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ABSTRACT 
 

The study examined environmental degradation impact management intervention by Shell Petroleum Development 
Company (SPDC) in Bayelsa State, Nigeria. Purposive and multi-stage random sampling techniques were used for the 
selection of 80 community members in SPDC host communities. The data for the study were collected through the use 
of questionnaire and were analyzed using both descriptive (the mean) statistics and analysis of variance (ANOVA).  The 

result showed that SPDC provided of safe drinking water (�̅� = 2.7), provision of scholarship to SPDC cluster community 

(�̅�=3.3), provision of relief materials to flood victim by SPDC (�̅� =3.2) and renovation of dilapidate town halls (�̅� =3.5). 
The result further showed that community members within SPDC host communities were also exposed to town hall 

meeting with men leaders by SPDC (�̅� =3.7), town hall meeting with women by SPDC (�̅� =3.7) and meetings with 

community liaison officers (CLO) by SPDC (�̅� =3.5). The ANOVA result showed significant difference on 
environmental degradation impact management intervention by SPDC among host communities was significant at 
P<0.05 level of significance with an F-value (1.543). It still showed significant difference on the extent of exposure to 
SPDC communication strategies in management of environmental degradation among host communities was at P<0.05 
level of significance with an F-value (1.649). The study concluded that environmental degradation impact management 
intervention by Shell Petroleum Development Company impacted benefiting communities.  The study recommended 
that Shell Petroleum Development Company should increase the provision of safe drinking water, provide more 
household health-care service and compensate community members adequately after oil spillage.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Before the advent of oil exploration, the Niger Delta 

was a peaceful traditional environment. The people had a 
well-organized social life that accentuated their community 
values, which protected the rights of every member in the 
land. Communities were administered under strict rules 
that defined interpersonal relationships. The knowledge of 
these rules was transferred from one generation to another, 
with modifications where necessary. Whoever violated the 
rules was appropriately sanctioned. Respect for elders and 
traditional authority, chastity and good conduct were the 
cherished values in the communities (Nwachukwu and 
Mbachu, 2018). 

The advent of oil companies in the Niger Delta was 
positive. The discovery of oil in the region and the influx 

of transnational oil corporations raised the hopes of the 
indigenes in respect of the long awaited development that 
suddenly seemed apparent. Discovery of oil was a welcome 
development. This was consequent on the general 
impression of most Nigerians that the Niger Delta, 
particularly the Ogoni territory, was one of the world’s vast 
wasted wetlands. Hence, the host communities readily 
accepted the oil companies, seeing them as an opportunity 
to address long overdue developmental issues (Saiyou, 
2006). 

Unfortunately, the operations of Shell and other oil 
companies on the environment have been very devastating. 
This has caused many agitations by the communities against 
Shell. Sometimes, these have led to violent demonstrations 
that resulted into loss of lives and shut down of oil operations 
(Nwachukwu and Ekanem, 2016). 
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Constant exploitation of oil within the region has 

posed huge environmental threat to the people of the region 

as important fishing grounds and vast expanse of 

agricultural farmlands are readily destroyed. Among other 

detrimental effects of oil spillage include the pollution of 

the people's drinking water, damage to crops and death of 

the livestock due to lack of green grass to feed on (Nwosu 

and Okringbo, 2016).  

Many demands have been made of the company from 

the communities and local government. The company says 

that they do not hold the solution to community demand for 

more amenities, more development, more employment and 

more control over oil revenues. That is primarily a 

government responsibility (Shell International, 1995). 

Shell Petroleum Development Company (SPDC) 

accounts for more than 40% of Nigeria’s total Petroleum 

production. According to Nwachukwu and Ekanem (2016), 

Shell operations in Niger Delta Region have different 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) policies and 

variable practical commitment to the investment in social 

development of its host communities and the larger society. 

 

Problem statement 

The questions yearning for answer are: 

i. What are the environmental degradation impact 

management interventions by SPDC? 

ii. What is the extent of exposure to SPDC 

communication strategies in management of 

environment degradation? 

 

The Specific objectives were to; 

i. ascertain the environmental degradation impact 

management intervention by SPDC  

ii. ascertain the extent of exposure to SPDC 

communication strategies in management of 

environmental degradation.  

 

The following hypotheses were stated:  

Ho1: there is no significant difference on environmental 

degradation impact management intervention by SPDC 

among host communities in Rivers State 

Ho2: there is significant difference on the extent of 

exposure to SPDC communication strategies in 

management of environment degradation among host 

communities in Rivers State. 

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

 

Rivers state, also known simply as Rivers, is one of the 

36 states of Nigeria. Rivers state is currently consist of 23 

local government areas. The State is geographically lies 

between latitude 4°45′Nand longitude 6°50′E. Rivers state 

is bounded on the South by the Atlantic Ocean, to the North 

by Imo, Abia and Anambra states, to the East by Akwa 

Ibom state and to the West by Bayelsa and Delta states. It 

is home to many indigenous ethnic groups: Ikwerre, Ibani, 

Opobo, Eleme, Okrika, Kalabari, Etche, Ogba, Ogoni, 

Engenni, Obolo. The major occupation of the fishing but 

also engage in arable farming, palm oil milling and 

lumbering. 

The population of the study comprised all community 

members in the oil producing communities in Rivers State. 

A purposive sampling technique was used to select Eleme 

Local Government area. Simple random sampling 

technique was used to select 10 community members each 

from eight communities: Eleme, Aabon, Agbeta, 

Agbonchia, Agrete, Akpajo, Onne and Alesa which gave 

us a sample size of 80 community members. Data for the 

study were collected through the use of a questionnaire. 

The data were analyzed using mean score and ANOVA.  

 

Decision rule: A 4-point rating scale of 4+3+2+1 = 10/4 = 

2.5. Hence, the cut-off point is 2.55 as the upper limit. 

 

Model specification 

The study used ANOVA to determine differences between 

distributions mean among host communities under 

investigation.  ANOVA as used by Ifeanyichukwu (2017) 

is given by the formula: 

 

F- statistic = 
𝑀𝑆𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑛

𝑀𝑆𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ𝑖𝑛
 ………………….……...…..(1.0) 

But,  

MS Between = 
𝑆𝑆𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑛

𝐷𝑓𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑛
……….…………………...….(2.0) 

and 

MS within = 
𝑆𝑆𝑊𝑖𝑡ℎ𝑖𝑛

𝐷𝑓𝑊𝑖𝑡ℎ𝑖𝑛
  ……..…………..……………....(3.0) 

Where, 

MS Between = mean sum of squares between the group 

MS Within= Mean sum of square within the group 

SS Between= Sum of squares between the group 

SS Within= sum of Squares within the group 

Df Between= Degree of freedom between group given as (k-

1); 

Df Within= Degree of freedom within group given as (k-1); 

The overall null hypotheses for one-way ANOVA with k 

groups are expressed mathematically as: 

H0: µ1 = · · · = µk………..………………………..(4.0) 

The alternative hypothesis is that “the population means are 

not all equal” and is mathematically expressed as: 

HA: ∃i, j : µi ≠µj ……………..……………………(5.0) 

The F-statistic tends to be larger if the alternative 

hypothesis is true than if the null hypothesis is true.  

 

Decision: if Fcal > Ftab at (P≤0.05) we reject the null 

hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis and vice 

versa. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

Decision mean cut-off point (2.5) 

Result in Table 1 shown the Environmental 

degradation impact management intervention by SPDC. 

The mean rating on a 4-point scale shows that  SPDC 

provides conflict prevention in their host communities 

(�̅�=2.3); provides start pack for trained farmers (�̅�=2.8), 

provides energy supply (electricity) (�̅�=2.4), delivery of  

household health service (�̅�=2.9), provides safe drinking 

water (�̅�=2.9), enterprise development programme (live 

wire for youths) ( =2.5), improved sanitation facilities  

(toilet or a latrine) (�̅�=2.9),  adequate provision of 

compensation after oil spillage (�̅�=3.5), provides farm 

inputs  i.e. micro credit scheme (�̅�=3.3), construction of 

inter community roads (�̅�=3.3),  provides scholarship to 

SPDC cluster community (�̅�=3.3), provide information on 
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oil spill (�̅�=3.2),  respond adequately to oil spill (�̅�=3.2), 

train community members on how to handle oil spills 

(�̅�=1.6), provides relief materials to flood victim by SPDC 

(�̅�=3.2), renovation of dilapidate town halls (�̅�=3.5) and 

provides funds to support contractors in their host 

communities (�̅�=2.9). This finding is contrary with 

Adekola and Okogbule (2013), who claimed that the 

incidence of poverty in Rivers State increased 

phenomenally from 1980s to the 1990. However, this was 

supported by an aged man in a focus group discussion in 

one of the communities in Rivers State who said; 

“Their community leaders don’t even allow them to 

know anything about SPDC operation. He also alleged that 

they sell scholarship opportunities to highest bidder” 
Result in Table 2 shows the extent of exposure to 

SPDC communication strategies in management of 
environmental degradation in Rivers State, the 
respondent’s extent of exposure to SPDC communication 
strategies in management of environmental degradation in 

Rivers State. The mean rating on 4- point scale shows radio 

advertisement on shell (�̅�=3.4), radio talk show on shell 

(�̅�=3.5), television talk show on shell (�̅�=3.4), bill board 

promotional campaign of shell’s activities (�̅�=3.3), feature 

article in SPDC’s news papers (�̅�=2.8), feature articles in  

SPDC magazine (�̅�=2.7),  SPDC news letter (�̅�=2.5), 

advocacy visit by SPDC to royal fathers (�̅�=3.6),  town hall 

meetings with men leaders by SPDC (�̅�=3.7),  town hall 

meetings with youth leaders by SPDC (�̅�=3.7),  town hall 

meeting with women by SPDC (�̅�=3.7) and meetings 

community liaison officers (CLO) of Shell (�̅�=3.4). This 
finding is in line with the assertion of Adekola and 
Oyebamiji (2012) who noted that SPDC through her 
Community Relation Department has been sensitizing 
community members on the construction of roads, bridges, 
hospitals, schools and school furniture, training of the 
youths on skill acquisition, and provision of employment 
through the Local Content Initiative introduced by the 
Nigerian government. 

 

Table 1: Mean score responses of the community members on the environmental degradation impact management 
intervention by SPDC 

Impact management intervention SA  A D SD ∑F�̅� �̅� 

Provides conflict prevention in the community 23(92) 15(45) 5(10) 37(37) 184 2.3 
Provision of starter pack for trained community members  33(132) 16(48) 9(18) 22(22) 220 2.8 
Provides energy supply (electricity) 27(108) 6(18) 17(34) 30(30) 190 2.4 
Delivery of  household health-care service 34(136) 17(34) 16(32) 13(13) 215 2.7 
Provision of safe drinking water 37(148) 15(45) 13(26) 15(15) 234 2.9 
Enterprise development programme (live wire for youths) 27(108) 15(45) 9(18) 29(29) 200 2.5 
Improved sanitation facilities  (toilet or a latrine) 30(120) 30(90) 7(14) 13(13) 237 2.9 
Adequate provision of compensation after oil spillage 49(196) 24(72) 1(2) 6(6) 276 3.5 
Provision farm inputs  i.e. micro credit scheme 38(152) 34(102) 1(2) 7(7) 263 3.3 
Construction of inter community roads 43(172) 27(81) 2(4) 8(8) 265 3.3 
Provision of scholarship to SPDC cluster community 39(156) 32(96) 1(2) 8(8) 262 3.3 
Provide information on oil spill 38(152) 30(90) 2(4) 10(10) 256 3.2 
Respond adequately to oil spill 41(164) 24(72) 4(8) 11(11) 255 3.2 
Train community members on how to handle oil spills 7(28) 10(30) 7(14) 56(56) 128 1.6 
Provision of relief materials to flood victim by SPDC 36(144) 32(96) 2(4) 10(10) 254 3.2 
Renovation of dilapidate town halls 51(204) 21(63) 2(4) 6(6) 277 3.5 
Provision of funds to support contractors in their host 
communities 

16(64) 50(150) 6(12) 8(8) 234 2.9 

Grand  mean       2.9 

Source: Field survey data, 2018; Note: SA= strongly agree, A = agree, D = disagree and SD = strongly disagree; Decision 
mean cut-off point (2.5). 
 

Table 2: Mean score responses of the community members on the extent of exposure to SPDC communication strategies 
in management of environmental degradation 

SPDC Communication strategies 
Always 
exposed 

Often 
exposed 

Seldom 
exposed 

Never 
exposed 

∑F�̅� �̅� 

Radio advertisement on shell 35(140) 44(132) 1(2) - 274 3.4 
Radio talk show on shell 37(148) 42(126) 1(2) - 276 3.5 
Television talk show on shell 33(132) 46(138) 1(2)  272 3.4 
Bill board promotional campaign of shell’s activities 29(116) 48(144) 2(4) 1(1) 265 3.3 
Feature article in news papers 10(40) 46(138) 23(46) 1(1) 225 2.8 
Feature article in magazine 10(10) 46(138) 29(58) 3(3) 209 2.6 
SPDC news letter 13(52) 27(81) 31(62) 9(9) 204 2.6 
Advocacy visit by SPDC to  royal fathers 51(204) 24(72) 3(6) 2(2) 284 3.6 
Town hall meeting with men leaders by SPDC 57(228) 22(66) - 1(1) 295 3.7 
Town hall meeting with youth leaders by SPDC 56(224) 23(69) - 1(1) 294 3.7 
Town hall meeting with women by SPDC 55(220) 24(72) - 1(1) 293 3.7 
Meetings with community liaison officers (CLO) by 
SPDC 

50((200) 20(60) 10(20) - 280 3.5 

Grand  mean score      3.3 

Source: Field survey data, 2018. 
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Hypothesis 1 

H01 rejected at 0.05 level 

Decision 

Since, the calculated F-value of 1.543 was significant 

at P<0.05 which was greater that the tabulated F-value of 

0.167 at 5% level.  The null hypothesis which states that 

there is no significant difference on environmental 

degradation impact management intervention by SPDC 

among host communities in Rivers state was rejected. This 

means that there is a significant difference on 

environmental degradation impact management 

intervention by SPDC among host communities in Rivers 

state. The implication of this statement is that SPDC impact 

management intervention impacted benefiting 

communities positively. 

 
Table 3: Result of ANOVA for test significant difference on 

environmental degradation impact management intervention by 

SPDC among host communities in Rivers State 

 

Sum of 

squares 

Df Mean 

Square 

Fcal Ftab 

Between Groups 4.077 7 0.582   

Within Groups 27.177 72 0.377 1.543** 0.167 

Total 31.254 79    

** = Significant at 5%. 

 

Hypothesis 2 

H01 rejected at 0.05 level 

Decision 

Since, the calculated F-value of 1.649 was significant 

at P<0.05 which was greater that the tabulated F-value of 

0.135 at 5% level.  The null hypothesis which states that 

there is no significant difference on the extent of exposure 

to SPDC communication strategies in management of 

environmental degradation among host communities in 

Rivers state was rejected. This means that there is a 

significant difference on the extent of exposure to SPDC 

communication strategies in management of 

environmental degradation among host communities in 

Rivers state. The implication of this statement is that 

communities’ members were exposed to SPDC 

communication strategies in management of environment 

degradation. 

 

Table 4: Result of ANOVA for test significant difference 

on the extent of exposure to SPDC communication 

strategies in management of environment degradation 

among host communities in Rivers State 

 

Sum of 

Squares 

Df Mean 

square 

Fcal Ftab 

Between Groups 1.725 7 0.246   

Within Groups 10.760 72 0.149 1.649** 0.135 

Total 12.485 79    

** = Significant at 5%. 

 

Conclusions 

From the foregoing, environmental degradation 

impact management intervention by Shell Petroleum 

Development Company impacted benefiting communities 

and community members were exposed to Shell Petroleum 

Development Company’s communication strategies in 

management of environment degradation. 

 

Recommendations 

Shell Petroleum Development Company should 

increase the provision of safe drinking water, provide more 

household health-care service and compensate community 

members adequately after oil spillage. 

There is the need for more radio advertisement by 

Shell Petroleum Development Company on their impact 

management interventions. There is also need for more bill 

board promotional campaign of Shell Petroleum 

Development Company’s activities.  
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