteems friendly relationships with others in which people behave in ways supportive of others. 

In this regard, for example, friends of African ethic would typically be supportive of 

organisational CSR projects that direct resources to addressing the basic needs of the poor or 

the needy of Soweto Township over those of relatively well-off people of Sandton City in the 

case of South Africa. This would be the case only “just to the extent that [it] prizes [communal 

relationships of] identity and solidarity with” (Metz, 2011: 540) the poor or the needy not so 

much because it produces good Utilitarian outcomes, i.e. maximally maximising general 

welfare or pleasure overall. 
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Alternatives to the above contrasting Utilitarian and African impartialist accounts of whom to 

prioritise for CSR are their partialists’ counterparts. Utilitarian and African partialists seem to 

suppose that, all things considered, some people would count as more significant, at least in 

certain ways, for example, the possibility that existing ties or preferences may have strong 

weight (see Tur et al., 2018; Falk et al., 2018 in this regard). Here, Utilitarian and African 

partialists both seem to be agreeing in principle albeit from opposing moral standpoints that, 

overall, partial rather than impartial prioritising or targeting of organisational CSR projects in 

helping or aiding others might be desirable. In fact, all things considered, “Utilitarian partialists 

would usually elect, to have [say organisational CSR] resources distributed according to a 

Utilitarian calculus, thereby maximising the average utility over the whole society hence their 

own expected utility” (Pinkerton et al., 2002: 73). For them, it is prima facie plausible that 

some kind of partiality or preferential treatment, such as favouring one’s own immediate family 

over other distant or extended families are morally permissible. Their principled argument to 

have (say organisational CSR) resources distributed according to a Utilitarian partial calculus 

is that by making the rich richer, the poor will benefit from the trickle-down effect. Or 

sometimes Utilitarians say that since one knows one’s kin best, one can help them better than 

one can help strangers as Cf. Milton Friedman’s infamous paper on stockholder theory 

(Friedman, 1970) - a version of the invisible hand analysis that emphasises the need for 

incentives for morality. Consequently, when applied to CSR, the Utilitarian partialist account 

would typically appear to desire business organisations directing organisational CSR resources 

to their immediate stakeholder community (say of Sandton City) rather than to their other 

distant or extended stakeholder communities (say of Soweto Township). This would be 

desirable if and only if the gain to them has the domino effect of maximising all organisational 

stakeholders’ average welfare or at least its share from a “partial point of view” (Jollimore, 

2018).  
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In contrast to the Utilitarian partialists who value domino effect of preferences or utilities of 

every member of the society, African partialists prescribe directing resources to help or aid 

others in a way that esteems or prizes close existing communal ties and/or unique familial 

relationships for friendship’s sake. Here, African partialists would usually argue that “pleasure 

is not pleasuring if it is not shared or experienced by a family” (Mangena, 2012:8). In this 

regard, they would typically argue that, “familial relationships of the right sort have good 

consequences for individuals….[and] they are to be morally valued in themselves, apart from 

their results” (Metz & Gaie, 2010:277). Accordingly, when applied to CSR, the African 

partialists would typically appear to want business organisations to direct organisational CSR 

projects towards maintaining their relevantly close existing familial ties with their respective 

stakeholders rather than distant extended ties with strangers ones for friendship’s sake. They 

would argue that business organisations have the moral responsibility to recognise their special 

communal “debt to others as members of the stakeholder community they share” (Masolo, 

2012:39) for the sake of friendship rather than Utilitarian good consequences as seen from a 

partial point of view. So, although Utilitarian and African partialists seem to be using 

contrasting ethical dispositions to arrive at whom to prioritise organisational stakeholder CSR, 

they fundamentally both “recognise the moral legitimacy of giving special preferences to 

ourselves and people that we know and care about [at least in the first instance]” (Nathanson, 

n.d). Typically, this is the case when deciding as moral agents (i.e. business organisations) 

which moral path to take in implementing organisational stakeholder CSR projects overall from 

a “partial point of view” (Jollimore, 2018).  

Likewise, Kantians would agree, in principle, with friends of African ethic that business 

organisations as moral agents have moral duty to prioritise or target organisational CSR 

projects in helping or aiding their respective stakeholder communities. However, they would 

typically do so from an opposing ethical standpoint of respect for the autonomy of others. All 
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things equal, Kantians maintain that “rational individuals [would usually] seek to maximise 

[the prospects for] the well-being of the worst-off member of the society” (Rawls, 1971 cited 

in Garber et al., 1996: 35) as seen from “an impartial point of view” (Jollimore, 2018). For 

them, a communal undertaking to eradicate poverty, for instance, is intuitively a more serious 

moral matter of promoting prospects for respect for the autonomy of the least well-off members 

of the society. Thus, overall, Kantians would agree with and support impartial targeting of 

resources in helping or aiding others (i.e. least well-off or least disadvantaged members of the 

society) if and only if, it respects people’s autonomy overall. So, when applied to CSR, the 

Kantian impartialist account would usually appear to desire business organisations directing 

organisational CSR resources to their least well-off members of their respective stakeholder 

community if the gain to them would maximise their prospects for promotion of respect of their 

autonomy, at the bottom, “as seen from an impartial point of view” (Jollimore, 2018). It seems 

here that, from respect of autonomy of others perspective, Kantians would typically be 

supportive of business organisations’ CSR decision of directing organisational resources to 

help or aiding the least worse-off members of their stakeholder's community to enhance their 

capabilities of doing things for themselves overall. 

Friends of African ethic would support this Kantian impartialist CSR account, if and only if, it 

prizes community or friendship. For them, one should direct resources to help or aid others in 

a way that expresses esteem for communal or friendly relationships. By making community or 

friendship a particular way of relating to others more than merely treating their capacity for 

autonomy with respect, friends of African ethic argue that it promises plausible answers to 

whom ought to be mainly aided after all. Thus, all things considered, friends of African ethic 

would intuitively esteem friendly relationships with others in which people behave in ways 

supportive of others particularly the least well-off members of the community. Thus, when 

applied to CSR, the African impartialist account would usually appear to desire business 
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organisations directing organisational CSR resources to their least well-off members of their 

respective stakeholder community if the gain to them would foster greater friendliness with 

them, at the bottom, from an “impartial point of view”(Jollimore, 2018).  

Here, friends of African ethic would typically be supportive of organisational CSR projects 

that direct resources to addressing the needs of the least well-off members of their respective 

stakeholder community in Soweto Township rather than those of relatively well-off community 

members in Sandton City in the case of South Africa. In addition, the African CSR would also 

provide some reason to continue an organisational CSR relationship with an existing 

stakeholder, regardless of whether one had promised to do so. This would be the case only just 

to the extent that doing so prizes communal or friendly relationships (of identity and of 

solidarity) with the stakeholder community in Soweto Township rather just respecting their 

autonomy overall. Thus, the Tanzanian proverb ‘To be without a friend is to be poor indeed’ 

points to the moral significance of helping or aiding others, especially to those in need or least 

disadvantaged in African culture, for friendship and community’s sake. Thus, other things 

being equal, the African ethic with its prescription to be friendly would ordinarily directs 

business organisations to aim their organisational CSR resources towards the most significant 

benefit of the least well-off or least disadvantaged stakeholders, at least in principle, in the first 

instance as seen from the impartial viewpoint. 

Alternatives to the Kantian and African impartialist accounts of whom to prioritise for CSR are 

their partialists’ counterparts. Although taking opposing ethical dispositions, some Kantians 

and friends of African ethic maintain that, all things considered, partiality is permissible, in 

principle, in certain contexts where we are required to give some people special treatment 

because of their personal relationships with us. When using the principle of beneficence, 

Kantian partialists usually maintain that, “we are not only morally allowed but required that 

we give special consideration or beneficial treatment to those in personal relationships with us, 
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i.e. children, family and friends” (Bramer, 2010:1). For example, a father is better positioned 

to correctly respond to his child’s desire to celebrate a birthday than a desire of the stranger to 

celebrating success. For them, overall, such partial actions are not just morally permissible for 

efficacious beneficence to people with whom we have personal relationships with them. 

Rather, they also have a moral value of fostering greater respect for their persons to some extent 

in the sense of enabling or empowering them to pursue their own goals. Thus, their account of 

partiality thus rests primarily on Kant’s imperfect, broad and affirmative duty of beneficence, 

which recognises our right to some degree of favouritism in performing beneficent acts given 

our finite resources for helping or aiding others.  

Therefore, when applied to CSR, the Kantian partialist account would usually appear to desire 

business organisations giving preference in directing organisational CSR resources to their 

South African stakeholder community rather than their far distant Ethiopian counterparts 

because of the particular personal relationships they have with them. Therefore, the implication 

here is that, in acting beneficently, business organisations have a choice not to direct their 

organisational CSR resources equally to those stakeholders they have personal relationships in 

South Africa and those who are strangers in Ethiopia. It seems here that “there is nothing 

morally wrong with such a [CSR] decision [by business organisations] under Kantian [Ethical] 

Theory” (Bramer, 2010) from a “partial point of view” (Jollimore, 2018). In contrast to the 

Kantian partialist account above, which appears to value the right of business organisations to 

make a partial choice as to whom to prioritise in directing organisational CSR resources, 

African partialist account instructs directing CSR resources to those in personal relationships 

with us based on need and/or interest.  

Here, a more specific African ethic articulation of what it means to meet a ‘need’ is that we all 

have moral responsibility to help or aid those with whom we have special relationships. This 

is primarily  to ensure that they have “the minimum amount of those benefits without which 
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they are not likely to live such life as will enable them to become responsible members of the 

community” (Mbuya Akoko cited in Masolo, 2012:39). Based on this understanding of what it 

means to meet a ‘need’ of others, from the African ethic perspective, it would be immoral for 

business organisations to donate organisational resources to CSR largely based on “ individual 

rights or choices, as opposed to the need” (Metz, 2007:326). In accord, Gyekye argues that, 

“the reason why you should help someone in need is given in the [African] maxim ‘Wo yonko 

da ne wo da’ – ‘Your neighbor's situation is potentially your situation’, [which] is [typically] 

uttered in references only to the pitiable, miserable or unfortunate situation of another person 

[for the sake of friendly relationships with us]” (Gyekye, 2011). So, the moral of this African 

ethic maxim here is that some degree of favouritism or preferential treatment in performing 

beneficent acts to people whom we have personal relationships is ethically permissible based 

on the degree of their respective personal needs, that is, supporting our children needs than 

those of most others.  

Thus, whereas the Utilitarian idea is that parents are better positioned to support the needs of 

their children than the needs of most others because of parental relationships they have with 

them, an African perspective would usually say that one has moral reason to support one’s 

children interests, even when it is not a matter of their needs. In other words, the African 

account of partiality seems to be based on the notion that, at least in principle, our capacity to 

provide aid to others whom we have relationships often rests on given histories and social 

structures other than parenting (i.e. family, clan, tribe, ethnicity, kinship, lineage) or other 

existing harmonious relationships i.e. spatial proximity) informed by need or interests as 

opposed to rights or preferences. Therefore, it appears that the African ethic of partiality 

believes “that, in general, charity begins at home [by supposing that] one has a choice of 

promoting a certain degree of harmony among insiders (family, clan) than among outsiders” 

(Metz, 2007: 341).  
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Accordingly, when applied to CSR, the African partialist account would usually appear to 

desire business organisations are giving preference in directing organisational CSR resources 

for the primary benefit of members of their respective stakeholder community whom they have 

particular personal relationships with them first and foremost. Therefore, the implication here 

is that, in acting beneficently, business organisations are better positioned to support the needs 

or interests of the members of their stakeholder community in South Africa with whom they 

have personal relationships than the needs or interests of those who are strangers in Ethiopia 

as seen from a partial point of view. Here, African ethic of partiality does not urge business 

organisations to direct their organisational CSR resources towards promoting or respecting 

their South African stakeholders’ autonomy. Rather, at the bottom, it directs business 

organisations to aim their organisational CSR resources towards genuinely “sharing a way of 

life with [them] and caring about the quality of their life” (Metz, 2013) or well-being overall. 

Another partialist dimension of Kantianism as to whom should business organisations usually 

prioritise or target organisational CSR projects is the one that would centrally be a function of 

implicit or explicit promises made. According to supporters of this partialist dimension of 

Kantianism, one should direct resources by helping only those whom she has implicitly or 

explicitly promised and agreed to help or aid, at least in principle, in the first instance. 

Reasonably speaking, most Kantians maintain that falsely promising to help or aid someone 

infringes upon her freedom of choice because as the promisee she parts in the mistaken belief 

that the promisor truly intends to help or aid her. Thus, as a promisee, she is harmed or violated 

when she parts with the false promise of help or aid, “after the promisor duped her into 

believing something that was not true” (Byrd & Hruschka, 2006:50). The authors expressively 

put this point across thus, “when I accept a promise made to me, I acquire possession of the 

promisor's choice to act in a certain way in the future. Kant's notion of intelligible possession 
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or ‘ownership’ of that person's choice to act constitutes a contractual claim” (Byrd & Hruschka 

2006:53) from the Kantian partialist promise-making moral standpoint.  

Hence, accordingly applied to CSR, the Kantian partialist account of the donative promise of 

help or aid that promisor has made and the promisee has accepted has interesting CSR 

proposition for business organisations.  It would usually appear to desire business organisations 

giving preference in directing organisational CSR resources to those whom the donative 

promise has been made implicitly or explicitly to them, and have conversely accepted the 

donative promise made to them. In other words, it would seem that, from the Kantian partialist 

moral standpoint, business organisations have a prima facie moral duty to fulfil explicit and 

implicit donative CSR promises or agreements into which they have entered implicitly or 

explicitly with their respective stakeholder communities. 

Typically, friends of African ethic partiality would support the Kantian partialist view that 

business organisation should direct CSR resources to those whom they have implicitly or 

explicitly promised and agreed to help or aid, at least in principle, in the first instance. Like 

their Kantian partialist counterparts, African ethic partialists equally hold, though from a 

different moral standpoint, that breaking promises to be morally wrong. On the face of it, for 

friends of African ethic partiality, an act of breaking one’s donative promise made to others is 

rather unloving as it betrays or violates the trust relationship one has with others rather than 

degrading the capacity for their autonomy. For friends of African ethic partiality, promise-

breaking actions are pro tanto immoral to the extent that, “[they] do not involve shared identity; 

they include neither activity coordinated to realise shared ends nor any we-ness. Furthermore, 

the actions do not involve goodwill, for they tend to reduce peoples quality of life and are far 

from a matter of acting for the sake of others” (Metz, 2007: 337).  
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Accordingly, when applied to CSR, the African ethic partialist account of keeping one’s 

donative promises would usually appear to desire business organisations giving preference in 

directing organisational CSR resources for the primary benefit of members of their respective 

stakeholder community whom they have implicitly or explicitly promised and agreed to help 

or aid primarily. Therefore, the implication here is that, in acting beneficently, business 

organisations should usually support the needs or interests of the members of their stakeholder 

community whom they have made donative promise implicitly or explicitly to help or aid them. 

This should be so irrespective of where the promised stakeholders come from South Africa and 

elsewhere (i.e. Ethiopia), as seen from African partial point of view.  Here, thus, African ethic 

of partiality does not urge business organisations to direct their organisational CSR resources 

towards helping or aiding those whom they have implicitly or explicitly promised because not 

doing so would impair or degrade their capacity for autonomy. Rather, at the bottom, it directs 

business organisations to aim their organisational CSR resources towards helping or aiding 

those whom they have explicitly or implicitly promised. This is because not doing so (i.e. break 

a promise) would betray or violate (i.e. hurt or damage) the trust relationship they have with 

those whom they have implicitly or explicitly promised and agreed to help or aid in the first 

place. Thus, an act of promise breaking is not morally desirable in the eyes of friends of the 

African ethic since it is perceived as “produc[ing] discord and reduc[ing] harmony, where 

harmony is a matter of [shared] identity and solidarity” (Metz, 2007: 340). 

Discussions above have served to essentially demonstrate that Utilitarian, Kantian and African 

Ethical Theories do, in principle albeit from opposing ethical standpoints, support the moral 

importance of impartiality while accepting, for different reasons, that special relationships are 

morally significant as well in directing organisational CSR resources towards helping or aiding 

others. However, it is not hard to see that African ethic account, by contrast to Utilitarian and 

Kantian accounts, desires moral agents to show identity and exhibit solidarity towards others’ 
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self-realisation and self-esteem for friendship or community’s sake above utility or autonomy 

considerations. For it, acting for the benefit of “others to become better people not just better 

off”” (Metz, 2015: 79), is most morally desirable.Consequently, as alluded to, it maintains that, 

“pleasure is not pleasure if it is not shared or experienced by a family or community, [and ] the 

idea of respect for persons which Kant valorises cannot make sense in African cultures where 

the dignity of the community is more important than the dignity of a mere individual” 

(Mangena, 2012:8). As Shutte further notes, “the importance of this idea for ethics is that the 

family [or community] is something that is valued for its own sake” (Shutte, 2001: 29). 

Therefore, African ethic with its prescription to be friendly intuitively values or prizes “sharing 

a way of life with others and caring about their quality of life” (Metz, 2013) as a practical show 

of friendship or community for people, we have some kind of relationships with them. In this 

regard, it puts a fundamental moral value on organisational CSR framework according to which 

donating to CSR is prioritised or targeted primarily for promotion of greater friendliness or 

community in the benefit of others above Utilitarian utility and/or Kantian autonomy 

considerations as seen from both impartial and partial points of view overall. 

Thus, the African ethic moral agent primarily bears his own duty towards his practical 

mindfulness of others’ needs for the sake of greater friendliness above just Utilitarian utility or 

Kantian autonomy considerations. A Sesotho proverb, when confirming the African ethic 

prescription that organisational CSR resources should always be prioritised or targeted for the 

sake of community or friendship, says ‘metse ho cha mabapi,’ meaning “one’s trouble in 

practical terms is bound to affect one’s neighbours as well” (Koenane, 2014:182). This African 

ethic prescription is best articulated by Masolo thus, “the value of the practice of enabling 

others by providing them with some kind of stimulus for self-elevation lies solely in what it 

produces for others and almost never in self-gain” (Masolo, 2010:239). In agreement, Koenane 

persuasively writes, “… being kind to others and allowing them to share in one’s fortune has a 
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deep moral significance in African communities” (Koenane, 2014: 183). In fact, according to 

Koenane “…failing to assist [others] [i]s in an African context regarded as failing in one’s 

moral obligation, and this [i]s also regarded as [unfriendly] on the part of the one with plenty” 

(Koenane, ibid). Typically, a friend of the African ethic prescription to be friendly would 

usually call such a failure on the part of the one with plenty as “unfriendly or more carefully, 

failure to respect friendship with others or the capacity for it” (Metz, 2011: 540).  

In a nutshell, in answering the question of whom ought to be mainly aided by organisational 

CSR projects, most friends of African ethic think that organisational donations to CSR should 

usually be directed at helping or aiding others to primarily promote friendship or community 

and/or the capacity for it. It is in this regard that they would instruct organisational CSR 

resources to be aimed towards promotion of community living in the sense of connecting to 

others, that is, identifying and exhibiting solidarity with them. For them, this is a cherished 

value for the sake of friendship or community. On the contrary, Kantians often think that such 

organisational donations to CSR “respect people’s autonomy, while Utilitarians tend to think” 

(Metz & Gaie, 2010) they maximise peoples’ quality of life, hence satisfy their needs better 

than other moral considerations overall. This is how African account entails and compares with 

Utilitarian and Kantian accounts in answering the question whom should a business 

organisation target in stakeholder CSR projects. With this, in section 5.4 that follows, I submit 

that African Ethical Theory does the best job than Utilitarianism and Kantianism in analysing 

ethics in stakeholder CSR as it accommodates the relational and partial nature of morality. 

5.4 Does African Ethical Theory do a Good Job of Analysing Ethics in Stakeholder CSR? 

In this section, I advance some reflections on African Ethical Theory practical implications to 

organisational stakeholder CSR as my favoured moral theory. I also draw some lessons from 

its practical ethics wisdom as discussed in the previous sections of this chapter to defend further 
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my desirability for it as a promising new rival to Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories for 

the normative grounding of organisational stakeholder CSR. To this end, I submit that African 

Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly provides a plausible rationale in addressing 

the specific questions about organisational stakeholder CSR in business organisations. It argues 

intelligently for the idea of prizing communal or friendly relationships (of identity and of 

solidarity) in the management of organisational stakeholder CSR in business organisations. It 

also best explains how organisational stakeholder CSR practice can cogently foster greater 

friendliness with stakeholders in a business relationship. I conclude by submitting that the 

African Ethical Theory does an excellent job in explaining why disrespecting community with 

others is morally wrong and provides valuable practical lessons that business organisations can 

learn from its ethical wisdom in practical terms for their organisational stakeholder CSR today.  

In datum, the African Ethical Theory provides convincing arguments that it is in everyone’s 

interest to cooperate for reason of long-term self-interest. This is a ‘practical’ argument, 

suggesting that looking after one’s own interests is equivalent in the outcome to following 

Kantian friendship.19 Indeed, the friendship proposal is made more feasible by recognising the 

role of self-interest, which makes the friendship principle the ultimate moral justification of 

incorporating a measure of legitimate self-interest as a means to maximising ‘utility’. It also 

helps to legitimate giving special attention to the needs of ‘stakeholders’ in the sense of those 

who are required to promote the efficiency of competing business organisations. Recall, friends 

of the African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly would typically maintain that 

acting for the benefit of others for the sake of friendship or community has always been a 

practical African way of life. For them, in the first instance, the African Ethical Theory 

                                                             
19 In a nutshell, for rough discussions on Kantian friendship, see section 6.1.2 of chapter 6 on pages 342 – 345 of 

this thesis, and  for detailed  reading on Kantian friendship, see the works of Durán (2019: 123-136); Rinne (2018); 

Carter (2017: 683–690); McDonald (2016: 47- 66); Wike (2014:140-153); Banham (2012: 171-180) Moran 

(2012:168-203); van Impe (2011:127-139); Bramer (2010: 121–139);  and Paton (1993:133-154) just to mention 

few available  in the literature.  
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primarily provides a moral code for mutual social responsibility in traditional African life. 

Second, it implies, in principle, a mutual responsibility by the community and its members to 

do their very best for each other with the full knowledge and understanding that if community 

prospers its members would share in that prosperity and that community cannot prosper without 

the full cooperation of its members. Hence, the distribution of communal wealth (profit) to the 

members of the community is seen by most friends of African Ethical Theory as “an obvious 

moral requirement that everyone should observe” (Chuwa, 2014: 67), and is aslo “considered 

to be an ethical ideal” (Chuwa, ibid). More so, it is perceived by most friends of African Ethical 

Theory as “a practical application of justice as reparation and restoration where wrongs have 

been committed in the accumulation of the communal wealth itself” (Chuwa, 2014: 68). They 

further see it as, “exemplifying a belief in practical altruism as a social value for the betterment 

of others just insofar as it is expressive of, or conducive to, community” (Masolo, 2010: 246). 

 Thus, it is not surprising that, “most African societies have always had in place practical 

mechanisms for accumulation and distribution of wealth in the community to ascertain that 

every member of the community is enabled to employ his or her potential for the personal good 

and for common good” (Chuwa, 2014: 67). Such mechanisms, as informed by prescripts of 

African Ethical Theory, have always been desirable to the extent that they promote friendship, 

and strive to maintain social cohesion and harmony in communities. Therefore, as a matter of 

principle in practice, the African Ethical Theory with its cardinal prescription to be friendly 

requires members of the community “to be in solidarity with one another especially during the 

hour of need for the sake of community” (Mnyaka & Motlhabi, 2005: 223). Broodryk 

powerfully captures the practical terms of this simple African ethical ideal practice thus, “if 

you have two cows and the milk of the first cow is sufficient for your own consumption, you 

are expected to donate the milk of the second cow to your underprivileged brothers and sisters” 

(Broodryk, 2002:8). In accord, Koenane provides his own experiential account of this ‘African’ 
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ethical ideal practice in the communal-traditional ethics among the Basotho of Lesotho when 

he compellingly writes thus, 

I grow up in a family in which my maternal uncle (Malome in Sesotho) was quite 

wealthy with a number of cattle. Although I was not aware of the practice of lending 

cattle or two to a needy neighbour I knew that every day there was a time of milking. 

What troubled me as a boy was people would line up and literally say:‘re tlo lata lebese’ 

meaning we came to fetch milk. The way they said it, it reflected that they have a right 

to this milk and some would come with big containers. This attitude troubled me, but it 

did not seem to bother my uncle and my cousins who would go as far as taking milk 

and eggs to a number of households who did not come to collect their share. The same 

thing happened with eggs” (Koenane, 2014: 182). 

Taking the same ‘African’ ethical ideal practice to another level, according to African Ethical 

Theory prescripts, in the context of the socio-moral fabric of African people, Walter Sisulu 

cited in Metz (2007: 326) states that,  

“In practice, if one had two cows for milk, he would donate one to a person who has 

none so that the person who has no cow would feed the cow loaned to him so that he 

can get a supply of milk for his family needs. If the loaned cow gets a calf, the first calf 

would belong to the owner of the cow and the second one would belong to the person 

feeding the cow, then the alternate cycle repeats itself”.  

This practice provided “a mechanism to ascertain that every member of the [community] is 

enabled to employ his or her potential” (Chuwa, 2014:67) positively to the promotion and 

sustenance of the strong sense of group identity and solidarity for the sake of the community. 

From the African ethic communal-relational orientation, “everyone is called upon and is 
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expected to make a difference by contributing to the creation of the humane conditions that, at 

least, enhance community” (Masolo, 2010:250).  

Writing in a different context about the nature of communal-oriented practical ethics of 

distributing accumulated communal wealth for the benefit of others, Le et al (2012) 

expressively explain, “in a communal orientation… we give because of need; we give because 

we care about the wellbeing of other people”. In this regard, it is not surprising that friends of 

the African Ethical Theory would usually require “distribution of accumulated communal 

wealth on the basis of need in practical terms” (Chuwa, 2014: 67). For them, “the act of helping 

others in the community, particularly those in need or least advantaged, is considered, a moral 

requirement that cannot be overlooked for selfish expediency” (Chuwa, ibid). Consequently, 

for them, the act of “amassing wealth for selfish reasons, regardless common good, is 

considered a very dangerous sign in the unity and life of the community” (Metz, 2007: 325-26 

cited in Chuwa, 2014: 67). It is for this reason that “an individual who proved to be so selfish 

that he would accumulate wealth while others are in need of basic human needs would be 

considered as a criminal and an enemy of the community” (Chuwa, 2014:67). In the words of 

Kasenene, “in all they do, Africans strive to promote the well-being of others primarily for the 

sake of community” (Kasenene, 1994:142). 

Accordingly, when applied to CSR, the African Ethical Theory with its ideal practical 

mechanisms highlighted above would typically appear to want business organisations to have 

in place practical organisational stakeholder CSR mechanisms for ascertaining that their 

respective stakeholder communities are enabled to employ their potential positively for their 

own particular good and for the common good. Here, it would also seem to suggest that 

business organisations, in essence, should usually reject organisational stakeholder CSR 

actions merely steered by money and power, which put profit before purpose (Habermas, 

1987:154). Rather, it would typically desire organisational stakeholder CSR actions that put 
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purpose before profit for the sake of community or friendship, and the capacity of it overall. 

This African ethic communal-relational orientation of the desirable organisational stakeholder 

CSR actions is eloquently articulated by Metz (2010) thus,  

“It prescribes cooperating with others and acting for their sake (not competing with 

others so as to amass profit); working in a way that promotes a sense of togetherness 

(not reducing labour to a serious discrete, repetitive tasks undertaken in isolation); 

making decisions in a collective, democratic way (not unilaterally and hierarchically); 

giving some moral weight to communal values and norms (not automatically trading 

them off to maximise economic or political outcomes)” (Metz, 2010:386). 

Elsewhere, vividly capturing the quintessence of the African Ethical Theory desirable 

communal-relational orientation of the organisational stakeholder CSR actions, Metz writes 

“It is pro tanto immoral to make policy decisions in the face of dissent, as opposed to 

seeking consensus; to create wealth largely on a competitive basis, as opposed to a 

cooperative one; to distribute wealth largely on the basis of individual rights, as 

opposed to need; [and] to ignore others and violate communal norms, as opposed to 

acknowledging others” (Metz, 2007: 324-327).  

Thus,  at the bottom, from the communal-relational orientation of th African Ethical Theory, 

an organisational stakeholder CSR “action is  right just insofar as it produces harmony and 

reduces discord, [and] is wrong to the extent that it fails to develop community” (Metz, 2007: 

334; Metz, 2007 cited in Imafidon, 2014: 46). In essence, the African Ethical Theory with its 

prescription to be friendly is eloquently articulated by Paul Mbuya Akoko in his dialogue with 

Odera Oruka (1990) about his own Kenyan Luo community as follows, 



 

315 
 

“The Luo in the traditional setting practised ‘communalism’ of a cooperative nature 

where  one person had cattle, for example, everybody ‘ipso facto’ had cattle. For the 

owner  of the cattle would distribute his cattle among people who did not have cattle 

[of their own] so that the less well-off people may take care of them but is never 

completely given away. The result is that everybody had cows to look after and so milk 

to drink” (Paul Mbuya Akoko cited in Oruka, 1990: 141). 

Elsewhere, in an emphatic accord with Paul Mbuya Akoko in Oruka (1990), Ramose (2002a) 

persuasively captures the African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly. Ramose 

does so in the Sesotho aphorism that ‘Feta kgomo o tshware motho’ or ‘Ha le fete khomo le je 

motho’ roughly meaning, “that human life is of such great value that one cannot spare resources 

at its expense” (Rakotsoane & van Niekerk, 2017: 258) thus, 

“This means that if and when one is faced with a decisive choice between wealth and 

the preservation of the life of  another human being then one should choose to preserve 

the life of another human being. The central meaning here is that mutual care for one 

another as human beings precedes concern for the accumulation and safeguarding of 

wealth as though such a concern were an end in itself. While we see that motho [person] 

is once again the primary reality in traditionl African culture, here we have also the 

principle of sharing as the regulative element of social organisation. This is the principle 

animating the much talked about African communalism” (Ramose, 2002a:114-115 

cited in Mkhwanazi & Ramose, 2005:173-74). 

In agreement with Paul Mbuya Akoko in Oruka (1990) and Ramone (2002a), Yalae (2008:31-

37) articulates an African account of what he dubs ‘the traditional African Philosophy of 

wealth’ distribution in a society informed by the ideals of African Ethical Theory with its 

prescription to be friendly. According to the author, the African Philosophy of wealth informed 
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by the ideals of African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly postulates that, “the 

wealth of society is the collective creation of that society” (Yalae, 2008:31). In this regard, 

according to the author, Africans believe that, 

“Social harmony and mutual independence, established by the society, enabled the 

society to create the wealth of that society. [Consequently,] the ability of the individual 

[as a member of the society] to create wealth greatly depends on the peaceful, 

harmonious and cooperative environment that only the society can provide” (Yalae, 

2008: 31-32).  

So, in informed by the ideals of African Ethical Theory with its  prescription to be friendly, the 

African Philosophy of wealth postulates that, “the wealth of an individual is the wealth of the 

group – the community, with the individual being [merely] the custodian of the wealth” (Yalae, 

2008:32). It further assumes, “the wealthy individual is socially required to distribute the 

wealth [in his custody] to other members of the social group for their general welfare” (Yalae, 

2008:32). This communal-relational perspective of African Philosophy of wealth claims that, 

“wealth must be distributed in a way that expresses esteem for communal relationships for the 

sense of community is extraordinarily challenging to foster when some people have much 

greater wealth than others” (Magesa, 1997: 277-278). 

Indeed, according to Mkhwanazi and Ramose, “the need to help one another is close to the 

heart of [Africans]” (Mkhwanazi & Ramose, 2005:172). Elsewhere, Wiredu (1992) quoted in 

Mkhwanazi and Ramose (2005) makes the similar point in his description of the Akan typical 

life by extrapolation of the Africans as “one continuous drama of mutual aid” (Wiredu, 1992: 

293 cited in Mkhwanazi & Ramose, 2005:172). It is in this regard that I agree with Metz’s 

suggestion that African Ethical Theory informed by ideals of the prescription to be friendly 
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advances that “morally wrong actions are to be identified as those that are, roughly, unfriendly” 

(Metz, 2014:310). For example, in the words of Metz,  

“Refusing ever to help [others is] plausibly immoral insofar as [it] puts distance 

between the one acting and the one acted upon; [it is] subordinating rather than 

coordinating; [it is] expected to harm rather than to benefit; and [it is] motivated by 

attitudes of cruelty, selfishness and the like” (Metz, 2014:310).  

This is the compelling, attractive and plausible moral perspective of African account of 

wrongness of actions in analysing ethics in stakeholder CSR that I had advanced and argued 

for in this chapter. Indeed, I have found as Metz (2014) did elsewhere that it “differs from 

typical Western accounts of wrongness as failure to maximise the general welfare 

(Utilitarianism) or disrespect of an individual’s autonomy (Kantianism)” (Metz, 2014:310).  

5.5 Concluding remarks  

My aim in this chapter was to offer an attractive and compelling account of the application of 

African Ethical Theory to stakeholder CSR issues. I started the chapter by recapping what 

constitutes ‘African’ moral rightness or wrongness of action in African ethics as per the 

prescription to be friendly qua the African maxim or aphorism, “a person is a person through 

other persons” (Metz, 2007 cited in Etieyibo, 2016:9).  

I then broadly sketched the theoretical expositions of the prescription to be friendly as an 

agency of the African Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR. I argued that, alongside Utilitarian 

and Kantian Ethicsl Theories, the African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly 

provides an insightful, attractive and plausible perspective to stakeholder CSR practices. I  then 

applied African ethics  to non-CSR issues that the previous work of African ethic (of uBuntu-

Botho) has investigated and considered, indicating how they might be of use when thinking 
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about CSR and/or may impact upon a consideration for African ethics and CSR. Then, I applied 

it to concrete stakeholder CSR issues with the view to compare and contrast its implications 

with those of Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories. In my concluding remarks about its 

overall performance, I submitted that it does provide as satisfactory a normative grounding of 

stakeholder CSR comparable to its Utilitarian and Kantian rivals. In fact, it is my preferred and 

favourite normative justificatory theory of stakeholder CSR. My view is that a greater 

appreciation of it is desirable in explaining and justifying normative content of stakeholder 

CSR besides or alongside the Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories. This is so because it 

adds something to the best versions of Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories in respect to 

CSR, and its prescription to be friendly I have dubbed “African friendliness” can stand on its 

own in providing, the best justification of the best version of stakeholder CSR.  

In the African cultural context, African friendliness is a highly cherished moral value or virtue, 

and is given centrality in African morality. It is given expression in acts that foster social 

harmony and show sensitivity to the needs of others as well. Writing on the traditional religious 

and philosophical worldview of the African peoples, Mbiti expresses the idea of African 

friendliness vividly by asserting that, “I am because we are and because we are, therefore I am” 

(Mbiti, 1990: 106) or as I put it in my own words, “I live because You live”. This assertion 

points out to the moral significance of African friendliness among African peoples, and is 

usually played out when people are friendly, that is, offer each other practical help and other 

forms of assistance for the sake of community or friendship. In essence, African friendliness 

roughly creates or demands social and moral obligations on the part of all members of the 

community to help one another, whenever they can, to the best of their abilities or means – 

community members are usually expected to help each other. This morally demanded or 

obligatory expectation, as ingrained in African friendliness, is eloquently captured by Akoko-

Abutiate (2014) thus,  
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“This is achieved by members helping others generously, without ostentation and 

without making those who receive the help feel inferior. On the other hand, those who 

receive help are taught to appreciate the help of others. Neither those who help others 

nor those who receive help from others intentionally should take advantage of each 

other, but both giver and receiver must learn to appreciate each other” (Akoko-Abutiate, 

2014:110). 

Typically, African proverbs that are used to describe friendship provide evidence of the high 

value placed on ‘African friendliness’ in the African socio-cultural milieu. In Africa, proverbs 

are eloquent expressions, which inspired people on feats. One such African proverb is “even if 

you remain an island you must still be friendly to the sea”. This intelligent and proverbial 

expression commands people to be friendly or be in communion with others.  More so, it is 

deeply embedded in the socio-moral fabric of African people that “a person is a person because 

of other persons” (Ramose, 1999 cited in Hailey, 2008: 8). The significance of this phrase ‘a 

person is a person because of other persons’ in the socio-moral psyche of African people is 

forcefully calptured by Eze (2010) quoted in Wikipedia contributors (2019) thus,  

“‘A person is a person through other people’ strikes an affirmation of one’s humanity 

through recognition of an ‘other’ in his or her uniqueness and difference. It is a demand 

for a creative intersubjective formation in which the ‘other’ becomes a mirror (but only 

a mirror) for my subjectivity. This idealism suggests to us that humanity is not 

embedded in my person solely as an individual; my humanity is co-substantively 

bestowed upon the other and me. Humanity is a quality we owe to each other. We create 

each other and need to sustain this otherness creation. And if we belong to each other, 

we participate in our creations: we are because you are, and since you are, definitely I 

am. The ‘I am’ is not a rigid subject, but a dynamic self-constitution dependent on this 
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otherness creation of relation and distance” (Eze, 2010: 190–191 cited in Wikipedia 

contributors, 2019). 

Thus, the inherent commanding force of African proverbs about friendship unequivocally 

commands people to be friendly, that is, live communally with others and connect with them 

communally. In this regard, an extended conception of African friendliness can play a part in 

making it morally obligatory for business organisations to have corporate social responsibilities 

to all categories of stakeholders, that is, those on whom they depend, those whom they have 

harmed, those whom have contributed to their profitability and those who became in need 

because of their activities. I submit that this can be the case despite the following: First, the 

seemingly existing difference between defining stakeholders because of being groups on whom 

business organisations depend for their survival.  Second, definitions of stakeholders on the 

basis that business organisations ought to assist them because they are in need, whether or not 

this has come about through their actions that have caused them to be in need, for example. 

In the chapter 6 that follows, I provide an epilogue of what I consider to be the cracks or thrusts 

of African Ethical Theory of CSR in relation to its arch-rivals Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical 

Theories in Western ethics as I make recommendations for future research. To this end, I 

initially provide a rough summary of the narrative of the thesis, indicating some features of 

African Ethical Theory that I consider compelling and attractive morally for use to improve 

other related-approaches to CSR. I also roughly  locate  my thesis  within the broader existing 

literature  with  the view to highlight how my work fits within the literature, and how it also 

sets itself apart from the rest of the literature as it makes its novel contribution to the  CSR 

literature from the stakeholder ethics. 
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CHAPTER 6 

Postscript: Prospects for African Corporate Social Responsibility 

 

6 Introduction  

In this final chapter, I make some remarks concerning the conclusions reached in the thesis. In 

the process, I provide the snapshot of the narrative of the thesis, highlighting some aspects of 

African Ethical Theory that I consider morally compelling and attractive for use to improve 

other approaches to CSR. In doing so, names will now be given to these highlighted aspects of 

African Ethical Theory that have been described before, but not named.  I then locate the thesis 

in the existing African and Western philosophical literature, underlining how my work in this 

thesis uniquely sets itself apart from Metz’s work in particular in the literature. Thereafter, I 

discuss some further areas of research concerning the African Ethical Theory of stakeholder 

CSR that I have developed, articulated and defended in this thesis. In particular, I take there to 

be six (6) areas where further research in future would be productive in light of African Ethical 

Theory of stakeholder CSR. In closing the chapter, I provide my brief general remarks 

regarding the thesis overall. 

6.1 The Thesis Summary  and Conclusions    

6.1.1   The Thesis Narrative Snapshot  

This thesis is an advocacy for a particular African Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR, one that 

prizes harmonious “communal or friendly relationships” (Metz & Miller, 2016: 5). Recall that 

I have indicated that such an account is by and large barely known and unrepresented in 

Business Ethics literature as a theory of stakeholder CSR. It has been conspicuously absent, 

either in the form of evaluating “moral rightness or wrongness of actions” (Nathanson, 2017) 
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or in the form of justifying particular principles of restorative or  distributive justice in CSR 

terms. The kind of an African account that is advanced in this thesis is a theory of “what 

constitutes [morally] right or wrong [actions]” (Swartz, 2010) in the context of stakeholder 

CSR, and is advanced as an Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly, which morally 

pricks our collective consciousness to prize harmonious “communal or friendly relationships 

[with others]” (Metz & Miller, 2016: 5).  

Recall furthermore that the African Ethical Theory is characterised or informed by the ideals 

of valuing communal or friendly relationships with others. In this regard, “according to African 

[Ethical] Theory, actions are right roughly insofar as they are a matter of living harmoniously 

with others or honouring communal relationships” (Metz & Gaie, 2010: 273). Here my own 

understanding is that actions are right to the extent that they promote respect for communal or 

friendly relationships in the best possible way with others, and are wrong when they do the 

opposite. Therefore, the communal-relational orientation of African Ethical Theory prescribes 

two sorts of relationships at the bottom, namely relationships of identity and that of solidarity 

with others. In his own words, Metz attractively captures the essence of each of these 

relationships from African ethic perspective thus,  

 “Part of what it is to enter into community with others is to identify with them or share 

 a way of life with them, by which is meant roughly enjoying a sense of togetherness 

 and engaging in cooperative projects. Another part of communion is solidarity or 

 caring for others’ quality of life, which amounts to helping others for altruistic reasons 

 and typically consequent to sympathy with them” (Metz, 2014: 309) 

Thus, from African worldview, communal or friendly relationships are seen “as consisting of 

the combination of identity and solidarity” (Metz, 2014: 310). This African worldview has been 

illuminated in chapter 4, where I have argued that it provides a “morally-attractive way of 
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understanding what it [means to enter into] community [or friendship] with others” (Metz, 

2014: 310-311). In fact, the African prescription to be friendly in the best possible way for 

others is the agency behind community as understood and advocated by sympathisers of 

African Ethical Theory. Therefore, in the context of communal-relational orientation as 

informed by the prescription to be friendly, for Africans “to be friendly is not much other than 

to share a way of life with others and to care for their quality of life and for their sake” (Metz, 

2014:310). In my own understanding, it is to require moral agents, be they individuals or 

institutions, to respond to friendly or communal relationships in the best possible way with 

others, that is, genuinely connecting with them. This would mean that “an agent ought to 

produce as much friendliness or community with others and to reduce as much unfriendliness 

or anti-sociality [towards others] as he can, given the options available to him” (Metz, 

2014:310). In this regard, from African prescription to be friendly, I have argued in chapter 5 

that an agent’s acts of refusing ever to help others would be identified as roughly unfriendly, 

therefore, morally wrong. Elsewhere, Metz powerfully makes the same point thus,  

  “They would be plausibly immoral insofar as they put distance between the one 

 acting and the one acted upon; they are subordinating rather than coordinating; they 

 are expected to harm rather than to benefit; and they are motivated by attitudes of 

 cruelty, selfishness and the like” (Metz, 2014:310). 

In this regard, I am of the same view as Metz that this “is the compelling African moral 

perspective [found] in the [African ethical] tradition that differs from typical Western accounts 

of wrongness as failure to maximise the general welfare (Utilitarianism) or disrespect of an 

individual’s autonomy (Kantianism)” (Metz, 2014: 310). It is the moral perspective that I have 

compared to and contrasted with its rival Utilitarian and Kantian moral perspective in the thesis. 

It is also the moral perspective that I have articulated and defended in this thesis. I have argued 

that it is attractive and it is my favourite moral account in comparison to its competing 
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Utilitarian and Kantian accounts, and can stand on its own in analysing ethics in stakeholder 

CSR. I have shown that its prescription to be friendly suffers from a number of moral 

trepidations, which some theorists have thought to be problematic for other reasons. I have 

defended it with its prescription to be friendly against these purported objections, and have 

argued that I took its prescription to be friendly for granted, and explored its implications for 

stakeholder CSR in chapter 5. I have submitted that it provides an appealing ethical approach 

to evaluating or appraising principles of actions. Additionally, I have submitted that  

(i) it offers an attractive account of the rightness and wrongness of actions alongside 

or comparable to its Utilitarian and Kantian rival accounts,  

(ii) it adds something to the best versions of Utilitarianism and Kantianism in respect 

to stakeholder CSR,  

(iii) it can stand on its own in providing the best justification of the best version of 

stakeholder CSR, and  

(iv) it can be used to improve other approaches to CSR. 

Drawing on my distinctions between types of Utilitarianism and of Kantianism, and 

highlighting the essential distinctions I have made or used in my analysis, it is abundantly clear 

that there are aspects of African Ethical Theory, which can be used to improve other approaches 

to CSR including Utilitarianism and Kantianism. One such attractive aspect of African Ethical 

Theory, which can be used to improve other approaches to stakeholder CSR is its African 

‘friendship deontology’ worldview. This view recognises that our relationships with others 

within the community do entail, or at least may be fruitfully understood to entail harmonious 

“[communal or] friendly relationships (of identity and solidarity) with others” (Metz, 2011: 

547). Here, according to Metz, “to be friendly with another is pretty much a matter of 

identifying with him, engaging in joint activities and acting  for his sake, giving oneself and 

one’s resources” (Metz, 2016: 123).  Thus, friendship involves certain desirable and reasonable 
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expectations concerning how friends would usually treat each other when entering into social 

or friendly relationships with one another. One such expectation is a moral obligation or duty 

that a friend would usually help a friend in need to the extent of his means for friendship’s sake 

as a show of identity and solidarity, for example. This kind of expectation thus defines one’s 

social or friendly relationships with others and accounts for the ways in which one’s social 

connections with others aid one in living a more productive, satisfying, sociable and friendly 

life with others. In each case, if the expectation is not met, one might not only feel aggrieved, 

but believe that the offending person has betrayed and broken trust with all of us – the 

community, and thus has acted in violation of his moral duty to us – the community. This is a 

moral judgement that one would usually pass in this regard. 

Therefore, in my ethical analysis of the African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be 

friendly, I am without any shadow of doubt that African ‘friendship deontology’ is the heart of 

the African ethic of uBuntu-Botho. Hence, I argrue that, in the stakeholder CSR context, 

African ‘friendship deontology’ gives a basis for determining  

(i) who are stakeholders,  

(ii) how they are categorised,  

(iii) what is special about them,  

(iv) why they are all potentially part of a community based on economic cooperation 

and mutual benefit, and  

(v) what is it about them that gives them priority claims in a business organisation 

whose objectives directly or indirectly affect them.  
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In this regard, given my ethical analysis of the African Ethical Theory with its prescription to 

be friendly in chapters 4 and 5 of the thesis, it is evident that my African ‘friendship 

deontology’ might want to extend corporate social responsibilities to everyone – all 

stakeholders, all humanity. Although, one cannot be a friend to everyone I insist that this is 

feasible (not universally) only when there is the possibility of friendship. The existing division 

of beneficence, which transcends the egoistic Utilitarian’s sharp distinction between self-

interest and collective or communitarian interest,  provides that feasibility with my extended 

understanding of African ‘friendship deontology’. 

Another attractive aspect of African Ethical Theory, which can be used to improve other 

approaches to stakeholder CSR, for example, Western communitarian theories, in particular, is 

its African ‘harmonic principle’ of evaluating or determining rightness or wrongness of actions. 

According to African ‘harmonic principle’, a theory of a right action implicit in African Ethical 

Theory is the one that promotes harmony and prevents discord. Here, harmony typically 

involves building and fostering harmonious, loving, friendly, positive and warm social 

relationships and attachments with others. It captures the idea that morality is inherently 

premised on harmonious properties, that is, love or friendliness, for instance. It is in this regard 

that it is associated with African morally embedded phrases such as Simunye (togetherness or 

oneness), Umoja (unity), Ujamaa (collectivity) and Maat (harmony). As a guiding principle 

for actions, it is perceived as a building block for creating the nurturing socio-cultural 

environment needed to cultivate, reinforce and sustain healthy harmonious families, 

communities and neighbourhoods near and far. 

Accordingly, African ‘harmonic principle’ perceives morality not in the light of selfish actions 

directed at one’s own benefit. Instead, it is about one’s actions towards others that bring about 

harmonious, loving and cooperative living with them. Here, wrong actions disrupt or damage 

harmonious, loving and cooperative living with others, and right ones restore or repair 
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harmonious, loving and cooperative living with them.  In pursuit of harmony in all aspects of 

communal life, African ‘harmonic principle’ demands that people ought to ‘love’ one another 

or ‘befriend’ each other for the sake of harmony and that the morally right action occurs when 

one promotes harmony. African ‘harmonic principle’ embodies this distinct and implicit 

feature. In addition, it is a feature that other Western communitarian theories do not capture. It 

is in these features that African ‘harmonic principle’ have as an agency behind the theory of a 

right action implicit in African Ethical Theory that makes it to stand out as attractive and 

promising to ground stakeholder CSR, and can be used to improve other approaches to 

stakeholder CSR.  

The other attractive aspect of African Ethical Theory, which can be used to improve other 

approaches to stakeholder CSR, is its Habermasian-style African Lekhotla “theory and model 

for managing ethical issues” (Bowen, 2004: 65) or decision-making. According to African 

Lekhotla “theory and model for managing ethical issues” (Bowen, ibid) or decision making 

implicit in African Ethical Theory is the one that promotes or seeks consensus by process of 

relational (interactive), consultative and cooperative dialogue. As previously alluded to, 

Lekhotla is a Sesotho traditional term literally referring to a gathering place where critical 

public matters are freely discussed, and decided or adjudicated to reach a consensus of some 

sort, for the sake of social harmony or friendship grounded by the African ethic of uBuntu-

Botho. It cherishes principles of equality and freedom captured by African customary norms 

that ‘Lekhotla ha le nameloe – the court lends itself to no person’ and ‘Mo-oa-khotla h’a 

tsekisoe - what is said at court is not blameworthy’. This sort of morality is constructed to foster 

socio-moral and democratic practices of a commitment to face-to-face, spoken consultation 

about important public matters affecting everyone irrespective of one’s socio-political and 

economic status in the quest for community or friendship. 
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There are many features of African Lekhotla “theory and model for managing ethical issues” 

(Bowen, ibid) or decision-making, which make it attractive. Primarily, it recognises that all 

persons have equal rights to express and participate in communal decision-making machinery. 

It also cherishes the principles of respect for individual people’s opinion and socio-moral 

rights. It further prizes people’s right to partake in public affairs and be listened to, always-in 

tandem with the community aspirations for the sake of social harmony. In essence, cooperative 

and consensus-driven processes aimed at achieving social cohesion are the heart of African 

Lekhotla as a “theory and model for managing ethical issues” (Bowen, ibid) or decision-making. 

By its very nature, African Lekhotla as a “theory and model for managing ethical issues” (Bowen, 

ibid) or decision-making is relational, collaborative, cooperative, accommodative, inclusive, and 

participatory agreement seeking in the quest for social harmony and cohesion or community. As 

such, it is believed to eliminate amoral and undemocratic tendencies in consensus decision-

making to arrive at the possible best action or decision acceptable or desirable to everyone at least 

in principle. As a “theory and model for managing ethical issues” (Bowen, ibid) or decision-

making, it values or prizes relationality and unanimity in managing ethical issues or in decision-

making. In this regard, it is seen “as a morally adequate way to resolve conflicts of interest” 

(Metz, 2007:342) or as “a sensible way of regulating conflicts of interest” (Hurst & Mauron, 

2008:119) for the sake of social harmony and cohesion or community. 

Another attractive aspect of African Ethical Theory that can be used to improve other 

approaches to stakeholder CSR, for example, Western relational theories like the ethics of care, 

is its African relational ethic alternative it forcefully espouses, which plausibly accounts for 

many intuitions about morality; rightness or wrongness of actions. Characteristically, African 

relational ethic places relationality at the core of morality and sees relationships between 

human beings as the cornerstone of morality. Roughly, African relational ethic is understood 

as an approach to ethics that situates morality explicitly in intricate networks of relationships 
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of how people commune with each other or live together as a community. It is also seen as 

embedded in an experiential “conceived engagement with others and emerging from narratives 

of lived experience with others” (Christians, 2010 cited in Wasserman & Amner, n.d: 2).   

In essence, African relational ethic essentially sees people as, “relational beings who are 

continually involved in the process of relationships of sorts with others as both subjects and 

objects of harmonious communal or friendly relationships for their own sake” (Metz, 2012: 

400). It primarily believes that people can only become their real selves through their 

harmonious communal or friendly relationships with others. In this regard, it opines that a 

person growing up alone on a deserted island with no relationship with others cannot become 

a fully human. Tutu eloquently articulates this African relational ethic standpoint thus, 

“A person is a person through other persons. None of us comes into the world fully 

formed. We would not know how to think, or walk, or speak, or behave as human beings 

unless we learned it from other human beings. We need other human beings in order to 

be human. I am because other people are” (Tutu, 2004: 25) 

Thus, for African relational ethic, humans are born as fundamentally relational beings with the 

capacity to relate to others positively for the sake of it or that of community. In essence, the 

African relational ethic standpoint is that humans are relational beings by nature, as such; they 

do not primarily optimally function unless they are in relationships of sorts with others. 

Therefore, African relational ethic views humans as fundamentally embedded in a web of 

dynamic interrelatedness with each other. As such, it envisions humans as surrounded by 

dynamic interrelations, which are in flux, creative and full of possibilities for the advancement 

of positive outlook of the human nature. In a sense, for African relational ethic, “the notion of 

[relationality] is essentially a moral notion” (Hazlett, 2012). It is so in that it is ultimately about 

the relationships between human beings for their own flourishing as human species. Indeed, as 
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humans, we require the relationships of others for our human functioning or flourishing as 

complete human beings in the human society. As the African proverb from Akan people of 

Southern Ghana correctly stipulates, “‘onipa nye abe na ne ho ahyia ne ho’ – ‘Man is not a 

palm tree that he should be complete’” (Gyekye, 2010 cited in Mensah, 2016: 14). Elsewhere, 

“another [African] proverb from Kom people of the North West Region of Cameroon states 

‘ɨngomɨ bȗ timi toh bula ɨntom’ - ‘banana never gets mature without a supporting stick’” 

(Tosam, 2014:39). Here, the moral story of these African proverbs is that being in relationships 

of sorts with others is a necessity of life that makes us complete as human beings for optimally 

functioning or flourishing in the human society. 

Related to African relational ethic as discussed above, the other attractive aspect of African 

Ethical Theory that can be used to improve other approaches to stakeholder CSR is its African 

affective-cum communitarian ethic alternative it promises. Most Western ethical theories, for 

example, Utilitarianism and Kantianism, largely downplay if not out-rightly denying or 

neglecting affective-cum communitarian aspects of human experience in their accounts of 

morality. Ntibagirirwa forcefully makes this observation about Western ethical theories, “in 

effect, their focus on rational action undermines the affection side of life as misleading and 

dangerous or at least subordinate to rational, calculated action” (Ntibagirirwa, 2009:8). 

Typically, African affective-cum communitarian ethic places affection at the core of morality, 

and perceives affection between human beings as the cornerstone of morality. African 

affective-cum communitarian ethic is roughly understood as an approach to ethics that locates 

morality explicitly in the human or communal feeling of fondness or liking or love for others. 

Former president of Zambia, Kenneth Kaunda (1966) cited in Gyekye (2011) is said to have 

“described in some detail how the African human or communal feeling of fondness or liking 

or love for others is expressed in practical terms” thus, 
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“Our conversation is a good example of this [African human feeling of fondness or 

liking or love for others]. We will talk for hours with any stranger who crosses our path, 

and by the time we part there will be little we do not know about each other. We do not 

regard it as impertinence or an invasion of our privacy for someone to ask ‘personal’ 

questions, nor have we compunction about questioning others in like manner. We are 

open to the interests of other people. Our curiosity does not stem from a desire to 

interfere in someone else's business but is an expression of our belief that [we are fondly 

wrapped up together in this bundle of life], and therefore a bond already exists between 

myself and a stranger before we open our mouths to talk” (Kaunda, 1966: 32 cited in 

Gyekye, 2011). 

In his article African Peasantries, Reciprocity and the Market: The Economy of Affection 

Reconsidered, Lemarchand (1989) makes a case for African affective-cum communitarian 

ethic. For him, “African philosophies such as ‘Nyayoism’ (Moi, 1986) and ‘Huntuism’ or 

Ubuntuism’ (Samkange & Samkange, 1980) stress affective-cum communitarian ethic of 

African morality” (Lemarchand, 1989:35). Here, the late former president of Kenya, Daniel 

Arap Moi beautifully captures the philosophical spirit of the African affective-cum 

communitarian ethic when he writes thus, 

“The philosophy and practice of sharing both the fortunes and calamities of the 

extended family, clan or tribe are guided and fortified by nothing else but love. It is 

love which makes such grave burdens as caring for the old, [widows and 

orphans]….normal” (Moi, 1986:6 cited in Lemarchand, 1989:35). 

Thus, at the heart of African affective-cum communitarian ethic, “there are social affective or 

solidarity bonds that provide the necessary social cement to hold individuals and communities 

together in a variety of reciprocal exchange situations for the benefit of others” (Lemarchand, 
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1989:37). In a sense, African affective-cum communitarian ethic could help us to relocate the 

individual in the community as, “a being-with-self and a being-with-others” (Ntibagirirwa, 

2009: iii). Also, there is no doubt that African affective-cum communitarian ethic landscape 

could help us understand and appreciate various forms of cooperative efforts aimed at fostering 

African other-regarding social solidarities necessary for mutually reinforcing interactions 

between people, thereby giving way to new social fields of cooperation and harmony. 

African appreciative communitarian ethic is another attractive aspect of African Ethical Theory 

that can be used to improve other approaches to stakeholder CSR. Characteristically, African 

appreciative communitarian ethic is rooted in the notion of the free embrace of otherness that 

is encountering the self through the other by “identifying with others and exhibiting solidarity 

with them” (Metz, 2011: 532). Here, African appreciative communitarian ethic sees otherness 

as the mainstay of the extended African family, which is probably “the most common and 

fundamental expression of the African idea of community that is morally valued for its own 

sake” (Shutte, 2001: 24; Metz & Gaie, 2010: 276, 284). Thus, at the heart of the African 

appreciative communitarian ethic is the recognition that the humanities or welfares of members 

of the extended African family are intertwined and interdependent to the extent that they form 

what could be called “the Levinasian’s society of the self with the other” (Lim, 2007: 251). 

Thus, African appreciative communitarian ethic defines “[self] by reference to the environing 

community [of others]” (Menkiti, 1984:171). Hence, the African view of the self in relation to 

others “can be summed up in the statement that ‘I am because we are, and since we are, 

therefore I am’” (Mbiti, 1970:141cited in Menkiti, 1984:171). 

In the above regard, Nussbaum (2009) does well to articulate the essence of the African 

appreciative communitarian ethic with its prescription to recognise the other. She writes 

(2009:101) thus, “I feel the other, I dance the other, and therefore I am” or as Krznaric (2008: 

i) expresses it, “You are therefore I am” or as Neeguaye (2013: 184) puts, “Because you are 
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well, I am well”. In this regard, van der Merwe “observes that the African [appreciative 

communitarian ethic] is based on the understanding that a human being is a human being 

through the otherness of other human beings” (van der Merwe 1996: 1-3). Persuaded by van 

der Merwe’s observation relating to the African appreciative communitarian ethic, Chuwa 

argues that, “this observation is far-reaching in African ethics since the otherness of another 

human being helps to prove one’s humanity” (Chuwa, 2014:37). Therefore, using the words of 

Macquarrie, the essence of the African appreciative communitarian ethic is to “preserve the 

other in his otherness, in his uniqueness, without letting him slip into the distance” (Macquarrie, 

1972: 110 cited in Chuwa, 2014: 38). In other words, “the self always stands in need of an-

other both for the self and for the other, since there cannot be self without an-other” (Chuwa, 

2014:38).  

According to Metz, “like the Utilitarian, the Kantian place no fundamental value on identifying 

with others” (Metz, 2015: 80).  For the author, “a Kantian can respect others by being distanced 

and not including them in any ‘we’” (Metz, 2015:80; 2009: 54 cited in Tosam, 2014: 43). This 

is so for the Kantian, “since what is important for him is to respect individual autonomy” 

(Tosam, 2014:43). African appreciative communitarian ethic, “by requiring persons to strive 

to improve the well-being of others, cherishes a harmonious communal [or friendly] 

relationships [between the self and the other], that is, showing solidarity for one another” 

(Tosam, 2014:43). Therefore, in the eyes of African appreciative communitarian ethic with its 

prescription to recognise others is to essentially acknowledge that selfhood happens through 

others. Battle makes this point thus, “we don’t come fully formed into the world…we, need 

other human beings in order to be human. We are made for togetherness; we are made for 

family, for fellowship, to exist in a delicate network of interdependence.” (Battle, 1997: 65 

cited in Chuwa, 2014: 38). Thus, according to African appreciative communitarian ethic with 

its prescription to recognise others, it is only with reference to the community of others that 
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one’s personhood is defined or selfhood could be attained – see Oyowe, 2013: 206; Menketi 

1984:171 cited in Molefe, 2017:3 remarks in this regard.  

African socio-relational self-ethic is another attractive aspect of African Ethical Theory that 

can be used to improve other approaches to stakeholder CSR, especially Western 

communitarian autonomy-based approaches to morality. Characteristically, African socio-

relational self-ethic “supports a relational model of autonomy that emphasises an ethic that 

understands human beings as social beings” (Onuoha, 2007: 282). In his doctoral thesis 

Bioethics Across Borders. An African Perspective, Onuoha (2007) makes interesting 

observations about the Western and African worldviews of the notion of autonomy. In the first 

instance, Onuoha interestingly observes, “within Western tradition, autonomy has often been 

understood as self-determination in the way that denies the relational character of human 

beings. [So,] liberal individualism in this sense prizes highly individual autonomy and devalues 

interdependence that forms the bedrock of the communal living among Africans” (Onuoha, 

2007: 282). Another remarkable observation by Onuoha is that,  

“The individualism of Western autonomy differs from African recognition of individual 

autonomy in that the former regards autonomy as an absolute right. Whilst in the latter, 

the autonomy of the individual is recognised within the context of the individual’s 

obligations to the communal person. The former gives primacy to the right before the 

good. In the latter, how individual right is recognised and defined is tied to the overall 

vision of the good of the community and the human person. This implies a real 

autonomy of human person, but relative, i.e. freedom in community and responsibility” 

(Onuoha, 2007: 282). 

Here, Onuoha’s noteworthy observations, in essence, tell us that, “within most Western 

societies, the principle of autonomy sometimes implies that every person has an atomistic right 
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to self-determination. In most African culture, however, the person is viewed as a relational 

self, one whom social relationships and interdependence rather than individualism provide the 

basis for moral decisions” (Onuoha, 2007). Thus, the notion of African recognition of 

individual autonomy “aptly captures the saying, ‘because we are, I am’” (Onuoha, 2007: 271).  

For Onuoha (ibid), in a sense, the notion “enables individuals to take account of the interest of 

others in their conduct”, actions and decisions in the “community, [which] has a normative 

significance in the life of every individual member” (Onuoha, 2007: 281). 

Therefore, it apparently appears that African socio-relational self-ethic views a person or an 

individual “as a relational self, one whom [is in] social [or communal] relationships [with 

others” (Onuoha, 2007). This view is eloquently articulated further by Onuoha that, “the human 

person is a relational being that can only actualise himself/herself in the community or in a 

communal relationship with others” (Onuoha, 2007: 205-206). To amplify this view, Onuoha 

goes further to say that, “within African thought, individuals are regarded as part of a network 

of communal relationships. This explains the acceptance of the concept of ‘relational self’ 

within African culture, the ‘interdependence of persons’ and ‘relational autonomy’” (Onuoha, 

2007:280). In agreement, Meyers (2004) quoted in Osuji (2014) beautifully “describes various 

influential conceptions of relational self” within African culture thus,  

“The interpersonally bonded self….As relational selves…..people sharing in one 

another’s joys and sorrows, give and receive care….and cope with the many 

aggravations of friendship, family….affiliations, and the like. These relationships are 

sources of moral identity, for people become committed to central moral concerns” 

(Meyers, 2004: 292 cited in Osuji, 2014: 70) 

Taking cues from Diana Meyers (2004), Cornell and van Marle go further to say that 

characteristically Africans “ have an understanding of the human being that is always already 
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intertwined in communal relations with others” (Cornell & van Marle, 2015: 1-8). Therefore, 

Cornell and van Marle state that the African worldview is that, “the community, however, is 

not something abstract and outside. It is part of who we are with others…The flourishing of 

one human being is not separate from the flourishing of all others” (Cornell & van Marle, ibid). 

Thus, according to Markus et al, “African[s] have long championed the existence of a relational 

self or interdependent self-ways” (Markus et al, 1997 cited in Luczaj, 2009).   They have done 

so in the context of African socio-relational self-ethic by, “stressing the fundamental condition 

of the individual intrinsic connection to others” (Luczaj, 2009). In this regard, Breems is 

convinced that African socio-relational self-ethic “is shown to be an alternate model of the 

person in relation to that of Western views” (Breems, 2016: 56). For Africans, its injunction 

that “a person is a person through other persons” (Battle, 1997 cited in Nussbaum, 2003:4) is 

at the heart of all communal relationships that a person has with others. So, indeed, the person 

imbued with the spirit of African socio-relational self-ethic can only say, “I am human because 

I belong. I participate, I share” (Tutu, 1999 cited in Murithi, 2006: 28) and/or “I am because 

we are; and since we are, therefore I am” (Mbiti 1970:141 cited in Menkiti, 1984: 171).  

Finally yet importantly, African ‘harmonious partiality’ is yet another attractive aspect of 

African Ethical Theory that can be used to improve other approaches to stakeholder CSR, for 

example, Western constitutive communitarian theories of partiality espoused by Michael 

Sandel and others. However, for our discussion due to space and time, I would focus on 

Michael Sandel’s work only. The discussion proceeds by articulating Etzioni’s constitutive 

communitarian argument that particularistic (or special) obligations of moral agents as 

individuals, “derive from the roles communities have in constituting individuals, allowing them 

to function as full human beings, and in enabling human betterment” (Etzioni, 2004; 2002:578). 

Etzioni eloquently articulates the fundamental essence of this constitutive communitarian 

argument thus,  
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“It holds that membership and participation in community are at once fundamental to 

human functioning and essential for the development of identity and character and 

human flourishing, from which emanates a moral obligation to nurture and sustain 

community and the particularistic obligations which community cannot exist” (Etzioni 

2002: 578).  

In agreement with Etzioni, the reading of the work of Michael Sandel suggests to me to be 

making a moral claim that we have particularistic or special duties to a sort of familiar or 

communal culture because it has defined who we are as individuals. Sandel states this point 

eloquently when he writes, “as a self-interpreting being, I am able to reflect on my history and 

in this sense distance myself from it, but the distance is always precarious and provisional, the 

point of reflection [is] never finally secured outside the history itself” (Sandel, 1998:179; 

Sandel, 1985 cited in Hussain, 2014). Consequently, Sandel is convinced that we cannot 

“[understand] ourselves as the particular persons we are [but] as members of this family or 

community” (Sandel, 1984: 172). In this score, Sandel (1984) quoted in Savidan (2003) argues 

further that as individuals, “we are embedded in a network of [particularistic] loyalties which 

define not only our identity, but also the community towards which we feel obliged in a way 

that goes beyond the scope of mere justice” (Sandel, 1982  cited in Savidan, 2003:345). 

Therefore, “in his vindication of partiality and ethical particularism” (Savidan, 2003:345), 

Sandel argues further that, “we cannot regard ourselves as independent in the deontological 

way without great cost to those [familiar or communal] loyalties and convictions whose moral 

force consists partly in the fact that living by them is inseparable from understanding ourselves” 

(Sandel, 1982:179 cited in Savidan, 2003:345).  For Savidan (2003:345), “these [familiar or 

communal] loyalties and convictions define, according to [Sandel], the [particularistic] 

allegiances that” in the eyes of Sandel, “allow that to some I owe more than justice requires or 
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even permits… [and) draw me closer to some and more distant from others; it make some aims 

more appropriate, others less so” (Sandel 1982:179 cited in Savidan, 2003:345). 

It is my view that Sandel’s notion of partiality and ethical particularism sounds different from 

the way I have been interpreting African Ethical Theory throughout the entire thesis. The focus 

of African Ethical Theory is more on mutual aid, that is, living communally with others – 

harmony and interdependence – which is prized and given more moral weight description of 

what it is to commune with others (see Metz 2012: 393–5). While African Ethical Theory takes 

“for granted that [special or] particularistic relationships such friendship, neighbourliness and 

love are good in and of themselves, [it does] not assume that these values trump all others” 

(Etzioni, 2003/04:38), that is, family and community for instance. Rather, the African Ethical 

Theory that I have developed, articulated and defended in the thesis admits, “these valued 

relationships bestow a measure of moral legitimation on the obligations that these relationships 

entail” (Etzioni, 2003/04:39). This point is expressively captured by Ramose’s notion of 

‘permeable boundaries’ (Ramose, 2007: 322-323), which in his view is characteristic of 

African ethics. According to Molefe, Ramose contends that an African maxim that, “‘motho ke 

motho ka batho ba bang’ meaning ‘a person is a person through other persons’ prescribes 

permeable boundaries [of African notion of partiality and ethical particularism in African 

ethics]” (Ramose, 2003: 330 cited in Molefe, 2016:11). 

In African Ethics and Partiality, Molefe succinctly captures Ramose’s notion of ‘permeable 

boundaries’ of African partiality and ethical particularism in African ethics thus, 

“It begins by validating boundaries between those within the circle of special 

relationships and those outside of them, thus tacitly affirming partiality; but, 

insightfully, [it] further informs us that the boundaries in question are permeable 
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allowing for the of extension of uBuntu-Botho to those who would ordinarily be 

considered ‘outsiders’” (Ramose 2003 cited in Molefe, 2016:11). 

According to Molefe, the notion of permeable boundaries of African partiality and ethical 

particularism in African ethics as articulated by Ramose (2003) demands,  

“One to avoid moral myopia and parochiality by thinking that one’s partialist 

considerations exhaust what morality is all about. A moral agent must recognise that 

she is not only her own person and a member of a family [or community]; moreover, 

she is also a member of different communities: her tribe, nation, country, continent and 

the world” (Ramose 2003 cited in Molefe, 2016:11).  

Hence, Ramose expressly states that “it is for this reason that [one’s] moral sensitivity and 

sensibility must be as wide as the world, but all this ‘wide’ moral responsibility must be 

interpreted from an agent’s locus of focus, that is, from a perspective that is entirely her own” 

(Ramose 2003 cited in Molefe, 2016:11).  This being the case, however, Ramose claims that, 

“though [one] has immediate duty to herself and family, and all things equal, she also has a 

duty to the community at large” (Ramose 2003 cited in Molefe, 2016:11). Here, the African 

prescription that our overall moral responsibility to each other as moral agents is to live 

communally with each other is firmly stressed, which according to Oppenheim “can be 

characterised more as [an act] of steadily widening circle of fellow men” (Oppenheim, 2012: 

374). The understanding here is that “we commune with others beyond the scope of our mere 

particularistic allegiances or loyalties that define us as well as the communities towards which 

we feel obligated” (Sandel, 1982: 179). 

In concluding this section, I have no doubt that these above-discussed aspects implicit in 

African Ethical Theory that I have advanced in thesis add something towards improving other 

approaches towards “a new mutually beneficial and sustainable [African] CSR model [that 
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rejects] archaic view of CSR as charity” (Abdulai, 2015:441). Therefore, I expressly concur 

with  Metz “that the ability of the African [Ethical] Theory to plausibly account for [moral] 

issues…means that it should be taken seriously by ethicists, and merits being paired up against 

competing approaches in future work” (Metz, 2015: 74). Indeed, the CSR moral issues 

articulated throughout the thesis from African perspective suggests that moral philosophers and 

business ethicists should take the African Ethical Theory seriously in modern stakeholder CSR 

discourse as the search for “New CSR Narrarative” (Abdulai, 2015: 431) and “the form of the 

New CSR Narrrative” (Abdulai, 2015: 432) continues. Here, I fully concur with and support 

Abdulai’s glarion call for “the need for companies in africa to abandon their archaic view of 

their CSR activities with focus on charity - donations or philantrophy. Instead, move toward 

the practice of uBuntu-Botho as a new narrative of CSR with focus on mutual benefit” (Abdulai 

cited in O’Riordan et al., 2015:14). In his own words, Abdulai persuasively avers, “it is 

imperative that the new CSR that companies practice becomes African ‘uBuntu-Botho CSR’ 

[meaning] a CSR with uBuntu-Botho at its core” (Abdulai, 2015:434). I will now move to the 

next section 6.1.2, where by way of recapping the salient features of my favoured African 

Ethical Theory I locate the thesis in the existing African and Western philosophical literature. 

6.1.2 Locating the Thesis in the Existing Philosophical Literature  

Recall that in chapter 1 of the thesis, I alluded that my work develops from the moral theory of 

African pedigree that Metz has produced, which I take to be the best extant account found in 

the existing contemporary African philosophical literature. For me, Metzian account provides 

a plausible and coherent African Ethical Theory that is distinguishable in many respects from 

the rest, and is attractive for application in the field of Applied Ethics – my field of research 

interest. As such, my work in this thesis proceeds from defending Metzian account by clearly 

distinguishing between theory and its application. In this thesis, I believe that I have clearly 

applied Metzian account of the theory in a new way – using it to ground African CSR in the 
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manner that hopefully articulates Abdulai’s proposed “new sustainable CSR model to which 

campanies who strive for sustainable operations, today and into the future, must pay heed” 

(Abdulai, 2015: 441). To my knowledge, this novel approach of evaluating CSR in the light of 

an African (not Western) Ethical Theory has not been done elsewhere in the African and 

Western philosophical literature. Neither Thaddeus Metz nor anyone has thought about CSR 

in the light of communion or applied his theory to CSR (or even Business Ethics). This is where 

my work in this thesis departs and uniquely sets itself apart from that of Thaddeus Metz. This 

is the case as well with works of other scholars in CSR discourse like Steenkamp and Rensburg 

(2018), Woermann and Engelbrecht (2017), Asher (2017), Abdulai (2015), Selmier II et al 

(2015),  Taylor (2014), Nicolaides (2014), Mujtaba and Cavico (2013), Kayuni and Tambulasi 

(2012), and  Bhattacharya et al (2009) just to mention few.  On the other hand, it might be that 

I have also changed the Metzian theory in some way as I proceeded to harness its “account of 

what all right (and wrong) actions have in common” (Metz, 2010:49). Alternatively, I might 

not have changed it at all but have merely articulated it forcefully through CSR lenses as I 

augment discourse for the need for “a new mutually beneficial and sustainable [African] CSR 

model” (Abdulai, 2015:441), which prizes “mutually beneficial relationships with 

stakeholders” (Bhattacharya et al., 2009 cited in Homburg et al., 2013: 59). 

However, I have no doubt in mind that my novel African CSR account that I have developed, 

articulated and defended in this thesis has succeeded in fulfilling Metzian promise to make his 

theory an attractive and promising rival to Utilitarian and Kantian accounts. I believe it has 

also succeeded in demonstrating that the attractiveness of his theory lies in the emphasis it puts 

on the intrinsic value of harmonious communal or friendly relationships as a basis of African 

CSR “practices to build sustainable relationships with local stakeholders as members of 

communities of place (CofP)” (Selmier II et al., 2015: 153). My conviction for succeeding in 

fulfilling Metzian promise as stated above, however, is not blind to the fact that there are moral 
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trepidations associated with harmonious communal or friendly relationships as a basis of 

African morality. For example, I do recognise and acknowledge that, in African ethic(s), there 

are all sorts of relationships in different contexts that friendliness can produce and sustain. This 

does leave us with a multitude of overlapping friendships with a variety of different moral 

codes and values embedded in each with the possibility of creating a moral conundrum for 

moral agents. In this regard, I concede (yet cautiously so I must stress) that Bowie’s Kantian 

insights into the domain of Business Ethics, particularly on the morality of actions, is in some 

respects ahead if not complementary (but certainly not superior) to the African insights, I have 

articulated and defended in the thesis. As Bowie himself concurs with me when he writes,  

“I don’t believe that the Kantian vision is the only reasonable moral vision that one can 

apply to business… It should not be surprising, after all, that plausible ethical theories 

give similar answers to what is right and wrong. Thus, [they]…would all condemn 

failure to keep business contracts or failure to pay one’s suppliers” (Bowie, 1999:4). 

There is no doubt in my mind that Bowie’s Kantian approach to Business Ethics in his book 

Business Ethics: A Kantian perspective is admirably laid, and can without a shadow of doubt 

address areas of morality where African friendliness falls short–and so the African friendliness 

can do the same as well. My concession does not in anyway dissuade me from favouring 

African friendship over Kantian friendship as an attractive basis of morality of actions in its 

own right. I think that ‘relationality or sociability persona’ of African friendship appeals more 

to me than the ‘rationality persona’ of Kantian friendship with its disposition to act in accord 

with one’s moral duty and obligation. 

For me, African friendship flagship moral ideals are firmly embedded in recognising “that 

reasons for acting are at once other-regarding and self-regarding” (Metz 2011 cited in Oyowe, 

2013: 123). In accord, Cornell  eloquently states that in describing African friendship one could 
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say, “I am your friend because I am a friend to myself, as a being who can make himself or 

herself a person who struggles to make what I am who I should be” (Cornell, 2012: 326). 

Taking this further she compares and contrasts African friendship to Kantian friendship thus, 

“we could rephrase the Kantian language of friendship through [African ethics] as follows. In 

Kant, I am a friend to myself because of the dignity of my humanity. Under [African 

friendship], I am a friend to myself because others in my community have already been friends 

to me, making me someone who could survive, and therefore be in the community” (Cornell, 

2012: 327). The author goes further to argue that someone imbued with the spirit of African 

communal or harmonious friendship can only say, “it is because I have always been together 

with others and they with me that I am gathered as a person and sustained in that self-gathering” 

(Cornell, ibid).  

With this, as alluded to elsewhere in the thesis, African friendship is not defined by walking in 

one’s own shoes like Kantian friendship does somewhat by walking in someone else’s shoes. 

It is also not about self-deluding rationalisation that makes the moral agent feel good about his 

moral actions performed out of duty. Rather, it is a core value of human way of life for human 

beings rooted in the goodness of the heart (relationality born out of act of sociability) rather 

than in the goodness of the head (rationality born out act of duty or obligation). Kantian 

friendship is as an ideal defined as the “union of two persons through equal mutual love and 

respect” (Kant, 1963: 469 cited in Banham, 2012: 172). On the contrary, African friendship is 

a communally lived or organic experience with others in a communion defined as, “a form of 

mutual interdependency with positive effects for both parties” (Zandberg, 2010: 19). 

Zandberg’s definition of what African friendship involves strike a chord with African ethics 

worldview of human nature, which states that, “people are by nature directed at others and that 

they can only be fully human when they are recognised by others in interdependent and 

corporative relational terms” (Zandberg, ibid). 
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This is not to deny that Kantian friendship can get us to the notion of community as harmonious 

friendship as Africam friendship does. It can do so “but only in the following sense: I am your 

friend because I am to myself, as a being, who can find himself or herself a person who 

struggles to make what I am who I should be” (Cornell, 2012: 326). On the contrary, according 

to Robinson, the Kantian view is that,  

“…human beings have a duty of friendship–But it is readily seen that friendship is only 

an idea (although a practically necessary one) and unattainable in practice, although 

striving for friendship (as a maximum of good disposition toward each other) is a duty 

set by reason, and no ordinary duty, but an honourable one” (Kant, 1797, 6:470 cited in 

Robinson, 2018: 84; Kant, 1999:585). 

Here, I concur with Robinson that, “it appears that Kant is somewhat pessimistic concerning 

the moral heights that friendships might reach” (Robinson, 2018: 84). In my view, the 

promotion of community as the harmonious friendship of sort “brings a nuanced jurisprudence 

[of friendship] that entails a complex reconciliation of the inevitable tensions that makes it 

stronger between [self-regarding and other-regarding human conduct, all which should inform 

morality of actions]” (Cornell, 2012:332). African friendship recognises that community as a 

sort of friendship can only exist when people identify with each other and exhibit solidarity 

with each other for the reinforcement of the community that nurtures and sustains it. Thus, in 

African friendship, there is an innate tendency to recognise others as part of the self rather than 

self as distinct and autonomous from others. On the contrary, in Kantian friendship, people are 

fundamentally distinct and autonomous individuals who only enter an agreement with each 

other in order to live together out of duty rather than to belong or commune with others for the 

sake of it. In closing the discussion of African and Kantian friendship, I submit that African 

friendship, which essentially communal or harmonious in nature, adds something to the best 
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versions of Kantian friendship, and can stand on its own in providing the best ethical 

justification of the best version of the theory of morality of actions.  

Similarly, I submit that African friendship adds something to the best versions of Utilitarian 

friendship, and can stand on its own in providing the best justification of the best version of the 

theory of morality of actions from an African perspective. Characteristically, a Utilitarian 

friendship like Kantian friendship believes in impartial morality. Therefore, it is also defined 

by walking in one’s own shoes like Kantian friendship does rather by walking in someone 

else’s shoes, which characterises African friendship. Typically, Utilitarian friendship holds the 

view “that an act is right, obligatory, or whatever if and only if it is optimific in regard to 

pleasure and pain or weighted expectations of them” (Stocker, 2009: 194; 1976:458). In this 

regard, Stocker forcefully argues,  

“Suppose, now, you embody this Utilitarian reason as your motive in your actions and 

thoughts toward someone. This would mean that whatever your relation to that person, 

it is necessarily not love (nor is it friendship, affection, fellow feeling, or community). 

The person you supposedly love engages your thought and action not for themselves, 

but rather as a source of pleasure” (Stocker, 2009: 194; 1976: 458).  

It is in this regard that Stocker (2009, 1987, 1976,) and Williams (1981, 1973) are convinced 

“that the Utilitarian is incapable of [exhibiting] genuine friendship and love [towards others]” 

(Stocker, 1987 cited in Prevos, n.d). This is because the only way the Utilitarian friendship can 

get us to the notion of community as friendship is through “impersonal morality characteristic 

of Utilitarianism, [which prohibits] maintenance of loving personal relationships” (Tiffany, 

n.d) or the capacity for them. 

In his article, the schizophrenia of modern ethical theories, Stocker (1987) provides two 

reasons as to why the Utilitarian is incapable of genuine love or friendship. First, according to 
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stocker, “Utilitarianism demands that we act impartially in promoting the good, which seems 

to leave no place for love and friendship” (Stocker, 1987 cited in Prevos, n.d). Second, for the 

author, “Utilitarianism stipulates that we guide our lives by a standard which insists that we 

maximise the good for all parties affected by our actions, but love and friendship require that 

we sometimes favour certain persons above others” (Stocker, 1987 cited in Prevos, n.d). 

According to Tiffany, Williams in his articles, Persons, Character and Morality (1981) and A 

Critique of Utilitarianism, (1973) makes a similar point “that a commitment to impersonal 

morality [characteristic of Utilitarianism] interferes with a person’s ability to carry out her own 

personal projects and intimate relationships” (Williams, 1981, 1973 cited in Tiffany, 

n.d).  Here, Tiffany’s understanding of the critics of Utilitarianism as canvasses by Williams 

and others is that by its very nature it “requires one to treat oneself and others as simple one 

among many inputs to an impersonal utility calculus” (Tiffany, n.d). He also  understands them 

to be saying that, “maintaining loving relationships, on the other hand, requires that, one treats 

oneself and others as having intrinsic moral worth” (Tiffany, ibid). Hence, he concludes that, 

“there is an essential tension between the kind of impersonal morality characteristic of 

Utilitarianism and the maintenance of personal relationships” (Tiffany, ibid).  

Despite Stocker (1987; 1976) and Williams (1981; 1973) articulate views about Utilitarianism 

characteristic incapability of genuine love or friendship, there are some modern-day scholars 

who hold the view that it is capable of genuine love or friendship. In her article, Why 

Impartialists Make Good Friends, Trueblood (2009) dismisses the claim that “meaningful 

friendships are impossible for Utilitarians because their motivation is exclusively to produce 

the best consequences”. Instead, she forcefully argues, “that Utilitarians make good friends 

because the Utilitarian principle of impartiality inspires the motivations we associate with 

friendship” (Trueblood, 2009:1). Therefore, Trueblood (2009) agrees with Mason (1998: 391) 

that, “[pro-friendships] need not be contingent on their maximising of the good” (Mason, 1998: 
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391 cited in Trueblood, 2009). For instance, one of the pro-friendship dispositions 

characteristics of Utilitarian friendship is selflessness, which according to Trueblood is at the 

heart of friendship. To illustrate the Utilitarian requirement for selfishness in our actions or 

decisions towards our friends, Trueblood (2009) relates the following story, 

“Let us say you are walking down the street and, all of a sudden, you see your very 

dearest childhood friend, Tom, whom you have not seen in years. Rather than seeing 

Tom in a pleasant café, however, he is running into a bank. It is clear that Tom is 

prepared to rob the bank. You do not know if Tom has lost his mind permanently, or 

temporarily, or if something more serious is going on. He has always had a difficult 

life. You see the police running down the street after Tom, and you have two choices. 

You have the opportunity to throw yourself on top of your friend and prevent him from 

ruining his own life by robbing the bank, but then you are risking being hurt yourself 

or being associated with the heist. You know that you have the opportunity to keep your 

former dear, dear friend, out of jail with minimal risk to yourself if you jump on him. 

What do you do?”  

In response to the question ‘What do you do?’, Trueblood states, “Utilitarianism with its 

foundation of impartialism and maximisation of utility would not allow one to pretend that he 

never saw his dearest childhood friend throw his life away” (Trueblood, 2009:1). Instead, 

according to Trueblood, “the purity of Utilitarian motives will spur one into action to save the 

life of his dearest friend” (Trueblood, ibid). For the author, “if we are really committed to our 

friendships, we are committed in a Utilitarian sense, that is, we are committed to the values of 

another’s interests irrespective of our own” (Trueblood, ibid).  Here, the author is convinced 

that, “this sort of constancy is associated with motives we see as commensurate with the deepest 

of friendships” (Trueblood, ibid).  
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Extending the argument further that Utilitarianism is capable of genuine love or friendship, in 

his book chapter article Consequentialism and Friendship, Norcross dismisses the claim that 

Utilitarianism as consequentialism moral theory “cannot accommodate the value we typically 

place on friendship” (Norcross, 2013: 161). For Norcross, the Utilitarian is capable of genuine 

love or friendship as “after all, it seems to be the essence of friendship that, to each other, 

friends ‘count’ for more than strangers” (Norcross, 2013: 161). Therefore, for him, the often 

postured claim and critique that the Utilitarian consequentialist “will simply calculate 

impartiality, and thus will have no room for friendship is misguided and betrays an overly 

simplistic view of consequentialist moral psychology” (Norcross, ibid). So, he concludes by 

defending Utilitarian friendship thus, “given the important contribution to human happiness of 

friendship, and the clear distinction between the consequentialist criterion of act evaluation on 

the one hand and decision procedure on the other, [Utilitarianism] have ample resources to 

account for the importance of friendship” (Norcross, ibid).  

Elsewhere, in agreement with Norcross (2013), some scholars such as Hooker (2000) and 

Jenkins (2014) have tipped rule-Utilitarianism as a suitable candidate to yield a plausible and 

attractive account of genuine love or friendship. Hooker believes the rule-Utilitarianism 

prescription that, “an act is wrong if it is forbidden by the code of rules whose internalisation 

by the overwhelming majority of everyone everywhere in each new generation has maximum 

expected value in terms of well-being” (Hooker 2000:32; Hooker, 2000:32 cited in Jeskins, 

2014: 3) has ample room for friendship.  Here Jenkins agrees and argues that rule-

consequentialist prescription that, “an action is right if and only if it accords with an ideal code 

of moral rules” (Jenkins, 2014:3) provides ample room for friendship or love among people as 

moral agents. According to him, rule-consequentialist “ideal moral code of rules cohere better 

with our considered moral intuitions [for love or friendship]” (Jenkins, ibid). Whereas, Hooker 

(2000) and Jenkins (2014) claim that rule-Utilitarianism is a potential agency for love or 
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friendship is an interesting one that needs exploring but due to time and space, I cannot explore 

it in this thesis. Rather, I would recommend that it be explored in future research. 

While, I take it for granted that Norcross, Trueblood, Hooker and Jenkins’s forceful arguments 

above cannot be ignored and/or brushed aside, I am however still not persuaded like Stocker 

(1987; 1976) and Williams (1981, 1973) that Utilitarianism is capable to genuine love or 

friendship for the sake of it as my favoured African friendship does. For me, Norcross and 

Hooker’s Utilitarian account of friendship can at best only provide a room for friendship, but 

it remains incapable of genuine love or friendship performed for the sake of it. Norcross admits 

this point by using this “often-discussed case” (Norcross, 2013:161), which reads 

“You hear that a friend is sick in hospital. You know that your friend would be cheered 

by a visit. So you go, bearing flowers or grapes, or magazines, or whatever. Evidently 

cheered, your friend thanks you for coming. You reply, ‘Of course I came. It was my 

moral duty. I calculated the utilities, and determined that I couldn’t do any more good 

by any alternative available to me at the time’” (Norcross, 2013: 161-162). 

Here, Norcross admits that, “this would hardly be what your friend was hoping to hear” 

(Norcross, 2013: 162). According to the author, “what this illustrates is that both the impersonal 

and the supposedly calculating nature of Utilitarianism are, on the face of it, opposed to the 

kinds of dispositions central to friendship” (Norcross, ibid) that  includes exhibiting loving or 

harmonious relationships or friendships for the sake of it, which I agree with. As Blum 

compellingly observes,  

“Even if an impartialist argument were able to justify benefiting friends rather than 

others in situations in which we regard it as appropriate, it would not give us what we 

want. For what friendship requires is acting for the sake of the friend as such, rather 

than because, as it (contingently) turns out, such a practice serves the general interest 
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or is otherwise amendable to an impartialist justification. It is [thus] not merely that an 

impartialist justification does not work. In addition, actually taking up such a 

perspective of impartiality regarding one’s own friendship would signify a distorted 

relationship with one’s friends. (...) Such an attitude evidences an emotional detachment 

not compatible with true friendship” (Blum, 1980: 60-61 cited in Lif, 2003:87). 

For Trueblood’s meaningful friendship or Blum’s true friendship or Williams and Stocker’s 

genuine love or friendship to prevail in human society, I cannot agree more with Scheffler 

(2010: 100) that it is desirable to establish what he dubbed ‘reasons of partiality’ as one closest 

approach to modelling or grounding morality in valuable human relationships. He developed 

this approach in response to works of scholars such as Scanlon (1986), Nagel (1991), Wolf 

(1992), Velleman (1999) and Kolodny (2003) for example. In his article, Morality and 

Reasonable Partiality, Scheffler defines his approach to modelling or grounding morality in 

valuable human relationships as “reasons of partiality – inevitable concomitants of certain of 

the most basic forms of human valuing” (Scheffler, 2010: 100; Scheffler, 2010: 43). The author 

continues to make a case for his suggested approach thus, “this means that, for human beings 

as creatures of values, the normative force of certain forms of partiality is nearly unavoidable. 

If that is right, then for morality to reject partiality in a general or systematic way would be for 

it to set itself against our nature as valuing creatures [as] that would make morality an 

incoherent enterprise” (Scheffler, 2010: 43). Therefore, he forcefully concludes that “any 

coherent morality will make room for partiality, not merely in the sense that it will permit or 

require partial behaviour in some circumstances but also in the sense that it will treat reasons 

of partiality as having direct moral significance” (Scheffler, ibid).  

Scheffler highlights features of reasons of partiality, namely, “project-dependent, relationship-

dependent, and membership-dependent reasons that make it implausible to situate them outside 

the ambit of morality” (Scheffler, 2010: 129).  In the first instance, according to Scheffler, these 
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features “are concomitants of basic categories of human valuation; in other words, the 

recognition of such reasons is part of what is involved in valuing some our deepest 

commitments” (Scheffler, ibid). In the second instance, “they exhibit precisely the deontic 

characteristics that we associate with moral norms; we see ourselves, for example, as having 

obligations to our families, friends, and associates, as being entitled or permitted to develop 

and pursue personal projects, and so on” (Scheffler, 2010: 129). Based on these highlights, 

Scheffler argues that, “taken together, these considerations seem (…) to make a strong, albeit 

indirect, case for incorporating reasons of partiality within morality” (Scheffler, ibid). After all, 

the author continues to argue, “… moral norms aim to regulate the conduct of people who are 

understood from the outset as valuing creatures, creatures with projects, relationships, and 

group affiliations” (Scheffler, 2010: 128). 

Granted that, “valuable relationships lie at the heart of morality and the idea of interpreting 

morality in fundamentally relational terms [are] attractive” (Scheffler, 2010: 114), I agree with 

Scheffler’s observation “that a satisfactory relational interpretation continues to elude us” 

(Scheffler, ibid). That said, however, Scheffler still believes as I do “that personal relationships 

can be sources of reasons for action because they are among the most basic objects of human 

valuation and because valuing is always connected to the perception of reasons” (Scheffler, 

2010: 114). In this regard, he understands that “morality aspires to regulate our conduct towards 

all people, strangers and intimates alike” (Scheffler, 2010: 130). So, he is convinced  as I am 

that, “once we accept that reasons of partiality are genuine reasons that flow from some of our 

most basic values and do in fact apply to our treatment of our intimates, the insistence that 

these reasons have no direct moral relevance risks making morality itself seem irrelevant” 

(Scheffler, ibid). He forcefully argues that, “if morality were to give no weight to these reasons, 

then instead of looking authoritative, moral judgements might appear simply to be based on an 

incomplete accounting of the pertinent considerations” (Scheffler, ibid ). For the author, “if that 
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were so, then it would be unclear why people should acknowledge the authority of those 

judgements or even take them into account” (Scheffler, ibid). If that is the case, he concludes 

that, “ultimately, then, the basic reason for thinking that morality incorporates reasons of 

partiality is that no credible system for the regulation of human behaviour can possibly exclude 

them” (Scheffler, ibid). 

As alluded to elsewhere in this thesis, my preferred African Ethical Theory does support 

partiality generally. As such, it would undoubtedly support Scheffler’s reasons of partiality as 

the basis for morality provided such reasons prize harmonious (communal) relationships or 

friendships. As Metz and Miller correctly note, “one’s own communal or friendly relationships 

matter most for typical African approaches to morality” (Metz & Miller, 2016:5)  Accordingly, 

“Ninyiŋ nɨn jofɨ kɨsɨ àvɨŋà is an African proverb that highlights the importance of harmonious 

communal relationships or friendships, that is, solidarity and interdependence in Kom culture” 

(Tosam, 2014:39). According to Tosam, “the proverb may be literally translated as self-

alienation or aloofness is good only for a witch or wizard” (Tosam, ibid). For the author, “what 

this proverb invokes is the idea that a human being, qua human being, is an interdependent 

being, and cannot survive alone without cooperating and sharing with other members of the 

community” (Tosam, ibid), that is, living communally with others, and genuinely connecting 

with them in the best possible way for the sake of it. 

In typical African moral thought, according to Metz, “what it is to commune with others 

suggests two recurrent themes” (Metz, 2012: 393–5 cited Metz & Miller, 2016:5). In the first 

instance, it submits that, “there is a relationship of sharing a way of life, a matter of considering 

oneself a part of the whole, experiencing life as bound up with others, and feeling integrated” 

(Metz & Miller, 2016:5). In the second instance, it proposes that, “there is a reference to a 

relationship of caring for one another’s quality of life, that is, achieving the good of all, being 

committed to the good of others, and being concerned for others’ welfare” (Metz & Miller, 
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ibid). For Metz and Miller, “the combination of sharing a life with others and caring for them 

is what English speakers mean by “friendliness” or “love” in a broad sense” (Metz & Miller, 

ibid). Hence, the authors conlude that, “one can sum up one major swathe of traditional African 

thought about how to live by saying that one’s highest order end should be to live a genuinely 

human way of life, which one does by prizing communal – that is, friendly relationships” (Metz 

& Miller, ibid). Thus, while partiality is celebrated in African ethics, living communally with 

others harmoniously and interdependently is prized, and given more moral weight by Africans.  

Recall that I have submitted that African communal or harmonious friendship adds something 

to the best versions of Kantian and Utilitarian friendships, and can stand on its own in providing 

the best justification of the best version of the theory of morality of actions. Therefore, in 

engaging with the existing African and Western philosophical literature in the write up of this 

thesis, I am convinced that I have probably demonstrated that  “friendly or loving  relationships 

[are] at the heart of morality” (Metz, 2011:539), and that the African idea of interpreting 

morality in fundamentally harmonious or friendly communal-relational terms is attractive. In 

doing so, I presumably have not merely shown what a characteristically African approach to 

morality entails for CSR, but I have also provided some reason to doubt the Kantian and 

Utilitarian approaches perhaps. The former focuses on harmonious or friendly relationships as 

something to value for its own sake probably suggests that, “the latter approaches are missing 

this important dimension of moral appraisal or valuation due to their assumed over-

concentration on duty, rightness, and obligations” (Stocker, 1976:455). Here, Stocker (1976, 

1997) eloquently captures the moral problem of neglect of harmonious or friendly relationships 

as an essential dimension of moral appraisal or valuation in favour of duty, rightness, and 

obligations criterion thus,  

“So far as rightness, obligatoriness, duty are concerned, there remain at least two 

problems. The first is that even here there is still a question of harmony. What sort of 



 

354 
 

life would people have who did their duties but never or rarely wanted to? Second, duty, 

obligation, and rightness are only one part-indeed, only a small part, a dry and minimal 

part of ethics. There is the whole other area of the values of personal and interpersonal 

relations and activities; and also the area of moral goodness, merit, virtue. In both, 

motive is an essential part of what is valuable; in both, motive and reason must be in 

harmony for the values to be realised” (Stocker, 1976: 454; 1997: 67). 

Stressing the importance of harmony (or friendliness) as an essential dimension of moral 

appraisal or valuation, Stocker notes, “for this reason and for the reason that such harmony is 

a mark of a good life, any theory that ignores such harmony does so at great peril. Any theory 

that makes difficult, or precludes, such harmony stands, if not convicted, then in need of much 

and powerful defence” (Stocker, 1976: 455; 1997: 67). In this regard, Stocker argues that, 

“modern ethical theory prominent in the English-speaking philosophical world make such 

harmony impossible” (Stocker, 1976: 455). Here, without a shadow of the doubt one can deduct 

from Stocker’s passionate argument that that he is probably referring to Kantian and Utilitarian 

Ethical Theories. Recall that I have compared and contrasted these Ethical Theories with my 

favoured African Ethical Theory in this thesis, which prizes harmony, and makes it possible 

by promoting it as an essential dimension of moral appraisal or valuation of actions.  

According to Stocker, Kantian and Utilitarian Ethical Theories have failed to deal “with 

motives or with the relations of motives to values” (Stocker, 1976: 455), resulting in what he 

calls “moral schizophrenia – a split between one's motives and one's reasons” (Stocker, 1976: 

454). Stocker eloquently articulates this double defectiveness of Kantian and Utilitarian Ethical 

Theories thus,  

“They necessitate schizophrenia between reason and motive in vitally important and 

pervasive areas of value, or alternatively, they allow us the harmony of a morally 
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impoverished life, a life deeply deficient in what is valuable. It is not possible for moral 

people, that is, people who would achieve what is valuable, to act on these ethical 

theories, to let them comprise their motives. People who do let them comprise their 

motives will, for that reason, have a life seriously lacking in what is valuable” (Stocker, 

1976: 455). 

In the same token, the author goes further to articulate his dissatisfaction with Kantian and 

Utilitarian Ethical Theories in grounding morality thus, “as ethical theories, they fail by making 

it impossible for a person to achieve the good in an integrated way. As theories of the mind, of 

reasons and motives, of human life and activity, they fail, not only by putting us in a position 

that is psychologically uncomfortable, difficult, or even untenable, but also by making us and 

our lives essentially fragmented and incoherent” (Stocker, 1976: 455 – 456; 1997: 68). To 

illustrate the failures of Kantian and Utilitarian Ethical Theories to be desirable agents of 

harmonious relationships by way of example, Stocker notes,  

“The sort of disharmony I have in mind can be brought out by considering a problem 

for egoists, typified by hedonistic egoists. Love, friendship, affection, fellow-feeling, 

and community are important sources of personal pleasure. But can such egoists get 

these pleasures? I think not-not so long as they adhere to the motive of pleasure-for-

self” (Stocker, 1976: 456; 1997:68). 

According to Stocker (1976), the reason is not that egoists are incapable of being agents of 

harmonious relationships or incapable of entering into love relationships with others. Rather, 

in his view, surely they can by doing “the various things calculated to bring about such 

pleasure: have absorbing talks, make love, eat delicious meals, see interesting films, and so on, 

and so on” (Stocker, 1976:456). Then for the author, pleasure without love (or friendship) as 

its constituent part is morally empty or hollow to be a source of harmonious relationships,  
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“For it is essential to the very concept of love that one care for the beloved that one be 

prepared to act for the sake of the beloved. More strongly, one must care for the beloved 

and act for that person's sake as a final goal; the beloved, or the beloved's welfare or 

interest, must be a final goal of one's concern and action” (Stocker, 1976:456 cited in 

Bloomfield, 2014:113). 

Thus, Stocker rejects “self-regarding pleasure without love or friendship associated with 

hedonistic egoists as a primary motive for a moral agent’s actions or decisions” (Stocker, ibid). 

Rather, his view is that, “the primary motive for a moral agent’s actions or decisions is self-

regarding pleasure imbued with love or friendship” (Stocker, ibid). So, he argues,   

“To the extent that my consideration for you or even my trying to make you happy-

comes from my desire to lead an untroubled life, a life that is personally pleasing for 

me, I do not act for your sake. In short, to the extent that I act in various ways toward 

you with the final goal of getting pleasure or, more generally, good for myself, I do not 

act for your sake” (Stocker, 1976:456 cited in Bloomfield, 2014:113). 

In concluding his criticism of hedonistic egoists’ self-regarding pleasure without love or 

friendship motives for moral actions or decisions, Stocker persuasively summarises the gist of 

his criticism thus,   

“Hedonistic egoists take their own pleasure to be the sole justification of acts, activities, 

and ways of life. They should recognise that love, friendship, affection, fellow feeling, 

and community are among the greatest (sources of) personal pleasures. Thus, they have 

a good reason, on their own grounds, to enter such relations. However, they cannot act 

in the ways required to get those pleasures, those great goods if they act on their motive 

of pleasure-for-self. They cannot act for the sake of the intended beloved, friend, and 

so on; thus, they cannot love, be or have a friend, and so on. To achieve these great 
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personal goods, they have to abandon that egotistical motive. They cannot embody their 

reason in their motive. Their reasons and motives make their moral lives schizophrenic” 

(Stocker, 1976: 457; see also Stocker, 1997: 69 cited in Pradhan, 2015: 63-64). 

In her article titled Friendship, Virtue and Impartiality, Jeske seems to agree with Stocker’s 

views above, and agues further that, “Kantianism and Utilitarianism have difficulty 

accommodating our common-sense understanding of friendship as a relationship with 

significant implications” (Jeske, 1997:51). For the author, “the difficulty seems to arise from 

their underlying commitment to impartiality, to the claim that all persons are equally worthy 

of concern” (Jeske, ibid). In agreement, Shukla argues further that Kantianism and 

Utilitarianism “construe friendship in terms of certain abstract universal moral principles. They 

contend that, as a moral person, one must accord equal considerations to both friends as well 

as non-friends. That is, one must act impartially in friendship” (Shukla, 2006: iv). However, 

according to Jeske, “it is not only morally permissible for us to be specially concerned about 

our friends’ wellbeing, we are, in fact , often morally required to promote our friends’wellbeing 

before, and to a greater extent than we promote  the wellbeing of strangers” (Jeske, ibid). 

Elsewhere, Blum concurs that there is “unexamined presumption of traditional moral theories, 

especially of a Kantian or Utilitarian stripe, that the impersonal demands of morality ought 

always and automatically to take precedence over personal pursuits” (Blum, 1994: 98; Blum, 

1990:173 cited in Etzioni, 2002: 576). In accord, Wolf further remarks, “many have called 

attention to the fact that relationships of friendship and love seem to call for the very opposite 

of an impartial perspective. Since such relationships unquestionably rank among the greatest 

goods of life, a conception of morality that is in tension with their maintenance and promotion 

is unacceptable” (Wolf, 1992: 243 cited in Molefe, 2016:6). The author is quoted in Molefe 

(2016) to have  further expressed her concern about morality qua impartiality  when she writes, 

“the problem is not that impartiality is too closely or centrally identified with morality, but that 
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morality as a whole is being expected to do too much” (Wolf, 1992: 243 cited in Molefe, 

2016:6)). For me, as articulated in Molefe (2016:7), Wolf’s “concern about morality qua 

impartiality is [well] expressed by” Hurka (2011) when he passionately says, 

“Thus I love my wife not only as trustworthy, intelligent, and so on but as the person 

who nursed me through that illness, with that wonderful summer, and with whom I 

discovered that hotel on Kootenay Lake. These historical qualities focus my love on 

my wife as an individual, since no substitute, not even a clone, can be the very person 

who did those things with me” (Hurka, 2011: 231; 1997: 150; see also Hurka, n.d:150 

cited in Ivankovic, 2013:14). 

 Almost echoing Hurka (2011) above, in her article Partiality and the significance of shared 

history, Brewer-Davis (2012) agrees that common historical qualities that no one can share do 

form basis for partiality. She emphatically articulates this point that as individuals,  

“We have reasons to act differently toward some people than we do toward others, just 

in virtue of our relationships with them, while other relationships give rise to no special 

reasons. [So,] I argue that shared history between two people is important because of 

the psychological connectedness that forms between them. People affect each other's 

values and beliefs, and this reciprocal influence grounds special reasons. This account 

gives us a fuller understanding of the significance of particular relationships” (Brewer-

Davis, 2012: 355). 

Interestingly, Baron (2002) quoted in Primoratz (2015) persuasively argues that, “the conflict 

between impartiality and partiality is not quite as deep as it may seem” (Baron, 2002 cited in 

Primoratz, 2015: 81). Baron eloquently articulates her point when she writes,  

“Morality allows for both types of considerations, as they pertain to different levels of 

moral deliberation. At one level, we are often justified in taking into account our 
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particular commitment and attachments, including those to our country. At another 

level, we can and ought to reflect on such commitments and attachments from a 

universal, impartial point of view, to delineate their proper scope and determine their 

weight” (Baron, 2002 cited in Primoratz, 2015: 81-82; see also Baron, 1989:272 cited 

in Primoratz, 2017).  

Therefore, elsewhere, in her article Impartiality and Friendship, Baron (1991) concludes, “that 

the charge that impartialists do not allow room for partiality is incorrect, since many are not so 

extreme in their views” (Baron, 1991 cited in Etzioni, 2004:9; see also Baron, 1991 cited in 

Etzioni, 2002: 576). This point is succinctly articulated in A principled partiality: A Kantian 

Account of Special Obligation by Chiong thus,  

“Special obligations, such as those arising in family and professional relationships, are 

central to common-sense morality. Furthermore, in directing us to give priority to the 

interests of those who are related to us, they represent the most serious intuitive 

challenge to the consequentialist claim that morality requires impartial consideration 

for the interests of everyone. Yet contemporary Ethical Theory has had little to say 

about whether these obligations exist; how much priority we should give to our own 

relatives, patients, clients, students, etc over strangers; what sacrifices might be required 

of us; and how much obligations can be justified” (Chiong, 2005). 

In Duties to Make Friends, Collins passionately argues further against the claim “that 

impartialists do not allow room for partiality” (Baron, 1991 cited in Etzioni, 2004:9) thus,  

“In addition to justifying some currently recognised special duties; impartialism also 

generates new special duties that are not yet widely recognised. Specifically, in certain 

situations, impartial principles generate duties to take actions and adopt attitudes in our 

personal lives that increase the chance of new or different special relationships being 
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formed—new or different friendships, family-like relationships, relationships akin to 

co-nationality, and so on. In fact, even if one thinks partialism is the best justification 

of the duties we have once in special relationships, impartialist justifications for taking 

steps to form such relationships should have some sway. Moreover, a little reflection 

shows that these duties are not as demanding or counterintuitive as one might expect” 

(Collins, 2013: 907). 

In a similar manner, in Special Obligations to Compatriots, Mason argues that there are 

“obligations that arise by virtue of certain relationships that we have” (Mason, 1977: 427-447 

cited in Ahiauzu, 2007: 105). According to Mason, “the relationship of friendship is valuable 

in itself, and the obligations that arise from it are constitutive of the friendship. When we have 

a friend, part of being a friend is having certain duties that we owe only to that person and not 

another” (Mason, 1977 cited in Ahiauzu, 2007: 105). To articulate his point further, Mason 

writes, “if, for instance, Joe is my friend and he has a friend called Jamie, there are obligations 

that I owe to Joe as my friend that I do not owe to Jamie. Other opposing views contend, 

however, that the obligations I owe to Joe are not derived from the relationship but have their 

source in general moral principles” (Mason, 1977: 429 cited in Ahiauzu, 2007: 106). 

Sharing the sentiments of Mason’s view on the implications of special obligations in our 

relationships with others, Hooker asks, “what is the right answer to the question of how much 

weight to attach to the well-being of others?” (Hooker, 2002:6). Hooker’s responds to the 

question is as follows, 

“Intuitively, some degree of partiality is morally required in your day-to-day decision 

making, you to be somewhat more concerned about the well-being of your family and 

friends than you are about the well-being of others. But the requirement to be partial 

might itself be impartially justifiable. Indeed, we might expect that every defensible 
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moral requirement is impartially justifiable. What is this impartial justification? The 

most natural answer is that, when we impartially assess any possible set of moral 

requirements, we should accord the same importance to benefits or harms to any one 

person as we do to the same size benefits or harms to anyone else. This line of thought, 

however, is not Kantian; it is rule-Utilitarian” (Hooker, 2002: 6). 

In agreement with Hooker’s sentiments in this regard, Bramer also persuasively writes, 

“although Kantian moral theory is an impartial theory, [its] categorical imperative in the 

Formulation of Humanity as an End and the duty of respect require that we give special 

treatment to friends and family because of their relationships with us. Therefore, this treatment 

does have moral value for a Kantian” (Bramer, 2010:121). 

Etzioni seems to agree with Hooker, Mason, Collins, Chiong, Baron, and Bramer’s 

observations, and argues that, “the dichotomous opposition between partiality and impartiality, 

or between particularistic and universal obligations, holds only if we assume that one’s position 

on this matter must be all-encompassing” (Etzioni, 2002: 577 cited in Dalton-Brown, 2015: 

200). For the author, “there is no logical requirement to assume such comprehensiveness, and 

in social reality people often combine the two orientations” (Etzioni, 2004:9). To substantiate 

his point, Etzioni passionately writes further elsewhere with a proviso at the end that,  

“Even if we owe certain obligations to provide a minimum level of well-being to all, 

we still may be obligated to give more to members of our own community. But this is 

not permissible if one’s impartial morality is not rights-based but, say, some form of 

maximi[s]ing Utilitarianism. In this case, one must ensure that the good of all, 

impartially considered, is an aim” (Etzioni, 2002: 577).  

With this understanding, Etzioni makes the following point, “that there is no principled reason 

that a person cannot fully respect universal rights to free speech, to a given level of education 
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as well as some particularistic obligations to members of his or her community; to help a 

particular school” (Etzioni, 2002: 577). Therefore, he is convinced that, “the issue here is not 

whether one ought to respect particularistic obligations instead of universal ones, but whether 

one is on justifiable moral grounds when one assumes any obligations to members of one’s 

community that are not extended to everyone” (Etzioni, ibid). 

Speaking for myself, I am persuaded by Etzioni’s conviction, and reiterate that African 

harmonious or friendly relationships are one such justifiable moral grounds for assuming any 

moral obligations, be they impartial or partial as alluded to in the thesis. In addition, I am 

convinced like Hawley in Partiality and prejudice in trusting that as individual moral agents, 

“we stand in different relationships to different people, some chosen, and some not. And some 

of these relationships seem to underpin special obligations, or at least to make it permissible to 

treat certain people better than others, whether they are our friends, our parents, our colleagues, 

or our fellow-citizens” (Hawley, 2014:2032). She forcefully articulates her conviction when 

she writes, “it seems I have obligations to care for my parents which go beyond any obligations 

I have towards your parents, and it seems permissible for me to buy modest gifts for my 

children, whilst buying nothing for yours” (Hawley, 2014:2032). Elsewhere, Keller makes the 

similar observation about the moral significance of special relations for individuals as moral 

agents. He persuasively writes that as individuals,  

“We have reasons to give special treatment to people with whom we share special 

relationships. If someone is your friend, for example, then you have reasons to do things 

for her that you would not do for just everyone, and you may also have duties toward 

her that you do not have toward just everyone, and you may be permitted to do things 

for her that you would not be permitted to do for just anyone” (Keller, 2013:78).  
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According to Stroud, this is not surprising, given that, “friendship places demands not just on 

our feelings or our motivations, but on our beliefs and our methods of forming beliefs” (Stroud, 

2006: 499 cited in Kawall, 2013: 2). This is the case, according to Stroud, which often results 

in “a tension between the constitutive elements and dispositions of friendship and those of 

morality: they seem to pull in opposite directions” (Stroud, 2006: 498). In this regard, Keller 

succinctly expresses the glimpse of the tension between friendship and morality at times thus,  

“A norm of friendship is a truth about what you should do, insofar as you are a particular 

person’s good friend. If you and I share a close friendship, then there may be norms of 

friendship telling me to keep in touch, to come and pick you up when your car breaks 

down…These are all things that I might not do for just anyone, but they are things that 

a good, true friend would do for you” (Keller, 2004: 330 cited in Hawley, 2014:2033). 

In my view, whether this tension is a positive or negative is unimportant. Instead, what is 

important is that it demands response and it poses a conflict challenge that requires to be 

responded to as well. On the response side, moral theorists are responding to it “in a variety of 

ways” (Stroud, 2006: 498). As Stroud persuasively observes,  

“Some have sought to bring the apparent partiality of friendship under the wing of more 

fundamental impartiality, thus reconciling friendship and the moral. Others have 

insisted on the primacy of friendship, and partiality, over impartial moral conceptions— 

either to the detriment of particular moral theories, such as Utilitarianism or against the 

claims of morality in general” (Stroud, 2006: 498-499).  

Either way, here, I want to think the dust is far from settling as moral theorists battled it out to 

establish which approach best addresses the “tension between the constitutive elements and 

dispositions of friendship and those of morality” (Stroud, 2006: 498). 
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In the conflict challenge side, I am of the view that the battle has even yet not started as moral 

theorists attempt to figure out how to respond. Hawley articulates the challenge that friendship 

poses, which in my view deserves to be taken seriously, thus,  

“Friendship can distort our thinking about our friends… It is not just that friendship 

causes us to distort our reasoning; rather, friendship demands such ‘distortion’…Only 

a cartoon villain would seek to avoid all reasoning whilst under the influence of 

friendship. This is why it is of particular interest to discover whether norms of 

friendship can indeed conflict with epistemic norms: if there is such a conflict, it is far 

from clear how we ought to respond” (Hawley, 2014: 2033). 

Interestingly, in their article Reasoning about Moral Obligations and Interpersonal 

Responsibilities in Different Cultural Contexts, Keller et al (2005) seem not to be overly 

bothered about the challenge of friendship as articulated above by Hawley (2014: 2033). For 

the authors, conflict of obligations and responsibilities is unavoidable as by its very nature 

“friendship implies solicitude for the good of the friend, and gives rise to mutual expectations 

about how one ought to act and feel in order to establish and maintain closeness” (Keller et al., 

2005:3). Speaking of establishing and maintaining closeness in friendship by way of an 

example, Thomas Hurka argues that, “the degree to which people’s history is shared or involves 

interaction between them, and the amount of good their interaction produced [is a necessary 

basis for] stronger duties of partiality” (Hurka, 2011:234). Here, the author further argues, 

“other things being equal, people whose history involves closer relations or more intimate 

contact have stronger duties of partiality. Also, other things being equal, people whose 

interactions produced more good, for themselves or for others, have stronger duties of 

partiality” (Hurka, 2011:234). 
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Recall that this thesis makes a novel contribution to these debates about the relationships 

between friendship and morality qua (im)partiality. It does so by pursuing an analogous yet, as 

far as I know, novel approach to such debates. It draws attention to a relatively unknown 

African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly as informed by ideals of valuing 

harmonious relationships, which is virtually unmentioned in the CSR body of literature, and 

which I believe has interesting implications of its own for the CSR field as a discipline. African 

Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly recognises that reasons for acting are at once 

“self-regarding, deeming the only basic moral reason for action to be that it would develop 

one’s own valuable human nature and other-regarding, holding that a certain kind of 

harmonious relationship between individuals could ground a basic moral reason for action” 

(Metz, 2007: 369). 

Thus, by “setting aside large issues about the compatibility of morality and [(im)partiality]” 

(Baron 1991 cited in Hawley, 2014:2033), it appears that, (im)partial “considerations of 

friendship seem a morally acceptable” (Hawley, 2014:2033). In the African context, it is so to 

the extent that harmony or friendliness is an end goal consequent to “identifying with others 

and exhibiting of solidarity with them” (Metz, 2011: 532). Admittedly, the different flavours 

of Utilitarianism and Kantianism “cannot adequately account for the intrinsic goods of love 

and friendship” (Prevos, n.d). That granted, I concur with Prevos that, “this does, however, not 

show that these theories are therefore inadequate as moral theories” (Prevos, ibid). Instead, this 

somewhat limits their claims which morality has on us as moral agents. Hence, I believe that 

the communal-relational ethic of the African CSR informed by communitarian ideals of valuing 

harmonious or friendly relationships developed, articulated and defended in this thesis crucially 

and compellingly place our disposition to be sociable or friendly back at the centre of a 

distinctly African philosophical vision for further future research. In what follows, I now move 

to the section 6.2, where I suggest further future areas of research pertaining to my thesis.  
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6.2  Areas of Further Future Research  

Recall from chapter 1 that  I stated that the overall purpose of this thesis is to convince its 

readers to  accept my position that African Ethical Theory of  CSR has earned its rightful place 

besides the Western Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories of CSR to be considered alongside 

them, or at least get them to take it seriously. Here, recall that the central claim of my position 

is that the African approach at least should supplement the others, and that, although I do not 

believe I have convincingly shown it, I do provide some reason to believe it should be taken 

seriously as an alternative to them.  This section is primaritly dedicated to highlighting possible 

areas of future research in the CSR area to provide independent reason to take my favoured 

interpretation of African ethic (of uBuntu-Botho) seriously as an attractive philosophical ethic 

whose its implications for CSR merit consideration from other theoritical perspectives as 

discussed in the sub-sections  that follow below. I submit that the intuitions I have appealed to, 

in my systematic consideration of concrete normative issues associated with CSR in this thesis, 

would be shared by many adherents to rival moral theories, constituting some common ground. 

6.2.1 Avoiding Moral Ethnography to Stakeholder CSR 

Recall that in spelling out the methodology of the thesis in chapter 1, I stated that the thesis is 

not the work of moral ethnography in the stakeholder CSR field. Rather, it is a work of 

normative moral philosophy that is primarily explorative, analytical and comparative in nature. 

My choice of normative approach as a favoured methodology was not in any way dismissing 

moral ethnography as an equally attractive and viable approach. Rather, time and space did not 

allowing me to pursue it. As such, I will leave it to be further explored but make some brief 

remarks about it nevertheless. 

I take the objectivity of any ethnographic perspective for granted. As such, I argue that no 

perspective, whether moral or otherwise, can escape the particularity of a perspective. As 
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Keane eloquently suggests, “we can gain more ethnographic insight into particular social 

realities if we take seriously the psychologists’ assertion that intention reading is a basic part 

of human life everywhere than if we treat such denials as evidence of radically different 

ontologies” (Keane, 2013: 5). Here, “in Analysing Social Setting, anthropologists John and Lyn 

Lofland make the following observation” (Jones, 2011:119), which I take to be making the 

moral ethnography approach to stakeholder CSR not only attractive but also desirable, 

“All human observations of the world (whether of the social, the biological, of the 

physical world) are necessarily filtered. Human perception is always human 

conception: what we ‘see’ is inevitably shaped by the fact that we are languaged; by 

our spatial, temporal, and social locations (by culture, history, status; by our 

occupational or idiosyncratic concerns; and especially relevant here, by the scholarly 

discipline within which our looking takes place)” (Lofland & Lofland, 1995:68 cited in 

Jones, 2007: 274).  

Speaking “of anthropology’s ethical turn” Keane (2013) quotes Lambek (2000) to have 

observed that, “one of the virtues of practicing ethnographic fieldwork is that you see how 

people act in good faith, how they try to do what they think is right in the face of conflict and 

try to maintain self-respect in conditions that work to undermine it” (Lambek, 2000: 318 cited 

in Keane 2013: 5). Indeed, the work that good moral ethnography can do is to present the CSR 

reader with another social world; the world where the “ordinary ethics of everyday interaction 

articulates with historically emergent and enduring ethical concepts” (Keane 2013: 5). With 

this in mind, I do not doubt in my mind that moral ethnography of African ethic(s) can yield 

an attractive account of stakeholder CSR comparable to the Kantian and Utilitarian accounts 

in Western ethics. It is in this regard that it must be explored as I believe it can produce an 

attractive acount of African CSR. 
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6.2.2 Avoiding Rule Utilitarianism Theory of CSR 

Recall also that in chapter 2, I stated my perception of CSR as supererogation – an activity 

beyond the call of duty. With this in mind, my account of the consequence-based nature of 

stakeholder CSR excluded the discussion of the ethical consequence theory of rule-

Utilitarianism. Instead, I chose act-Utilitarianism as my favoured moral consequence theory to 

give credence to the core project of the thesis; to develop and argue for  an African account of 

stakeholder CSR. My choice of act- Utilitarianism over its rule-Utilitarianism counterpart was 

not in any way dismissing it as having no contribution to make in stakeholder CSR discourse. 

Forthrightly, I believe it has a contribution to make in the on-going dialogue about stakeholder 

CSR overall although I did not use it for my project due to space and time constraints. As such, 

I will leave it to be further explored but make some brief remarks about it nevertheless. 

In giving credence to my goal of finding an ethical consequence theory of CSR to be compared 

and contrasted with the African Ethical Theory in chapter 2, I defended the view that I find act-

Utilitarianism to be most promising and attractive than rule-Utilitarianism in this regard. 

Typically, rule-Utilitarianism holds, “the rightness or wrongness of a particular action is a 

function of the correctness of the rule of which it is an instance” (Garner & Rosen, 1967: 70 

cited in Walters, 2015:126). Whereas, in contrast act-Utilitarianism holds,"…a person's act is 

morally right if and only if it produces at least as much happiness as any other act that the 

person could perform at that time" (Lyons, 1965: vii cited in Walters, 2015:126). 

Thus, unlike act-Utilitarianism, it does not assess individual actions for their utility but instead 

focuses on the utility of the general rules of which a particular action would be an instance. To 

this extent for my project, I find rule-Utilitarianism to be more theoretically sophisticated and 

less attractive than act-Utilitarianism, but because it can give us general rules to follow, it is 

probably simpler to apply. As such, it would be scholastically unjust for me to completely rule 
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it out as having no potential to give us another set of a version of the Utilitarian account of 

CSR that could be compared and contrasted with my African account. Perhaps, further research 

could be done on how it could possibly account for a Utilitarian version of stakeholder CSR 

comparable to my favoured African version of stakeholder CSR that I have spelt out and 

defended in this thesis. As Mulgan persuasively notes that rule-Utilitarianism could provide “a 

framework within which questions vital to the future of happiness can be addressed” (Mulgan, 

2010:4). In fact, there is a renewed faith and interest in rule-Utilitarianism as a plausible guide 

for moral actions in the broken future (see Mulgan, 2014: 59-92; 2017: 290-312). 

6.2.3 Avoiding Kantian Universalising Theory of CSR  

Recall further that in chapter 3, I stated that ethical judgements that moral philosophers and 

business ethicists usually make in Kantian ethics about Business Ethics issues (i.e. CSR) 

primarily derive from “the universal law and humanity formulations of the categorical 

imperative” (Nyholm, 2012:155). However, for my project, I chose the formula of humanity, 

which emphasises respect for person’s autonomy over the formula of universal law, which 

emphasises the principle of universalizability. To give credence to my choice of the formula of 

humanity with its respect for person’s autonomy, I spelt out that the formula of universal law 

with its principle of universalizability is sparingly applied to Business Ethics issues. This was 

not an attempt to dismiss it in any way as having no contribution to make in stakeholder CSR 

discourse. Rather, I less favoured it, given space and time at my disposal, as a basis of the 

Kantian philosophy of stakeholder CSR that can provide credence to the development project 

of my favoured African account of stakeholder CSR as the goal of my thesis. That said, 

however, I genuinely think it has something to offer in broadening and enriching our 

understanding of stakeholder CSR overall although I did not use it for my project. As such, I 

will leave it to be further explored but make some brief remarks about it nonetheless. 
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The importance of business organisations in people’s lives, in particular the lives of 

organisational stakeholders, cannot be overemphasised. In Business Ethics in the 21st century, 

Bowie defines “business [organisations as] a means for persons to join together in a cooperative 

enterprise to make the world better by providing the goods and services people need” (Bowie, 

2013: 48). Therefore, it is not a far-fetched idea from stakeholder CSR perspective to perceive 

a business organisation “as a cooperative enterprise that adds value to all corporate 

stakeholders” (Bowie, ibid). In fact, as far back as 1991, Bowie has contended, “that morality 

requires a business organisation should be viewed as a moral community” (Bowie, 1991 cited 

in Bowie, 2013: 186; 2017: 82). Typically, this conception of a business organisation suggests 

that CSR actions or decisions should be somewhat endorsed by all organisational stakeholders. 

This requirement for universalised endorsement of CSR action or decision by all organisational 

stakeholders provides an interesting version of a Kantian approach to stakeholder CSR 

discourse based on the principle of universalizability for evaluating rightness or wrongness of 

moral actions (see Sack, 2005 in this regard).  

Here, the universalised Kantian approach “offers a moral law whose effect Kantians have 

characterised by the adage ‘what if everybody did that?’” (Sack, 2005: ii). For Sack, as spelt 

out by Kantian ethics, “moral law uses the proscriptive universalisation implicit in moral 

language and practice to make efficacy the basis of morality” (Sack, ibid). In this regard, I tend 

to agree with Sack that, “the only logical conclusion that one can draw from the Kantian 

argument is that [strictly] agent’s moral action is defined by universalizability of their maxims 

and reciprocally, that universalizability is defined by agent’s ability to choose action” (Sack, 

ibid). I believe that, when applied to CSR, this universalised conception of moral action has a 

potential to yield an attractive grounding for stakeholder CSR that can be compared to, and 

contrasted with my favoured African account. Perhaps, further research could be conducted to 

explore this Kantian universalising theory of stakeholder CSR in future. 
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6.2.4 Avoiding Virtue Ethical Theory of CSR  

Recall that in chapter 1, I contended that Utilitarianism and Kantianism are strands of Ethical 

Theory in Western ethics that seem promising in grounding normative stakeholder CSR. I 

reasoned that  

(i) they definitely have had a significant influence on business organisations’ 

behaviour in comparison to others, and are also highly evident in aspects of ethics 

in business literature,  

(ii) they have been the most influential and plausible Western ‘moral standards’ in 

grounding, analysing and guiding the moral behaviour or action of business 

organisations from the stakeholder CSR perspective, and  

(iii) they have also been the most appealing ‘moral standards’ to moral philosophers and 

business ethicists alike in grounding how the relationship of business organisations 

with their respective stakeholders ought to be acted out.  

I even discussed and juxtaposed their respective accounts of CSR in chapters 2 and 3 to give 

credence to my preferred African account of CSR that I have developed and defended in the 

thesis. My choice of Utilitarian and Kantian ethics as favoured strands of Ethical Theory in 

Western ethics that seem promising in grounding normative stakeholder CSR over Virtue 

ethics as their counterpart was not in any way dismissing it as having no contribution to make 

in stakeholder CSR discourse. On the contrary, I believe Virtue ethics, be it inspired by the 

thinking of its chief advocates like Plato, Aristotle or MacIntyre, has a definite contribution to 

make in the current (and future) discourse about stakeholder CSR, and certainly have 

something add to CSR although I did not use it for my project. Likewise, I will leave its account 

of CSR to be further explored but make some brief remarks about it nonetheless. 
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Other than Utilitarianism and Kantianism in Western ethics, Virtue ethics is one other main 

strand of Ethical Theory applied in Business Ethics literature to address moral issues in 

business. Therefore, it is given that Virtue ethics would always square up and battles it out with 

its Utilitarian and Kantian counterparts in the moral battlefield regarding normative notions of 

the proper criterion of morally right or wrong action. Their respective varying normative claims 

as to the proper criterion of morally right or wrong action are evident in stakeholder CSR 

thinking and practice in the business literature (see Freeman & Werhane, 1997; Beauchamp & 

Bowie 2001; Andersen & Kaspersen, 2000).  

In fact, based on the available Business Ethics literature, Nunes and Simescu forcefully argue, 

“the ethics of virtue proves to be relevant in many contexts for the analysts of specific Business 

Ethics problems” (Nunes & Simescu, 2010:468). Therefore, the authors pose an interesting yet 

relevant question to my African CSR project I have developed and defended in the thesis, “Can 

it be that a return to Aristotle’s ethics, where ethical behaviour is primordial, in this troubled 

times could be a good thing?” (Nunes & Simescu, 2010:469). 

My answer to Nunes and Simescu’s question is an absolute and unequivocal yes. As alluded to 

earlier, like other scholars I believe that Virtue ethics have something positive to add on CSR 

discourse. In this regard, see the works of Carroll (1998: 1-7); Blowfield and Dolan (2008:1-

23); van de Ven (2008:339-352); McGhee (2013:2666-2674); Mackey (2014:131-145); Sison, 

et al (2017:1-268) and Moore (2017:1-216). For me, CSR as an organisational business activity 

and practice is ultimately about what sort of society we want to live in at the bottom. As such, 

I contend that there is so much more that can be drawn from Virtue ethics as one influential 

approach to Business Ethics to inform organisational CSR actions, decisions or initiatives.  

Therefore, applying Virtue ethics to business to inform principles of right action for 

organisational CSR cannot be dismissed and/or brushed aside as a plausible alternative to 
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Utilitarian and Kantian CSR accounts discussed and contrasted with my African CSR account 

in the thesis. As Carroll observed approximately two decades ago that, “an aspect of ethical 

behaviour that seems to be making a strong comeback in academic circles relates to what is 

known as Virtue theory” (Carroll, 1998: 4-5). Mayer et al make the similar observation thus, 

“Virtue theory or virtue ethics, has received increasing attention over the past twenty years, 

particularly in contrast to Utilitarian and deontological approaches to ethics” (Mayer et al., 

2012: 56). In agreement, Amaya and Lai actually make a point that, “Virtue theory is currently 

a very active area of research” (Amaya & Lai, 2013: 4). This is particularly so in the field of 

applied ethics. As Amaya and Lai orbserve, “recent years have seen increasing attention being 

paid to the role of virues in applied ethics, [which is one of the] areas of moral inquiry that may 

be expected to grow in future” (Amaya & Lai, 2013: 4).  

Hence, Carroll emphatic conviction that, “whereas many of the great ethical principles, such 

as rights, justice and Utilitarianism, are more action-oriented, another ethical tradition known 

as Virtue ethics merits further consideration by those concerned with” (Carroll, 1998: 5) 

stakeholder CSR  is not misplaced. In this regard, the author forcefully argues, “this is 

particularly important at the time in which there is much debate over the role of a character in 

our leaders; whether it be the President of the U.S. or the CEO of a major corporation” (Carroll, 

1998: 5). Here, I could not agree more with Carroll’s observation and argument that Virtue 

ethics has a massive fresh contribution to make in Business Ethics discourse, particularly in 

debates relating to stakeholder CSR. Amaya and Lai agree with me when they write,  

“Current research on the moral significance of virtue has also generated an interesting 

dialogue between contemporary ethics and the Ancient Greek Tradition [that] has had 

an invigorating effect on both deontology and Utilitarianism” (Amaya & Lai, 2013: 4). 
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For me, the attractiveness of Virtue ethics as an alternative to Utilitarian and Kantian accounts 

of CSR to square up with my favoured African account of CSR is eloquently captured by 

Carroll thus, “whereas many ethical principles emphasise doing, virtue ethics emphasise being” 

(Carroll 1998: 5). Therefore, “in Virtue ethics, what makes an action is that it is what a virtuous 

person would do in the same circumstances” (McGhee, 2013: 2666). Hence, the conviction by 

friends of Virtue ethics, “that the virtuous citizen, whether private or corporate, will also be 

virtuous in his or her actions, decisions and practices” (Carroll, 1998:5) and that overall a 

character of virtuousness would lead to happiness for oneself and others. Therefore, “its 

normative approach to ethics prizes the value of virtuous qualities in one’s character as a moral 

agent rather than Kantian universal formal rules or useful Utilitarian results” (Mayer et al., 

2012: 56). Indeed, Aristotle as its chief proponent perceived “the goal of human existence as 

the active, rational search for excellence, [which] requires the personal virtues of honesty, 

truthfulness, courage, temperance, generosity, and high-mindedness” (Hosmer, 1994:72 cited 

in Mayer et al., 2012:58). 

Thus, for Virtue ethics, “a person’s behavior in a given moral situation will stem from the 

character traits developed throughout the course of their life, such as courage, justice and 

temperance” (Morse, 1999 cited in Atif, 2013: 18). As such, virtue ethics focusses, “on the 

individual as a driving force for ethical behavior, rather than principles. For example, “a 

virtuous person is someone who is kind across many situations over a lifetime because that is 

her character and not because she wants to maximise utility or gain favours or simply do her 

duty” (Atif, 2013: 18). Hence, in the eyes of Virtue ethics “the focus of a person’s moral life is 

on developing a ‘good character’ because from good character comes moral and ethical acts 

and from these actions the development of a good character is reinforced” (Morse, 1999 cited 

in Atif, 2013: 18). 
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Undoubtedly, Virtue approach to ethics would yield an attractive stakeholder CSR that could 

be juxtaposed with the African stakeholder CSR that I have developed and defended in this 

thesis. It is my firm belief that, when applied to CSR issues, Virtue Ethical Theory has a 

potential to yield an attractive grounding for stakeholder CSR that can be compared to, and 

contrasted with my favoured African account. It is my view that Virtue ethics is conceptually 

robust enough to ground and inform organisational CSR actions, decisions and initiatives. 

Perhaps, further research could be conducted to explore this attractive Virtue Ethical Theory 

of stakeholder CSR. 

6.2.5 Avoiding Descriptive Ethics of CSR  

Recall that, in outlining the methodology of the thesis in chapter 1, I stated that the thesis is the 

work of normative moral philosophy (normative ethics) that is primarily explorative, analytical 

and comparative in nature. My choice of normative approach as a favoured methodological 

approach was not in any way dismissing descriptive moral philosophy (descriptive ethics) as 

an equally attractive and viable approach. Rather, time and space did not allow me to pursue 

it. As such, I will leave it to be further explored but make some brief remarks about it. 

As alluded to above, descriptive ethics perspective on CSR lies outside the scope of this thesis. 

That being the case, however, it does not mean that it has no contribution to make in CSR 

discourse. Rather, it has a contribution to make in illustrating how CSR actually manifests itself 

in varying socio-cultural contexts. According to Dreeben, “descriptive ethics, also known as 

comparative ethics (…) is specifically the study of people's beliefs about morality” (Dreeben, 

2010: 290). It contrasts with “normative (or prescriptive) ethics, [which] studies ethical 

theories, establishing moral systems for people to be able to make moral decisions” (Dreeben, 

ibid). Whereas descriptive ethics is concerned with evaluating (socio-cultural) beliefs relating 

to morality, normative ethics is concerned with evaluating the morality of actions, that is, it is 
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concerned with evaluating standards of rightness and wrongness of action. The attractiveness 

of descriptive ethics lies in the fact that it concerns itself with empirical investigation of 

people’s moral beliefs in a particular socio-cultural context.  According to Epps, “to put it 

another way, descriptive ethics would be concerned with determining what proportion of 

people believe [about CSR for example], normative ethics is concerned with whether it is 

correct to hold such a belief” (Epps, 2012: 5).  

It is not surprising therefore that Carroll recognises “descriptive and normative ethics [as] two 

critical branches of moral philosophy” (Carroll, 1998:4), which any discourse in Business 

Ethics should take into account. For the author, “descriptive ethics is concerned with describing 

or characterizing the morality or behavior of people or organizations i.e what managers, 

organizations, or industries are doing” (Carroll, ibid).  For example, it is concerned about what 

they are doing about CSR. This may involve the comparing and contrasting of CSR practices 

across socio-cultural contexts to fully appreciate their existence (Johnson & Turner, 2010: 333 

- 334). Typically, descriptive ethics focuses “on learning what is occurring in the realm of 

behavior, actions, decisions, policies and practices of business [organisations and their] 

managers” (Carroll & Buchholtz, 2015: 182; Sims, 2003:14). By contrast, normative ethics is 

concerned with the moral evaluation of such CSR practices to determine if they are acceptable 

practices after all. It would usually insist that practice is justified based on some ethical 

principle before being considered acceptable. In the same token, for Chandler, “whereas 

normative ethics draws on moral philosophy to categorise individual actions as either right or 

wrong in specific situations, descriptive ethics explains why individuals make these right or 

wrong decisions” (Chandler, 2016:15).  

It is from the above works of Carroll (1998:4), Sims (2003:14), Johnson and Turner (2010:333-

334), Carroll and Buchholtz (2015: 182)  and Chandler (2016:15) that I have no doubt that 
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descriptive ethics as the basis for exploring socio-cultural beliefs concerning morality has 

something to add on CSR debates. I believe it can provide refreshing perspectives that hold 

promise for providing a better understanding of CSR across socio-cultural contexts. Therefore, 

to fully understand and appreciate CSR across socio-cultural contexts, I am convinced that 

descriptive ethics can provide an interesting perspective in comparing and contrasting my 

favoured African account of CSR with the Utilitarian and Kantian accounts of CSR in Western 

ethics. Perhaps, further research could be conducted to explore descriptive ethics approach to 

stakeholder CSR as an alternative in African ethics. 

6.2.6 Other Possible Researchable CSR-Related Issues  

There is no doubt that application of African Ethical Theory raises interesting yet far reaching 

issues or questions for CSR. Such issues or questions may include but not limited to how 

exactly does the African Ethical Theory deal with conflicts of interest or competing interests 

of stakeholders, and how does it address oppression i.e. of minority interests in the 

organisational CSR decision-making. These possible issues or questions regarding African 

Ethical Theory may have been somewhat addressed and/or not have been adequately addressed 

in the thesis due to time and space constraints. As a result, I will leave such possible issues or 

questions regarding African Ethical Theory in the CSR area at least to be further explored but 

suggest some of them below. 

(i) A case-study approach for examination of agreed upon aspects or features of CSR to 

shed light on the appropriateness of Utilitarian, Kantian and African Ethical Theories, 

(ii)  How does African Ethical Theory deal with conflict i.e. inherent conflicts of interests 

that are often competing and hegemonic among organisational stakeholders (in the CSR 

area at least), 
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(iii) How does the African Ethical Theory address oppression i.e. to what extent can ethics 

of ‘harmony’ or ‘friendliness’ justify fighting oppression of minority by majority 

interests in the context of organisational politics of ‘shared identities’ and, 

(iv)  To what extent is African Ethical Theory a version of Utilitarianism in which 

‘harmony’ or ‘friendliness is considered the good to be maximised (for the ‘greatest 

happiness of the greatest number of people in the CSR area at least). 

6.3  Concluding Remarks  

Let me now to make some brief general concluding remarks concerning the thesis. Recall that, 

in chapter 1, I mentioned that the overall aim of the thesis is twofold, 

(i) to underscore areas in which the African Ethical Theory is similar to or dissimilar from 

Utilitarianism and Kantianism as stakeholder CSR ethical theories in Western ethics, 

and  

(ii) to show that the field of stakeholder CSR should take African Ethical Theory at least 

as seriously in analysing stakeholder CSR as it does with the Western ethial  theories 

of Utilitarianism and Kantianism. 

I want to think that I have largely achieved the above in that the thesis has positively developed 

a compelling and viable Ethical Theory of stakeholder CSR of African pedigree based on the 

prescription to be friendly in the best possible way for others. It has advanced and defended 

African Ethical Theory as an attractive ethical approach to analysing ethics in stakeholder CSR. 

It has also applied African Ethical Theory to stakeholder CSR issues, and compared as well as 

contrasted it with Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories of CSR in this regard. It has 

established that African Ethical Theory does provide a compelling and appealing moral 
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approach to evaluating or appraising principles of actions, that is, their rightness and 

wrongness.  

The thesis has also made interesting submissions that need to be highlighted. First, it has 

submitted that African Ethical Theory adds something to the best versions of Utilitarian and 

Kantian Ethical Theories in respect to stakeholder CSR. Second, it has also submitted that 

African Ethical Theory can be used to improve other approaches to CSR based on its morally 

inherent attractive aspects, which include but not limited to  

(i) African friendship deontology that morally obligates friends to aid or help one 

another to the extent of their means for friendship’s sake;  

(ii) African harmonic principle for evaluating or determining rightness or wrongness of 

actions;  

(iii) African Lekhotla theory and model for managing ethical issues and/or decision 

making;  

(iv) African relational ethic which characteristically places relationality or sociability at 

the core of morality, and sees relationships between human beings as cornerstone 

of morality;  

(v) African affective-cum communitarian ethic which typically places affection at the 

core of morality, and perceives affection between human beings as cornerstone of 

morality;  

(vi) African socio-relational self ethic that “supports a relational model of autonomy 

that emphasises an ethic that understands human beings as social beings” (Onuoha, 

2007: 282), and  

(vii) African communitarian partialist or particularistic ethic, which focuses more on 

mutual aid, which is, living communally with others.  
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Finally yet importantly, it has further submitted that African Ethical Theory can stand on its 

own in providing the best justification of the best version of stakeholder CSR to compete with 

Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories in Western ethics.  

After defending these components, this thesis has, in this final chapter, suggested further areas 

of future research. First, the thesis proposed that moral ethnography, as an approach to African 

CSR, should be explored since it is believed that it has a potential to yield an attractive account 

of stakeholder CSR that could be compared and contrasted with Utilitarian and Kantian 

accounts. Second, the thesis suggested that rule-Utilitarianism theory of CSR has a potential to 

yield an attractive account of Utilitarian CSR that could be compared and contrasted with my 

favoured African account of CSR, and perhaps ultimately give credence to it if it is explored.  

Third, the thesis has recommended that Kantian universalising theory of CSR should be 

explored since it also has a potential to yield an attractive account of Kantian CSR that could 

be compared and contrasted with my favoured African account of CSR, and perhaps give 

credence to it in broadening and enriching our understanding of stakeholder CSR. Fourth, the 

thesis has proposed that Virtue Ethical Theory of CSR should be explored as it also promises 

to provide something positive to CSR by grounding a virtue-based normative account of 

stakeholder CSR that could be compared and contrasted with my favoured African account of 

CSR, and perhaps give credence to it. Fifth, the thesis has suggested that descriptive ethics as 

the basis for exploring socio-cultural beliefs concerning morality has something to add on CSR 

by providing refreshing perspectives that hold promise for a better understanding of CSR across 

socio-cultural contexts. In addition, it would perhaps provide credence to my favoured African 

account of CSR that I have developed and defended in the thesis thus far, given the limits of 

space and time at my disposal for further exploration. Finally, the thesis has highlighted other 
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possible researchable CSR-related issues for future research relating to thorny issues of justice, 

fairness and equality in stakeholder CSR politics in business organisations. 

Although, I have been sympathetic towards the African approach to stakeholder CSR 

throughout the thesis, I have not sought to argue that it is better than and/or superior to 

Utilitarian and Kantian approaches. Rather, I have argued that it is attractive, and is my 

preferable and favourite approach to morality. In addition, it has earned its rightful place 

besides Utilitarian and Kantian approaches to deserve to be considered alongside them (in the 

CSR area at least).  In my view, a critical feature that makes African approach attractive is its 

prescription to be friendly, which assumes that “to be friendly is not much other than to share 

a way of life with others and to care for their quality of life and for their sake” (Metz, 2014:310). 

According to this less familiar African prescription of morality, actions are right just insofar as 

they are friendly in the best possible way and are wrong to the extent that they are unfriendly. 

I have found this African prescription to be attractive, refresshing and revealing in comparison 

to its Utilitarian utility and Kantian autonomy counterparts when applied to concrete 

stakeholder CSR issues or questions such as, 

(i) Why should business organisations engage in stakeholder CSR programmes? 

(ii) What kind of stakeholder CSR programmes should business organisations engage in?  

(iii) How should business organisations engage in stakeholder CSR programmes?  

(iv) How much or to what extentd should business organisations engage in stakeholder CSR 

programmes? and  

(v) Whom should business organisations target in engaging in stakeholder CSR 

programmes?   
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As I suspected, I have also found that African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly 

does provide plausible answers to these stakeholder CSR questions comparable to Utilitarian 

and Kantian Ethical Theories.  Here, the attractiveness of African account for a plausible 

normative grounding of stakeholder CSR lies in advancing communal harmonious or friendly 

relationships of identity and solidarity “according to which, roughly, one displays human 

excellence insofar as one prizes relationships of sharing a way of life and caring for others’ 

quality of life” (Metz, 2016: 98). Indeed, it is my conviction that compared to and contrasted 

with Utilitarian and Kantian Ethical Theories, African Ethical Theory holds an attractive 

promise for the normative grounding of stakeholder CSR, and for yielding principles of action 

for stakeholder CSR, which can rival and/or have a shot at replacing them. 

With this thesis, it is my view that I have offered a plausible account of the insights of African 

Ethical Theory as a less familiar moral theory of action in the stakeholder CSR literature.  The 

African Ethical Theory of action for stakeholder CSR that I have advanced and defended in the 

thesis is based on my interpretation of African worldview of human nature as developed from 

my study of Western and African moral philosophy and applied ethics. In my opinion, a moral 

theory of action devoid of other-regarding ideals of human nature is morally bankrupt – for it 

is in our profound friendship with others that our human nature flourishes.  It is my conviction, 

therefore, that African Ethical Theory with its prescription to be friendly is the plausible and 

attractive description of human nature, and offers the best possible way on how human 

community should be organised and sustained. I hope that the ideas in this thesis would help 

African business practitioners to find new avenues or guides for solving their business 

problems, and work towards a better and sustainable future for their stakeholders with African 

CSR, or as Abdulai affectionately call it “Ubuntu CSR” (Abdulai, 2015: 434), which Mofuoa 

prefers to term it “uBuntu-Botho CSR” (Mofuoa, 2014: 222-239) as a backbone. 
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