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toys etc. Even materials like new redundant card are useful for
some community purpose and packets of doylies are useful for kids
play. There is a lot of practical recycling going on!

Individual stores have discretion to deal with small local
appeals. The Boots Charitable Trust deals with more than 10,000
grant applications p.a. In 1970 there were 500 appeals p.a. The
Trust has guidelines e.g. it does not consider appeals from
individuals, expeditions, independent schools, independent
hospitals or agencies of private medicine, community or tenant
associations unless located in a very deprived area etc. Giving,
with the exception of donations to one well-known relief

agency and occasional help for a few overseas organisations, is
limited to the UK. Boots commercial interests are so diverse that
many groups identify it as a possible donor e.g. the disabled,
children’s charities, pensioners, audio needs etc.

The Charitable Trust gives for altruistic reasons and the Company
gives for more commercial reasons which is an interesting
practical recognition of different reasons for giving. For
example, the Company, as the largest in Nottingham, is supporting
Nottingham’s City Technology College. The Company gave £50,000 to
the South Atlantic Fund and £10,000 to the Hillsborough Disaster
Fund; it sponsors medical research; it supports job creation
through some 100 Local Enterprise Agencies. The Company Board
"looks to the Trust to provide moral and ethical guidance re
charitable giving" (PD). The trustees are senior serving or
retired members of staff. "Policy decisions are flexible and
change as needs change. The main criterion is need...But, when in
doubt over a specific cause, we must be influenced by the company
interest. You don’'t bite the hand that feeds you [re help for
Heart Research Trust]. But we agonise over philosophical aspects.
For example, there are increasing appeals from NHS hospitals for
capital expenditure." There has been a decision not to respond to
NHS hospital appeals unless the hospital is located in an area
where the Company is strongly represented e.g. Nottingham, or if
the appeal objective is of special interest to the Company.

The Charitable Trust is aware of unfashionable current needs e.g.
homelessness, AIDS: areas of need "to which people are less
sympathetic.” 1In 1989-1990 the Company overall gave over
£776,000 in donations, which included over £331,000 given by the

Ruth I.Johns I8BN ¢ 9516960 0 9
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Charitable Trust to 879 charities. This represented a recent 30%
rise. This figure, as stated earlier, does not include the value
of gifts in kind. The Company is not a member of The Per Cent
Club. "We prefer to make our own decisions in the light of what
the business can afford" (PD)

"It is very important to keep personal links going with people in
the community, to be proactive" (PD).

Source material other than interviews: The Boots Company plc
Report and Accounts for the year ended 31 March 1990; Social
Responsibilities. The Boots Company plc. 1986; The Boots
Charitable Trust guidelines.

Ruth I.Johns ISBN O 9516960 0 9
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APPENDIX IT

Companies Giving More than £1 million Total Corporate Support for the Voluntary Sector

Name Total Profit Times
Corporate Cash Before Number 1000
Support Donations Tax of UK. Position Year
£000 £000 £000 Employees 1988/89 End

O Allied OQunbar Assurance * 1) 1,195+ 1,068 e) — — — 1288
O Barclays Bank * 9,536+ 2,710 g) 1.067,00 87.200 — 12:88
O British Gas * 6,000 — c) 1,054,000 82,000 7 3i89
O British Nuclear Fuels * 1,404 198 c) 100,000 a) 18,773 145 3/88

British Petroleum Ca. * ) 9,000 6.300 1) 828,000 28,950 1 1288
O British Telecom * 11,841+ 5,289 c) 2,437,000 a) 244418 6 3/89
O Cadbury Schweppes * 1515+ 170 b) 215,700 12,126 60 1288
O Digital Equipment Co. * 1,776 150 — 7,850 166 788

Esso * 3.500 1,231 s) 302,500 4530 12 1288

General Accident Fire & Life Assurance * 1,599 258 h} 290,300 14,757 — 12/88
O Glaxo Holdings * 1,149 420 h) 832,000 11,035 72 5/88
O Grand Metropolitan * 1,220 - w} 575,100 89,753 10 9/88
O Heron International * xiv) 1,605+ 1:511 h) 61,200 2,008 212 3/88
o IBM.* 4,243 1,108 g) 511,500 bb) 20,146 33 12/88

Imperial Chemicai Industries * 5,396+ 3170 b) 1,470,000 54,800 4 12/88
¢ Uoyds Bank * 3,500+ 938 d) 843,000 67,000 — 1288
O Marks & Spencer * xx) 4,025 — ii) 529,000 62,125 18 3/89
¢ Midland Bank * 3,689 784 i) 693,000 53,375 — 12/88
O National Westminster Bank 11,340+ 2,147 c) 1,407,000 94,818 — 12/88

Nestié Hoidings (U.X.) * 1,036 368 mm) 55,100 16,545 140 12/88
O Prudential Corporation * 1,148 430 b) 339,600 30,625 — 12/38
0 RTZ > 1,099 849 b) 879,000 17,701 29 12/88
O Royal Bank of Scotand Group * 1,634+ 684 b) 309.200 22,584 — 9/88
O Royal Insurance Co. 1,058 424 b) 223,400 30,470 — 12/88

Sheil * 4,843 1,483 ss) 285,000 13,082 ) 12/88

Smith Kline & French Laborataries * 1,232+ 1,075 d) 4,255 1,712 - 11/88
O Trustee Savings Bank * 2,661% 2,661 q) 420,100 40,000 - 10788
O Unilever * xxvii) 2,454+ 931 b) 1,454,000 30,000 1 12/88
O United Biscuits (UK) * 1,020+ 381 d) 120,000 38,000 66 12/88
O Whitbread & Co. * xxx) 1,680+ 8N 223,200 54,192 74 2/89

O Group or subsidiary of group member of Per Cent Club.

* Denotes figures confirmed by company.

Notes on next page -



Notes to Tables

i) Allied Dunbar and BAT Industries: Allied Dunbar is a wholly
owned subsidiary of BAT cash Industries. If the cash donations
figure shown for Allied Dunbar is added to that of its parent
company, BAT Industries cash donations figure would be
£2.030.000

ii) B.0.C: includes payment to London Computer and Electronics
School.

iii) Bass: this figure includes £285.000 paid to the Bass Charitable
Trust.

iv) B.P: this figure includes support for education. BP's worldwide
community contributions totalled £17.4m.

v) Central Independent Television: this figure includes the cost of
broadcasting public service announcements.

vi) Christies: this figure relates to support within the U.K. only.
vii) Clifford’s Foods: formerly Cliffords Dairies.
viii) Clydesdale Bank: figures for 3 month period.

ix) Conder Group: in addition the Conder Conservation Trust made
donations of over £81,000.

x) Consolidated Goldfields: in addition the Gold Fields Trust spent
£236,985 on other charitable, social and community projects.

xi) Gallaher: the total donations include £312,500 to the Health
Promotion Research Trust. ’

xii) Gateway Corporation: formerly known as the Dee Corporation.

xiii) Girobank: in addition free transcash services are offered for major
disaster appeals.

xiv) Heron International: the majority of the cash donations are made
to the Ronson Foundations.

xv) Kingfisher: previously known as Woolworth Holdings pic.

xvi) John Laing: in addition cash donations of £14 7,000 were made
on behalf of the company and other group companies by Laing’s
Charitable Trust.

xvii) Lucas Industries: this figure includes donations 10 universities.
other educational establishments and charities, most of the
charitable donations of the company are made via the Joseph
Lucas Charitable Trust.

xviii) M.B. Group: this company is now part of CMB Packaging
Group.
xix) Marks & Spencer: in addition a special payment of £ 1 million was
made to Anchor Housing celebrating the centenary of the birth of
Simon Marks.

xx) Minet Holdings: figures for a nine month period.
xxi) Pillar Electrical: formerly MK Electric Group.
xxii) Polly Peck: figures cover a 16 month period.

xxiii) Simon Engineering: preference is always given to charities in the
North West of England.

xxiv) Smith & Nephew Associated Companies: included in this amount
is a donation of £327,000 to the Smith & Nephew
Foundation.

xxv) Thomson Corporation: the company does not wish to receive any |
requests for donations as all funds are fully committed.

xxvi) Travis Perkins: figures for a nine month period following the
merger of Sandell Perkins and Travis Arnold to form this
company.

xxvii) Unilever: all figures for charity support and community
involvement relate to UK only.

xxviii) Van Leer UK: the company makes all its donations via the Bernard
Van Leer Foundation (UK) Trust. Subsidiaries of the company
make numerous minor donations to local charities.

xxix) Whitbread: Cash donations figure includes a donation of
£500.000 to the Whitbread 1988 Charitable Trust.

From Charity Trends, 12th
Edition. Tonbridge,
Charities Aid Foundation,
1989.

xxx) Yorkshire Bank: in addition £66, 145 was donated to charities by
the Yorkshire Bank Charitable Trust.

a) Group employees
b) Worldwide group profit.
c) Group profit.
d) U.K. Profit.
e) Wholly owned subsidiary of BAT Industries.
f) Average total employees.
g) UK group profit.
h) Worldwide profit.
i) Worldwide group profit before tax excluding property.
i) UK employees at year end.
k) Group loss.
1) UK replacement cost operating profit.
m) Worldwide employees.
n) Average UK employees.
o) Consolidated worldwide group profit.
p) Group profit UK and USA.
q) Consolidated group profit.
r) Shareholders’ profit of a UK life office with European operations.

s) Profit after petroleum revenue tax, net interest and corporation
tax.

t) Group profit after tax and transfers to inner reserves.
u) Worldwide net additions to funds.

v) Group profit after tax.

w) Group profit on ordinary activities before tax, minority interests and
extraordinary items.

x) Group profit before interest and taxation.
y) Full and part time group employees.

z) Group profit before tax and extraordinary items.

aa) Consolidated UK group profit.
bb) Average employees.
cc) Full and part time employees.
dd) Group profit before exceptional items and tax.
ee) Full time equivalent average.
#f) Group profit before tax and partnership bonus.

gg) Loss before tax. ;

hh) Profit on ordinary activities before tax.
ii) Group operating profit.
ji) Gross profit.

kk) Loss on UK marketing and refining of oil and oil products.
) Group profit on ordinary activities.

mm) UK group profit before extraordinary items and tax.

nn) Group profit from all trading divisions.

00) Consolidated worldwide profit.

pp) Profit UK and USA.

qq) Employees in UK and USA.
r) UK and European group profit.

ss) UK profit after corporation and petroleum revenue taxes.
tt) Group profit before tax less gross donations.

uu) Group worldwide profit including contribution for discontinued

activities and exceptional items.

w) Group worldwide profit before tax after deduction of interest
payments. U.K. profit is estimated to be approximately £45m.

ww) Operating profit.

+ Indicates that in addition to the total corporate support figure quoted

here there were also some items of support which were
unquantifiable.

$ Indicates that in addition to the cash donations figure quoted there

were one or more items of corporate support which were not
quantified.
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Figure 1: Uses of Cash Contributions

from 207 leading
companies in 1988

223

204

Medicine & Community Education Arts
Health  Improvement

* Figures may not add to "100% because of Rounding
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APPENDIX III

Total use of Cash
Contributions
£27,480 million
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Figure 2: Total Number of Voluntary Organisations
Supported (%)* by the same 207 leading companies in 1988

%
32 -
30
28
’ Number of Voluntary
- <23 Organisations Supported
B4 8,967

si Gihie 5 —— L 2, + % % A pllicid e
Medicine & General  Education Arts Other  Preservation Community  Youth leisure  Employment Spiritual International Housing Animals
Health  Welfare g of  mprovement Spiritual Aid
S Development
* Figures may not add to 100% because of Rounding From Charity Trends, 12th Edition. Tonbridge 3

Charities Aid Foundation, 1989.



APPENDIX IV

MARKS & SPENCER

IN THE COMMUNITY 1989/90

£000’s
DONATIONS AND SPONSORSHIP
Education, Training, Job Creation and
Community Services 830
Health and Care 1,210
Arts (including Community Arts & Heritage) 580
Stores Local Support 305
TOTAL CASH DONATIONS 2.925
Secondment — Cost to Employ 1,050
Support Costs 505
Gifts in Kind 150
GRAND TOTAL 4,630

Community Affairs, Michael House
Baker Street, London W1A IDN

904/016 — 5/90
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Business needs a
framework of principles for
community involvement
policies. Currently it is too
dependent on Government
social policies and ideas. As
a result, communities tend
to be passive recipients of
help. In the long-term this
could create greater
divisiveness and rebound
upon management.

This is one of the findings of

a recent independent study by
Ruth I. Johns® Community
involvement policies directly
impinge upon emergent
enterprises in local
communities.

For example, companies’
“charitable” money and
secondments in support of
Enterprise Agencies should,

STUDY

according to Government, be
directed primarily at helping
those enterprises which want
to grow.

Yet, there is evidence that
entrepreneurial attitudes and
community cohesion are
created via policies of
encouraging a diversity of
types of enterprise, including
“way-of-life” companies,
community companies etc.
These do not set out to
maximize profit but do make a
profit and should not be
confused with subsidised
projects.

They sustain people in

_ -~ wcveloped. She sees
it as a source of concern that companies
have been seduced by government Who_l:éz
"saw the potential for a substantial and ,.‘4_
free rescurce and companies fellowed the [+
herd, abdicating their own tentative steps
towards understanding the community, ;o

Business is now

ideas as well

education, the NHS, arts and sports
sponsorship, voluntary organisations,
employment initiatives, inner-city
regeneration, etc.” ¥ "

A~ 7

encouraged,
Government, to be involved (as donor of
as material

Vo o

by
&
help) in

AU \J{f t—o Cor

not so much for the Z

Her conc:yé
companies” themselves

but for the

damage done to the community by any
approach which imposes solutions on

perceived problems.
cited -~

Pr~s

-3,

.« -cities, are

+oolems’. Their values

_w» are underrated.

A survey is made of current company

community involvement in the UK: the
_practice and the raison detre behind the
practice. A case is made for establishing an
independent theoretical framework for
future company community involvement
based on shared knowledge and respect.
An independent ‘home’ is eventually
needed for this work (but not as a matter
of any company or organisational expe-
diency). First, the community needs in-
volving as equal partner in discourses

between the sectors.

T Cariwg Business

work, including those who
find it difficult to fit into
highly competitive growth
businesses. Plurality of =
enterprises and pursuant =
social cohesion in local \
communities helps to nurture 78
an environment in which new
business ideas readily arise.
Johns has been a
professional in the field of
company community
involvement for fifteen vears.
Later this year she will be
running Seminars following
up this study, especially
focusing on some of her ideas
for changes needed.
* Company Community
Involvement in the UK is
available from Ruth I. Johns
Associates, PO Box 66,
Warwick CV34 4XE.
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ashivle ot b\ rec¥or

When local youths took to
breaking the windows of an
international compan
headquarters on London’s
South Bank, the company
concerned called in Ruth [
Johns, director of the Action
Research Centre. The
managers hoped that the
ARC, abody founded to
bring the corporate sector
together with the
community, could help
them. But there was no
"quick fix’. And thisis the
message of Johns’ study.
Company Communi
Involvement in the UK.
Now an independent
consultant, Johns isarguing
that too much of UK
companies’ ‘socially
responsible’ activity is taken
up with imposing central
government ideas, and their
own view of ‘enterprise’ on
communities without ever
stopping to consult local
ople. She warns against

lindly following American
approaches to business
involvementinurban
regeneration, and calls for
the developmentofa
theoretical framework so
that the objectives of such
initiatives can be clearly
defined.

Ink-

PsC.Cow\r ar\g Aae
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COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT -

we“bg

<o teft
- .aowne first place. The

-~
//
author

makes some uselul

suggestions of practices for

involving the community as g
an equal partner in discourses j
between the sectors. Copies of a)
the report, price £15 post free, ;
from Ruth I Johns Associates, 3
PO Box 66, Warwick Q«
CV3t4XE.
o®

—.arunrest

cwen —way 1970s onwards.
Ruth Johns argues that the
problems springing from
industrial change in the last 20
vears have affected towns and
cities in particular, and that local
‘inner city’ communities should
be consulted about projects set
up in their own areas.

The report points to cases
where models which were
successful in one locality were
simply duplicated in another area
before local needs were
adequately researched. In some
locations, company projects were
instigated simply to respond to
moral pressure. It argues that
projects are more likely to fail if
they are thus imposed from
above and the views of local
people are not sought. Or local
people’s views may be
discounted because of poor
presentation or looking
‘amateurish’.

Company Communiry
Involvement in the UK also
provides a survey of the current
extent of private sector ‘social
responsibility’ work and of the
different forms it takes—

charitable donations, help in
kind, secondment of personnel,
sponsorship of the arts and sport,
and support for enterprise and
training initiatives. But it is
ideas, rather than facts, which
make the study a
thought-provoking and distinctly
different look at the role of
business in the wider community.
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