
 

 

IJBFMR 3 (2015) 71-82     ISSN    2053-1842 
 

  

Patterns of corporate social and environmental 
disclosure in Nigeria 

 

Samuel N. Akanno1, Ferdinand Che2, Abubakar Radda2 and Ifeatu Uzodinma1. 
 

1
Department of Accounting and Finance, School of Business and Entrepreneurship, 

American University of Nigeria, Yola, Nigeria.  
2
Department of Entrepreneurship Management, School of Business and Entrepreneurship, 

American University of Nigeria, Yola, Nigeria. 
 

Article History  ABSTRACT 
Received 01 July, 2015 
Received in revised form 19 
August, 2015 
Accepted 26 August, 2015 
 
Keywords:  
Industries, 
Annual reporting, 
Nigerian stock 
exchange. 
 
Article Type: 

Full Length Research Article 

 The report is an exploratory study designed to identify evidence and patterns of 
corporate social and environmental disclosure (CSED) through annual reporting 
by firms in Nigeria. A total of 154 annual reports of 40 Nigerian Stock Exchange 
(NSE) listed firms were analyzed; consisting of four major industries, in the 
period starting 2009 to 2013. The study found a positive relationship between 
company size, industry, and a company’s CSED. The banking industry was 
found to disclose more information than all other industries, whereas the 
insurance industry disclosed the least. The oil and gas companies disclosed 
more than those in the food producing and processing industry. 
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INTRODUCTION  
 
Nigeria is Africa‟s largest economy and is projected to be 
in the Bloomberg‟s top 20 fastest growing economies in 
the world in 2015. According to Africa Report 2015 
(Knight, 2015), the larger economies in the sub-Saharan 
region such as Nigeria have increasingly been the drivers 
of the continent‟s growth. The fast growing nature of the 
Nigerian economy that is primarily driven by public and 
private investments in manufacturing sectors and 
infrastructures, is undoubtedly affecting the environment 
adversely.  While legislative and administrative agencies 
are well-placed to perform a leading role in the regulation 
of corporate environmental behaviors of firms, very little, 
if any has to date been enacted by responsible agencies 
and governments. Whatever exists of environmental 
regulation of the behavior of firms is perceived as weak 
and corrupt. There is little to non-existent evidence of 
market-based incentives such as green credit and/or 
green insurance, carbon emission regulation  and  trading 
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schemes, renewable energy credit systems, waste-to-
energy initiatives, etc. Consequently, there is inadequate, 
and mostly, absent access to environment-related 
information or disclosure from firms.  

Environmental impact disclosure (EID) is an important 
part of the strategy to communicate to the stakeholders, 
and is pivotal in the greening of corporate accounting 
reports. Subject to the manner and system of disclosure, 
EID may be realized through certification of firms, 
products, processes or management procedures by the 
interested parties, or as a means of self-regulation, 
providing ways to check firms‟ achievement of board-set 
objectives. Although it is not unexpected that there is a 
noticeable variance in the level and quality of corporate 
social and environmental disclosure (CSED) across 
different countries (Hope, 2003), the Nigerian situation is 
troubling because there is very little regulation. As a 
result, Nigerian firms may continue to operate without a 
responsible level of CSED, to the detriment of the broad 
stakeholder community. Firms do not have the incentives 
to provide broader information about their activities that is 
useful to stakeholders in making decisions (Gurvitsh  and 



 

 

 
 
 
 
Sidorova, 2012). Furthermore, a few firms, particularly, 
foreign multinationals may be tempted to issue 
standalone sustainability reports while others discloses 
sustainability activities randomly in some parts of their 
annual reports. Nevertheless, Baskin (2006) reports that 
the sustainable reports of firms in some of the world‟s 
emerging markets (especially South Africa, Brazil, India 
and parts of Eastern Europe) are more standardized than 
those from some developed economies. China, has since 
2001, enacted a stipulation that companies applying to be 
listed in its exchange shall show their environment-
related risks in the Initial Public Offering (IPO) prospectus 
(Xianbing and Anbumozhi, 2009), and a government 
rating program was initiated across the nation to 
categorize corporate environmental performance into five 
levels, marked with five different colors to give the public 
an overall perception of firms‟ corporate environmental 
behavior. Deegan and Gordon (1996) found that sustain-
able reporting is directly related to environmental lobby 
groups‟ concerns about sustainable firm development.  

There is, currently, no regulatory requirement for 
Nigerian firms to disclose their environment-related risk 
in, for instance, their prospectus for IPO. Similarly, there 
is no rating system for the categorization of firms‟ 
corporate environmental performance in Nigeria, which 
would have given the public an overall perception of 
firms‟ environmental behavior. To compound the pro-
blem, there is a lack of significant lobby power and 
influence as well as the corrupt ambivalence of most 
Nigerian environmental lobby groups. Despite the fact 
that there may be potential correlation between more EID 
and improvement in corporate accountability, the fact that 
environmental reporting is largely non-existent and 
unregulated in Nigeria, means it is not clear what drives 
firms‟ that dare disclose their environmental information 
voluntarily. 
 
 
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE 
 
Over the years, there have been a significant number of 
studies concentrated on corporate disclosures, on firms‟ 
interaction with the society at large – on the nature and 
extent of voluntary and involuntary disclosures. Some of 
these studies have focused on voluntary disclosure and 
have attempted to examine the nature and patterns of 
CSED (Buhr and Freedman, 2001). Other studies have 
focused on investigating the determinants of CSED such 
as size, profit and industry affiliation (Cormier and 
Magnan, 2003). CSED literature recognizes there are 
variations in CSED practices across different countries 
(Adams et al., 1998), variances in reports originating from 
firms in developing countries versus those from 
developed countries (Imam, 2000). Furthermore, there 
are also variances in reports relative to industry and 
sector to which firms belong (Gray et al.,  2001).  Gray  et 
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al. (2001) indicate that surveys on CSED practices by 
firms in developed countries reveal a great deal of 
emphasis on disclosures related to human resources 
relative to employee compensation, equal opportunity for 
employees across various groups, employee share 
ownership, disability policy and training. Others suggest 
that there is little disclosure in other sensitive areas such 
as trade union activities, pay awards and redundancy 
schemes and costs (Adams et al., 1998). The vast 
majority of disclosures are qualitative in nature and the 
results are mixed, nevertheless, some of the commonly 
identified determinants of CSED include variables such 
as size, industry classification, and ownership structure. 
For example, Gray et al. (2001) suggest that large and 
high-profile companies disclosed more CSED than other 
companies, while Cowen et al. (1987) find that size is 
relevant only for certain areas of disclosure. Lynn (1992) 
finds no relationship between company size and the level 
of CSED. Hackston and Milne (1996) report no 
relationship between profit measures and CSED.  

Reports abound from different countries, developed 
and under-developed, regarding varying degrees of 
CSED by firms operating in those countries. Greece has 
been identified as one country with a low level of 
disclosure, where the companies are reported to have 
limited awareness regarding sustainability reporting and 
public disclosure of nonfinancial information (Floropoulos, 
2005). Prior to the study by Floropoulos the most 
comprehensive study on corporate responsibility 
reporting was a survey conducted by Klynveld Peat Main 
Goerdeler (KPMG) also in 2005 (KPMG, 2005) of the 
world‟s largest corporations, including the top 250 
companies from the Fortune 500 (Global 250) and the top 
100 companies in 16 countries, providing a truly global 
picture of reporting trends over the prior decade. The 
KPMG study found that the majority of the 250 biggest 
companies in the world issued separate reports on 
corporate responsibility (52%, compared to 45% in 2002), 
while at a national level, 33% (compared to 23% in 2002) 
of the companies issued separate sustainability reports. 
Such reports, usually published on an annual basis, are 
stakeholder-linked, and ideally, they depict the policies, 
plans, and programs the company has put in place in 
order to implement its overall corporate sustainability 
strategy. It is generally, accepted that firms stand to 
derive tremendous benefits from disclosure of 
responsibility efforts/activities. Such benefits include, but 
not limited to, improved perception, increased 
shareholder value and returns on investment [Gilbert, 
2002; Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), 2002; Greeves 
and Ladipo, 2004; United Nations Environment Program 
[UNEP]/Sustain Ability, 1997]. Furthermore, corporate 
social responsibility reporting also enables a firm to track 
its progress against specific targets through information    
relay, internally and externally. In a country like Nigeria, 
corporate social responsibility reporting may  also  help  a 
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company to ensure that it maintains its operating license, 
from both the business community as well as the society 
at large. This may be so because there is a growing 
tendency to associate firms that do higher levels of CSED 
with a perception that the firm is more transparent in its 
activities and information dissemination.  

Unfortunately, there is only one published study 
dedicated to CSED by Nigerian firms. Sustainability 
disclosures are still voluntary in Nigeria but the benefits 
are enormous, but the Financial Reporting Council of 
Nigeria (FRCN) is yet to issue a standard or 
recommendations on sustainability reporting for Nigerian 
firms. Most recently, the reputation of a number of 
Nigerian firms has deteriorated because of their negative 
policies on sustainable development practices, lack of 
improved reporting on environmental, social and 
economic dimensions that would have, at minimum, 
assisted these firms to improve their reputation through 
innovation. The absence of substantive studies on CSED 
by Nigerian firms makes a compelling case for this study. 
 
 
HYPOTHESIS AND RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
Hypotheses 
 
Size effect on corporate social and environmental 
disclosure 
 
The size of a firm is measureable in varied ways that 
includes number of employees, sales, volume of assets, 
albeit sales and assets are not necessarily optimal 
methods for firm size determination.  However, size has 
been reported as an important determinant of CSED in 
many studies with a focus on enterprise social and 
environmental disclosure (Abd-Elsalam and Weetman, 
2003; Abraham and Cox, 2007; Aljifri, 2008; Amran et al., 
2009; Botosan, 1997; Chow and Wong-Boren, 1987; 
Depoers, 2000; Firth, 1979; Meek et al., 1995; Oliveira et 
al., 2011; Raffournier, 1995; Singhvi and Desai, 1971).  

The literature on CSED suggests that larger firms are 
more likely, than smaller ones, to attract stakeholder 
interests, hence come under greater scrutiny of its 
activities, and therefore, more likely to pay more attention 
to the social and environmental impact of their activities. 
Cormier and Magnan (2003) found a positive relationship 
between company size and the overall level of disclosure 
in a number of countries. CSED literature, further, 
suggest that the effect of size may be explained by the 
fact that larger firms have a larger pool of resources 
some of which can be dedicated to environment and 
related initiatives. No such study has been conducted on 
Nigerian firms and it worth investigating whether the 
same relationship between company size and CSED can 
be established in Nigeria. In this study, the following 
hypothesis was investigated: 

 
 
 
 
H1. There is a positive association between company size 
and level of corporate social and environmental 
disclosure. 
 
 

Industry effect on CSED 
 

In general, the levels of regulatory oversight and 
interference differ with industry as the core activities 
involved differ. Accordingly, the types and nature of 
growth activities, employment opportunities, as well as 
level of other socially-responsible behavior differ from 
industry to industry. It is therefore not unreasonable to 
find that the extent of CSED may also vary across 
industry. Existing literature suggests that high-profile 
firms are expected to have higher levels of CSED 
(Roberts, 1992); and firms whose activities are more 
environmentally-sensitive are more likely to disclose 
more than those whose activities are not (Harte and 
Owen, 1991). In this study, the following hypothesis is 
investigated. 
 

H2. There is a difference in the level of corporate social 
and environmental disclosure among different industries. 
 
 
Location effect on corporate social and 
environmental disclosure 
 
Bartlett and Chandler (1997) and Lee and Tweedie 
(1975a;b) suggested that investors attach different levels 
of importance to different parts of annual reports. These 
studies suggest that the location of a firm‟s CSED in 
different sections of its annual report may be indicative of 
the firm‟s emphasis or perceived priority on CSED.  
Roberts (1990) argued that a firm‟s CSED activities and 
performance in the various sections of the annual report 
(Mission and vision statements, Chairman‟s statement, 
Directors‟ report, Operations' review, Financial statement, 
Separate environmental and social activities section, and 
Notes to the accounts); may reflect the priority or focus 
the firm places on its social and environmental activities, 
and whether CSED is perceived to be important to its 
overall performance. The following hypothesis was 
investigated in this study. 
 
H3. There is a difference in the level of corporate social 
and environmental disclosure in different annual report 
sections. 
 
 
Content themes of corporate social and 
environmental disclosure 
 
Literature suggests that firms place different levels of 
emphasis on the content of their CSED according to the 
nature  of  their  industries.  For  improved   social   consi-
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Table 1. Content theme categories. 
 

Community 
development 

Company best 
business 
practices 

Health and Safety Human resources Energy Environment 

 Social activity 
sponsorship 

 Disability-related 
employment 

 Rate of 
occurrence of 
accident at the 
workplace 

 Employee 
development and 
training program 

 Energy-saving 
and conservation 

 Prevention/ 
reduction of 
environmental 
damage 

 Charitable 
contribution and 
community service 

 Minority 
employment 

 Product safety 

 Employee 
compensation 
and ben and 
profit-sharing 
schemes 

 Renewable 
energy 
exploration and 
development 

 Conservation of 
natural resources 

 Political donations, 
sponsorship, and 
service 

 Women 
employment 

 Customer safety 
 Employee loan 

programs 
 Use of new 

energy sources 

 Pollution control 
(air, water, land, 
noise, visual) 

 Other CSR 
disclosures 

 Handling and 
disposition of 
customer 
complaint 

 Compensation for 
health and safety 
related accidents 

 Employee 
ownership 
schemes 

 Other energy-
related 
disclosures 

 Waste recycling 

 

 Legal 
proceedings, 
litigation, and 
legal liabilities 

 Other health and 
safety related 
incidents and 
disclosures 

 Pension 
programs 

 
 Environmental 

audit 

 

 Quality of 
company's best 
business 
practice 
activities 

 
 Employee 

recreational 
activities 

 
 Environmental 

policy 

 
 Compliance to 

ISO 
 

 Other HR-related 
disclosures 

 
 Environmental 

R&D 

     

 Other 
environmental-
related 
disclosures 

 
 
 

deration of a firm, firms like financial service companies 
and banks are more predisposed to disclosing more 
employee-related matters such as training, pay and 
benefit schemes, pension and share ownership schemes. 
On the other hand, firms in environmentally sensitive 
sectors are more likely to disclose more environmental-
related issues like waste recycling, energy conservation, 
and pollution control as a result of greater public 
attention. The hypothesis was investigated in this study. 
 

H4. There is a difference in the content themes of 
disclosure among industries. 
 

 

METHODOLOGY 
 

Content themes 
 

The study used  an  exploratory  correlational  descriptive  
research methodology based on an analysis of content 
themes  and  word  count.  This  methodology  has   been 

adopted by various researchers in the past. Over the 
period from 1988 to 2003, a majority of the papers 
published in CSED adopted similar methodology (Parker, 
2005). Of these reports, Parker found that content 
analysis represented 19%.  

As well as drawing from existing literature, this study 
adopted recommendations of the GRI. The evidence of 
various content themes in annual reports of selected 
firms was analyzed. Evidence of social and 
environmental disclosures was broken down into six 
major themes: community involvement, best business 
practice, health and safety, human resources, energy, 
and environment (Table 1). It should be noted that this 
study explores these two additional areas for reasons 
previous studies did not cover such as the impact of 
employee health development and the improvement on 
company insurance expenses.  

Companies are beginning to recognize employee 
health–related issues as a  direct  cost  arising  from  sick 
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leave and medical insurance (Sin and Cheng, 1995). The 
increasing use of ISO as a quality label for service and 
product (Chin et al., 2002) creates a necessity for the 
inclusion of this sub-theme for this study. 
 
 

Sampling 
 

The top 100 companies that are listed on the Nigerian 
stock exchange (NSE) were selected as sample. The 
selected companies were primarily from four sectors that 
have significant impact on the society: Banking, Oil and 
gas, Insurance, and Food producers and processors. The 
oil and gas companies were selected because this sector 
accounts for a significant percentage of the Nigeria‟s total 
market capitalization, in addition to its high sensitivity to 
the Nigerian socio-economic environment. Similarly, the 
banking industry plays a dominant role in the Nigerian 
economy. The food producing and processing companies 
were selected, partly because of the environmental 
sensitivity of their activities, but principally because of 
their unique role in the development of the Nigerian 
economy. The insurance companies were similarly 
selected due to the importance of their activities for a 
developing and stable Nigeria, as well as the growing 
recognition of the importance of their operations by the 
greater majority of Nigerians.  

The shortlist of 100 companies was further screened 
for mergers, changes in accounting dates and registration 
outside Nigeria to arrive at a final list of 40 companies. 
The annual reports of these 40 companies (the ultimate 
sample size) were obtained for the five-year period of 
(2009 – 2014). Prior to 2000, there was very little CSED 
reporting by companies in Nigeria, but this improved 
leading up to the turn of the decade and in 2004 Nigeria 
formally ratified the Kyoto Protocol (henceforth referred to 
simply as the “PROTOCOL”). The five-year period, start 
in 2009 was considered to be ample time after the 
country‟s ratification of the Kyoto Protocol for any CSED 
patterns that may have developed to become evident. 
The PROTOCOL is an agreement between nations that 
mandated the ratifying parties to commit to reduced 
greenhouse – gas emissions. Though it joined the comity 
of nations that has, so-far, ratified the PROTOCOL, 
Nigeria lacks necessary policies and regulations that are 
requisite to achieve the goals of reduced greenhouse – 
gas emissions. There has not been another study similar 
to this report on the Nigeria market until now, and the 
industries selected are currently or expected to become 
increasingly influential drivers of the Nigerian economy.  

Then the overall CSED scores were ranked low, 
average, and high if less than or equal to 200; more than 
200 but less than 350; and more than 350, respectively. It 
should be noted that the minimum word count recorded 
for individual firm disclosure was 28 (by an oil and gas 
company) while the maximum word count recorded  by  a 

 
 
 
 
firm was 696 (by a bank). The companies were also 
categorized as small, medium, and large based on 
volume of sales. Accordingly, 91 reports (59% of the total 
154 annual reports) were large companies; 7 reports 
(5%) were medium; and 56 reports (36%) were small. 

 
 
Measurement for corporate social and environmental 
disclosure and data analysis  

 
CSED measurement on a dichotomous basis of 
disclosure or non-disclosure fails because of its inability 
to indicate company‟s involvement in social and 
environmental sustainability. Technical issues including 
the choice of analysis unit, data capturing, as well as the 
reliability and validity of data and results, must be 
considered for content analysis to be effective (Guthrie 
and Mathews, 1985; Guthrie et al., 2004b). While some 
authors prefer number of sentences over word-counts in 
their choice of units because of its likelihood to provide 
complete, meaningful data (Milne and Adler, 1999) and 
exclude bias from using varying words in different reports 
for expressing similar information, other authors chose 
paragraph method where disclosure is measured by 
counting frequency at both category and element level 
(Guthrie and Abeysekera, 2006); yet some others prefer 
proportion of a page as a unit of analysis to take into 
account the importance of charts, tables and photographs 
(Unerman, 2000). 

We posit that studies which measured company‟s 
sustainability involvement based on counts of sentences, 
lines and pages, while better than dichotomous measure-
ment, are limited because of the varied fonts, page 
margins and components.  However, it can be argued 
that a one sentence disclosure may contain more than a 
five sentence disclosure.  In this study, word count of 
selected and meaningful and relevant words, phrases, or 
relevant word patterns is used because of the likelihood 
to produce more controlled analysis.  Furthermore, this 
study focused on two important aspects – the number of 
relevant words and the location of the disclosure in the 
annual report.  The approach was first piloted on two 
different sets of control annual reports and the variance 
between coding analysis results was minimal (0.75%). 

 
 
FINDINGS 

 
Table 2 shows the overall disclosure by all firms as well 
as the disclosure based on content theme categories, 
showing an overall average level of disclosure over the 
study period. Tables 3 and 4 show that there was some 
marginally significant improvement in overall disclosure 
over the period of the study but the differences were not 
significant (F (4, 149) = 2.18, p<0.07). 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics for disclosure categories. 
 

Variable 
Table: Valid cases = 154; Cases with missing value(s) = 0. 

N Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Community development 154 44.14 26.09 - 109.00 

Company best practice 154 54.65 42.19 - 214.00 

Health and safety 154 41.14 30.58 - 129.00 

Energy 154 5.19 9.22 - 41.00 

Environment 154 33.88 57.26 - 273.00 

Overall disclosure 154 239.64 133.36 28.00 696.00 

 
 
 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics - overall disclosure by year. 
 

 

95% Confidence interval for mean 

N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
error 

Lower 
bound 

Upper 
bound 

Minimum Maximum 

Overall disclosure 2009 32 211.75 106.94 18.90 173.19 250.31 28.00 425.00 

 2010 33 210.24 112.87 19.65 170.22 250.26 45.00 425.00 

 2011 34 229.26 132.10 22.66 183.17 275.36 49.00 570.00 

 2012 26 270.92 139.58 27.37 214.54 327.30 65.00 570.00 

 2013 29 287.97 163.19 30.30 225.89 350.04 71.00 696.00 

 Total 154 239.64 133.36 10.75 218.41 250.87 28.00 696.00 

 
 
 

Table 4. Analysis of variance for overall disclosure by year. 
 

  Sum of square df Mean square F Significance 

Overall disclosure Between groups 150,240.15 4.00 37,560.04 2.18 0.07 

 Within groups 2,570,873.49 149.00 17,254.18   

 Total 2,721,113.64 153.00    

 
 
 

Table 5. Analysis of variance for overall disclosure by size. 
 

  Sum of square df Mean square F Significance 

Overall disclosure Between groups 221, 160.52 2.00 110,508.26 6.67 0.00 

 Within groups 2,500,097.12 151.00 16,556.93   

 Total 2,721,113.64 153.00    

 
 
 

Table 6. Descriptive statistics for overall disclosure by size. 
 

 

95% Confidence interval for mean 

N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
error 

Lower 
bound 

Upper 
bound 

Minimum Maximum 

Overall disclosure Small 56 191.18 115.92 15.49 160.13 222.22 28.00 425.00 

 Medium 7 311.00 44.70 16.90 269.66 352.34 260.00 357.00 

 Large 91 263.97 139.40 14.61 234.93 293.00 71.00 696.00 

 Total 154 239.64 133.36 10.75 218.41 260.87 28.00 696.00 
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Table 7. Descriptive statistics for overall disclosure by industry. 
 

 

95% Confidence interval for mean 

N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
error 

Lower 
bound 

Upper 
bound 

Minimum Maximum 

Overall disclosure Banking 50 151.36 150.82 21.33 208.49 294.23 71.00 696.00 

 Oil and gas 36 314.19 113.96 18.99 275.64 352.75 28.00 563.00 

 Insurance 36 180.75 119.52 19.92 140.31 221.19 45.00 425.00 

 Food pp 32 203.69 94.77 16.75 169.52 237.86 101.00 396.00 

 Total 154 239.64 133.36 10.75 218.41 260.87 28.00 696.00 

 
 
 

Table 8. Test of homogeneity. 
 

 
Test of homogeneity of variance 

Levene statistic df1 df2 Significance 

Overall disclosure 3.2 3 150 0.025 

 
 
 

Table 9. Analysis of variance for overall disclosure by industry. 
 

 
ANOVA 

Sum of squares df Mean square F Significance 

Overall disclosure Between groups 373,180.85 3 124,393.62 7.95 0 

 Within groups 2,347,932.78 150.00 15,652.89   

 Total 2,721,113.64 153.00    

 
 
 
Size (H1) 
 
The size of a company is determined based on a number 
of factors, including the total Naira sales, including any 
interest received and receivable for the banks. In 
addition, the firm‟s total assets under consideration, as 
well as the size of the human capital of the company 
were also factors.  
From Table 5, it is seen that the F(2, 151) = 6.67; p<0.01. 
There are significant differences between the means of 
the various company groups at the 95% confidence level. 
Table 6 further shows that the difference between the 
company groups was largely due to the differences 
between small companies and the others (that is, 
medium and large); and there was some overlap between 
the means of the medium and large companies. This 
finding was consistent with other prior research findings 
on CSED in other countries (Gao et al., 2005; Cormier 
and Magnan, 2003). 
 
 
Industry (H2) 
 
Table 7 shows the overall disclosure or CSED by industry 

for the companies studied in all four sectors, with oil and 
gas disclosing the most followed by banking. Table 8 
shows that the Levene‟s Test is significant (p<0.05) 
indicating the variances between the company groups is 
significantly different. From Table 9, the F (3, 150) = 7.95, 
p<0.01; this indicates that there are significant differences 
between the means of these groups. Tables 9, 10 and 
11, show that the differences are primarily driven by the 
differences between the disclosure means of firms in the 
oil and gas industry versus all others; and the oil and gas 
industry stands out from all others, followed by the 
banking industry versus all others. 
 
 
Location (H3) 
 
All 154 annual reports that were reviewed in this study 
published their CSED in either the notes to the accounts 
or review of company‟s operations. This study 
investigated whether there was a significant relationship 
between the industry of a company and disclosure 
location. Tables 12 and 13 shows that there was indeed a 
significant relationship in disclosure location across the 
different industries (X

2
=86.68, df=3, p<0.01).  The  results  
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Table 10. Contrast coefficients. 
 

 
Industry 

Banking Oil and gas Insurance food producing and processing 

Contrast 1 1 3 -2 -2 

 2 -1 3 -1 -1 

 
 
 

Table 11. Contrast tests. 
 

 Contrast 
Value of 
contrast 

Standard 
error 

t df 
Significance 

(2-talled) 

Overall disclosure Assume equal variance 1 425.07 89.01 4.78 150.00 0 

  2 306.79 71.77 4.27 150.00 0 

 Does not assume equal 1 425.07 80.07 5.31 98.34 0 

  2 306.79 66.18 4.64 61.38 0 

 
 
 

Table 12. Overall disclosure by location and by industry. 
 

Industry Note to Accounts Review of Operations Total 

Banking 40 10 50 

 80.00% 20.00% 100.00% 

 85.11% 9.35% 32.47% 

 25.97% 6.49% 32.47% 

Oil and gas 0 36 36 

 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 0.00% 33.64% 33.64% 

 0.00% 23.83% 33.64% 

Insurance 4 32 36 

 11.11% 88.89% 100.00% 

 8.51% 29.91 23.38% 

 2.60% 20.78% 23.38% 

Food pp 3 29 32 

 9.38% 90.63% 100.00% 

 6.38% 27.10% 20.78% 

 1.95% 18.83% 20.78% 

Total 47 107 154 

 30.52% 69.48% 100.00% 

 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

 30.52% 69.48% 100.00% 

 
 
 

Table 13. Chi-square tests. 
 

Statistics 
Chi-square tests 

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-talled) 

Pearson Chi-square 86.68 3 0 

Likelihood ratio 94.41 3 0 

No. of valid cases 154   
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Table 14. Disclosure content themes by industry. 
 

 

95% Confidence interval for mean 

N Mean Std. Dev. 
Std. 
error 

Lower 
bound 

Upper 
bound 

Minimum Maximum 

Community development Banking 50 45.94 21.37 3.02 39.87 52.01 26.00 109.00 

 Oil and gas 36 51.44 33.42 5.57 40.14 62.75 - 107.00 

 Insurance 36 47.58 21.24 3.54 40.40 54.77 22.00 95.00 

 Food pp 32 29.25 23.61 4.17 20.74 37.76 - 60.00 

 Total 154 44.14 26.09 2.10 39.99 48.30 - 109.00 

Company best practice Banking 50 73.00 45.78 6.47 59.99 86.01 10.00 214.00 

 Oil and gas 36 72.97 28.34 4.72 63.38 82.56 16.00 125.00 

 Insurance 36 32.97 37.27 6.21 20.36 45.58 - 111.00 

 Food pp 32 29.75 29.65 5.24 19.06 40.44 - 75.00 

 Total 154 54.65 42.19 3.40 47.93 61.37 - 214.00 

Health and safety Banking 50 26.20 28.80 4.07 18.01 34.39 - 96.00 

 Oil and gas 36 47.03 26.71 4.45 37.99 56.06 - 129.00 

 Insurance 36 38.42 32.31 5.39 27.48 49.35 - 89.00 

 Food pp 32 60.91 22.54 3.98 52.78 69.03 20.00 78.00 

 Total 154 41.14 30.58 2.46 36.27 46.00 - 129.00 

Human resources Banking 50 68.66 31.40 4.44 59.74 77.58 23.00 128.00 

 Oil and gas 36 67.75 26.94 4.49 58.63 76.87 - 93.00 

 Insurance 36 49.69 27.57 4.60 40.36 59.02 - 77.00 

 Food pp 32 52.41 27.14 4.80 42.62 62.19 11.00 102.00 

 Total 154 60.64 29.67 2.39 55.91 65.36 - 128.00 

Energy Banking 50 - - - - - - - 

 Oil and gas 36 12.47 11.92 1.99 8.44 16.50 - 41.00 

 Insurance 36 1.94 4.91 0.82 0.28 3.61 - 14.00 

 Food pp 32 8.75 10.08 1.78 5.12 12.38 - 20.00 

 Total 154 5.19 9.22 0.74 3.72 6.66 - 41.00 

Environment Banking 50 37.56 81.05 11.46 14.53 60.59 - 273.00 

 Oil and gas 36 62.53 31.96 5.33 51.71 73.34 - 109.00 

 Insurance 36 10.14 25.60 4.27 1.48 18.80 - 73.00 

 Food pp 32 22.63 46.31 8.19 5.93 39.32 - 124.00 

 Total 154 33.88 57.26 4.61 24.77 43.00 - 273.00 

 
 
 
show that over 80% of banks were more likely to report 
CSED in the notes to accounts; for oil and gas insurance, 
as well as food producers and processors, the preference 
was to report CSED in the review of operations (100, 89 
and 91% respectively). 
 
 
Content theme (H4) 
 
This study also set out to investigate what prior studies 
have suggested, that firms place different levels of 
emphasis on the different CSED content depending on 
the nature of the industry. The content themes used for 
this  investigation  were:  Community  development,  Best 
business practice, Health and safety, Human resources, 
Energy, and environment. These content themes were 

defined to  reasonably  incorporate  the  elements  of  the 
GRI that are relevant to the industries in this study. Table 
14 shows the industries disclosures by content themes.  

The ANOVA for content themes are shown in Table 15, 
each indicating that there were significant differences at 
the 95% confidence level (p<0.05) between content 
themes across industries. Table 15 also shows that the 
lowest level of CSED disclosure is in the energy sector. 
 
 
Conclusion and limitations 
 
This study set out to investigate the evidence and 
patterns of CSED reporting by Nigerian companies over a 
five year period (2009-2013), noting that no formal study 
of this nature is on record. We found that over the  period
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Table 15. ANOVA for disclosure content themes by industry. 
 

  
Sum of 
squares 

df Mean square F Significance 

Community development Between groups 9604.4 3 3201.47 5.08 0.002 

 Within groups 94518.46 150 630.12   

 Total 104122.86 153    

Company best practice Between groups 65679.12 3 21893.04 15.89 0 

 Within groups 206655.94 150 1377.71   

 Total 272335.06 153    

Health and safety Between groups 25177.7 3 8392.57 10.68 0 

 Within groups 117914.44 150 786.1   

 Total 143092.14 153    

Human resources Between groups 11518.31 3 3839.44 4.68 0.004 

 Within groups 123175.33 150 821.17   

 Total 134693.64 153    

Energy Between groups 4040.68 3 1346.89 22.54 0 

 Within groups 8962.86 150 59.75   

 Total 13003.54 153    

Environment Between groups 54566.8 3 18188.93 6.1 0.001 

 Within groups 447065.1 150 2980.43   

 Total 501631.9 153    

 
 
 
covered the CSED reporting marginally increased; that 
size and industry have significant effect on the nature and 
amount of disclosure by companies; that industry is a 
major determinant of the nature and extent of CSED 
reporting.  The study also found a significant relationship 
between the industry and CSED disclosure location, with 
banks preferring to the notes of accounts, all others 
preferring the review of operations as the disclosure 
location.  Overall, the oil and gas companies were more 
likely to disclose than all other sectors of the Nigeria 
economy. Closely following the oil and gas companies 
were the banks, and then all others. Furthermore, it is 
noted that companies across the industries disclosed the 
least on their energy as well as environmental practices. 
This is a disturbing insight since these are exactly the 
areas with the most relevant social-economic impact. 
There is an implicit expectation that the PROTOCOL 
presents Nigeria with an opportunity to make long-term 
positive gains on climate change, which must be paid for 
by short-term investments in socio-economic, 
environmental, and sustainability initiatives (Cormier and 
Magnan, 2009). However, there are challenges in the 
short-term as the economy is growing very fast and 
hence it is even more urgent that action be taken to 
ensure Nigeria‟s ability to regulate its fossil fuel revenue-
generation dependence. China‟s policy of securing part of 
its energy supply through increasing involvement in the 
extractive industries of Africa, particularly Nigeria, and 
Nigeria‟s need for foreign reserve, could potentially lead 
to increased greenhouse-gas emissions in Nigeria. 

Currently, Nigeria is flaring more gas (approximately 2.5 
million cubic feet per day) than any other country in the 
world (Paehler, 2007). According to Paehler, because of 
the CO2 and methane contained in the gas flared by 
Nigeria, the country actually contributes more to global 
warming than the whole of sub-Saharan Africa countries 
combined.  

It is fair to acknowledge that there are limitations in the 
methodology adopted for analyzing the content 
disclosures of annual reports based on the word counts 
of relevant CSED content themes, in terms of the 
frequency and volume of words reported. This type of 
content analysis is subjective, in that it involves capturing 
various reported narratives as reflective of firms‟ actual 
social and environmental responsibility. Though careful 
consideration of pertinent issues relative to content 
analysis were considered and reasonably abated, it is 
important to note that most researchers (Deegan and 
Gordon, 1996; Guthrie and Parker, 1990) had highlighted 
the difficulty of relating findings to the quality of reporting 
by content analysis while also recognizing that placing 
more emphasis on capturing quantity rather than quality 
of disclosures is one of its major limitations of content 
analysis. (Mathews 1997). 

Nevertheless, the insights gathered from this study are 
revealing, helpful, and represent a starting point for such 
CSED analysis on Nigerian firms. There is an 
opportunity, in a future study, to further investigate the 
degree to which each of the content theme factors 
contribute to overall firm disclosure.  It is  also  suggested  
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that further studies be conducted to determine the extent 
to which regulation and/or stakeholder interest affects 
CSED disclosures by Nigeria companies.   
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