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The term “wicked” does not imply evil, but harm-
ful, injurious, or destructive (McGrath & McGonagle, 
2016) with associated scientific uncertainty, gaps in 
the knowledge of managers and multi-layered multiple 
stakeholder interests (Intezarri & Pauleen, 2019a; Mc-
Millan & Overall, 2016). According to McMillan and 
Overall (2016), managers require wisdom to make de-
cisions to address wicked problems because such prob-
lems defy the classical decision paradigms. Wisdom is 
especially required for decision-making in periods of 
uncertainty. This was the case for business managers in 
Ghana during the COVID-19 crisis in the year 2020.

The COVID-19 pandemic seriously impacted 
businesses in Ghana and profits began to fall due to 
economic recession. Losses in the insurance industry 
alone for the period March to June 2020 were esti-
mated at 112 billion Ghana Cedis due to a 17.1 per 
cent decrease in premiums combined with an increase 
in claims by 38.4 per cent (Babuna et al., 2020). Not long 
before COVID-19 set in, the banking sector had wit-
nessed the worst banking crisis in the country’s history, 
which led to the collapse of several banks and micro-
finance institutions (Avortri & Agbanyo, 2020). The Bank 
of Ghana’s initial assessment of the impact of COVID-19 
on the banking sector as of February 2020 indicated that 
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Introduction 

Management decisions are not made in a vacuum – there 
is a process to it. A decision process is “a set of actions 
and dynamic factors that begins with the identifica-
tion of a stimulus for action and ends with the specific 
commitment to action” (Mintzberg et al., 1976, p. 246). 
Therefore, managers make decisions to address specific 
problems. In their response to the COVID-19 crisis, the 
private sector in Ghana took decisions to establish and 
contribute to the Ghana COVID-19 Private Sector Fund 
to provide non-state social protection. Non-state social 
protection refers to welfare services provided to the pub-
lic by non-state actors such as private companies in their 
bid to create shared value in society. 

The COVID-19 crisis has been characterised as a 
wicked problem by Per Morten Schiefloe (2021) based 
on Rittel and Webber’s (1973) and Levin et al. (2012). 
Wicked problems are defined by Churchman (1967) as 
“a class of social problems, which are ill-formulated; 
where the information is confusing; where there are 
many clients and decision makers with conflicting val-
ues; and where the ramifications in the whole system 
are thoroughly confusing” (as cited in McMillan & 
Overall, 2016, p. 36).
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banks were likely to face serious challenges with credit 
extension and loan repayment, among others (Bank of 
Ghana, 2020). The picture was gloomy for businesses in 
the country, and in such situations, it is logical for busi-
nesses to cut down on discretionary expenditure as much 
as possible to limit the extent of losses. But it is in this 
context that the private sector contributed to non-state 
social protection in a manner that the country had not 
witnessed before. It is therefore essential to ascertain how 
wise it is for companies to increase their expenditure by 
contributing to non-state social protection when busi-
ness is already suffering.

This research aims to (a) identify the factors that 
enabled the decisions of private corporate managers 
to contribute to non-state social protection through 
the Ghana COVID-19 Private Sector Fund; and (b) 
explore how wise their decisions to contribute to non-
state social protection through the Fund are. The re-
search seeks to assess the extent to which Intezari and 
Pauleen’s (2019c) wise management decision model 
can be used to explain the decisions of business man-
agers in Ghana within the COVID-19 context. While 
contributing to literature on wisdom in management 
decision-making, the research is intended to also con-
tribute to the scant literature on non-state social pro-
tection.

This paper is structured as follows. In the literature 
review section, the paper explores relevant interdisci-
plinary literature to provide a framework to address 
the research aims. In the research methodology sec-
tion, the researcher justifies and explains the process 
for searching, coding, and analysing data for the re-
search. The findings and discussion section is present-
ed in five parts. The first part provides information on 
the contributors to the Fund. The remaining four parts 
present an analysis of the four wisdom categories in 
the wise management decision model – each subsec-
tion addresses one wisdom category. In the conclusion 
section, the findings of the research are highlighted. 
The researcher also provides recommendations for fur-
ther research in this section.

1. Literature review 

1.1. Decision paradigms and concepts

At the core of every corporate entity’s success or failure is 
management’s ability to make decisions (Porter, 1985). Ac-
cording to Rowe and Boulgarides (1983), a decision is an 
“answer to some problem or a choice between two or more 
alternatives” (Rowe & Boulgarides, 1983, p. 4). Mintzberg, 
Raisinghani, and Théorêt (1976) define a decision as a 
“specific commitment to action (usually a commitment of 
resources)” (Mintzberg et al., 1976, p. 246). Cohen (1993) 
identifies three primary paradigms on decision making, 
namely: the formal-empiricist paradigm, the rationalist 
paradigm, and the naturalistic paradigm. 

A primary focus of early researchers on decision 
making was for their theories to fit behaviour that is 

observed empirically while having normative plausibility 
(Cohen, 1993). The formal-empiricist paradigm on deci-
sion-making emphasized the behavioural testing of for-
mal models which imposed mathematical constrains on 
decision makers’ preferences and judgments, with little 
attention to the psychological processes that individual 
decision makers go through (Cohen, 1993). To explain 
decisions or choices made under uncertain situation, a 
normative rule was proposed – a decision maker should 
select the choice which has the highest expected value, 
which is the weighted average of payoffs associated with 
that choice (Cohen, 1993). This decision paradigm was 
criticized on the basis that decision makers are not per-
fect intuitive statisticians (Peterson & Beach, 1967), and 
that it ignores the psychological processes that individual 
decision makers go through (Cohen, 1993).

The rationalists think of a decision-making process 
as a linear logical sequence in which the decision maker 
should follow to achieve optimal solutions (Betsch & 
Held, 2012). Rationalist models are expected to lead to 
optimal solutions if the decision maker strictly follows 
the prescribed logical sequence, procedures, and rules of 
the model to analyse risks and alternatives (Bazerman & 
Moore, 2009). The rationalists consider decision making 
as:

“an orderly process, beginning with the discovery by 
the decision maker of a discrepancy between the perceived 
situation and the desired state. This desired state is usually 
between an ideal and a realistically attainable state” (Bass, 
1983, p. 4). 

The rationalist approach has been criticized for its 
assumption that the decision maker will have perfect 
knowledge and information about the decision situation 
and all possible alternative to take decisions that will re-
sult in an optimal outcome (Intezari & Pauleen, 2019b).

Dissatisfied with decision research that has little im-
plications for decision making in the real world, some 
researchers held a conference in 1989 in Dayton, Ohio, 
to address naturalistic decision making (Cannon-Bowers 
et al., 1996). The researchers sought to rethink decision 
making by emphasizing on “decisions that are embed-
ded in larger dynamic tasks, made by knowledgeable 
and experienced decision makers” (Orasanu & Connolly, 
1993, p.  19). Naturalist models focus on the cognitive 
and behavioural processes of decision makers as they 
attempt to solve problems in the real world (Beach & 
Connolly, 2005). Here the concentration is on the deci-
sion maker and the complex decision situation in which 
resources are scarce and the time to act is limited (Rosen 
et al., 2008). Naturalist models assume that in a practical 
decision setting, the decision maker may not necessar-
ily follow rational decision-making principles for many 
reasons (Intezari & Pauleen, 2019b). These include limi-
tations that require compromises (Simon, 1960), moral 
and ethical considerations (Holian, 2002; Kohlberg, 
1984), limited knowledge and imperfect technology (In-
tezari & Pauleen, 2019b), politics and power (Pettigrew, 
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2002; Schein, 1985), and constrained willpower and con-
strained self-interest (Thaler, 2000).

1.2. Wisdom in decision-making

The use of practical wisdom theories in strategy litera-
ture can be traced back about 2,500 years to Aristotle. In 
his Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle distinguishes decision 
makers’ scientific knowledge and intelligence from their 
ability to make judgements and take steps that promote 
what he referred to as “good life” (Statler et  al., 2007, 
p.  155). According to Aristotle, the tension between 
rationality and practical experience means that there 
is need to apply prudence in situations of uncertainty 
and ambiguity, to guide decisions and actions that will 
be good for the public. Based on this argument one can 
identify four elements of practical wisdom, namely: the 
goals of the decision maker, the decision maker’s un-
derstanding that the decision is in the best interest of 
stakeholders, the ethical implications of the decision 
based on available information, and the decision itself 
(Statler et al., 2007). Wisdom has been characterized by 
Rooney as “doing the right thing, for the right reasons, in 
the right way” (Rooney, 2019, p. xv). This study assesses 
wisdom in corporate decisions to contribute to non-state 
social protection in Ghana using Intezari and Pauleen’s 
(2019c) wise management decision-making model.

1.3. The wise management decision-making model

According to Intezari and Pauleen’s (2019c), manage-
ment decisions in the real world are guided and shaped 
by wisdom principles, and that making wise decisions 
involves a multi-faceted process and the careful consid-
eration of different interconnected variables. They agree 
with Mintzberg and Westley (2001) that decision-making 
in the real world does not follow a set of pre-defined 
sequential actions. Decision-making in the real world 
is “non-sequential and non-linear” (Intezari & Pauleen, 
2019c, p. 165). Their model of wise management deci-
sion-making uses the four categories of wisdom princi-
ples to explain management decision-making, namely: 
multi-perspective consideration, self-other awareness, emo-
tional-cognitive mastery; and internal-external reflection 
(Intezari & Pauleen, 2019c).

Multi-perspective consideration (MPC) refers to the 
extent to which decision makers consider the short-term 
and long-term results and consequences, the interests 
and values of stakeholders, and the ethical implications 
of their decisions. Three principles of wisdom underpin 
MPC, namely: future thinking, perspective taking, and 
ethical consideration (Intezari & Pauleen, 2019c). Having 
a vision of the future is at the core of strategic manage-
ment (MacMillan & Tampoe, 2000). Hence, wise decision 
makers assess the short- and long-term consequences of 
their decisions. This is referred to as future thinking (In-
tezari & Pauleen, 2019c). In addition, wise decision mak-
ers need to understand the expectations, interests, and 
values of those involved in or affected by their decisions. 

Giving due consideration to different stakeholders’ inter-
ests is referred to as perspective taking (Intezari & Pau-
leen, 2019c).  Ethical consideration is an essential wisdom 
principle in decision making. This involves assessing the 
ethical implications of the decision and ensuring that it 
is in the best interest of those affected by it or leads to a 
common good (Intezari & Pauleen, 2019c). 

Decision makers’ MPC depends on their awareness 
of themselves and others, and how they manage their 
cognition and emotions (Intezari & Pauleen, 2019c). 
Self-other awareness (SOA) refers how decision makers’ 
awareness of their internal world (self-awareness) and 
external world (other’ awareness) affect their decisions 
for a common good (Intezari & Pauleen, 2019c). Deci-
sion makers’ internal world includes, among others, their 
knowledge, strengths and weaknesses, and personal val-
ues and preferences (Intezari & Pauleen, 2019c). Their 
external world refers to the decision makers’ awareness 
of the decision situation or environment. This includes 
the decision makers’ awareness of the nature of prob-
lem, and the factors affecting the situation (Intezari & 
Pauleen, 2019c). 

Matthew (1997) argues that: 

“a wise person weighs the knowns and the unknowns, 
resists overwhelming emotion while maintaining inter-
est, and carefully chooses when and where to take action” 
(Matthews, 1997, p. 211).

Accordingly, the extent to which the decision maker 
integrates their cognition and emotions in the decision-
making process is referred to as cognitive-emotional mas-
tery (CEM). Two wisdom principles underpin CEM – the 
decision maker’s cognitive mastery and emotional mastery 
(Intezari & Pauleen, 2019c). Combining these principles 
means that the decision maker applies both rationality 
and non-rationality in the decision-making process (In-
tezari & Pauleen, 2019c).

Decision makers also consider internal factors 
(Brown, 2015) and the decision environment – external 
factors (Simon, 1960) when making decisions. These are 
the principles that underly Intezari and Pauleen’s (2019c) 
internal-external reflection (IER) wisdom category. Here, 
the decision maker (re)assesses facts and assumptions to 
understand the decision environment and considers his 
or her organization’s capabilities and goals. 

1.4. Theories on corporate responsibilities towards 
society

According to Garriga and Melé (2004), the stakeholders’ 
theory is the foremost corporate social responsibility 
(CSR) theory. This theory posits that a corporate en-
tity’s decisions involve and affect different actors who 
have a stake in the entity’s business. Therefore, these 
actors’ interests should be considered in the entity’s de-
cisions and actions (Freeman, 1984). In Donaldson and 
Preston’s view, the decision maker needs to consider 
each actor’s interest “for its own sake and not merely 
because of its ability to further the interests of some 
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other group, such as the shareowners” (Donaldson & 
Preston, 1995, p. 67).

It is essential to underline that the stakeholders’ 
theory is the antithesis of the shareholders’ theory, which 
reflects the neo-classical view of the firm. Milton Fried-
man, whose views dominates this paradigm, argued 
that business is there to only make profits for its own-
ers (Friedman, 1970). Friedman further argued that it 
is not the business of businesses to ensure the wellbeing 
of the community. It is the state’s responsibility to pro-
vide social security and promote social values (Friedman, 
1962). According to Friedman’ (1970), a firm misuses the 
shareholders’ resources if it incurs expenditure towards 
improving social welfare (Garriga & Melé, 2004).

In practice, businesses contribute to society not only 
because they consider their stakeholders’ interests. The 
institutional environment within which the business op-
erates affect their contributions to the community (Kos-
tova & Roth, 2002; Rosenzweig & Singh, 1991). The insti-
tutional theory assumes that different business environ-
ments produce different expectations and institutional 
pressures to influence business contributions to welfare 
in the community (Kostova & Roth, 2002). Many com-
panies adhere to these pressures and expectations to gain 
legitimacy in the community (Meyer & Rowan, 1977).

2. Research methodology 

The researcher applied a qualitative content analysis in 
this research. This approach assumes that one can as-
cribe different meanings to a text (Sandelowski, 1995), 
and that the researcher and the object co-create meaning 
(Mishler, 1986). During the analysis stage, the researcher 
and the text co-creates meaning (Mishler, 1986). The ap-
proach used in this research is different from a quanti-
tative content analysis which is largely informed by the 
frequency of words or terms to create meaning. While 
quantitative content analysis is best suited for induc-
tive research, qualitative content analysis lends itself to 
deductive research (Graneheim et al., 2017). A qualita-
tive content analysis approach is used in this research 
because the research is deductive in nature. The research 
seeks to ascertain the extent to which a specific concept – 
the wise management decision-making model – can be 
used to explain a phenomenon in a specific case. There-
fore, the frequency or count of words or terms during the 
coding stage, which characterises quantitative content 
analysis, is of low relevance in this approach. 

In this study, the author performs a four-phase quali-
tative content analysis by adapting Mahmud, Ding, and 
Hasan (2021) and Xiao et al. (2020). The four phases, as 
depicted in Figure 1, are: design, search, code, and ana-
lyse. At the design phase, the author formulated the re-
search questions and aims. The research questions are: 
(a) What factors enabled the decisions of corporate man-
agers to contribute nont-state social protection through 
the Ghana COVID-19 Private Sector Fund? and (b) How 
wise are their decisions to contribute to non-state social 

protection through the Fund? Accordingly, the research 
aims to: (a) identify the factors that enabled the decisions 
of private corporate managers to contribute to non-state 
social protection through the Fund; and (b) explore how 
wise their decisions to contribute to non-state social pro-
tection through the Fund are.

In the search phase the researcher identified data 
sources, searched for, and obtained data relevant to ad-
dress the research questions and aims. Firstly, the re-
searcher identified the Fund’s official website. The web-
site contains pages on the Fund’s background, govern-
ance, donors, projects, and activities. Through conveni-
ence sampling, the researcher video interviewed three 
chief executive officers (CEO) using Zoom. Two of the 
CEOs were involved in setting up the Fund, while the 
third CEO’s company contributed to the Fund. As ap-
plied in Blaschke, O’Callaghan, Schofield, and Salander 
(2017), convenience sampling is an acceptable research 
approach. The researcher used convenience sampling due 
to unavailability of potential interviewees.

Figure 1. Qualitative content analysis approach  
(source: Developed by author)
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In addition, the researcher searched YouTube for 
videos on the Fund to supplement the interview data. 
The search, using the phrase “Ghana COVID-19 Private 
Sector Fund”, resulted in 11 videos out of which the re-
searcher selected one video. The selection criteria are that 
the video should include an interview with at least one 
CEO who is a founding trustee of the Fund, and the in-
terview should cover the process of setting up the Fund 
as well as its governance and operations. The selected 
video contained a group interview involving a CEO and 
founding member of the Fund, a leader of a professional 
association in Ghana and founding member of the Fund, 
a medical doctor and fund-raising ambassador for the 
Fund, and an infectious disease specialist. The researcher 
transcribed selected video and the video interviews ver-
batim for coding.

A deductive approach informed the code phase of the 
research. A deductive qualitative content analysis is con-
cept-driven (Schreier, 2012) and allows the researcher to 
make meaning of the research data with respect to the 
subject matter using the explanatory model (Graneheim 
et al., 2017). The researcher created codes for each of the 
four categories in the wise management decision-making 
model. Under each of the four categories, the researcher 
created sub-codes to capture the underlying wisdom 
principles. The coding categories and sub-categories are 
presented in Figure 1. All the transcribed interviews were 
coded into the categories and sub-categories created. Ac-
cording to Eriksson and Lindström (1997), one key chal-
lenge with the deductive approach to content analysis is 
that the researcher may create codes based exclusively 
on the explanatory model. To address this potential chal-
lenge, an additional code – Other observations – was cre-
ated to make room for the researcher’s contribution to 
the explanatory model. 

In the analyse phase, the researcher analysed the data 
that has been coded. While making senses of the data 
using the explanatory model as a lens, the researcher tri-
angulated meaning with the relevant theories and para-
digms discussed in the literature review section.

3. Findings and discussion

Even though companies in Ghana have been contribut-
ing to their communities in various ways, the estab-
lishment of the Ghana COVID-19 Private Sector Fund 
gained national popularity and publicity because it was 
the first time several entities from the private sector col-
laborated to enhance social welfare. The study found 
on the Fund’s official website, internet links to 26 news 
items published by local media about the Fund’s activi-
ties. The idea to establish the Fund was mooted on 25 
March 2020, and by 30 July 2020, the Fund has raised 
enough funds to carry out five projects including the 
constructions of the country’s first infectious disease 
centre at an estimated cost of USD 7.5 million. Table 
1 and Table 2 show the category of cash and service 
donations, respectively, to the Fund.

Table 1. Cash donations to the Fund (source: Prepared by 
author based on www.ghanacovid19fund.com)

Category Amount in 
Ghana Cedis

Number of 
corporate 

donors

Number of 
individual 

donors

Marquee Black 
Star Citizen 
Donors

>5 million 3 –

Black Star Citizen 
Donors

1 000 000– 
4 999 999 5 –

Platinum Citizen 
Donors

500000– 
 999 999 4 –

Gold Citizen 
Donors

100 000–  
499 999 23 14

Silver Citizen 
Donors

50 000–  
99 999 13 5

Bronze Citizen 
Donors

30 000–  
49 999 13 6

Premier Patriotic 
Citizen Donors

10 000–  
29 999 13 10

Patriotic Citizen 
Donors Up to 9999 20 270

TOTAL 94 305

Table 2. Service donations to the Fund (source: Prepared by 
author based on www.ghanacovid19fund.com)

Category Number of  
corporate donors

Number of 
individual donors

Platinum Service 
Donors 9 –

Service Donors 15 2
TOTAL 24 2

It is essential to state that the numbers included in 
Table 1 and Table 2 are based on the author’s manual 
counting of the list provided on the Fund’s official 
website. The Fund’s secretariat declined to provide any 
official report for this research. The factors that ena-
bled these donations are discussed in turn.

3.1. Multi-perspective considerations

The nature of the Fund’s projects enabled corporate con-
tributions to the Fund. The Fund carried out five pro-
jects, namely: (a) the “Feed-a-Kayayo-a-Day” project; 
(b) the “Protect and Resource the Frontline” project; (c) the 
“100-Bed Isolation and Treatment Facility” project; (d) the 
“Feed the Frontline” project; and (e) the “End the Stigma 
Campaign” project. Through these projects the Fund in-
tended to provide non-state social protection in both 
the short- and long-terms. Of these projects, the “Feed-a-
Kayayo-a-Day” and the “100-Bed Isolation and Treatment 
Facility” projects seemed to be the most popular.

As the recorded COVID cases began to increase as-
tronomically in the Greater Accra and the Ashanti re-
gions, the Government instituted a two-week lockdown 
in the capital cities of the two regions namely, Accra 
and Kumasi, respectively. This had a negative impact on 
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daily wage earners in the informal sector in the two 
cities. One of the groups most affected was the mar-
ket head porters, popularly referred to in Ghana as 
the “Kayayei” (“Kayayo” is the singular form). These 
are mostly young women who travelled from deprived 
communities to the cities for jobs. Most of them are 
homeless in the two cities. Those who could not travel 
back to their hometowns and villages before the lock-
down became effective found it difficult to feed them-
selves, since they could not earn any income during 
the period. The Fund’s “Feed-a-Kayayo-a-Day” project 
aimed to address this social issue. As the death toll in 
developed countries with better health systems than 
Ghana’s health system continued to rise, there were 
questions as to whether Ghana had the capacity to 
handle high COVID-19 cases. It became obvious that 
the country did not have structures and facilities for 
properly isolating and treating those infected with the 
virus. It is for this reason that the Fund intended to 
construct the country’s first infectious disease centre 
for isolating and treating COVID-19 patients in the 
immediate period, and infectious diseases in general 
after the current pandemic. 

According to one of the interviewees, many compa-
nies wanted to be part of the initiatives embarked on by 
the Fund. One interview noted as follows:

“…this was the first of its kind in Ghana, …and every-
one wanted to be part of the story.”

This enabler reflects the future taking wisdom prin-
ciple under MPC. Many companies were willing to con-
tribute so far as it was a good course in society.

The Government of Ghana (GoG) called on corpo-
rate entities for help due to the state’s limited capacity to 
fully address the situation, and professional associations 
in the country also mobilised their members to contrib-
ute to the Fund. The expectation that corporate entities 
should contribute to provide non-state social protection for 
the public affected businesses’ contribution to the Fund. 
One of the interviewees reiterated:

“I know government will never be able to do all these 
things… There is no way that the Government was not 
going to ask for help… The issue of capacity was not just 
about resources. There is also the issue of speed and effec-
tive execution. So, we needed to be proactive, and not just 
wait for the Government.”

Some professional associations in the country such 
as the Ghana Association of Bankers, the Ghana Medi-
cal Association, the Ghana Institution of Engineers, the 
Ghana Institute of Surveyors, and the Ghana Institute of 
Architects mobilized their members to provide support. 
For example, one of the interviewees stated that:

“…the Ghana Association of bankers immediately de-
cided to raise 10 million Ghana Cedis, and this was di-
vided equally among the banks… and the contribution of 
each bank was deducted from source – the Bank of Ghana, 
the Central Bank.”

While this reflects the institutional context’s effect on 
corporate contributions to contribution to social wel-
fare (Kostova & Roth, 2002; Rosenzweig & Singh, 1991; 
Young & Makhija, 2014), it also confirms the private 
sector’s commitment to fulfil their ethical obligations to 
their community. This enabler is in line with the ethical 
consideration wisdom principle under MPC.

The private sector contributed because they trusted that 
the Fund would apply the resources to the intended pur-
poses. This trust stemmed from the Fund’s governance struc-
ture. This refers to the decision maker’s perception about 
how effective the Ghana COVID-19 Private Sector Fund is 
governed to achieve expected results. It includes their trust 
in the organizational structure of the Fund to ensure ac-
countability and transparency. It also reflects the decision 
maker’s perception about the integrity of the trustees and 
the reputation of entities and individuals involved in the 
Fund’s structure. The persons and entities involved in the 
organizational structure of the Ghana COVID-19 Private 
Sector Fund have good reputation in corporate leadership, 
transparency, and accountability in Ghana, and for some 
of them, even globally. One of the interviewees stated that:

“One of the key things … was trying to build a struc-
ture that will be transparent and competent enough to en-
gender confidence in the general public...”

The structure brought together specialists from differ-
ent backgrounds and allowed for effective consideration 
of different perspective in the planning and implementa-
tion of the Fund’s projects. This reflects the perspective 
taking wisdom principle under MPC.

3.2. Self-others’ awareness

This research identified two factors under SOA, namely: 
(a) the perceived fatality of the disease (COVID-19), and 
(b) the decision maker’s values. The perceived fatality of 
the disease refers to the decision maker’s perception of 
how deadly COVID-19 is. This includes their knowledge 
of the infectious nature of the disease, the availability of 
a cure, related mortality rates, the fear of being at risk, 
as well as the limited time within which action needs to 
be taken to find a solution. The decision to contribute to 
non-state social protection is a response to the problem 
that the social protection is intended to address. One of 
the interviewees stated:

“…at the beginning of the crisis it became obvious that 
this was a different kind of crisis, and I think everybody 
recognized that. Quite a number of layers of help were 
needed. …we know things, we plan a scenario, businesses 
understand risk or try to understand risk, we plan for it, 
and you know what to do. But this was different. This was 
the one that if we got it wrong, people died. …as soon as 
you get it wrong, people are dying.”

As recognized in Mintzberg, Raisinghani and 
Théorêt’s (1976), the decision maker’s understanding or 
perception of the problem and the decision situation is 
key to decision making. Another interviewee noted:



Corporate Decisions to Contribute to Non-State Social Protection in Ghana within the COVID-19 Context

881

“…the reality is that the panic and the unknown was 
evident across the country… no one needed to convince 
anybody that this could really be a horrible story for us… 
We knew…we saw what was happening in Italy and other 
places where they have more hospitals and more facilities. 
They were struggling, and can you imagine this in Ghana 
with our health facilities?”

The decision makers’ social values in relation to ad-
dressing vulnerability and poverty in society also enabled 
their decisions to contribute to the Fund. This includes 
their beliefs about the overall essence of business in so-
ciety, their passion to help those in need, and their belief 
that all hands should be on deck to fight the common en-
emy in the case of a crisis. Hay and Gray (1974) describe 
the historical phases of social responsibility and identify 
managerial values that characterize each phase. They de-
fine values as the “beliefs and attitudes of a person which 
form his frame of reference” and “help to determine the 
behavior which an individual displays” (1974, p.  138). 
According to them, historically, social responsibility has 
moved through three phases. Phase I was characterised 
by profit maximizing management. Phase II focused 
on trusteeship management while Phase III emphasises 
“quality of life” management (1974, pp. 135–137). 

Instead of being a “profit maximizer” (Phase I) or a 
“profit satisficer” (Phase II), the “quality of life” manager 
in Phase III recognizes that society’s interest is more 
important than self and group interest. They belief that 
“people are more important than money” (1974, p. 140) 
and that “what is good for society is good for our com-
pany” (1974, p. 142). The views expressed by the inter-
viewees reflect values akin to those that characterize Hay 
and Gray’s (1974) Phase III. For example, one of the in-
terviewees stated:

“…it was more than being altruistic, it was also about 
the fact that the mass affected the few, so we needed to 
make sure this was done. … my personal philosophy is to 
give back all the time.”

Another interviewee stated as follows:

“…we’re all driven by passion to really support. …you 
have to be passionate about something like this enough 
to want to prioritize the success of [the social protection] 
project over any personal interests.”

3.3. Cognitive-emotional mastery

Under CEM, this research identifies the expected nega-
tive impact of COVID-19 on society as a factor that in-
forms corporate executives’ decisions to contribute to 
social protection. The expected negative impact of COV-
ID-19 refers to the decision maker’s knowledge of the 
significance of the negative implications of the disease 
on society. This includes their knowledge of the potential 
negative impact on the economy, the finances of corpo-
rate entities including the once managed by the decision 
maker, potential impact on the health and safety of their 

employees, as well as their knowledge of the vulnerability 
of informal sector workers, who may be customers or 
clients of the corporate entity. One of the interviewees 
noted:

“…the private sector accounts for close to 80 per cent 
of our [Ghana’s] GDP, and if any sector were to lose [due 
to the crisis], it was always going to be the private sector. 
…it was time to really pursue, in fact, to do the long-term 
interest of the economy.”

Another interviewee stated:

“[the decision to contribute] started off on the back of 
the worst-case scenario and how that could impact on eve-
rybody – you cannot sit by and expect that something like 
a pandemic will not impact on the growth of your business, 
the markets, and the people you care about…”

In a crisis where corporate executives expect a nega-
tive impact on the finances of their companies, a rational 
decision may be to reduce costs to minimize the poten-
tial losses. However, by balancing their knowledge about 
the potential impact of COVID-19 on the economy and 
their businesses on the one hand, and their emotions for 
the society and those they care about on the other hand, 
corporate executives took decisions to contribute to so-
cial protection. The predominant emotion at the time was 
fear. One interviewee noted as follows:

“You see, in a time of crisis, there are a number of 
things that happen... emotions come up. In fact, the 
main emotion that comes up is fear. Fear. And when fear 
comes up, it either cowers you, or inspires you… You 
either go into hiding because you are scared, or because 
of what you fear, you rather are inspired to confront 
it so you can take out that fear… And in crisis times 
like this, there’s a hunger for leadership because there’s 
total confusion. … and it’s easier in that time for you 
to leverage that emotion for constructive use, and that’s 
what we did…”

3.4. Internal-external reflection

This research also identifies that the social capital ex-
pected to be gain informs the corporate executives’ deci-
sion to contribute to social protection. This refers to the 
expectation that future benefits will accrue to the entity 
managed by the decision maker through public recogni-
tion and visibility of, and public trust and confidence in 
the corporate entity. This includes in the decision’s align-
ment with and contribution to the strategy and/or mis-
sion of the corporate entity. As Brown (2015) and Hamel 
and Prahalad (1989) observe, the totality of an entity’s 
vision, ambitions and goals – strategic intent – shape the 
decisions and actions taken by corporate executives. One 
of the interviews noted:

“Our [company’s] slogan is “You first” – meaning we 
put our customers first. Sometimes, authenticity requires 
that you demonstrate this with your resources and not just 
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via newspaper adverts. …so [during the crisis] we recog-
nized immediately that it was a typical example where you 
work with your community… because their survival will 
eventually affect our [company’s] own survival.”

Another interviewee stated:

“…the reality is that the things that we did were di-
rectly linked to achieving our [company’s]own strategic 
objectives…”

Accordingly, the Fund publicly recognised all corpo-
rate and individual contributors on the Fund’s website 
and on a wall at the infectious disease centre. As one of 
the interviewees noted:

“We [the Fund] spent time investing in public relations 
and communications. We did a lot of videos…we made 
sure we give donor visibility.”

According to the interviewees, some companies did 
not contribute to the Fund because the decision mak-
ers thought that their company would not have equal 
visibility as the companies owned by the trustees. One 
interviewee noted:

“…There are a lot of people who will call me and tell 
me clearly in my face that, “when I give you people the 
money, then you people, you and your trustees will be the 
ones to be seen to be doing things”. ...they want to see that 
they’ve taken a picture with the Chief of Staff, [or] taken 
a picture with the president [of the country]. They are not 
focused on what the Fund is doing.”

The study also found that the catalytic nature of the 
Fund is an enabler for businesses’ contribution to non-
state social protection. This refers to the decision maker’s 
understanding that an optimal solution with a greater 
impact could be achieved by partnering or collaborat-
ing with multiple stakeholders from different sectors. 
This also includes the decision maker’s understanding 
that the private sector can achieve results more efficiently 
compared to the public sector. Kaplan, Serafeim, and 
Tugendhat (2018) argue that a company cannot make 
a transformational impact on the society unless it part-
ners with multi-sectoral entities who are committed to 
work collaboratively and align their strategies through a 
catalyst to create value in society. According to them, a 
catalyst is an entity or a project management arrangement 
that is committed to and brings together multi-sectoral 
actors to create economic and social value (Kaplan et al., 
2018). The Fund played a catalyst role by bringing entities 
from different sectors to contribute to addressing vulner-
ability induced by the pandemic in Ghana. Corporate 
entities contributed to the Fund because they believe that 
a greater impact could be achieved by collaborating with 
other entity than the efforts of individual entities. One of 
the interviewees for this research stated as follows:

“Well, making contributions individually [to address 
the crisis] was what everybody was doing initially …, but 
it was pretty clear that those were all drops in the ocean. 

We all decided to set up a fund so we could pull funds, 
and then have a platform to coordinate our efforts. So, 
we minimize [the situation where] everybody just assumes 
what is required, but rather have a coordinated structure 
to make sure we deliver what is required to support…”

Conclusions 

Several factors enabled the private sector in Ghana to 
establish and contribute to non-state social protection 
through the Ghana COVID-19 Private Sector Fund. 
The enablers include, among others, the nature of initia-
tives funded to address both short-term and long-term 
needs of the public, the decision makers’ values, their 
understanding of the implications of the crisis on soci-
ety, and their mastery of fear. The enablers identified in 
this study align with Intezari and Pauleen’s (2019c) wise 
management decision-making model. The research also 
validates the assertion that in a period of uncertainty 
where managers confront wicked problems, such as the 
COVID-19 crisis, they need to apply wisdom in decision 
making (McMillan & Overall, 2016). This is because such 
problems defy the classical decision-making paradigms.

The research also highlights an important observa-
tion that may help distinguish non-state social protec-
tion from corporate social responsibility. According to 
Cammett and MacLean (2014), social protection services 
provided by profit-oriented entities may fall within three 
categories: (a) social protection services provided in ad-
dition to their profit-oriented activities; (b) social pro-
tection services provided as their main business activity 
based on state delegation through established contracts; 
and (c) creating a market for and providing as their main 
business activity, social protection services traditional-
ly provided by the state (Cammett & MacLean, 2014). 
According to them, CSR falls within the first category 
(Cammett & MacLean, 2014). One could argue, based 
on the above literature, that CSR is a sub-set of non-state 
social protection. This research identifies that companies 
that are truly committed to providing non-state social 
protection will do so in collaboration with other, where 
individual companies do not necessarily control the ini-
tiatives and the outcome cannot be directly attributed to 
any individual company.

The researcher recommends further studies to quan-
titatively measure how wise the private sector’s decisions 
to contribute non-state social protection through the 
Fund are. This could provide the basis for a management 
model for such decisions. The researcher acknowledges 
that the methodology used presents a limitation to the 
study. The results of the research may be different if the 
researcher had access to the official reports of the Fund 
and more interviewees.

Acknowledgements

The author thanks the scientific supervisor, Prof. Tat-
jana Volkova, for kindly reviewing the manuscript and 



Corporate Decisions to Contribute to Non-State Social Protection in Ghana within the COVID-19 Context

883

providing valuable comments for its enhancement. The 
author also thanks Dentaa Amoateng MBE for her con-
sent for the author to include the Dentaa Show’s YouTube 
video in this research. 

Funding

The author did not receive support from any organisa-
tion for this study. 

Contribution 

This paper is based on the empirical work conducted in 
the author’s doctoral dissertation. Prof. Tatjana Volkova 
is the author’s scientific supervisor.

Disclosure statement 

The author does not have any relevant financial or non-
financial interests to disclose.

References
Avortri, C., & Agbanyo, R. (2020). Determinants of manage-

ment fraud in the banking sector of Ghana: The perspective 
of the diamond fraud theory. Journal of Financial Crime, 
28(1), 142–155. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-06-2020-0102

Babuna, P., Yang, X., Gyilbag, A., Awudi, D., Ngmenbelle, D., & 
Bian, D. (2020). The Impact of COVID-19 on the Insurance 
Industry. International Journal of Environmental Research 
and Public Health, 17(6), 2–14. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17165766

Bank of Ghana. (2020). Bank of Ghana: Banking Sector Re-
port  – March 2020. Accra. Retrieved December 6, 2020, 
from https://www.bog.gov.gh/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/
Banking-Sector-Report-March-2020.pdf

Bass, B. (1983). Organizational decision making. Homewood, 
IL: Richard D. Irwin Inc.

Bazerman, M., & Moore, D. (2009). Judgment in managerial 
decision making (7th ed.). John Wiley & Sons.

Beach, L., & Connolly, T. (2005). The psychology of decision 
making: People in organizations (2nd ed.). Sage Publications. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452204406

Betsch, T., & Held, C. (2012). Rational decision making: Bal-
ancing RUN and JUMP modes of analysis. Mind & Society, 
11(1), 69–80. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11299-011-0097-2

Blaschke, S., O’Callaghan, C., Schofield, P., & Salander, P. 
(2017). Cancer patients’ experiences with nature: Normal-
izing dichotomous realities. Social Science & Medicine, 172, 
107–114. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.10.024

Brown, R. S. (2015). Strategic intent, capabilities and financial 
performance: A study of the pharmaceutical industry. Jour-
nal of Management Policy and Practice, 16(1), 18–30.

Cammett, M., & MacLean, L. (2014). The political consequenc-
es of non-state social welfare: An analytical framework. In 
The Politics of Non-State Social Welfare (pp. 32–53). Cornell 
University Press. https://doi.org/10.7591/9780801470349

Cannon-Bowers, J., Salas, E., & Pruitt, J. (1996). Establishing 
the boundaries of a paradigm for decision-making research. 
Human Factors, 38(2), 193–205. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872089606380202

Churchman, C. (1967). “Wicked problems”. Management Sci-
ence, 14(4), B141–B142.

Cohen, M. (1993). Three paradigms for viewing decision bi-
ases. In G. Klein, J. Orasanu, R. Calderwood, & C. Zsam-
bok (Eds.), Decision making in action: Models and methods 
(pp. 36–50). Ablex.

Donaldson, T., & Preston, L. (1995). The stakeholder of the cor-
poration: Concepts, evidence, and implications. Academy of 
Management Review, 20(1), 319–339. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9503271992

Eriksson, K., & Lindström, U. (1997). Abduction – A way to 
deeper understanding of the world of caring. Scandinavian 
Journal of Caring Science, 11(4), 195–198. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6712.1997.tb00455.x

Friedman, M. (1962). Capitalism and freedom. University of 
Chicago Press.

Friedman, M. (1970, September 13). The social responsibility of 
business is to increase its profits. New York Times Magazine.

Freeman, R. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder ap-
proach. Pitman.

Garriga, E., & Melé, D. (2004). Corporate social responsibility 
theories: Mapping the territory. Journal of Business Ethics, 53, 
51–71. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000039399.90587.34

Graneheim, U., Lindgren, B.-M., & Lundman, B. (2017). Meth-
odological challenges in qualitative content analysis: A dis-
cussion paper. Nurse Education Today, 56, 29–34. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2017.06.002

Hamel, G., & Prahalad, C. K. (1989). Strategic intent. Harvard 
Business Review, 67(3), 63–78.

Hay, R., & Gray, E. (1974). Social responsibilities of business 
managers. Academy of Management Journal, 17(1), 135–143. 
Retrieved October 27, 2020, from https://www.jstor.org/sta-
ble/254777

Holian, R. (2002). Management decision making and ethics: 
Practices, skills and preferences. Management Decision, 
40(9), 862–870. https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740210441422

Intezari, A., & Pauleen, D. (2019a). Organizational problems: 
Why decision situations can be more wicked than we think. 
In Wisdom, analytics and wicked problems: Integral decision 
making for the data age (pp. 64–78). Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315547022-4

Intezari, A., & Pauleen, D. (2019b). Decision making, the core 
of what managers do. In Wisdom, analytics and wicked prob-
lems: Integral decision making for the data age (pp. 113–138). 
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315547022-7

Intezari, A., & Pauleen, D. (2019c). Wise management decision 
making. In Wisdom, Analytics and Wicked Problems: Integral 
Decision Making for the Data Age (pp. 164–185). Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315547022-9

Kaplan, R., Serafeim, G., & Tugendhat, E. (2018, January  – 
February). Inclusive growth: Profitable strategies for tack-
ling poverty and inequality. Harvard Business Review, 96(1), 
126–133.

Kohlberg, L. (1984). The philosophy of moral development. 
Harper & Row.

Kostova, T., & Roth, K. (2002). Adoption an organizational 
practice by subsidiaries of multinational corporations: In-
stitutional and relational effects. Academy of Management 
Journal, 45(1), 215–233. https://doi.org/10.5465/3069293

Levin, K., Cashore, B., Bernstein, S., & Auld, G. (2012). Over-
coming the tragedy of super wicked problems: constraining 
our future selves to ameliorate global climate change. Policy 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-06-2020-0102
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17165766
https://www.bog.gov.gh/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/Banking-Sector-Report-March-2020.pdf
https://www.bog.gov.gh/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/Banking-Sector-Report-March-2020.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452204406
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11299-011-0097-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.10.024
https://doi.org/10.7591/9780801470349
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872089606380202
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9503271992
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6712.1997.tb00455.x
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000039399.90587.34
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2017.06.002
https://www.jstor.org/stable/254777
https://www.jstor.org/stable/254777
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740210441422
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315547022-4
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315547022-7
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315547022-9
https://doi.org/10.5465/3069293


R. Baah

884

Sciences, 45(2), 123–152. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-012-9151-0

MacMillan, H., & Tampoe, M. (2000). Strategic management: 
Process, content, and implementation. Oxford University 
Press.

Mahmud, A., Ding, D., & Hasan, M. (2021). Corporate social 
responsibility: Business responses to Coronavirus (COV-
ID-19) pandemic. SAGE Open, 11(1), 1–17. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020988710

Matthews, P. (1997). What lies beyond knowledge manage-
ment: Wisdom creation and versatility. Journal of Knowledge 
Management, 1(3), 207–214. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000004595

McGrath, M., & McGonagle, H. (2016). Exploring “wicked 
problems” from an occupational perspective: The case of 
turf cutting in rural Ireland. Journal of Occupational Science, 
23(3), 308–320. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2016.1169437

McMillan, C., & Overall, J. (2016). Wicked problems: Turn-
ing strategic management upside down. Journal of Business 
Strategy, 37(1), 34–43. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-11-2014-0129

Meyer, A., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutional organizations: For-
mal structures as myth and ceremony. American Journal of 
Society, 83(2), 340–363. https://doi.org/10.1086/226550

Mintzberg, H., & Westley, F. (2001). Decision making: It’s not 
what you think. MIT Sloan Management Review, 42(3), 
89–94.

Mintzberg, H., Raisinghani, D., & Théorêt, A. (1976). The 
structure of “Unstructured” decision processes. Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 21(2), 246–275. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392045

Mishler, E. (1986). Research interviewing. Context and narra-
tive. Harvard University Press.

Orasanu, J., & Connolly, T. (1993). The reinvention of decision 
making. In G. Klein, J. Orasanu, R. Calderwood, & C. Zsam-
bok (Eds.), Decision making in action: Models and methods 
(pp. 3–20). Ablex.

Peterson, C., & Beach, L. (1967). Man as an intuitive statisti-
cian. Psychological Bulletin, 68(1), 29–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0024722

Pettigrew, A. (2002). Decision-making as a political process. 
In G. Salaman (Ed.), Decision making for business: A reader 
(pp. 97–107). Sage Publications.

Porter, M. (1985). Competitive advantage: Creating and sustain-
ing superior performance. Free Press.

Rittel, H., & Webber, M. (1973). Dilemmas in a general theory 
of planning. Policy Science, 4(2), 155–169. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01405730

Rooney, D. (2019). Foreword. In A. Intezari & D. Pauleen, Wis-
dom, analytics and wicked problems: Integral decision making 
for the data age (p. XV). Routledge.

Rosen, M., Salas, E., Lynos, R., & Fiore, S. (2008). Expertise and 
naturalistic decision making in organizations: Mechanisms 
of effective decision making. In G. Hodgkinson & W. Star-
buck (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of organizational decision 
making (pp. 211–230). Oxford University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199290468.003.0011

Rosenzweig, P., & Singh, H. (1991). Organizational environ-
ments and the multinational enterprise. Academy of Man-
agement Review, 16(2), 340–361. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/258865

Rowe, A., & Boulgarides, J. (1983). Decision styles: A perspec-
tive. Leadership & Organizational Development Journal, 4(4), 
3–9. https://doi.org/10.1108/eb053534

Sandelowski, M. (1995). Sample size in qualitative research. 
Research in Nursing & Health, 18(2), 179–183. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.4770180211

Schein, E. (1985). Organizational culture and leadership. Jossey-
Bass. 

Schiefloe, P. (2021). The Corona crisis: A wicked problem. 
Scandinavian Journal of Public Health, 49(1), 5–8. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1403494820970767

Schreier, M. (2012). Qualitative content analysis in practice. 
SAGE Publications Ltd.

Simon, H. (1960). The new science of management decision. 
Harper & Row. https://doi.org/10.1037/13978-000

Statler, M., Roos, J., & Victor, B. (2007). Dear prudence: An essay 
on practical wisdom in strategy making. Social Epistemology, 
21(2), 151–167. https://doi.org/10.1080/02691720701393475

Thaler, R. (2000). From Homo Economicus to Homo Sapiens. 
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 14(1), 133–141. 
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.14.1.133

Xiao, M., Cooke, F., Xu, J., & Bian, H. (2020). To what extent is 
corporate social responsibility part of human resource man-
agement in the Chinese context? A review of literature and 
future research directions. Human Resource Management 
Review, 30(4), 100726. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100726

Young, S., & Makhija, M. (2014). Firms’ corporate social re-
sponsibility behavior: An integration of institutional and 
profit maximization approaches. Journal of Internal Business 
Studies, 45(6), 670–698. https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2014.29

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-012-9151-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020988710
https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000004595
https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.2016.1169437
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-11-2014-0129
https://doi.org/10.1086/226550
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392045
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0024722
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01405730
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199290468.003.0011
https://doi.org/10.2307/258865
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb053534
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.4770180211
https://doi.org/10.1177/1403494820970767
https://doi.org/10.1037/13978-000
https://doi.org/10.1080/02691720701393475
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.14.1.133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2019.100726
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2014.29

