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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Accounting:
 Is seen as the art of recording, classifying and summarising in a significant manner and in terms of money, transactions and events which are, in part at least, of a financial character, and interpreting the result thereof.

Content Analysis: is a research tool or technique used to determine the presence of certain words or concepts within texts or sets of texts. Researchers quantify and analyze the presence, meanings and relationships of such words and concepts, then make inferences about the messages within the texts, the writer(s), the audience, and even the culture and time of which these are a part.
Corporate Environmental Reports: Are only one form of environmental reporting defined as publicly available, stand-alone reports issued voluntarily by companies on their environmental activities.
Corporate Social Responsibility: It is seen as a corporate initiative to assess and take responsibility for the company's effects on the environment and impact on social welfare. 

Eco-Efficiency: The term eco-efficiency was coined by the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) in its 1992 publication Changing Course. It is based on the concept of creating more goods and services while using fewer resources and creating less waste and pollution.

Ecology: The comprehensive science of the relationship of the organism to the environment

Emissions: Are gases and particles released into the air as by-products of a natural or man-made process. It is the release or discharge of a substance into the environment. One of these processes is the burning of fuels to create electricity and other forms of energy. The emissions from burning fossil fuels contribute significantly to global warming and poor air quality.

Environment: All of the surrounding conditions and influences (physical and biological) affecting the development of living things; often refers to natural resources like air, land and water.

Environmental Accounting: Is a broader term that relates to the provision of environmental-performance related information to stakeholders both within, and outside, the organisation.

Environmental Aspect: Element of an organisations activities, products or services that can interact with the environment.

Environmental Audit: An inspection system that assesses the environmental effects of a company's activities, products and suppliers. It covers specific audit of health, safety, waste prevention and other matter and focuses on environmental issues of key concern. It also takes into account the environmental performance of suppliers of raw materials, goods and services.

Environmental Impact: Any change to the environment, whether adverse or beneficial, wholly or partially resulting from an organisations activities, products or services. A systematic and documented verification process of objectively obtaining and evaluating evidence to determine whether an organisations environmental management system conforms to the environmental management system audit criteria set by the organisation, and for communication of the results of this process to management.

Environmental Costs: Comprise the costs of steps taken, or required to be taken, to manage the environmental impacts of an enterprise's activity in an environmentally responsible manner, as well as other costs driven by the environmental objectives and requirements of the enterprise. They are expenses incurred as a result of some violation of ecological integrity either by an enterprise that implements a program to rectify the situation or by society or the ecosystem as a whole when no person or enterprise is held liable.

External Cost: These are costs that a producer or a consumer imposes on another producer or consumer, outside of any market transaction between them

Environmental Management System: The part of the overall management system that includes organizational structure, planning activities, responsibilities, practices, procedures, processes and resources for developing, implementing, achieving, reviewing and maintaining the environmental policy.

Environmental Performance: Measurable results of the environmental management system, related to an organisations control of its environmental aspects, based on its environmental policy, objectives and targets.

Environmental Policy: Statement by the organisation of its intentions and principles in relation to its overall environmental performance which provides a framework for action and for the setting of its environmental objectives and targets.

Environmental Management: Can be described as the management of all components of the bio-physical environment, both living (biotic) and non-living (abiotic). Environmental management is therefore not the conservation of the environment solely for the environment's sake, but rather the conservation of the environment for humankind's.

Environmental Management Accounting: Is defined as the identification, collection, estimation, analysis, internal reporting, and use of materials and energy flow information, environmental cost information, and other cost information for both conventional and environmental decision-making within an organization.

Environmental Management System Audit: A systematic and documented verification process of objectively obtaining and evaluating evidence to determine whether an organisations environmental management system conforms to the environmental management system audit criteria set by the organisation, and for communication of the results of this process to management.

Environmental Liabilities: Are obligations relating to environmental costs that are incurred by an enterprise and that meet the criteria for recognition as a liability. 

Environmental Performance Evaluation: EPE is described as a process to facilitate management decisions regarding an organization’s environmental performance by selecting indicators, collecting and analyzing data, assessing information against environmental performance criteria, reporting and communicating, and periodic review and improvement of this
Environmental Performance Report: It is a report designed for public reporting that discloses an entity's environmental performance in the broadest sense. It contains both descriptive information and quantitative performance data. Performance data can be provided in financial terms, but also in physical quantities. An EPR may be published in a section of the annual report, or as a stand-alone report.

Environmental Strategy: A plan of action intended to accomplish a specific environmental objective 
Environmental Reporting: Public disclosure by a firm of its environmental performance information, similar to the publication of its financial performance information. The process of communicating the social and environmental effects of organizations’ economic actions to particular interest groups within society and to society at large\

Financial Analyst: An employee of a bank, brokerage, advisor, or mutual fund who studies companies and makes buy and sell recommendations, often specializing in a single sector or industry.

Full Cost Accounting (FCA): Generally refers to the process of collecting and presenting information (costs as well as advantages) for each proposed alternative when a decision is necessary. 

Future Site Restoration Costs: These are costs that relate to damages incurred in prior periods which are necessary to prepare an asset or activity for operation. They are recognized as environmental liability at the time the related damage is incurred (identified). They should be capitalised (and amortised to the income statement over the life of the related operations).

Global Warming: An increase of the earth's temperature by a few degrees resulting in an increase in the volume of water which contributes to sea-level rise. Increase in the average temperature of the earth's surface or a rise in the temperature of the Earth's atmosphere due to the increase in certain gases in the atmosphere.

Greenhouse Gas: Gases added to the atmosphere by human actions that trap heat and cause global warming. This is a collective term for gases such as carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxides (among others) that trap heat in the atmosphere and contribute to climate change.

Investors: An individual who commits money to investment products with the expectation of financial return. 

Involuntary Disclosure: The disclosure of information about a company’s environmental activities without its permission and against its will.
Liability: Is a present obligation of the enterprise arising from past events, the settlement of which is expected to result in an outflow from the enterprise of resources embodying economic benefits

Lobby Groups: Group that attempts to influence a legislation or government spending plans to achieve an outcome more favorable to its agenda or objectives.

Mandatory Disclosure: The disclosure of information about a company’s environmental activities that is required by law

Performance Indicators: Are finite set of quantities chosen to reflect certain aspects in an organisation. They are number, absolute or relative terms that facilitates managements communication and follow-up of an organisation’s performance
Social Audi: The process of reviewing and verifying the social accounts at the end of each social audit cycle. The term social audit is also used generically for the concept and for the whole process.

Socially Responsible Investors: Also known as sustainable, socially-conscious, or ethical investor are those investors which basically seeks to maximize both financial returns and social good. In general, social responsible investors tend to favor corporate practices that promote environmental stewardship, 

protection" 
consumer protection
, human rights, and diversity.

Standard: A document established by consensus and approved by a recognized body that provides for common and repeated use, rules, guidelines or characteristics for activities or their results, aimed at the achievement of the optimum degree of order in a given context. 

Standardization: The activities of establishing with regard to actual or potential problems, provisions for common and repeated use, aimed at the achievement of the optimum degree of order in a given context. In particular the activities consist of the process of formulating, issuing and implementing standards.

Stakeholders:  A person, group, organization, or system who affects or can be affected by an organization's actions.

Sustainable Development: Development that ensures that the use of resources and the environment today does not restrict their use by future generations.

Voluntary Disclosure: The disclosure of information on a voluntary basis. 

ABSTRACT
Environmental issues have emerged in recent decades as a major aspect of the discussion of the problems of economic growth and development. Environmental problems associated with industrial activities in the final decades of the last century have heightened public concerns about the non-financial performance of corporations and increased pressure for the disclosure of environmental information. Over the past decades, there have been plethoras of literature on corporate environmental disclosures, including studies majorly from developed countries, while the same is not true of developing countries, particularly Nigeria. Moreso, while there is an extensive research on the role of the Global Reporting Initiative and the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) guidelines in determining corporate environmental performance indicators and the extent of disclosures in annual report in developed economies, in contrast, there is a dearth of studies conducted in the context of developing economies. To this end, this research investigated the extent and nature of corporate environmental reporting practice among listed firms in Nigeria and South Africa. Also, using the stakeholder theory as motivation for corporate environmental disclosures, the research examined the perception lobby groups on the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host community. To achieve this, a grand total of 900 copies of questionnaire were distributed among members of the selected state/provinces using the Yaro Yamani sample selection formula in determing the sample size of the study. In addition, while the content analysis technique was used as a basis for eliciting data from the annual report and corporate websites of the selected companies, the multiple regression method of data analysis was used to investigate the relationships that exist between operating performance, financial leverage (nature), size of firms’ and the level of corporate environmental disclosure among the selected listed firms in Nigeria and South Africa. The research as part of its findings observed that there is a significant positive relationship between the operating performance, size of firms and the level of corporate environmental disclosures among selected firms in Nigeria. This is however consistent with existing prior studies. The study also observed that a significant negative relationship exists between the financial leverage of firms (proxied by debt-to-equity ratio) and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. The study therefore concludes that despite the disclosure level noticed among firms, corporate environmental reporting practice in developing countries like Nigeria and South Africa is still very ad-hoc, general, self-laudatory and voluntary in nature.

CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION
1.0 Background to the Study

Environmental issues have emerged in recent decades as a major aspect of the discussion in the problems of economic growth and development. Such issues have taken, inter alia, the form of global warming; atmospheric, soil and water pollution caused by industrial activities; and the quick decline of forest areas, noise pollution and chemical wastes being dumped into oceans and rivers (Dutta and Bose, 2008). All these problems are generally associated with industrialization and economic growth; but is it a necessary condition of economic growth that the environment has to suffer? Jasch (2003) opined that this is not so, where the prospects of sustainable development are in sight. Consequently, the pursuit of sustainable development as an object of policy is now much in vogue; and governments of different countries have long been engaged in setting up regulatory, voluntary, incentive-based, informational and cooperative instruments of policy geared towards promoting sustainable development (Li, 2001). This policy trend has heightened concern about environmental accounting theory and practice worldwide.

In years past, both corporations and individuals often ignored environmental issues. However, time has changed as stakeholders now realize the effects of waste products as a potential source of damage to the environment (Xiaoping, 2003). Most people now recognize that preserving clean air, water and land are more important than to lower cost of products for consumers. This therefore makes people to be willing to pay more for products that are environmentally friendly. Many companies are now interested in being green, as many investors place a high value on environmental responsibility. Regulations have also been developed to govern waste management and to ensure that corporations are environmentally conscious (Boyd, 1998). Some organizations have had to clean up their past environmentally unfriendly behaviour. However, most firms have established good reputation as being environmentally friendly organisations (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1995).
Since 1990, environmental accounting has been rapidly introduced and utilized as an effective tool for environmental management. Global leading companies around the world, especially in Australia, Bangladesh, China, Japan, Malaysia, Netherland, New Zealand, Norway and Turkey have applied environmental accounting to enhance their eco-efficiency and resource productivity (Banerjee, 2002).  Also, the increasing external pressure from many stakeholders such as financial institutions, socially responsible investors, government, and community lobby groups (i.e. members of host communities) among others, now makes companies to have more interest in environmental accountability issues. In line with this trend, the rapid increase in environmental costs has now caused companies to begin to integrate environmental aspects into managerial decisions at all levels (Dorweiler and Yakhou, 2002). Nevertheless, measuring and reporting environmental monetary performance is still in its infant stage in spite of the development of a number of methodologies and practices. In this context, environmental accounting was recently considered as one of the most important tools in adopting a successful environmental management. This suggests that the traditional accounting system, which handles most environmental costs as over-head cost, is insufficient to provide managers with proper information for their strategic decision-making (Fryxell and Vryza, 1999). In today’s business paradigm, shifting from a traditional-profit focused management to a progressive environmental management has become a key factor in strengthening corporate competitiveness. Global leading companies have come to realize that environmental accounting can play an important role not only to prevent or restrict negative environmental impacts but also to facilitate positive and proactive actions (Owen and Lehman, 2000).  

The term environmental accounting as frequently used within the environmental management literature, relates to the provision of environmental performance related information to stakeholders both within and outside an organization (Medley, 1997). According to the United State Environmental Protection Agency (1995:18), “an important function of environmental accounting is to bring environmental costs to the attention of corporate stakeholders who may be able and motivated to identify ways of reducing or avoiding those environmental costs while at the same time, improving environmental quality.” Furthermore, environmental accounting according to Coopers and Lybrand (1998:2) can be expressed within the context of global environmental accounting, national environmental accounting and corporate environmental accounting. In contrast to the global and national environmental accounting, corporate environmental accounting is further sub-divided into environmental management accounting and environmental reporting/disclosure. This study therefore focused on the environmental reporting (disclosure) aspect of corporate environmental accounting. This process involves communicating the social and environmental effects of organizations’ economic actions to particular interest groups within the society (Gray et al., 1996:3). It seeks to reflect several social and environmental aspects upon which companies’ activities have an impact on employee-related issues, community involvement, environmental concerns and other ethical environmental issues (Kuasirikun, 2005). It also refers to the process through which companies often disclose environmental information to their stakeholders to provide evidence that they are accountable for their activities and the resultant impact on the environment (Lodhia, 2006 cited in Dutta and Bose, 2008). Environmental reporting is an accounting system which focuses on reporting the cost of environmental liabilities and other significant environmental costs, thereby providing related environmental financial information to external stakeholders (Belal, 2001).
Many stakeholders in general and those in the financial community in particular need standardized environmental reporting system that would link the financial and environmental performance of companies, and thus support the quality of decision making of company directors, investors and financial analysts (Ranagnathan and Ditz, 1996). Beyond the fact that it helps to meet the ever increasing need for environmental and management information, the implementation of environmental reporting would be of great advantage to all industries especially those in the oil and gas, agricultural, building and construction, manufacturing, mining, banking, maritime technology and the transport industries. It would promote sound management both in economic and financial terms as it relates to environmental issues. In addition, the application of environmental reporting would drive environmental improvement in corporate environmental performance and also help to visualize an image of the company as having a moral obligation to account for its stakeholders (Ahmad, Salah and Lutz, 1989).

Over the past decade, due to heightened interest from stakeholders on the concept of corporate environmental disclosures and what it entails, many developed countries in Asia, Australia, Europe, North America and South America have shown increased concern in responding to the issue. However in Africa, despite having Nigeria as the world’s 14th largest producer of crude oil with a current daily production of about 2,440,000 million bbl/day (Central Intelligence Agency, 2008); and also having Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Morocco and South Africa ranked among the world's top sixty (60) steel producing nations; coupled with the increasing level of industrialization and its impact on the environment, the continent’s level of corporate environmental disclosures has remained predominantly very low (Osunbor, 1990; Belal, 1999; Belal, 2001;  Hossain, Islam and Andrew, 2006). Also, research shows that corporate environmental disclosures in developed countries have increased in both size and complexity despite the variations among regions. For example, in the US, a number of studies revealed that environmental disclosures have increased over time (Walden, 1993; Adams, Hill, and Robert, 1998). Similar situations appear in UK, Australia, China, Denmark, Japan, New Zealand, Netherland, Norway, and Turkey (Frost and Wilmshurst, 2000). Some developed countries have initiated mandatory disclosures in their reporting requirements; however, this is not the case in most developing countries, as corporate environmental disclosure is still at its embryonic stage (Tsang, 1998; Imam, 2000; Belal, 2001; Hjalte & Larsson, 2003; Lange, Hassan & Alfieri 2003; Adeyemi & Owolabi, 2008; Ngwakwe, 2008). Hence, this study basically looked at the extent of corporate environmental reporting (disclosure) practice between Nigerian and South African firms. To achieve this, the study adopted the International Standard Organization disclosure requirements (ISO 14031) which provides voluntary standards, specific requirements and principles for environmental reporting (disclosures) as a basis for comparison.

1.1
Statement of Research Problem

In the last decades, the uncontrolled impact of industrial activities on the natural environment has created critical ecological concerns (Maunders & Burritt, 1991; Burritt, Hahn & Schaltegger, 2002; Aragón-Correa & Sharma, 2003). The aggravation of phenomena like climate change, ozone depletion, over-exploitation of natural resources, air pollution and toxic wastes are harming the sustainable development of the planet and of the economic system. Although governmental policies in both developed and developing economies have partially allayed many environmental problems, the role of corporations is crucial for the achievement of ecologically sustainable development (Shrivastava, 1995). A logical reason for this liability lays in the fact that companies are definitely the main source of environmental trouble. Shrivastava further opines that most of these companies have the financial resources, the technological knowledge and the institutional influence to provide ultimate solutions; yet the response seems to be relatively passive.

The movement towards environmental reporting has therefore become particularly apparent within both the developed and developing nations due to demands from stakeholders and other interested parties for information regarding corporate social environmental responsibility (Gray, Bebbington & Walters, 1993; Elkington, 1997and Guthrie, Suresh & Leanne, 2006). Williams (1999) in his study observed that investors and other stakeholders are demanding more for the disclosure of company’s environmental information. This is because of their concerns about the magnitude of costs and liabilities associated with environmental issues and also, its impacts on various investors’ decisions and the activities of other stakeholder groups. A problem therefore arises where insufficient environmental information is disclosed to enable users make meaningful investment decisions. In other words, where the information that is provided is less than users’ requirements, an expectation gap therefore arises.

Though studies on corporate environmental disclosures in developed nations is abundant (Horngren & Foster, 1987; DeVilliers, 1995; Collison, 1996; Frost & Wilmhurst, 1996; Guilding & Kirman 1998; Tsang, 1998; Williams, 1999; Bewley & Li, 2000; Deegan, Rankin & Voght, 2000; DeVilliers, 2000; Belal, 2001; Shearer, 2002;  Antonites & DeVilliers, 2003), the same is not true of developing countries, particularly in Nigeria where more than 80% of the total industries operating in the country discharge liquid, solids and gaseous wastes (such as suspended solids, ammonia, cyanides, phenols, phosphates, chlorides, chromium, nickel, cadmium, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, sulphur oxides, particulate matter, sox, iron oxide, cement kiln dust, hydrocarbons, ammonia, acidic, salt flux, solvent fumes and alkaline oxide emissions) directly into the environment in which they operate without adequate treatment that meets the basic international standards (Guobadia, 2000; Abu-baker & Naser, 2000; Ite, 2004; Amaeshi, Adi, Ogbechie & Amao, 2006; Okeagu, 2008; Omofonmwan  & Osa-Edoh, 2008). 
However, while there is an extensive research on the role of the Global Reporting Initiative and the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) guidelines in determining environmental performance indicators and the extent of disclosures in annual report in developed economies of Australia, North America and UK in contrast, there is a considerable paucity of studies conducted in the context of developing economies. To this end, guided by the International Organization for Standardization disclosure requirements (ISO, 14031), this study aims to extend the body of existing literature by evaluating the nature and extent of compliance of environmental disclosure practice among firms in developing countries. Furthermore, using the stakeholder theory as motivation for social and environmental disclosures, this study contributed to existing literature by examining perceptions of community members/lobby groups on the extent to which the disclosure of corporate environmental performance information will influence the corporate relationship with host communities. 

Finally, while questions on environmental matters have received considerable attention in the wider international community especially on inter-country comparison; there is a considerable dearth of literatures on inter-country comparison between developing countries (Yusoff & Lehman, 2003). Hence, to bridge this gap in literature, a study of the environmental reporting practice among developing nations is desirable in order to ascertain whether the vast differences in resources, industry type, size, wealth and nature of production among various countries could lead to differences in the extent of their environmental reporting practices. Therefore, this study specifically compared the corporate environmental reporting practice between Nigerian and South African firms.

1.2
Objectives of the Study

Most firms cannot shirk the responsibility of the management of environmental issues that concern them. The development of an environmental strategy and the implementation of an environmental reporting system are therefore logical choices in managing environmental issues. To this end, this study seeks to achieve the following objectives:

1. To investigate the level of corporate environmental disclosure between Nigerian and South African firms.

2. To examine whether the operating performance, financial leverage (nature) and size of firms influence the level of environmental disclosure among selected Nigerian and South African firms.

3. To evaluate the extent of compliance of selected Nigerian and South African firms on environmental disclosures using the ISO 14031 requirements.
4. To ascertain the extent to which the disclosure of environmental performance information influences the corporate relationship with host communities.

1.3
Research Questions

 This research work is therefore interested in finding answers to the following questions:

1. To what extent (if any) is the level of corporate environmental disclosure between Nigerian and South African firms significantly different?

2. To what extent does the operating performance, financial leverage (nature) and size of firms influence the level of corporate environmental disclosure?    
3. To what extent does Nigerian and South African firms’ environmental disclosures comply with the ISO 14031 requirements? 

4. To what extent does the disclosure of environmental performance information influence the corporate relationship with the host communities? 

1.4
Research Hypotheses
In order to answer the research questions and achieve the objectives of this study, the following hypotheses are hereby stated in the null form:-
1. H0:
There is no significant difference in the level of corporate environmental disclosures between Nigerian and South African firms.

2. H0:
There is no significant relationship between firms’ operating performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure.

3. H0:
There is no significant relationship between the financial leverage of firms and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure.

4. H0:
There is no significant relationship between firms’ size and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure.

5. H0:
There is no significant difference in the perception of community members on the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host community.

1.5
Significance of the Study
An upward trend in corporate environmental reporting is being noticed worldwide, as companies in developed countries such as France, Finland, Germany, Japan, Netherland, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, UK and USA have started disclosing corporate environmental information voluntarily. However, the same cannot be said of developing countries since the extent of environmental disclosure has remained predominantly very low (Belal, 2000). Nevertheless, given the heightened interest and increasing demand from stakeholders for corporate accountability, this study further provides an avenue for organizations on ways to identify, classify, record, summarize and disclose various aggregations of environmental cost that have often been hidden and presented as overhead to management under the traditional financial reporting system. This invariably allows management to identify opportunities for cost savings. It provides an insight to organisations on how to satisfy the growing demands and continuous yearning for the voluntary disclosure of corporate environmental information in their annual reports. More so, it makes available for companies both within the private and public sectors on the need for environmental improvement and corporate environmental performance. This in the long run, helps to visualize an image of the company as having a moral obligation to account for its environmental activities.
Furthermore, this study will educate policy-makers on ways in which the environmental performance of companies can be measured and analyzed using ISO requirements. Besides, it serves as a beacon for other researchers that are involved in carrying out studies that are inter-country based, especially within the context of developing economies. Finally, this study serves as a reference point for subsequent research on environmental reporting practices among Nigerian and South African firms.

1.6 
Justification of Study

Previous researches into corporate environmental reporting  (or disclosure) practices have largely been one-nation specific with extensive focus directed at the industrialized nations of China, France, Japan, Norway, Sweden, Turkey, United Kingdom and United States (Gray et al, 1995a:79; Williams, 1998). Prior studies and literatures into corporate environmental disclosure practices have failed to define determining factors to explain noted regional and national variations in the disclosure of environmental information (Roberts, 1991). This study seeks to rectify this gap in literature with an inter-country examination of the corporate environmental disclosure practices of firms’ listed on the stock exchange of both countries within the context of a developing economy. In addition, a study on the corporate environmental disclosure practices among firms’ in developing countries becomes an important issue with corporations being held more accountable by a wider audience (Neu et al, 1996). According to Hackston & Milne (1995:1), “corporations can no longer be allowed to subscribe blindly to the doctrine stated by Friedman (1962) that the sole social responsibility of corporations is to maximize profits”. Thus, a study of this nature that looks at the extent of corporate environmental disclosure practices among firms in different industries listed in the capital market becomes imperative in response to the increasing socio-political and economic pressures from community members.

1.7
Scope and Limitation of the Study

The main focus of this study is to carry out a comparative analysis on the corporate environmental reporting practice between Nigerian and South African firms. The choice of Nigeria and South Africa arises due to the similar multi-cultural background of both countries and as a result of the various notable contributions of both economies in their area of core competent in the global market. For example, while Nigeria is the largest producer of crude oil in Africa and 14th largest in the world (Central Intelligence Agency, 2008); South Africa in its own capacity has remained Africa’s largest producer of gold and 2nd largest in the global market after being ranked as world’s number one in the last 100 years (World Resource Institute, 2008). In addition, South Africa remains Africa’s largest steel producer and is also ranked 19th among the world’s top 20 steel producers (International Iron and Steel Institute, 2008). Nevertheless, in the context of this study, (appendix A) table 2 gives a comparative picture of the economic composition of both countries for 2007. 
Most importantly, despite the economic and political composition of both countries as depicted in (appendix A) table 2; the choice of South African firms in comparison with Nigerian firms arises due to the fact that among all the countries in Africa, South Africa has been ranked as the largest greenhouse emitters of CO2 in Africa and is also 12th among the world’s top 20 greenhouse emitters as depicted in table 3 (UNDP, 2001; World Resources Institute, 2008; Carbon Dioxide Information Center, 2008; Congressional Research Service, 2008). In addition, this choice is motivated by the fact that the South African economy is the most advanced in the continent of Africa and leads in industrial output (by over 40% of total output) and holds the world’s largest reserve of platinum group metals (55.7%), manganese ore (80%), chrome ore (68.3%), titanium metals (21%). Finally, it has one nuclear power station (located in Western Cape) and operates two reactors with a capacity of 1,840 megawatts (Central intelligence Agency, 2007; Economist Intelligence Unit, 2006; WEFA, 2005).

However, to achieve the objectives of this research, this study essentially covered six industries in both the Nigerian and South African economies. These industries specifically included the Agricultural/Agro-Allied, Breweries, Building Material, Chemical and Paints, Health-Care/Pharmaceutical and the Downstream Oil industry (Petroleum marketing). The preference for these industries is motivated by the nature of industrial/production activities from these industries and its direct impact on the environment. They are considered to have a high pollution propensity (Oyeshola, 2008; First Global Select, 2008). Nonetheless, five (5) companies each were selected as depicted in table 4 (appendix A) from each of the aforementioned sectors as listed in the Nigerian and the Johannesburg Stock Exchange (South Africa). These companies were basically selected because of the typical nature of their production activities, types of raw materials used, nature of disposal of wastages and the market capitalization composition ranking for July, 2008. This eventually gave rise to a total of 60 companies from both countries (that is, 30 companies from each country). This study focused on listed companies because of the easy accessibility of the mandatory disclosure of companies’ annual reports as specified by the Securities and Exchange Commission. 

Furthermore, in an attempt to find out the perceptions of community members on the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host communities, this study has selected a total of six (6) states/provinces (i.e. a total of 3 states/provinces for each country) in which a grand total of nine hundred (900) copies of the study questionnaires were administered (i.e. four hundred and fifty (450) copies of questionnaire for each country). This invariably implies that a total of one hundred and fifty (150) copies of questionnaire were distributed to each of the selected states/provinces in both countries (see appendix c) table 52. The choice of these states/provinces ranges from their contributions to national Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and provincial contribution to the nation’s wealth for South Africa. Also these states/ provinces were chosen based on the level of environmental pollution, history of social unrest and the level of industrial concentration in these areas (see appendix a) table 17 and table 18. Consequently, due to the nature of this research, the respondents are limited to community members who are domiciled in the selected local government areas.     
1.8
 Summary of Research Methodology
This research utilized the content analysis technique which is a research method for making replicable and valid inferences from data, to operationalise the voluntary environmental disclosure variables. The study made use of both primary and secondary sources of data in eliciting the required information needed for this research. The secondary sources were based solely on the use of firms’ corporate websites and annual reports of selected listed companies in Nigeria and South Africa for the period 2004-2008. On the other hand, the primary data emanates from the copies of questionnaire administered by hand, mails and emails. More so, while the multivariate regression analysis was used to explore the relationship between the corporate environmental disclosure level and the corporate attributes as stated in the research propositions; the Z-test statistics was used to determine the level of corporate environmental disclosure between Nigerian and South African firms. In addition, the Analysis of Variance technique (ANOVA) was used in determing the perceptions of community members on the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host communities.
1.9
Sources of Data

The sources of data for the study are basically made up of primary and secondary sources of data collection. For the primary source of data, copies of questionnaire amounting to a grand total of nine hundred (900) were administered to respondents in both countries. In Nigeria, while a total of four hundred and fifty (450) copies of questionnaire were distributed to respondents in Khana local government area (Rivers State), Nembe local government area (Bayelsa State) and Ethiope-West in local government area of Delta State (i.e. 150 each); in South Africa, a total of four hundred and fifty copies of questionnaire were distributed to respondents in the selected provinces in South Africa. They include Gauteng (Kungwini), KwaZulu-Natal (Durban) and Western Cape (Matzikama) provinces. For the secondary data source, firms’ annual reports and corporate websites for the period 2004-2008 were considered. A grand total of sixty selected listed companies were considered for this study. While majority of the information content in the annual reports were elicited from the Nigeria Stock Exchange fact book, others were collected from the corporate websites of the selected firms. Also, all information relating to environmental sustainability issues were downloaded directly from the corporate websites of the selected companies under review.        

CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORITICAL FRAMEWORK

2.0
Introduction

This chapter provides a review of related literatures on social responsibility accounting, and environmental reporting. It also provided insight into the following issues: What is environmental accounting, The emergence of environmental accounting, the scope of environmental accounting, identification of environmental costs, corporate environmental reporting, types of environmental reporting, principles of corporate environmental reporting, global environmental reporting practice, prior studies on environmental reporting, environmental performance indicators, the overview of International Organization for Standardization (ISO), and other issues. 

2.1
The Concept of Social Responsibility Accounting and Environmental Accounting
According to Gray, Jawad, Power, & Sincdai (1999), social responsibility accounting (also known as social accounting or social and environmental accounting) is the process of communicating the social and environmental effects of organizations' economic actions to particular interest groups within society and to society at large. Matar (2000) describes it as an approach to reporting a firm’s activities which stresses the need for the identification of socially relevant behaviour, the determination of those to whom the company is accountable for its social performance and the development of appropriate measures and reporting techniques. Social responsibility accounting is commonly used in the context of business, or corporate social responsibility, although any organisation, including NGOs, charities, and government agencies may engage in social responsibility accounting. Social responsibility accounting emphasizes the notion of corporate accountability. It is often used as an umbrella term to describe a broad field of research and practice. 

Social responsibility accounting according to Elkington (1999) is directly concerned with articulating the social and environmental impacts of organisations. It further seeks to address the trade-off between economic pursuit and social and environmental issues. In this way social responsibility accounting tends to focus more with the pursuit of sustainability (Crane & Matten, 2004). One of the principal elements of social responsibility accounting is the reporting of social and environmental issues and the demands of - and discharge of - accountability. The general objectives of social responsibility accounting according to Gray (2002) are to, first, determine and measure the net social contribution of the organization on a periodic basis. This does not only include the elements of internal costs and specific benefits of the organization, but also includes the elements of cost and external social benefits that influence segments of the community. Secondly, it evaluates the social performance of organizations by identifying whether the organization's strategies and objectives are consistent with the social priorities and the organization's ambition to ensure individuals a reasonable percentage of profits. The relationship between the economic performance of business organizations and social welfare lies at the core of social responsibility accounting. This requires an appropriate mechanism to measure social performance. Thirdly, social responsibility accounting tends to disclose the activities that have social influence carried out by the organization. These objectives underline the need for appropriate data on the social performance of the organization and the extent to which it contributes to achieving social objectives.

On the other hand, while social responsibility accounting is directly concerned with articulating the social and environmental impacts of organisations, environmental accounting according to Crowther (2002) is basically a subset of social responsibility accounting. It focuses on the cost structure and environmental performance of a company. It principally describes the preparation, presentation, and communication of information related to an organisation’s interaction with the natural environment. Although environmental accounting is most commonly undertaken as voluntary self-reporting by companies, third-party reports by government agencies, NGOs and other bodies posit to pressure for environmental accountability.

2.2
What is Environmental Accounting?
Environmental Accounting is a term with many meanings and uses. It is an inclusive field of accounting that provides reports for both internal use, generating environmental information to help make management decisions on pricing, controlling overhead and capital budgeting, and external use; disclosing environmental information of interest to the public and to the financial community. Environmental accounting is an innovative sustainability initiative that has been defined by Steele and Powell, (2002) as that aspect of accounting which has to do with the identification, allocation and analysis, of material streams and their related money flows by using environmental accounting systems to provide insight in environmental impacts and associated financial effects. It is an accounting system that can be used to support the National income accounting, Financial accounting, and or internal business managerial accounting (Leontief, 1970). Environmental or green accounting involves measuring the environmental performance of an organization, including government bodies and manufacturers in economic terms. It is a type of cost benefit analysis system, which relates to the monetary assessment of environmental costs associated with the development and operational activities and the economic benefits of good environmental management (United Nations, 1971). Peskin (1989) viewed environmental accounting as a tool that can be used to determine less tangible and external costs for projects and activities, such as bio-diversity, human health and aesthetic values. It is also aimed at broader issues such as implementing sustainable business practice to conserve natural resources for future generations. 

The term environmental accounting is frequently used within the accounting and environmental management literatures. It is a broader term that relates to the provision of environmental performance related information to stakeholders both within and outside an organization (Shields and Boer, 1997). Bennett and James (1998:33) viewed environmental accounting as the generation, analysis and use of financial and non-financial information in order to optimize corporate environmental and economic performance and to achieve sustainable business.

Nonetheless, according to the United State Environmental Protection Agency, (1995:18), “an important function of environmental accounting is to bring environmental cost to the attention of corporate stakeholders who may be able and motivated to identify ways of reducing or avoiding those costs while at the same time improving environmental quality.” In addition, the International Federation of Accountants (1998:4) defined “environmental accounting as the management of environmental and economic performance through the development and implementation of appropriate environment-related accounting systems and practices. While this may include reporting and auditing in some companies, environmental accounting typically involves life cycle costing, full-cost accounting, benefits assessment, and strategic planning for environmental management.” A complementary definition provided by the United Nations Expert Working Group (2000) on environmental accounting, which more distinctively highlighted both the physical and monetary sides of environmental accounting. This definition was developed by international consensus of the group members, representing 30 nations. According to them, Environmental accounting involves the identification, collection, analysis and the use of two types of information for decision-making:

i) Physical information on the use, flow of energy, water and materials (including wastes) and 
ii) Monetary information on environment-related costs, earnings and savings.

In the real world, environmental accounting ranges from a simple adjustment of existing accounting systems to a more integrated environmental accounting practice that links both the conventional, physical and monetary information systems. Finally, Schaltegger and Burritt, (2000:89) defined environmental accounting as “a sub-set of accounting that deals with activities, methods of recording, analyzing and reporting environmentally induced financial impact and ecological impact of a defined economic system.” 

However, from definitions provided above, environmental accounting can be seen as a management tool which can be used for a variety of purposes, such as improving environmental performance, controlling costs, investing in cleaner technologies, developing greener processes and products, and taking informed decisions relating to product mix, product retention, and product pricing.  In addition, environmental accounting can be seen as the generation, analysis and use of monetarised environmentally related information in order to improve corporate environmental and economic performance.
2.3
The Emergence of Environmental Accounting

According to Dutta & Bose (2008), the historical development of accounting attests that it is a product of its commercial environment rooted in capitalist ideology. Accounting has scarcely dropped the vestiges of Pacioli’s commercial capitalist era. This disposition of accounting has meant that it destroys its habitat within the ecosystem; in this sense a wide rift had existed between accounting and its natural environment. Environmentalists have since time immemorial decried the wanton environmental desecration by man as he explores nature for survival to the detriment of posterity. A sudden change in corporate posture began to emerge tending towards a realization that competitive advantage is favoring environmental friendliness of products, services and business operations. Accounting has no choice than to join the band wagon as its stewardship and information role is a primary gauge in evaluating environmental sensitivity of any corporation.

The emergence of corporate social disclosure can be traced back to the 1960s, when a higher degree of affluence, rising level of education, and increasing pluralism and individualism resulted in increased expectations that businesses assume more responsibility for their social and environmental impact (Burke, 1984). This was reflected in the formation of social interest groups who demanded greater corporate accountability with reference to social problems such as ecology, minority rights, education, safety and health (Parker, 1986). Corporate social disclosures were an important way for companies to communicate to shareholders that they were responding to this increased concern about their social and environmental impact. However, the period between 1971 and 1980 heralded the beginning of environmental accounting in the guise of social environmental accounting or (Dierkes & Preston, 1977). Social environmental accounting sort to establish the degree of responsibility that companies should have towards stakeholders, other than companies’ shareholders. Part of this responsibility is concerned with the interaction between the firm and the ecological environment. During the period 1981-1990, the emphases in the accounting literature shifted from social responsibility accounting to environmental accounting reflecting the strong interest in the later. Research became more analytical in approach and the philosophical debate began to focus more on what kind of environmental information it was appropriate for companies to disclose (Roberts, 1992).

From 1990 to date, the emphasis continues unabated and engages the interest of both academic and practicing accountants. In the early nineties, the World Bank conducted a review of environmental accounting, providing a compendium of which countries had compiled environmental accounts, the methods that had been used to construct environmental accounting, and the extent of coverage. Since then, environmental accounting has increasingly been recognized as a useful economic tool, resulting in a great deal of activities in both developed and developing countries (Peskin & Lutz, 1990). Over the last decade, conceptual and technical aspects of environmental accounting have received a great deal of attention; however, much less is known about how environmental reporting is being used for policy making. 
Basically, the objective of environmental accounting is to measure the effects of the actions of the organization upon the environment and to report upon those effects (Crowther, 2002). In other words the objective is to incorporate the effect of the activities of the firms upon externalities and to view the firms as a network which extends beyond just the internal environment to include the whole environment. In this view of the organization, the accounting for the firm does not stop at the organizational boundary but extends to include not just the business environment in which it operates but also the whole social environment. Environmental accounting therefore adds a new dimension to the role of accounting for an organization because of its emphasis upon accounting for external effects of the organization’s activities. In doing so this provides recognition that the organization is an integral part of the society, rather than a self contained entity which has only an indirect relationship with society at large. This self-containment has been the traditional view taken by an organization as far as their relationship with society at large is concerned, with interaction being only by means of resource acquisition and sales of finished products or services. Recognition of this closely intertwined relationship of mutual interdependency between the organization and society at large, when reflected in the accounting of the organization, can help bring about a closer and possibly more harmonious relationship between the organization and the host community. 

2.4 
Scope of Environmental Accounting
The scope of environmental accounting system is influenced by its intended use, whether for reporting, performance evaluation or ongoing management. For example, environmental accounting in physical and monetary terms is a necessary step towards reporting environmental performance results to an internal or external audience. Without some form of environmental accounting system, it is difficult to collect the information required for a corporate environmental report. 

Within environmental management accounting and other forms of environmental financial accounting, the reliance on financial units of measurement will also influence the scope. Most environmental cost internal to organisation, are those that a business incurs directly or for which a business can be held legally accountable. They are also cost that can directly affect an organisation’s financial bottom-line.

The exception to internal or private cost is social cost. These costs represent the cost of an organisation’s impact on the environment and society for which business is not legally accountable. They are costs that are usually met through public funding, if at all and generally referred to as externalities. Valuing social cost is difficult and controversial, yet arguably essential for any organisation embracing and reporting against sustainability issues, where an evaluation of social cost provides transparency to published claims. In addition, there is an international moves towards the internalizing of externalities, or towards a user-pays’ approach where companies are responsible for external cost currently borne by society. 

2.5
What are Environmental costs?

Environmental cost have traditionally been thought of as being the end-of-pipe costs, such as the costs associated with cleaning up sites after production, or waste-water treatment costs. Environmental management policies that focus on these end-of-pipe costs and technologies can generate positive returns (Alfieri, 1998). For a minority of organizations, the environmental costs might also include the environmental and social impacts caused to other entities by the organization’s operations. These externalities are typically referred to as societal costs i.e. costs imposed on individuals, society and the environment for which the organization is not directly held accountable (Bartelmus, Lutz, and Schweinfest, 1992). Most organisations would restrict their attention to private costs, which are costs that the entity is held accountable and which in turn impact the organization’s financial bottom line. What should be stressed is that there is no single accepted definition of environmental costs such that different organisations employ different definitions. To minimize potential ambiguity, an organization using the term environmental cost should provide a definition that clearly delineates the scope of costs included. At this stage it is not essential that a single definition of environmental costs be developed. Indeed, much time could potentially be wasted arguing about the semantics of what should be included in environmental costs. Many people will have different opinions as long as the processes involved in classifying and measuring environmental costs are logical and appropriately communicated while significant and relevant costs are considered when decisions are made (Lehman, 1995). What is important is that environmental costs are not ignored. Obviously, some consistency in how an organization defines environmental costs from period to period will enable more meaningful inter-period comparisons.

Uncovering and recognizing environmental costs associated with a product, process, system, or facility is important for good management decisions. Attaining such goals as reducing environmental expenses, increasing revenues, and improving environmental performance requires paying attention to current, future, and potential environmental costs (Wildavsky, 1994). How a company defines an environmental cost depends on how it intends to use the information (e.g., cost allocation, capital budgeting, process/product design, other management decisions) and the scale and scope of the exercise. Moreover, it may not always be clear whether a cost is "environmental" or not; some costs fall into a gray zone or may be classified as partly environmental and partly not. Whether or not a cost is "environmental" is not critical; the goal is to ensure that relevant costs receive appropriate attention (European Commission, 2000).

2.5.1
Identification of Environmental Costs
The Environmental Protection Agency, (1995) defines environmental costs as those costs that have a direct financial impact on a company (internal costs), and costs to individuals, society and the environment for which the company is not accountable (external costs). The type of costs included in an environmental accounting system ultimately determines the scope of the system.
Beer and Friend, (2005) identified environmental costs to basically consist of both internal and external costs as highlighted in figure 1 below.

Fig. 2.0:  Types of Environmental Costs.






Adapted from Beer and Friend, (2005)
Internal costs as identified by Beer and Friend in the figure above will include:

(i) 
Conventional costs: these are costs of capital equipment, raw materials and supplies. The costs of using raw materials, utilities, capital goods, and supplies are usually addressed in cost accounting and capital budgeting, but are not usually considered environmental costs.  However, decreased use and less waste of raw materials, utilities, capital goods, and supplies are environmentally preferable, reducing both environmental degradation and consumption of nonrenewable resources. It is important to factor these costs into business decisions, whether or not they are viewed as environmental costs. 

(ii) 
Hidden costs: These refer to the results of assigning environmental costs to overhead pools or overlooking future and contingent costs. Several types of environmental costs that may be potentially hidden from managers: first are the upfront environmental costs, which are incurred prior to the operation of a process, system, or facility. These can include costs related to siting, design of environmentally preferable products or processes, qualifications of suppliers, evaluation of alternative pollution control equipment, and so on. Whether classified as overhead or R&D, these costs can easily be forgotten when managers and analysts focus on operating costs of processes, systems, and facilities. Secondly, we have the regulatory and voluntary environmental costs incurred in operating a process, system, or facility; because many companies traditionally have treated these costs as overhead, they may not receive appropriate attention from managers and analysts responsible for day-to-day operations and business decisions.

(iii)
 Contingent costs: These are environmental costs that are not certain to occur in the future but depend on uncertain future events. They are cost that may or may not be incurred at some point in the future. For example, the cost that is involved in remediating future spills.

(iv) 
Image and Relationship Costs: They are less tangible costs because they are incurred to affect subjective perceptions of management, customers, employees, communities, and regulators. This category can include the costs of annual environmental reports and community relations’ activities and costs expended voluntarily for environmental activities. The costs themselves are not intangible, but the direct benefits that result from relationship or corporate image expenses often are.
External environmental costs as identified above will include:
(i) Environmental degradation for which firms are not legally liable and

(ii) Adverse impacts on human beings, their property and their welfare that cannot always be compensated for through legal systems. For example, damage caused to a river because of polluted wastewater discharge, or to ecosystems from solid waste disposal or to asthmatics because of air pollutant emissions are all examples of external costs for which an industry often does not pay. 

Any organization aspiring to achieve goals associated with reducing environmental expenses, increasing revenues and improving environmental performance, must clearly define how it intends to identify, measure and report its environmental costs in a consistent and systematic manner (Fekrat and Inclan, 1996). The company will also need to consider how it intends to treat some of those costs which could be defined as partly environmental and partly not. This largely depends on how an organization intends to use the identified and reported information and how relevant costs receive appropriate attention.
2.6
Corporate Environmental Reporting 

Environmental issues present a number of challenges for companies. One particular aspect is the disclosure of the issues to a variety of groups. This is particularly true, in the light of growing pressure from stakeholders (investors, customers, lenders, suppliers, governments/other agencies and public) on companies to improve their performance in this area (Bennett, James, and Klinkers, 1999). This in turn increases the importance of environmental disclosure, especially elements which report on the financial impacts of environmental matters. The need for consistency has provided a motivation for international organisations to provide frameworks to improve the reporting of environmental issues. Awareness of environmental issues has been rising during the last 20 years and environmental pressure groups have been growing in most countries (Dixon, Mousa and Woodhead, 2005). A number of countries have environmental laws and regulations to protect their environment. These laws impose sanctions on offending companies; therefore, environmental issues may have a material effect on companies either directly or indirectly (Adams, Hill and Roberts, 1998).

Among the major disasters in the 1980s were Bhopal (Union Carbide), Schweizerhalle (Sandoz), and Prince William Sound (Exxon), all of which had both financial and environmental consequences for the companies involved (Patten, 1992). In 1984 a cloud of poisonous methyl iso-cyanate leaked from union Carbide’s Pesticide Plant, located on the outskirts of Bhopal, India. Its effect on human life was devastating with approximately 4,000 deaths and 200,000 injuries. The financial impact was also pronounced and virtually immediate. Within five trading days of the chemical leak the market value of Union Carbide’s common stock fell approximately to about 27.9% (from US $ 3,443 million to US $ 2,483 million) (Balcconire and Patten 1994). On March 24, 1989 Oil Tanker Exxon Valdez ran aground in Prince William Sound on Alaska’s West Coast. Forty million litres of crude oil spilled into the sea, causing enormous damage to the marine flora and fauna. $16.5 billion was spent on clean up, in compensation and as punitive penalties (Schaltegger, Muller and Hindrichsen, 1996). It can be argued that environmental risk is one area of risk that has grown in importance and has been summarized by Natale and Ford, (1995) as follows:
i) Fines for pollution of land, water, or air;

ii) Clean up costs for land sites;

iii) Liability for disposal of hazardous wastes;

iv) System breaks down allowing environmental problems to occur;

v) Loss of the public confidence (damaged reputation or corporate image) and

vi) Loss of market shares when environmental incidents occur.

Companies need to be able to respond to environmental challenges effectively. Where they face increasing pressures from the public to demonstrate social responsibility towards the environment, many companies seek to confirm their social responsibility by using environmental reports (Epstein and Freedman, 1994; Kolk, 1999; Hooghiemstra, 2000). Moreover, a variety of studies, argued that a number of groups who use published annual reports actually take environmental performance into account and environmental information is material for them. However, stakeholder theory provides an explanation of why a number of companies may need to engage in environmental disclosure and how these companies use such disclosures (Wehrmeyer and Tyteca, 1998)

According to Dowling and Pfeffer (1975:124) “organizations can attempt through communication, to alter the definition of social legitimacy so that it conforms to the organization’s present practices, output and values or the organization can attempt again through communication, to become identified with symbols, values, or institutions which have a strong base of social legitimacy”. Gray, Kouhy and Lavers (1995) defined corporate environmental reporting as the process of communicating the environmental effects of organizations’ economic action to particular interest groups within society and to society at large. Companies through the process of environmental communication may seek to influence the public’s perception towards their operations. They attempt to create a good image and make self-congratulatory claims (Deegan and Rankin, 1996; 1997; 1999 cited in Dixon, et al., 2005). Hooghiemstra (2000) argued that companies use environmental report as a communication instrument. The main aim of this instrument is to influence people’s perceptions of the company and influence corporate image or reputation. Elkington, (1997) viewed environmental reporting as a public relations vehicle designed to offer reassurance and to help with feel-good image building. Gray et al., (1995) argued that companies use their environmental reports to construct themselves and their relationships with others as they strive to create and maintain the conditions for their continued profitability and growth. They pointed out that environmental report helps to rationalize and justify the corporate entity not merely describing effective management, but legitimizing corporate power and maintaining confidence of the public. Adams et al., (1998) reported that the United Kingdom financial executives see the most important role of annual reports as being to help to improve the image or reputation of the company. UK companies also use environmental report as a means of advertising their social responsibility. An interesting evolution that shows the importance of environmental reporting and the driving forces behind it is the promulgation of global indices by the Dow Jones Sustainability Group, which ranks companies worldwide according to their environmental and sustainable performance (Scherpereel and Van-Koppen, 2001).

Bennett and James (1997:35) viewed environmental reporting as a catchall term that describes the various means by which companies disclose information on their environmental activities. Brophy and Starkey (1996:158) also defined the objective of environmental reporting as being “the provision of information about the environmental impact and operational performance of an entity that is useful to relevant stakeholders in assessing their relationship with the reporting entity”.  However, in the context of this study we have adopted the definition provided by (Brophy and Starkey, 1996; Gray et al., 1996; Kuasirikun, 2005; KPMG, 2005), which in a nutshell saw it as the process of communicating the social and environmental effects of organizations’ economic actions to particular interest groups within society and to society at large. It is described as that which seeks to reflect several social and environmental aspects upon which companies’ activities have an impact on employee related issues, community involvement, environmental concerns and other ethical environmental issues. It is also refers to the disclosure of information about companies’ interaction with the society and also involves public disclosure of information about an organization’s information performance, including its impacts on the environment, its performance in managing those impacts and its contribution to ecologically sustainable developments. 

2.6.1
Types of Environmental Reporting

The two primary forms of environmental reporting as identified by Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu International (1993) are mandatory and voluntary environmental reporting. However, environmental reporting may also come from a third party, viewed to be involuntary. The figure 2 below highlights the various types of environmental reporting.

Fig. 2.1: Types of Environmental Reporting



















Source: Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu International (1993)

From figure (2) above, while involuntary environmental reporting has been seen as the disclosure of a company’s environmental activities without its permission and against its will; on the other hand, voluntary environmental reporting involves the disclosure of a company’s environmental information on a voluntary basis. This information in most cases arises from pressures from various groups that have a direct interest in the performance of companies. These groups include stakeholders, banks, environmental community members from local communities and corporate customers. Furthermore, DTTI (1993) viewed mandatory environmental reporting as the disclosure of information about a company’s environmental activities that is required by law.

However, in the face of growing public demand from stakeholders for the disclosure of environmental information on companies environmental performance, coupled with the continues outcry from the international organization for standardization (ISO) and the Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES); this study will in line with the suggestion provided by (Deegan and Rankin, 1997; Owen and Tilt, 2005; Kobboon, 2008), focus on the voluntary environmental disclosures in annual reports. 

2.6.2 The Principles of Environmental Reporting

In other to understand the rationale behind environmental reporting, and the basis on which it is suggested that such reporting operates, it is necessary therefore to consider the principles upon which environmental reporting operates. There are three basic principles of environmental reporting as identified by Schaltegger, Muller and Hindrichsen (1996:16) includes:
i) Sustainability: 
 Sustainability is concerned with the effect which action taken in the present has upon the options available in the future. If resources are utilized in the present then they are no longer available for use in the future, and this is of particular concern if the resources are finite in quantity. Thus, raw materials of an extractive nature, such as coal, iron or oil are finite in quantity and once used, are not available for future use. At some point in the future therefore, alternatives will be needed to fulfill the functions currently provided by these resources. These may be at some points in the relatively distant future but of more immediate concern is the fact that as resources become depleted, then the cost of acquiring the remaining resources tends to increase and hence the operational costs of organisations tends to increase. The principle of sustainability in environmental reporting therefore implies that society must not use resources more than it can regenerate. This can be defined in terms of carrying capacity of the ecosystem (Hawken, 1993 and Davenport, 2000) and described with input- output model of resource consumption.

ii) Accountability:
Accountability is concerned with an organization recognizing that its actions affect the external environment and therefore assuming responsibility for the effect of its actions. This principle therefore implies a quantification of the effects of actions taken, both internal to the organization and external. More specifically, the principle implies the reporting of those quantifications to all parties affected by those actions. This implies a reporting to external stakeholders of the effects of actions taken by the organization and how they are affecting those stakeholders. The principle therefore implies recognition that the organization is part of a wider societal network and has responsibility to that entire network rather than just to the owners of the organization. 

Accountability therefore necessitates the developments of appropriate measures of environmental performance and reporting of the actions of the firm. This necessitates costs on the part of the organization in developing, recording and reporting such performance and to be of value, the benefit must exceed the cost. Benefit must be determined by the usefulness of the measure selected to the decision-making process and by the way in which they facilitate resource allocation, both within the organization and with other stakeholders. 
iii) Transparency: 

Transparency as a principle in environmental reporting, means that the external impact of the actions of the organization can be ascertained from organisations reporting and pertinent fact are not disguised within that reporting. Thus, all the effects of the actions of the organization, including external impact, should be apparent to all from using the information provided by the organization’s reporting mechanisms. Transparency is of particular importance to external users of such information as these users lack the background details and knowledge available to internal users of such information. Transparency therefore can be seen to follow from the other two principles and equally can be seen to be a part of the process of recognition of responsibility on the part of the organization for the external effect of its actions.

2.6.3
Why voluntary environmental reporting?

It is often stated that most voluntary initiatives on environmental reporting come from pressures from various groups that have a direct interest in the performance of companies. These groups include shareholders, banks, local communities, corporate customers, employees and business analysts (KPMG, 1994). But why do these stakeholder groups require environmental information? One argument is that environmental information is required because of the environmental risks run by stakeholders, but this is a research area that needs to be more fully explored. The issue is particularly important since the answer to the question ‘why?’ are likely to provide answers to what environmental information a company should disclose? (Ballantine and Stray, 1995)

The benefits derived from environmental reporting as identified by Brophy and Starkey, (1996), can roughly be divided in two categories viz-a-viz: financial and strategic Benefit and potential strategic benefits.

(a) Financial and strategic Benefit: If a company can demonstrate good environmental performance and an acceptable level of environmental liability to its stakeholders, it may benefit financially in that its share price may increase. 

(b) While potential strategic benefits include improving the company’s corporate image and building better relations with relevant stakeholder groups. The prediction is that there will be growing pressure on those companies that do not report on environmental issues coming from their competitors who do produce an environmental report (KPMG, 1994). In case a company finds that its competitors are issuing environmental reports it may decide that it is necessary to follow suit in order not to leave itself at a disadvantage. 

Surveys have shown that the most common reasons given for voluntary environmental reporting were duty-based, such as duty to the environment or the public’s right to know. Motivation for disclosure can also be one of self-interest, with companies choosing to report if they judge that the benefits exceed the costs associated with environmental reporting. However, the motivation for reporting is not likely to be based solely on duty or self-interest but will contain elements of both (Skillius and Wennberg, 1998).

Environmental reporting can also have many other important internal positive effects. There even seems to be consensus among industries with some experience of environmental reporting that the internal effects of the reporting process, including the information gathering process, are often greater than the external beneficial effects. The information on environmental performance generated by the reporting process is often of sufficient value to management to motivate the reporting process. Employees are also important recipients of the reports and if they feel more informed and involved, this hopefully will lead to greater work satisfaction (Zeghal and Ahmed, 1990). Environmental reporting promotes improved environmental performance by forcing companies to measure their environmental impacts and communicating them to the stakeholders. An environmental management system is needed to effectively manage the environmental impacts and the employees are the key to successful implementation of such a system. The environmental management system can then in turn provide quantitative data on environmental performance to be included in environmental reporting, to inform the stakeholders of progress made and especially to give the employees pride over their achievements and motivate them to strive towards new targets (Boyce, 2000).

In summary, environmental reports can be considered to be a sort of small world where many crucial points in the relationship between a company and its stakeholders meet together (Bartolomeo and Ranghieri, 1996). The advocates of environmental reporting are convinced that reporting is a crucial lever for change in the direction of improved environmental performance, and in the longer term bring about eco-efficiency and sustainability.

2.7
Global Environmental Reporting Practices  

Initial global surveys revealed that environmental reporting is primarily a large-company matter. The disclosure of environmental information is ad hoc and usually involves only good news, but there have been signs of innovative and transparent attempts by some corporations (Gray, 1994). Similarly, Owen (1994:32) asserts “that these surveys have highlighted that environmental disclosures are ad hoc, partial, public relations driven, non-comparative, lacking independent attestation, and are largely qualitative and descriptive.”

The KPMG international environmental consulting group together with the Institute for Environmental Management at the University of Amsterdam carried out international surveys on environmental reporting in the years 1993, 1996, and 1999. This survey observed the reporting practices in the largest 250 companies in the world (19 countries) coupled with an analysis of practices of the top 100 companies in 11 countries. Findings suggest an increase in the use of environmental reports, the dominance of the industrial sector in explaining environmental disclosure, and that a certain proportion of the reports (18%) were independently verified (KPMG, 1999).

The United Nations Environmental Program (UNEP) in conjunction with Sustainability Limited carried out numerous surveys on environmental and sustainability reporting as part of their engaging stakeholders' program. The publications include the 1997 benchmark survey on best environmental reporting practices (UNEP/ Sustainability), the non-reporters report in 1998 (ascertaining why some companies have not produced an environmental report), the Internet reporting report (UNEP, 1999) and the UNEP/Sustainability's fourth survey on corporate environmental reports and reporting (UNEP, 2000). 

An influential recommendation on environmental reporting is the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). The GRI is an international multi-stakeholder effort by the Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES) and the UNEP toward developing globally applicable guidelines for reporting on the economic, social, and environmental performance of corporations, governments, and non-governmental organizations (Kolk, 1999 and GRI, 2000). It is expected that these guidelines would improve disclosure of environmental issues in corporate annual reports.

Denmark was the first country to introduce mandatory environmental reporting followed by other European Nations some of which include Holland, Norway, and Sweden (Kolk, 1999 and KPMG, 1999). In the United States, companies report on the release of toxic chemicals to the environment under the Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) requirements (Richardson and Welker, 2001). The approach in Australia is similar through the National Pollutant Inventory requirement (KPMG, 1999).

2.7.1
  Environmental Reporting Developments in Europe

Extensive research on environmental accounting in Europe is undertaken in the United-Kingdom. Environmental awareness in the UK rose to prominence in the 1990s after the release of the Pearce Report in 1989 (Gray, 1993). The Environmental Accounting Report was established in 1991 at the University of Dundee to facilitate research in environmental accounting and to promote collaboration among practitioners and academics. The European Community (EC) has significantly contributed toward encouraging environmental consciousness in Europe. Initiatives have included development of the fifth action program on the environment titled “Towards Sustainability” and an Environmental Management and Audit Scheme (Steger, 1991; Owen, 1994; O'Donovan, 2002). Similarly, Patten, (2002) indicated that the Federation des Experts Compatibles Europeans’ (FEE) has played and continues to play a key role in environmental accounting, auditing, and reporting in Europe. 

Gray et al. (1995) in a longitudinal study of environmental reporting in UK from 1979 to 1991 indicated that though employee reporting primarily dominated the environmental accounting practice in UK in the late 1970s, nonetheless, the emergence of community and environmental reporting practice became dominant in the 1990s.

Environmental reporting by UK corporations is believed to be inadequate and self-serving, and an attempt to legitimize the business operations of companies operating in environmentally sensitive industries is also inadequate (Gray et al., 1993; Dovers and Hezri, 2005). Similarly Harte and Owen (1990) pointed out that environmental reporting survey commissioned by Ross (1991), Deegan, Rankin and Voght (2000) and Kirk (2000) indicated that disclosure of environmental information is limited in content. Most UK companies currently do not make explicit reference to environmental issues in their financial statements, while companies with greater proximity to individual members of the public are more likely to disclose environmental information and produce environmental reports (Gray, Javad, Power and Sinclair, 2001). However, there have been a few innovatory companies that have sought to improve the content and presentation of their environmental disclosure (Unerman, 2000).

Studies on the incidence of corporate environmental disclosure across mainland Europe suggest that even though environmental reports are rising, these are limited in content (Roberts, 1992). The size and industry effects are the prevalent indicators of disclosure of environmental information. In addition, country-specific characteristics also account for environmental reporting in some of the European countries.

2.7.2 
     North American Environmental Reporting Practices

The Ernst and Ernst (1977) survey indicates that environmental and energy disclosures were the highest form of environmental accounting reporting by U.S. companies. These disclosures were provided by just over 50% of Fortune 500 companies. Environmental agencies and strict environmental legislation have provided an impetus for environmental sensitivity by corporations in the United States.

The Environmental Protection Agency (1995) in the United States is extensively involved in promoting environmental consciousness. Further, the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) in the United States enforce a legislative requirement for present users of land to clean up contaminated sites (Mathews, 1997 and Hughes and Anderson, 2001). "The Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants (CICA) also is extensively involved in promoting environmental sensitivity in its country (Birchard, 1996; Blumberg, Korsvold and Blum, 1997 and Brooks, 1998). The institute promotes environmental reporting awards and promulgates a framework to guide environmental reporting. It also provides guidance to the profession on environmental matters.

Some of the early studies in the United States that have examined environmental reporting in the corporate annual reports of major companies include those by Ingram and Frazier (1983), Wiseman (1982), and Rockness (1985). They indicated that environmental reports were not directly related to actual environmental performance, thereby having a focus on positive aspects only.  A particular event could also trigger environmental reporting as documented by Patten (1992). The author argues that after the Exxon Valdez environmental disaster, companies operating in the petroleum industry increased the disclosures of environmental information in order to legitimize the sensitive nature of their operations. 

Buhr (1998) articulated an in-depth case study on the environmental performance of Falcon-bridge, an international resource company involved in the mining and smelting of nickel in Ontario, Canada. The disclosures of environmental information in the annual reports of Falcon-bridge were perceived as means of legitimizing the company's operations, which often had an adverse effect on the environment.

Recent studies on the reporting practice of environmental information in U.S. and Canadian annual reports and other communication media indicates that even though present disclosures are on the rise, they are inadequate and are used to legitimize the business operations of environmentally sensitive industries Epstein and Friedman (1994), Gamble et al. (1995), and Walden and Schwartz (1997) for the U.S. experience; Buhr and Freedman (1996) for a comparison of U.S. and Canadian disclosures; and Simmons and Neu (1996) and Neu et al. (1998) for the Canadian companies. Savage, Cataldo and Rowlands (2000) revealed that U.S. companies provide far more mandated environmental reports due to their litigious society while Canadian companies provide extensive voluntary disclosures, which is conducive to their cultural and institutional infrastructure. On the other hand, Canadian companies are more likely to produce environmental reports than their U.S. counterparts who are concerned with disclosure in annual reports. 

However, corporate environmental reports are regarded as an evolving environmental management tool in the United States (Cheney, 2001).

2.7.3        The Asian Experience in Environmental Reporting

Studies by Teoh and Shiu (1990) and Teoh and Pin (1998) for Singapore companies and Choi (1998) for Korean companies indicate that the disclosures of environmental information in Asia are related to size and industry effects. The disclosures are found to be incomplete and self-serving, inaccurate accounts of corporate environmental performance (Choi, 1998) while Teoh and Pin (1998) theorize that a positive correlation exists between environmental disclosures and subsequent environment performance. 

Even though Bangladesh companies produce environmental information in corporate annual reports, the quantity and quality of these disclosures are unsatisfactory and poor (Koh, Lee and Yong (1997). Herremans, Akathaporn and McInnes (1999), established that the adoption of ISO 14001 by many companies and the introduction of the Pollutant Release and Transfer Register (on a voluntary basis) could prompt an improved form of reporting in Japan.
2.7.4        The Development of Environmental Reporting in Australia

Both the Institute of Chartered Accountants and the Society of Certified Practicing Accountants are actively researching on environmental reporting practices and the future role the profession should take in Australia (Jasch, 2000; Deegan and Rankin, 1999). Other agencies are actively promoting initiatives to improve environmental-performance reporting. These include the Mineral Council of Australia, Australian Minerals and Energy Environmental Foundation, Annual Reports Awards Inc., Environmental Protection Authority and the Department of State and Regional Development (Glenn, 2003). 

Australian environmental reporting studies have focused on the environmental performance of the public sector (Gibson and Guthrie, 1995; Burritt and Welch, 1997a, 1997b) and the disclosure of environmental information in corporate annual reports or in some other communication media of private companies (Deegan and Gordon, 1996; Deegan and Rankin, 1996, 1997, 1999; Tilt, 1997; Brown and Deegan, 1998; Tilt and Symes, 1999; Deegan et al., 2000).

Studies on the environmental performance of the Australian public sector indicated that their environmental accountability is poor and not in accord with the commonwealth notion of ecologically sustainable development (Gibson and O’Donovan, 2000; Burritt, Hahn and Schaltegger, 2002). On the other hand, studies on the environmental performance of Australian companies indicated that these are public relations driven and are related to size and industry effects (Deegan and Gordon, 1996; Tilt, 1997). Further, these disclosures are found to be a means of legitimizing the environmentally sensitive operations of businesses and are strongly influenced by external forces such as the media, environmental community members, and environmental legislation (Deegan and Gordon, 1996; Deegan and Rankin, 1996, 1997; Tilt, 1997; Brown and Deegan, 1998; Deegan et al., 2000).

Tilt and Symes (1999) postulate that increased environmental reporting by mining companies are related to rehabilitation disclosure, which provides tax advantages to these companies. On the other hand, Deegan and Rankin (1999) highlight the environmental reporting expectations gap in Australia and suggest that even though stakeholders demand a range of information about the environmental performance of companies, the result supply from annual report by preparers is limited.

2.7.5       Environmental Reporting in the African Continent

Studies conducted in Africa such as (DeVilliers and Vorster, 1997; DeVilliers, 1999; Manby, 2003; Ite, 2004; Amaeshi, Adi, Ogbechie and Amao, 2006), has basically focused on issues such as green reporting in South Africa, corporate social responsibility among organisations in Nigeria, and other social responsibility issues.  However, this literature clearly indicates that there is a dearth of studies that focused on corporate environmental disclosure practices in the continent compared to practices in the more developed nations. Nonetheless, despite the fact that researches from the continent are country and industry specific, the state of corporate disclosure seems to be on the rise (DeVilliers, 1999). Direct pressure from stakeholders and Ngo’s could change the corporate environmental behavior in the continent, as exemplified by the case of oil companies in Nigeria (Amaeshi et al., 2006). Here, companies are involved in a number of corporate social responsibility activities in response to the massive pressure from militants located in the area were these companies operates in order to legitimize its oil extraction business (Manby, 2003; Ite, 2004).

2.7.6       The Nigerian Scenario

Despite all efforts that has been made in Nigeria since the Rio Conference to address the core environmental issues; environmental degradation has remained the greatest problems in Nigeria. In addition, it has witnessed a high level of water and air pollution (oil spills, gas flaring) while efforts to reduce the rate of natural resources depletion and desertification is yet to yield significant results (Sada and Odemerho, 1998).

 Major oil spills and industrial waste disposal heavily contaminates marine shorelines, causing severe localized ecological damage to the near-shore community. The harmful effects of these on the environment are many. These spillages and disposals destroy plants and animals in the estuarine zone. It settles on beaches and kills organisms and marine animals like fishes, crabs and other crustaceans. It endangers fish hatcheries in coastal waters and as well contaminates the flesh of commercially valuable fish. Oil spillages poison algae, disrupts major food chains and decreases the yield of edible crustaceans. Oil on water surface also interferes with gaseous interchange at the sea surface and the oxygen levels will thereby be lowered. This will in no doubt reduces the life span of marine animals (Worgu, 2000).

In a bid to clean oil spills by the use of oil dispersants, serious toxic effects will be exerted on plankton thereby poisoning marine animals. This can further lead to food poisoning and loss of lives. Another effect of oil spill is loss of economic resources to the government. When spilled, oil is not quickly recovered; it will be dispersed by the combined action of tides, wind and current. The oil will therefore spread into thin films, dissolve in water and undergo photochemical oxidation, which will lead to its decomposition (Nwankwo and Ifeadi, 1988).

On the Nigerian Coastal environment, large areas of the mangrove ecosystem have been destroyed. Oil spill has also destroyed farmlands, polluted ground and drinkable water and caused drawbacks in fishing of the coastal waters. There have been continuous regional crises in the Niger Delta area as a result of oil spill pollution of the coastal ecosystem. As a result of these environmental problems, there is the need for companies (both the manufacturing and oil) involved in oil exploration and waste disposal to deal with activities; methods of recording, analyzing and reporting environmentally induced financial impact and ecological impact. These will in the long run promote more accurate costing and pricing of products and can also aid companies in the design of more environmentally preferable processes, products, and services for the future. 
Table 2.0: Oil Spillage Data in Nigeria (Niger Delta)
	S/No
	Year
	Number of Spill Incidents
	Quantity spilled (barrels)

	1
	1980
	128
	26,157.00

	2
	1981
	104
	32,879.25

	3
	1982
	154
	489,294.75

	4
	1983
	157
	694,117.13

	5
	1984
	241
	600,511.02

	6
	1985
	238
	42,722.50

	7
	1986
	257
	42,841.00

	8
	1987
	173
	48,351.30

	9
	1988
	151
	40,209.00

	10
	1989
	187
	11,876.60

	11
	1990
	155
	12,905.00

	12
	1991
	129
	31,866.00

	13
	1992
	208
	9,172.00

	14
	1993
	195
	7,628.161

	15
	1994
	160
	14,940.816

	16
	1995
	201
	106,827.98

	17
	1996
	367
	51,131.91

	18
	1997
	428
	9,752.22

	19
	1998
	515
	30,282.67

	20
	1999
	417
	63,677.17

	21
	2000
	430
	46,353.12

	22
	2001
	339
	59,272.30

	23
	2002
	390
	98345.00

	
	Total
	5724
	2,571,113.90


Source: Nigerian National Petroleum Corporation (2005)

2.7.7
Historical Background on Environmental Regulation in Nigeria and Firms’ Attitude

Environmental regulation in Nigeria existed as window dressing before 1988. However, this changed as a result of an attempt in by a foreign company, acting through an agent, to dump toxic waste in the Niger Delta region. This event shocked the Federal Government of Nigeria and highlighted the porous nature of environmental regulation in the country. This gave rise to the promulgation of Decree No.42 of 1988 by the former Federal Military Government of Nigeria. This decree made it a criminal offence for anyone to carry or dump any harmful waste within the entire land mass and waters of the Federal Republic of Nigeria. The episode gave rise to the need for an agency to oversee environmental protection; hence Decree 58 of 1988 gave birth to the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (FEPA). The Decree was later amended in 1992 by Decree No 59 of 1992, granting the FEPA the responsibility for protection of the environment, biological diversity, conservation and environmental technology and research. It was this decree that created the first standards of environmental regulation in Nigeria.

The standards include: water quality, effluent limitation, air quality, atmospheric protection, ozone layer protection, noise levels and the control of hazardous substances. These represent the efforts made by successive administrations to ameliorate the environmental problems of the country. However, on May 29, 1999 the civilian government under President Olusegun Obasanjo added an impetus to the struggle against environmental menaces by according the environment a greater priority. To this effect, it created, for the first time in the history of Nigeria, the Ministry of Environment in June 1999. The former regulatory agency, the FEPA, was absorbed by the Ministry of Environment which took over all its functions.

With this Agency, Nigeria could be said to be regulated environmentally, socially and health wise in comparison to some African countries. The regulatory laws are in full force and this has resulted in various forms of seizure and suspension of non-compliant firms.

2.7.8
Environmental Waste Management Laws in Nigeria 

The ultimate aim of environmental law is to ensure that environmental considerations are integrated into exploitation of natural resources and other development activities to achieve sustainable living. The modern environment law regulates and often forcefully restrains environmental abuses.  Hence, international and local regulatory instruments are geared toward attaining the crucial balance between the exploitation of the earth’s resources and protection of the components of the ecosystem such as air, water, land, humans and other living things from pollutants and other hazards. 

2.7.9
The Nigerian Environmental Laws / Regulations and the Prescribed Sanctions 

Section 30 (1) of the, Constitution of the Federal Government 1979 guarantees the right to life. These necessarily include access to unpolluted air, land, water, etc. The following legislations and regulations contain provisions which deal with some or all of the wastes associated with oil and gas activity. 

a)    Criminal Code Act (Cap 77 LFN 1990)

 Section 234 of the Criminal Code makes it an offence for anyone who does any thing which obstructs or causes inconvenience or damage to the public in the exercise of rights common to all members of the public. The section may be used to punish unlawful discharges of hazardous substances on public land and water. A person found guilty of an offence under this section is liable to 2 years imprisonment. 

Section 245 of the Criminal Code also creates an offence for any person who fouls spring, stream, well, tank, reservoir or any water body, so as to render it unfit for the purpose which it is ordinarily used. A person who commits this offence is liable to 6 months imprisonment. Section 247 (a) of the Code further states that any person who commits noxious acts which affect public health is liable to 6 months imprisonment. The noxious acts include factories emitting gaseous hazardous substances and gas flare emissions in oil and gas activity 

b)    Associated Gas Re-injection Act 1979 (Cap 20 LFN 1990). 

The Act charged the oil companies to stop the unhealthy gas flaring and commence re-injection of the oil – associated gas within 5 years of the enactment of the Act

c)    Federal Environmental Protection Agency Act No. 88 of 1988 (Cap 131 LFN 1990). 

The Act prohibits the discharge of hazardous substances into the air, water and land, except where such discharge is permitted or authorised under any law in force in Nigeria. Any person who violates the provision shall on conviction be liable to a fine not exceeding N100, 000 or to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 10 years or to both such fine and imprisonment. Where the offence has been committed by a body corporate, it shall on conviction be liable to pay a fine not exceeding N500, 000 and an additional fine of N1, 000 for every day the offence subsists. The Act also provides for the ‘lifting of corporate veil’, so that the responsible officers who created the offence can be proceeded against and punished accordingly. 

d)    The Harmful Waste (Special Criminal Provisions) Act of 1988 (Cap 165 LFN 1990).

The Act makes it an offence for a person or corporate body to carry, transport, sell, buy, import, deposit, dump or cause to be carried, transported, sold, bought, imported, deposited, or dumped  on any land or in territorial waters or Contagious Zone or Exclusive Economic Zone of Nigeria or its inland water ways. Most hazardous wastes generated in conjunction with oil and gas activity fall in this category.

Penalties for the offences are life imprisonment, forfeiture of the vessel and of the land by and on which the harmful waste is dumped or deposited. The officers who procure the offence for a body corporate are not allowed to hide behind the ‘corporate veil’. They are identified and punished accordingly, that is, with life imprisonment.  

e)    S.I. 8 National Environmental Protection (Effluent Limitation Regulation 1991). 

The sanctions and penalties in (c) above are applicable here. 
f)    National Interim Guidelines and Standard for Industrial Effluents, Gaseous Emissions and Hazardous Wastes Management in Nigeria. Penalties contained in the regulations in (c) and (d) above may be meted out to violators of this Regulation. 

g)    Department of Petroleum Resources (DPR) Environmental Guidelines and Standards for the Petroleum Industry, 1991. The Regulation deals specifically with management and disposal at hazardous wastes generated in conjunction with oil and gas exploration and production activity. The regulations in (c) and (d) above may be used to convict violators of this DPR Regulation. 

h)    The Nuclear Safety and Radiation Protection Act of 1995.

i)    Nigerian Radiation Safety in the Management of Naturally-occurring Radioactive Materials (NORM), 2008.

j)    Nigerian Radiation Safety in Nuclear Well-Logging Regulations, 2008.

Nonetheless, with the level legislations / regulations targeted at hazardous wastes, including the wastes arising from oil and gas activity. These regulations contain enforcement provisions and penalties which if properly enforced are to effect observance of the laws. However, grave problems of poor enforcement of these laws exist; causing environmental degradation, public health impairments and damage to properties. In this circumstance, it becomes imperative for the NGOs /communities to constitute themselves into pressure groups, to secure the enforcement of these environmental laws quickly and effectively (Oyeshola, 2008; Ngwakwe, 2009; Ngwakwe, 2008).     

2.8.0      South African Scenario

Environmental reporting is found in South Africa, but it is done voluntarily.  There is an evidence of environmental reporting in South Africa. The mining and oil companies have a very clear visible impact on the natural environment. A greater proportion of the companies in these sectors disclose environmental information in their annual report. The extent and nature of current environmental reporting in South Africa is evidenced in the work of DeVilliers and Barnard (2000) titled “Environmental Reporting Practices in South Africa, where they analysed the reporting practice of top 100 listed companies in the Johannesburg stock exchange market. They observed from the survey that listed mining and oil companies in South Africa discloses more environmental information in their annual reports that other large listed companies in other sectors.  In a related study by Mitchell and Quinn (2005) titled “Environmental Reporting Disclosure in South Africa: A comparative Study of the Expectations of Selected Groups of Preparers and Users”, where they measured and analysed the perceived importance of environmental reports, the areas that are reported on and the levels of disclosure among South African firms. The study revealed that there is evidence of a gap in between the expectations of the different groups, and hence that there is a need for improved environmental reporting in South Africa.

However, Lange, Hassan and Alfieri (2003) in their study titled using environmental accounts to promote environmental sustainable development: experience in South Africa, they were of the opinion that only a few policy application of environmental accounting initiative is in existence in South Africa. They opined that environmental accounts in South Africa provide a framework for a new way of thinking about environmental and natural resource management. In addition, the environmental accounts here are based on a systems approach in which the key feature is to understand the independence of the economy and the environment.  This in the long run supports the integration of environmental considerations into macro-level economic policy analysis in a formal and consistent way which, in turn, provides a concrete basis for productive dialogue among line ministries about alternative, cross-sectoral development strategies and the associated policy trade-offs.

2.9
Prior Research on Company Characteristics and Corporate Environmental Reporting
A number of studies have been advanced on corporate environmental disclosures, some of which are majorly within the platform of developed economies. However, within the context this study we have specifically concentrated on studies from both developed and developing economies so as to have a detailed picture of existing literatures.

Spicer (1978) surveyed 125 listed manufacturing companies and analyzed the annual reports of these companies for the period. Findings from the study suggest firms’ size as a factor influencing pollution control, as larger companies had a better record than smaller firms. In line with this result, Ferreri & Parker (1987) found out that larger corporations tends to disclose more information because larger corporations are highly visible, make greater impact to the society, and have more shareholders who might be concerned with social activities undertaken by corporations. In addition, findings from other related studies by Mohammed (1999), Romlah et al (2003) and Mohammed & Tamoi (2006) revealed that company’s size as measured by total assets provides an explanation on the variability of environmental disclosure among Malaysian companies. 
Ingram & Frazier (1980) examined the association between the content of corporate environmental disclosure and corporate financial performance. The study was concerned with a lack of corporate social responsibility disclosures in annual reports due to their voluntary nature. The authors scored environmental disclosures in 20 pre-selected content categories along four dimensions; evidence, time, specificity, and theme. Ingram and Frazier (1980) proxied environmental performance by a performance index devised by the Council on Economic Priorities (CEP), a non-profit organization specialising in the analysis of corporate social activities. Forty firms were selected from the 50 firms that were monitored by the CEP. Regression results indicated no association between environmental disclosure and environmental performance, consistent with authors’ prior expectation about an overall poor quality of environmental disclosures in annual reports.

In Malaysia, Trotman & Bradley (1981) using the content analysis technique examined the association between social sustainability reporting and characteristics of companies. Findings from the study suggest that a positive relationship exist between firms’ financial leverage and the extent of voluntary disclosure. However, findings from related literatures by Chow & Wong-Boren (1987), Ahmed & Nicolls (1994) and Mohamed & Tamoi (2006) found no statistical relationship between financial leverage and voluntary disclosure. 
Freedman and Jaggi (1982) studied the association between environmental disclosures and the financial performance for firms in four highly polluting industries. The results indicated that there is no association between environmental disclosures and financial performance.

Wiseman (1982) examined the relationship between the annual report disclosures of 26 firms in three industries with their financial and environmental performances using the ISO 14031 environmental reporting guideline. Content analysis was used to measure the extent of disclosures using 18 items and two categories to evaluate the quality and accuracy of environmental disclosures. The financial performance indicators used in the analysis of the level of financial performance of the selected firms include; Earnings per share, price-earnings ratio and Dividend yield. Regression analysis was used to find out the relationship between the two variables. These findings indicated that the voluntary environmental reports were incomplete, providing inadequate disclosure for most of the environmental performance items included in the content analysis. Her findings also demonstrated that no relationship existed between the contents of the firms' environmental disclosures and the firms' financial performance. 
Gray et al (1987) adopting the content analysis technique examined the relationship between firms’ performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. The study found that financial performance is not related to CORPORATE ENVIRONMENTAL DISCLOSURE in the same period, but may be related to lag profits. In contrast, Abbot and Monsen (1979) indicated that there is positive correlation between financial performance and amount of disclosure. This means that companies are more likely to disclose social responsibility expenditures when their financial statements indicate favourable financial performance. In addition, Inchausti (1997) argues that managers of very profitable companies would use external information in order to obtain personal advantages such as continuance of their positions and compensation arrangements, which provides some agency notion in this variable. According to Ullmann (1985) the reason for these mixed results lies in the weaknesses in methodology of most of the studies.
Corell and Shapiro (1987) relied on the corporate stakeholder theory to argue that the value of a firm depends on both the cost of explicit claims e.g. wage contracts and implicit claims e.g. environmental responsibility. More environmentally friendly firms would be expected to encounter more low-cost implicit claims vis-à-vis less environmentally friendly firms and, consequently, would be likely to achieve better financial performance. 

Freedman and Jaggi (1988) employed the poor financial performance justification argument to explain why firms with weak financial performance would tend to provide more extensive environmental disclosures than firms with good financial performance. These firms were motivated to justify their weak financial performance by indicating that heavy pollution-related expenditures might have contributed to this result. Their study was based on a content analysis of environmental disclosure in the annual reports and 10-K reports of 109 firms from pollution intensive industries.

Freedman and Wasley (1990) examine the relationship between corporate pollution performance and pollution disclosures made in annual reports and 10-K reports filed with the SEC. Their sample consists of 50 US companies in four industries (Steel, Oil, Pulp and Paper, Electric Utilities). Again, the CEP rankings are used as a proxy for environmental performance. The authors measure environmental disclosures in both annual and 10 K reports using the same indexing procedure developed by Patten (1992) using the legitimacy theory arguments by Preston and Post (1975) in an investigation of the change in environmental disclosures in annual report of petroleum firms following the 1989 Alaskan Exxon Valdez oil spill. The argument revealed that increased environmental disclosures in annual reports could be motivated by a desire to maximize firm’s value.

Deegan (1994) has conducted a study on the incentives of Australian firms to provide environmental information within their annual reports voluntarily. A discussion is given of how environmental community members may impose wealth transfers on the firm, and of how environmental disclosures within annual reports may serve as means of reducing political costs. Using a political cost framework, hypotheses were developed which link the extent of environmental disclosures with a measure of the firm’s perceived effects on the environment. A sample of 197 firms was obtained from Australian Graduate School of Management annual reports file for the year 1991. The results indicate that firms which operate in industries which are perceived as environmental damaging are significantly more likely to provide positive environmental information within their annual reports than are other firms. Savage (1994) examined the CSR disclosure practices of 115 companies in South Africa. He found that as many as 50 percent of the companies had some CSR disclosures, with human resource disclosures being the most popular. This is closely followed by disclosures on community involvement and environmental performance. The extent of disclosure, however, is low. 

Gamble, Hsu, Kite and Radtke (1995) investigated the quality of environmental reporting practices and annual reports of 234 companies in twelve industries in the United States, between 1986 and 1991. An instrument was designed to measure the content of environmental disclosures, and descriptive reporting codes were used, based on the manner in which the sample firms disclosed environmental information. Companies in the sample were from industries thought to have the greatest potential for environmental impact; oil and gas chemicals, plastics, soap, detergent and toilet preparations, perfume, petroleum refining, steel works and blast furnaces and hazardous waste management. The main findings were that there had been a significant increase in environmental reporting in annual reports in 1989. Certain industries, for example petroleum refining, hazardous waste management and steel manufacturing were judged to have provided the highest quality of disclosures in annual reports, and the period 1989 to 1991 produced a significant increase in environmental disclosures. The authors concluded that the overall quality of disclosures was low, although as stated above, some were better than others. Gamble et al. (1995) also noted the lack of guidance from regulatory authorities, which they described as troubling. DeVilliers (1995) in a similar study titled corporate social environmental responsibility disclosure in South Africa observed that though environmental disclosure in South Africa is low, however, there is a gradual increase in the level of disclosure among firms. 
Deegan & Gordon (1996) found that, for Australian companies, the amount of voluntary environmental information provided is low; disclosures are typically self laudatory, the amount of environmental information increased over time, companies in environmentally sensitive industries are more likely to report on environmental issues, and firm size has an influence on the amount of disclosure.
Fekrat, Inclan and Petroni (1996) tried to provide a modest test of the voluntary disclosure hypotheses in the context of environmental disclosures made in corporate annual reports. The sample selected for the study was 168 major international companies from 222 companies that participated in the United Nations Centre on Transnational Corporations in its 1991 survey. The study tests two hypotheses related to significant difference in mean disclosure scores according to industry and country. Both hypotheses were rejected and thus, the study concludes that there is significant difference in mean disclosure scores among different industries and countries. 
Walden and Schwartz (1997) in the United States investigated the application level of environmental accounting and changes in the level of environmental reports following the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill, of Alaska. Environmental reports of 53 companies in four oil industries for 1988, 1989, and 1990 were examined for both quantity and quality of information. The results showed significant positive differences in the levels of environmental disclosures from 1988 to 1989 and from 1989 to 1990, in both quantity and quality. The authors interpreted the results as showing that environmental reports in these industries were time or event specific, and made in the self-interest of the firm, following perceived public policy pressure. 

Adams, Hill, and Roberts (1998) in the United-Kingdom reported on environmental reporting in Western Europe. The study identified factors that influence all types of environmental reports by using content analysis to examine 150 annual reports from six countries; France, Germany, Netherlands, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. The significant factors influencing environmental reporting patterns were found to be company size, industrial grouping and country of domicile. The largest companies were more likely to disclose all types of environmental information. 

Kreuze, Newell and Newell (1998) in the United States, presented the results of a survey of environmental disclosures in the annual reports of 645 companies. Most companies did not provide any information about the corporations' environmental philosophy or policies, and 73% of the reports surveyed did not contain any discussion of environmental issues anywhere in the report. Of the companies that did make reference to environmental matters, 34% did so in a cursory manner in the letter to shareholders. The remainder provided either footnotes or some other type of disclosure within the report. Industry variations were noted, with companies in the energy, steel, chemicals, pulp and paper industries, and utilities, more likely to include environmental disclosures. The incidence of disclosures in these industries was 50%, compared with 21% for all other companies. Overall environmental reports were general and limited, with the majority providing only generic disclosures. The authors provided a list of 17 issues, which they thought should be addressed and included in future annual reports.

Neu, Warsame and Pedwell (1998) studied the Canadian public company annual reports in the mineral extraction, forestry, oil and gas, and chemical industries, between 1982 and 1991. They focused on three concerns; the influence of external pressure on environmental disclosures in annual reports, including the amount and strategies used in disclosure; the characteristics of environmental disclosures vis-à-vis other social disclosures; and the association between environmental reports and actual performance. Attempts to understand why there are environmental disclosures in annual reports required unpacking the notion of organizational legitimacy by highlighting the influence that different relevant publics have on the observed level of environmental disclosures. Multiple relevant publics with different levels of power encourage differential disclosure responses, and these disclosures provide opportunities for organisations to manage public impressions. The authors suggest that organisations use “a combination of compliance, compromise and defiance strategies within their environmental disclosures to respond to the concerns of relevant publics. 

Tsang (1998) performed a longitudinal study of 33 public listed companies in Singapore, in the banking, food and beverages and hotel industries. The study covers the period from 1986 to 1995. Results of the study showed that CSR disclosures of these companies were mainly in the area of human resources and community involvement. Though the study found some increases in the amount of CSR disclosures over the ten-year period, the extent of disclosure is still low. 

Milne and Chan (1999) in New Zealand reported the results of a study of environmental reports and decision-making by investors. The study attempted to determine whether narrative environmental disclosures in the annual report actually impact on the way investors allocate investment funds. The overall findings suggested that investors drawn from the accounting and finance professions largely ignored narrative environmental disclosures in making investment decisions. The authors noted that at best the decision experiment elicited a 15% switch in investment funds and called for further research to establish more clearly investor preferences.

Mohamed (1999) investigated the effect of company size as indicated by firm’s assets and paid-up capital on corporate social environmental disclosure. There findings suggested a positive correlation between size and environmental disclosure. Spicer (1978) suggested that firm size as a factor influencing pollution control, as larger companies had a better record in this regards than a smaller firms.
Another study, conducted by Cormier and Magnan (1999) investigates the determinants of corporate environmental reporting by Canadian firms subject to water pollution compliance regulations during the 1986-1993 periods. It also assesses how a firm’s environmental disclosure strategy is determined. Based on a sample of 212 firm-year observations, from 1986-1993, all the firms with publicly traded securities are selected. 33 firms are identified from three industrial sectors: (1) pulp and paper; (2) oil refining and petrochemicals; and (3) steel, metals and mines. However, this study was bedeviled by the fact that during these periods few firms were acquired or merged during the sample period resulting in the sample difference from the supposed-sample. 

Bewley and Li (2000) examine factors associated with the environmental disclosures in Canada from a voluntary disclosure theory   perspective. The authors measure environmental disclosures by 188 Canadian manufacturing firms in their 1993 annual reports using the Wiseman index. A firm’s pollution propensity (i.e., environmental performance) is proxied by their industry membership and by whether they report to the Ministry of Environment under the National Pollution Release Inventory program. The study finds that firms with more news media coverage of their environmental exposure, higher pollution propensity, and more political exposure are more likely to disclose general environmental information, suggesting a negative association between environmental disclosures and environmental performance.

Wilmhurst and Frost (2000) examined the relationship between factors perceived as important by chief financial officers in the decision to disclose and the observed disclosure of environmental information within the annual report. The survey involved a selected sample from the top 500 listed Australian companies for 1994 to 1995, which is based on the total revenue of the trading companies. Using stratified random sampling method; an initial sample of 105 companies from environmentally sensitive industry was selected. The industry groups selected were (1) chemical, (2) mining and resources, (3) oil gas and petroleum, (4) transport or tourism, (5) manufacturing, (6) construction, and (7) food and household. The result of the study showed that the factors considered most important by chief financial officers in the decision to disclose environmental information were (1) shareholders’ or investors’ right to information (also ostensibly to provide a true and fair view of operations), (2) legal obligations and “due diligence requirements, and (3) community concerns. Based on the selected prior research, it is noted that studies regarding environmental reporting mostly focus on the trend of reporting and the differences between industries and countries. Prior studies also tend to focus on relatively larger firms in the industry or a certain environmental sensitive industries even though environmental reporting is very much applicable to all companies industry wide. There are also a number of companies’ specific characteristics that are overlooked by previous studies that could be incorporated in the present study. It is also noteworthy that voluntary environmental reporting in Malaysia is yet to be examined. Prior research regarding voluntary disclosure also results in contradictory results, as discussed in the succeeding section. Thus, it is believed that a study that investigates these factors would be beneficial for better understanding of motivation behind such voluntary disclosure.

DeVilliers and Barnard (2000) analyzed the content of the annual reports of listed South African mining companies from 1994-1999 to determine how many disclose certain environmental information. The study found out that a greater number of mining companies when compared to other large companies, report environmental information. 

Abu-Baker and Naser (2000) also utilized content analysis to examine the annual reports of 143 Jordanian companies listed on the Amman Financial market. They examined the content-category themes, methods and location of CSR disclosures within annual reports. The predominant themes for CSR disclosure amongst companies in Jordan are human resources and community involvement. Additionally, the extent of CSR disclosure is also very low (Abu Baker and Naser, 2000). Their findings appear to mirror the results of prior studies done in other developing countries (Andrew et al., 1989; Savage, 1994; Teoh and Thong, 1984).

Imam (2000) and Belal (2001) surveyed CSR disclosure practices in Bangladesh. Imam found that the level of such disclosures was very poor and inadequate. Belal examined the annual reports of 30 companies listed on the Dhaka Stock Exchange. He found that though 97 percent of companies made some form of CSR disclosure, the volume disclosed was very low. The disclosures were largely descriptive in nature, and emphasized ‘good news’. Only one instance of ‘bad news’ disclosure was found (Belal, 2001). 

Hughes et al. (2001) examine environmental disclosures made by 51 US manufacturing firms for 1992 and 1993. Again, the authors use a slightly modified Wiseman index to measure environmental disclosures made within the President’s letter, MD&A, and note section, and then assess whether environmental disclosures are consistent with environmental performance ratings (good, mixed, and poor) by the CEP. Although the study finds no difference in environmental disclosures between good and mixed groups, firms rated as poor environmental performers by the CEP tend to make substantially more environmental disclosures under the Wiseman disclosure index. The authors attribute this finding to increased scrutiny in 1992 and 1993 by the FASB and SEC with respect to environmental disclosures, which forces poor performers to make more disclosure as they are subject to more remediation activities.

More recently, Al-Tuwaijri et al. (2004) explore the relations among environmental disclosure, environmental performance and economic performance using a simultaneous equations approach. Al-Tuwaijri et al., (2004) used TRI based data to assess environmental performance. Specifically, they assess environmental performance as the percentage of total waste generated that is recycled. The authors measure environmental disclosure using a content analysis in four categories (potential responsible parties’ designation, toxic waste, oil and chemical spills, and environmental fines and penalties). These disclosures are largely non-discretionary, in contrast to the discretionary disclosures which we examine. They find a positive association between environmental performance and environmental disclosure.
Manby (2003) in a similar study looked at Shell activities in Nigeria and corporate social responsibility and the Ogini crisis. The study from its findings concluded that the level of corporate social responsibility in Ogini-Land has been relative low compared with what they are getting from this area.

Elijido-Ten (2004) looked at the relationship between environmental reporting practices of organizations and the environmental performance of 100 companies in Australia. The result indicted that there is a positive relationship between the level of firm’s environmental reporting practices and their environmental performance.  

Manuel and Davor (2004) examined corporate social responsibility and non-governmental organisations in developing economies. The study in his findings discovered a relatively low level of corporate social responsibility among multinational companies. It concluded that in order for companies to be judged as a social responsible entity has to show respect for all its stakeholders and have to build a strong bond with civil society in order to reach high goals in favour to the general public.

Sarumpaet (2005) using a sample size of 252 listed companies in Indonesia, investigated the relationship between financial performance and environmental reporting. It concluded that that financial performance had no significant relationship with environmental performance.   

Other studies by Freedman & Jaggi (1986), Fiori, Donato & Izzo (2008), Teresa (2006), and Hull & Rothenberg (2009) consistently found no statistical relationship between financial leverage voluntary environmental disclosures. They opined that the financial health profile of a company to a large extent will determine the extent to which corporate environmental disclosure.    
Milne, Owen and Tilt (2005) in a comparative study of the relevance of environmental report to stakeholders between Australia and New Zealand, surveyed pressure groups and found out that they use annual reports as an important source in the assessment of environmental data on companies. They found out that 82% of the community members make use of environmental disclosure in corporate reports. This study supported a similar study by Deegan and Rankin (1997), which surveyed users who believed that environmental data was material to their decisions and actions.

Mitchell and Quinn (2005) in South Africa measured and compared the expectations of two different groups (prepares and users of environmental report). The study considered the perceived importance of environmental reports, the areas that are reported on and the level of disclosure. The study found out that users show expectations of higher level of reporting than those of preparers. 

Mitchell and Quinn (2005) in his research compared the level corporate environmental disclosure across some countries to ascertain the level of difference between them. The study looked the relationship between firm size and operating performance and the level of corporate environmental disclosure. The study in its conclusion indicated that firm size plays a significant role in the level of corporate environmental disclosure. 

Amaeshi, Adi, Ogbechie and Amao (2006) looked at corporate social responsibility in Nigeria: a western mimicry or indigenous practices. They explored four key sectors of the Nigerian economy and came up with the conclusion that firms are socially constructed and their behavior must reflect on the society in which they are embedded and thus must have to be socially responsible to the environment in which it operates.  

Kobboon (2008) in a study conducted in Canada looked at the corporate social and environmental disclosure within the Canadian mining industry, using the global reporting initiative guideline as provided by CERES. The study while concentration on the world’s largest gold mining companies, with a portfolio of over 20 operating mines across five continents discovered that internally, the decision to adopt the GRI guidelines is driven by organizational identity and data availability. Externally, the decision is driven by the nature of the institutional context within which those decisions are made. The research further revealed that these determinants of voluntary social and environmental disclosure and of GRI adoption suggest that disclosure decisions may not always conform to short-term economically rationale motive.    
Furthermore, Ngwakwe (2009) in his study titled environmental responsibility and firms’ performance in Nigeria; investigated the relationship between firms social responsibility practices and their performance. The study while focusing only on the manufacturing industry revealed in his conclusion that a positive relationship exist between the social responsibility practice of firms and their performance. 

In summary, existing studies by (Ingram and Frazier, 1980; Freedman and Jaggi, 1982; Wiseman, 1982; Freedman and Jaggi, 1988; Freedman and Wasley, 1990) finds a mixed results on the relationship between environmental disclosure and financial performance. While, (Hai, Foo, Tan and Yap, 1999; Patten, 2002) have criticized existing literatures for the nexus between corporate environmental disclosures and financial performance, overall empirical evidence on this possible linkage has been inconclusive, ranging from findings of association to neutral association and to negative association. However, limitations such as poor sample size, failure to control other factors, inadequate sample selection and measures of environmental disclosure due to the choice of non-discretionary disclosure channels are some of the shortcomings adduced for this inconclusive findings. In addition, Gray et al., (2001) noted that previous researches have been largely inconclusive, showing controversial and mixed results. It adduced the reasons for this inconclusiveness to construction disclosure items, omitted variables and sampling errors. Nevertheless, it evident that as environmental problems and exposures increases, non-discretionary disclosures in regulated channel such as annual reports should increase. Thus, the negative association between financial performance and content analysis scores in annual reports may be driven by non-discretionary disclosures. To this end therefore, this study will contribute to existing literatures in developing economies by adopting a disclosure index which places a positive weight on disclosures that reveals true extent of environmental disclosure and financial performance. This will be achieved by focusing exclusively on environmental and social responsibility reports where disclosures are purely discretionary and with an index that aims at revealing type of performance, nature, size and operating performance so as to enhance the reliability of inferences about the true direction of association between financial performance and extent of environmental disclosure.

Furthermore, despite the contributions made by (Deegan, 1994; Fekrat, Inclan and Petroni, 1996; Halme and Huse, 1997; Cormier and Magnan, 1999; Wilmhurst and Frost, 2000) to existing literatures from a developed economy perspective; Mohamad and Ahmad (2002) however, criticized these studies by identifying non-randomness on the sampling design as a limitation since it selects only major international companies and did not include indigenous companies within the design. Secondly, the indiscriminate formulation of competing hypothesis and the generalized nature of most disclosure instruments is a limitation on the accuracy of results from these empirical studies. Thus, this research will attempt to address these limitations by adopting an inter-industry perspective in examining the extent of corporate environmental disclosures practices. 
However, while research in developing economies (Malaysia, Jordan, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Libya and Egypt) has generally found that the extent of corporate environmental disclosure in annual reports is lower than in the developed countries; majority of these studies has basically focused on corporate social responsibility issues. Though previous studies by (Andrew et al., 1989; Savage, 1994; Tsang, 1998; Abu-Baker and Naser, 2000; Imam, 2000; Belal, 2001; DeVilliers, 2000; Mitchell and Quinn, 2005) have looked at corporate social environmental reporting in developing economies, it has been criticized for its ad-hoc use of samples, which limits the generalisability of the findings (Ahmad, Sulaiman and Siswantoro, 2004). One major limitation of these studies is that their examination of the themes of corporate social environmental disclosure was based solely on personal interviews. No attempt was made to examine the contents of company annual reports and corporate websites. A content analysis approach would have provided more detailed information of corporate environmental disclosures made by the sampled companies. Thus, the present study seeks to provide a more detailed description of corporate environmental disclosures by employing a content analysis methodology. Secondly, while some authors engaged the use of personal interview others examined annual reports. Due to this difference in methodology, it is difficult to compare some of these findings. Thirdly, none of these studies from developing economies attempted to document evidence in terms of whether disclosures were monetary or declarative in nature. These studies also did not examine corporate environmental disclosures in terms of location and news-type in firms’ annual reports or corporate websites. Accordingly, this research adds to the growing body of literature in this area by focusing on the preceding issues.   
Finally, while prior literature has indicated that questions on environmental matters have received considerable attention in the wider international community, little research has been conducted in this area in developing economies especially on an inter-country examination between two nations. To this end therefore, this study will attempt to extend the body existing literatures in developing economies by looking at the corporate environmental reporting practice between Nigerian and South African firms using the ISO 14001 requirements. In addition, this study guided by the stakeholder’s theory will attempt to find out if the disclosure of environmental information does not have a significant influence on the activities of stakeholder groups.

2.10

Theoretical framework 
2.10.1

Theoretical Framework for Environmental Reporting 

Businesses in general and industrial activities in particular have numerous and varied effects and can have several kinds of impact, many of which are not reflected in traditional annual financial statements. Such effects may include possible significant and long-lasting effects on the environment. These effects and types of impacts are a matter of concern to the stakeholders who represent all parties affected by business activities or with a vested interest in such activities.
Businesses in the form of corporations operate within the framework of a social systems (Gray, Owen and Adams, 1995); and thus despite the limited mandatory reporting requirements, the literatures on corporate environmental disclosures suggests that an increasing number of companies in developed economies are now providing environmental disclosures albeit at varying levels. There are different theoretical frameworks used as a motivation to explain why companies may provide voluntary disclosure. In an influential review of the corporate environmental reporting literatures, Gray, Kouhy and Lavers (1995a) categorized much of the extant research literatures on corporation environmental reporting into three overlapping theoretical perspectives which includes the stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory and the political economy theory. These theories take a system perspective, recognising that businesses interact with and affect entities beyond their artificial boundaries. Gray et al. (1995a:67) argued that these theories should be seen not as a competitive explanation but as a source of interpretation of different factors at different levels of resolution.
2.10.2

Political Economy Theory
Political economy theory posits that “accounting systems act as mechanisms used to create, distribute and mystify power” (Buhr, 1998:165). This theory is based upon economic theories of self-interest. Political economy suggests that environmental (and social) disclosures are “pre- emptive and used to enforce an agenda to stave-off intervention” (Frost, 2000:668). The emergence of pressure groups creates a threat to companies who may face increased government intervention in the form of regulatory action which then creates political costs (Whittred, Zimmer and Taylor, 1996). Companies are therefore predicted to counter possible political costs by resorting to government lobbying and providing social responsibility disclosures (Watts and Zimmerman, 1978). Analyzing social disclosures using this framework would require greater emphasis on the interplay between the firm’s social information content and external parties (e.g. community members, local community, government intervention and regulatory bodies). 
The usefulness of political economy theories is that they do not focus solely on the economic self-interest and wealth-maximization of the individual or corporation. Instead, the political economy theory (PET) considers the political, social and institutional framework within which the economic activities take place (Gray, Kouhy and Lavers, 1995:52). Several empirical studies have identified an increase of social and environmental annual report disclosures that correspond with periods where those issues peaked in importance politically and /or socially (Hogner, 1982; Guthrie and parker, 1989). As such, political economy theories seem to better explain why corporations appear to respond to government or public pressure for information about their social impact (Guthrie and Parker 1990:166). The usefulness of political economy theory lies not only in its assessment of environmental disclosures as a reaction to the existing demands of stakeholders but in the way it perceives accounting reports as social, political and economic documents (Guthrie and Parker 1990:172). Therefore, political economy theory also recognizes the use of social and environmental disclosures in annual reports as a strategic tool in achieving organisational goals, and in manipulating the attitudes of external stakeholders. This theory suggests “that the economic domain cannot be studied in isolation from the political, social and institutional framework within which the economic takes place” (Gray, Kouhy and Lavers, 1995a:51). Therefore, economics, politics, and society are thought to be inseparable and should all be considered in accounting research. Gray, Owen and Adams (1995a:52-53) usefully classified the political economy theories into two streams/variants; that is the Classical and Bourgeois variant of political economy theory views.

The Classical political economy theory is linked to the works of Marx and the existence of class interest, power and conflict within society. Deegan (2000:252) describes the: 

classical  political economy theory as that which tends to perceive accounting reports and disclosures as a means of maintaining the favoured position of those who control scarce resources (capital), and as a means of undermining the position of those without scarce capital. It focuses on the structural conflicts within society. 

Tinker and Neimark (1987) use the classical approach in an examination of the use of annual reports within a capitalist society. They argue (1987:72): 

Corporate reports are not passive describers of an objective reality but play a part in forming the world-view or social ideology that fashions and legitimizes the company’s annual reports were deployed as ideological weapons aimed at influencing the distribution of income and wealth, in order to ensure the company’s continued profitability and growth.
In essence, the classical variant of the political economy theory views corporate environmental reporting as part of an attempt to legitimize not only individual companies within the capitalist system but the system as a whole.   

In contrast, the Bourgeois political economy approach generally ignores sectional (class) interests, structural inequity, conflict and the role of the State and is content to perceive the world as essentially pluralistic (Gray, Kouhy and Lavers, 1995b:53). The pluralistic view adopted by the bourgeois political economy theory ignores the existence of particularly powerful groups in society but tends to focus on the group interactions within society as a whole (Gray, Owen and Adams, 1995). 

Proponents of the bourgeois variant of political economy theory argue that disclosure can only be explained in relation to the socio-political environment within which companies operate. In general, corporate social environmental reporting is considered to be a function of social and/or political pressure, and companies facing greater social/political pressures are believed to provide more extensive corporate social environmental reporting. Corporate social environmental reporting is seen as a response to competing pressures from various stakeholders such as governments, customers, creditor’s suppliers, the general public and other social activist groups.  

Although the political economy theory ignores sectional interests groups, structural in-equity, conflict and the role of the state, nonetheless, it takes a wider view in explaining environmental reporting, incorporating the social, political and economic framework within which human life takes place (Hackston and Milne, 1996). The political economy theory considers that economics, politics and society are inseparable and should all be considered in accounting research.
However, it is important to point out here that despite the contributions of political economy theory, it does not appear to have been universally been embraced by social accounting theorist. Woodward et al (2001) and Maltby (2004) has criticized Gray et al (1995) classification of the political economy theory as a mere novel dichotomy.
2.10.3
  
Legitimacy Theory

Many authors have discussed environmental reporting practices within the theoretical framework of legitimacy theory (Hogner, 1982; Tinker and Neimark, 1987; Guthrie and Parker, 1989; Patten, 1992; Tilt, 1994; Campbell, 2000; Wilmshurst and Frost, 2000). Legitimacy according to (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975) is commonly described as the congruence between an organisation's value system and that of the larger social system of which the organisation is a part. Suchman (1995) described legitimacy as a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and definitions. Dowling & Pfeffer (1975) state that: "... organisations seek to establish congruence between the social values associated with or implied by their activities and the norms of acceptable behaviour in the larger social system of which they are a part. Insofar as these two value systems are congruent we can speak of organisational legitimacy (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975:122). Using the legitimacy perspective, firms voluntarily disclose environmental information to show that they are conforming to the expectations and values of the society within which they operate. Guthrie & Parker's paper (1989) is one of the early and very influential papers in the corporate social reporting literature. They argue that if the legitimacy explanation holds true, then corporate disclosure policies will react to major social and environmental events. On the other hand, Deegan and Rankin (1996) suggest that social expectation no longer rests upon mere generation of profit but has broadened to include health and safety of employees and local communities as well as concern for the natural environment. Therefore, firms need to provide voluntary environmental information to meet the broad expectations of society relating to employee welfare, community and the treatment of the natural environment. Brown & Deegan (2002) further opined that social expectation is not a static concept; rather, it may change over time, so organisations need to continually maintain their legitimacy. 

Dowling and Pfeffer (1975:131) suggest that legitimacy theory is useful in analyzing corporate behaviour. This is because legitimacy is important to organizations, constraints imposed by social norms and values and reactions to such constraints provide a focus for analyzing organizational behaviours taken with respect to the environment. The legitimacy theory argues that organisations seek to ensure that they operate within the bounds and norms of society (Deegan, 2000). Society's expectations have changed to expect businesses to make outlays to repair or prevent damage to the physical environment, to ensure the health and safety of consumers, employees, and those who reside in the communities where products are manufactured and wastes are dumped (Tinker and Niemark, 1987:84). Corporate environmental disclosures are an important way for organisations to establish and maintain their legitimacy, providing an explanation why organisations make environmental disclosures. 
Legitimacy can be considered as “a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and definitions” (Suchman, 1995:574). To this end, organisations attempt to establish congruence between “the social values associated with or implied by their activities and the norms of acceptable behaviour in the larger social system of which they are part” (Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975:122). Consistent with this view, Richardson (1987:352) asserts that environmental disclosures is a legitimating institution and provides a “means by which social values are linked to economic actions”. Organisational legitimacy is not a steady state, but variable. This variability is not only temporal, but also spatial or across stakeholder and cultural groups. Therefore depending on an organisation’s perception of its state or level of legitimacy, an organisation may employ legitimation strategies (Lindblom, 1993). Organisational legitimacy can be constructed or enhanced through the use of symbols or symbolic action communicating a public image (Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975). This image is aligned with the organisations primary goals, methods of operation or output (Neu et al, 1998). Lindblom (1993) and Dowling and Pfeffer (1975) suggest four broad legitimation strategies that organisations may adopt when faced with a threat to their legitimacy or a perceived legitimacy gap. A legitimacy gap occurs when corporate performance does not match the expectations of relevant publics or stakeholders. In a bid to restore, maintain or enhance organizational legitimacy an organisation may: 

i) change its output, methods or goals to conform with the expectations of it relevant publics, and then inform these relevant publics of the change;

ii) not change its output, methods or goals, but demonstrate the appropriateness of its output, methods or goals through education and information;

iii) try to alter the perceptions of relevant publics by associating itself with symbols that have a high legitimate status; and 

iv) try to alter societal expectations by aligning them with the organisation’s output, goals or methods.

By definition corporate environmental disclosure should conform to at least one of the above strategies as the implementation of any legitimation strategy must involve both communication (disclosure) by the organisation as well as addressing norms, values or beliefs of relevant publics. This is consistent with a legitimacy explanation of managerial motivation for corporate environmental disclosures (Lewis and Unerman, 1999). The multiplicity of legitimacy dynamics creates considerable latitude for managers to maneuver strategically within their environments.  

Admittedly, no organization can completely satisfy all audiences, and no manager can completely step outside of the belief system that renders the organization plausible to itself as well as to others. Though, at the margin, managerial initiatives can make a substantial difference in the extent to which organizational activities are perceived as desirable, proper, and appropriate within any given cultural context (Suchman, 1995:585); it is seen as one of the strategies used by companies to seek acceptance and approval of their activities from society. In addition, it is also seen as an important tool in corporate legitimation strategies, as it may be used to establish or maintain the legitimacy of the company by influencing public opinion and public policy.
It is pertinent to note that although the legitimacy theory appears to be the most widely used theory to explain environmental disclosure practices of a firm (Guthrie and Parker, 1989; Patten, 1992; Deegan and Gordon, 1996; Adams, Hill and Roberts, 1998; Wilmhurst and Frost, 2000; Milne and Patten, 2002; O’Donovan, 2002; ‘Dwyer, 2002; Moerman and Lan, 2003; Tilling, 2004); Cunningham (2004) and O’Donovan (2004) suggested that the existence of and size of legitimacy gap may be difficult to measure were a disparity exists between the expectations of the corporation and those of its relevant publics. In addition, this framework is seen as not a fully developed theory for explaining environmental disclosure (Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975), hence the stakeholder theory.
2.10.4      Stakeholder Theory

Freeman (1984), in his book titled Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach, provided the foundation for the stakeholder theory which was later used by other researchers like (Ullman, 1985; Clarkson, 1995; Elijido-Ten, 2004). The basic proposition of the stakeholder theory is that the firm’s success is dependent upon the successful management of all the relationships that a firm has with its stakeholders. When viewed as such, the conventional view that the success of the firm is dependent solely upon maximizing shareholders’ wealth is not sufficient because the entity is perceived to be a nexus of explicit and implicit contracts (Jensen and Meckling, 1976) between the firm and its various stakeholders. The stakeholder theory asserts that corporation’s continued existence requires the support of the stakeholders and their approval must be sought and the activities of the corporation adjusted to gain that approval (Chan, 1996). The more powerful the stakeholders, the more the company must adapt. Environmental reporting is thus seen as part of the dialogue between the company and its stakeholders (Gray, Kouhy and Lavers, 1995). The definition of stakeholder has altered substantially over the past four decades. At one end of the spectrum the shareholder was considered the sole or principal stakeholder. This definition was based on arguments proposed by Friedman (1962) that the corporation’s foremost objective is to maximize the wealth of its owners. That is, it was born out of a reaction to the traditional research approach (Friedman, 1962) which presumes that in valuing the behaviour of firms we need only to take into account of shareholders interest. Kassinis and Vafeas (2006) however, expand the definition of stakeholder to include a broader selection of constituents including adversarial groups such as interest groups and regulators. Both the narrow (shareholder) and the expanded definition of stakeholders have been adopted in the development of voluntary environmental disclosure regulations for corporations. Stakeholders control or have the ability to affect (directly or indirectly) control of resources required by the corporation. Thus, stakeholder’s power is determined by the level of control they have over the resources. Therefore, stakeholder theory is generally concerned with the way an organization manages its stakeholders (Gray, Owen and Adams, 1996). It is a theory that is based on the notion that companies have several stakeholders defined as groups and individuals who benefit from or are harmed by, and whose rights are violated or respected by corporate actions (Freeman, 1998:174), with an interest in the actions and decisions of companies. This approach by considering the voices of social groups other than shareholders has embraced a new paradigm about the role of the firm in the society (Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Freeman, Wicks and Parmer, 2004). Within these contexts, different strands of stakeholder theory can be discerned (Gray et al., 1996; Deegan, 1996; Danastas, 2004 and Branco and Rodrigues, 2007). Firstly, there is the normative stakeholder approach which resonates with equalizing power relations and enhancing democracy. This approach is more compatible with the Rawlsian view of just distribution than with an egocentric or firm-centric view of wants (Wood, 1994:103). The first variant, which Deegan (2002) designates as ethical (normative), holds that all stakeholders have the right to be treated fairly by a company. This view is reflected in the Gray et al, (1996) accountability framework, which argues that the company is accountable to all stakeholders to disclose corporate social environmental disclosure. The proponents of the ethical views consider all stakeholders groups rights to information about the company regardless of their power to influence the company’s financial performance. Representatives of the ethical branch refer to stakeholders’ power as irrelevant and prefer to focus on the organizations ability to manage their organization in order to benefit all stakeholders equally. The goal is to obtain an optimal balanced management of all stakeholders’ interests, which sometimes may conflict with the shareholders interests. This branch of the stakeholder theory has been criticized for not considering that business has true social responsibilities.

Secondly, there is a more organisation-centric variant. In this case, the stakeholders are identified by the organisation of concern in accordance with a perceived strategic need to manage particular relationships in order to achieve their own aims. This second variant which Deegan (2002) designates as managerial (or positive) explains corporate environmental reporting as a way of managing the company’s relationship with different stakeholder groups (Roberts, 1992 and Ullmann, 1985). Ullmann (1985) suggested that corporate environmental reporting is used strategically to manage relationships with stakeholders. Stakeholders are considered as having varying degrees of power or influence over a company, the importance being associated with control of resources. The more important (influential or powerful) the stakeholders are to the company, the more effort will be made to manage the relationship. This approach in a nutshell, refers to the information supply to stakeholders, which differs depending on the stakeholder power to affect the company. Stakeholders who have a vital impact on the organizations survival are most likely to receive more information than other stakeholders with less impact. This approach is thus organizationally orientated and the stakeholders are identified in terms of whether their relationship with the company benefits the organization in any way. The relationship with that group will be managed accordingly. The focus of this branch of the stakeholder theory lies in managing the flow and kind of information to and from these important stakeholders so that the company achieves support and approval from them. Thus the expectations of the different stakeholders will influence the organization’s operating and disclosure policies. Organizations are considered successful when they are able to meet up to the most powerful stakeholders demands. A great deal of a stakeholder’s power is measured in the degree in which the company is dependent on the stakeholder for vital resources. 
However, despite the various salient contributions from each of these theories above, this research sees the stakeholder theory as the most useful framework in explaining voluntary corporate environmental disclosures for the following reasons. First, Clarkson (1995:100) in his 10-year study on corporate social performance concluded that it was necessary to distinguish between social issues and stakeholder issues, i.e. issues that concern one or more stakeholder groups. These issues may not necessarily (but quite possibly) be the same concern of the society as a whole. Social issues are those issues of sufficient concern to society and as such should be the subject of legislation and regulation. Clarkson argued for the recognition of the distinction between social and stakeholder issues because corporations and their managers manage their relationships with their stakeholders and not with society. In the context of this study, the stakeholders’ demand for environmental disclosures is characterized as being stakeholder issues because the production of such information is still unregulated in developing economies (especially in Africa). Hence it is appropriate to use stakeholder theory in this study. Secondly, to explain social disclosures, both legitimacy and stakeholder theory predict that such disclosures are used by firms as a means of legitimizing their operations. However, the two theories differ mainly on how corporate entities are conferred with legitimacy. Legitimacy theory focuses on society to assess the validity of corporate actions to gain legitimacy. Whilst there is nothing wrong in taking this view, it is sometimes difficult to test empirically. To use legitimacy theory effectively, it is common for researchers to identify specific events that are potentially threatening to the firm’s legitimacy like the Exxon Valdez oil spill (Patten, 1992) or the Union Carbide leak (Blacconiere and Patten, 1994). As a consequence, the study may have to be restricted to the corporate entities threatened by a particular event. Thirdly, applying the stakeholder theory in this study will support in understanding the voluntary environmental engagement in Nigerian and South African environment. It will also add to the literature on international diversity of corporate environmental reporting practices under the wide firm-stakeholders relationships.    
Since this study intends to compare the environmental reporting practice between Nigerian and South African firms and it is not particularly related to any specific threatening event, the stakeholder theory is preferred because it provides a framework to uncover the determinants of and possible motivations behind corporate disclosures.  Therefore, by focusing on stakeholder issues rather than general social issues, the stakeholder theory is considered to be more appropriate to develop testable hypotheses. Literatures in this area include (Gray, Dey, Owen, Evans and Zadek, 1997; Owen, Gray and Bebbington, 1997; Bebbington, Gray and Owen, 1999; Owen, Swift, Humphrey and Bowerman, 2000; Owen, Swift and Hunt, 2001; Adams, 2002; Unerman and Bennett, 2004, O'Dwyer, Unerman and Hession, 2005; O'Dwyer, Unerman and Bradley, 2005). On the other hand, despite the stakeholder focus, most previous research has mainly concentrated on managerial perceptions of corporate environmental disclosure practice. Very few studies are available which examined non-managerial stakeholders’ perceptions. A pioneering study by Roudrigue, Magnan and Boulianne (2007) examined the role of stakeholders in the choice of internal environmental performance indicators. However, all the above studies were from developed countries; very few studies have examined stakeholder views in developing countries. To this end therefore, this research will attempt to contribute to existing literatures in developing countries by responding to the call made by O’Dwyer, Unerman and Bradley (2005) on the need to explore the stakeholder view (theory), and doing so in the context of developing countries, using Nigeria and South Africa as an example.
2.10.5

Stakeholder Theory and Corporate Environmental Reporting 
The stakeholder theory is the most popular theory, with the most influential argument that there are wider groups of stakeholders in a corporation than merely shareholders and investors (Stemberg, 1997). Freeman (1984) defines stakeholders as any group or individual who can affect or be affected by the economic activities of a corporation. The emphasis here is on 'who can affect or be affected by' as this includes a number of groups within a society and how their actions affect corporations, or how they may be affected by the actions taken by the organisation. Freeman (1984) argues that the relationship between the firm and the various groups is defined by all sorts of contracts and it is simply not true that shareholders have the only legitimate interest in firms' activities. For example, there is not only a legal binding between a firm and its shareholders, but also with its employees, suppliers and customers who also have legitimate interests in firms' activities. In addition, society and the natural environment also have legitimate rights on business activities as they are also affected by the economic activities of organisations; 

There is in fact a long history of development of these arguments in favour of stakeholder theory's claim that business is responsible to different groups, who these groups are, and various

aspects of stakeholding. However, a simple synopsis is that stakeholder theory rests upon a corporation's duty to different groups rather than just shareholders and equally the right of different groups to take part in corporate decision making. The theory suggests that corporations should, and indeed do, at least to some extent, take into account the interests of stakeholders beyond the narrowly defined interest of shareholders (Freeman, 1984; Gray et al, 1996).

2.10.6
         Environmental Disclosures and Relevant Financial Reporting Standards   

As noted earlier, a number of existing standards and interpretations directly and indirectly deal with environmental issues. In this respect, IFRS 6 (implementation January 2009) for example directly deals with extractive industries and IFRIC 5 provides the guidance for decommissioning, rehabilitation and restoration of environment related expenditure. IFRIC 3 and IAS 38 (intangibles) deal with government allocated emission rights, trades in these rights and the impairment of the emission allowances. Furthermore, it is important to note that a number of other standards provide an indirect support for the recognition, measurement and disclosure of environmental assets and liabilities. IAS 37 (provisions for   contingent liabilities and assets) can be linked to environmental liabilities. IFRS 3, IAS 27, IAS 28, IAS 31, IAS 24 and IFRS 8 respectively deal with business combinations, investments in joint ventures and associates, related party disclosures, and specify the reportable segments of a geographically dispersed global company.  Listed global companies, subject to certain exemptions, are expected to comply with IFRS. An environment perspective to global financial reporting standards therefore provides a new insight; an insight that is useful for monitoring and protecting the environment. The relevant standards are discussed below. Paragraph 11 of IFRS 6 states the following:-  

“In accordance  with IAS 37 Provisions, continent liabilities and contingent assets, an entity recognizes any obligations for removal and restoration that are incurred during a particular period as a  consequence  of having undertaken the exploration for and evaluation of mineral resources”.   
Furthermore, paragraph 3 of IAS 37 defines provisions as “liabilities of uncertain timing or amount”; and contingent liability is defined as “a liability that arises from past events, and its  existence  will  be  confirmed  only  by  the occurrence  and nonoccurrence of one or more of uncertain future events that are not wholly within the control of  the  entity.” Paragraph 14 of IAS 37 requires that provision should be recognized when (a) an entity has a present obligation (legal or constructive) as a result of a past event; (b) it is probable that an outflow of resources embodying economic benefits will be required to settle the obligations; and (c) a reliable estimate can be made of the amount of the obligation. Paragraph 17 further defines an “obligating event” as a past event that leads to present obligation. It states that for an event to be an “obligating event”, it is necessary that the entity has no realistic alternative to settling the obligation created by the event. Finally, paragraph 27 of IAS 37 deals with the disclosure conditions for contingent liabilities. If the liability is not expected to lead to an outflow of resources and where  an entity  is  jointly  and severally  liable for  an  obligation, that part  of  the obligation that is expected to be met by other parties is treated as contingent liability. The standard therefore leaves the application to the management, audit committee and external auditors. In other words, even though the two standards do not define the time limit or the size (amount) of the event or what construes a “constructive” obligating event, they provide the technical ground for the recognition of environmental liabilities that arise from past events (activities) that lead to, for example, the deterioration of air and water quality.   

IFRIC 3 (emission rights) was issued in 2004 but was withdrawn in 2005.  The 2004 document was prepared against the backdrop of the Kyoto Agreement on the environment, and the trend in government preparations for reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. The economic concept is largely founded on the externality theorem, and the long held European subscription to the polluter pays principle (PPP) for example while polluting trans-boundary water such as the River Rhine. The policy assumes that the government can create an artificial scarcity by limiting (capping through quota allocation to “qualifying firms”) the amount of total emissions of pollutants during a period of time.  This approach makes sense at global level if the effects of the emissions are distributed equally across the globe. Furthermore, given  that there  are  about  200 political jurisdictions in the world, each country’s contribution to global permissible emissions is different, and the incentives for not observing a treaty (if any) are many, hence the issue becomes complex. Hence, the interesting question again is whether global financial reporting standards have a role in influencing and implementing monitoring mechanisms from intergovernmental change of emission rights to microeconomic level trade in these rights and their derivatives. Furthermore, since non-polluting or under polluting countries can also issue sovereign emission, production, depletion, project and urbanization rights, designing the appropriate mechanism and product might lead to the reallocation of resources globally.

The main issues in the original draft have not changed.  Rights (allowances) to emit Pollutant continue to be treated as intangible assets to be accounted for according to IAS 38 (Intangible Assets).  When the rights are allocated by government department for amounts less than its fair value, the difference is recognized as deferred income (liability) in the statement of financial position. When the firm starts polluting, it records provisions according to IAS 37. The original draft did not raise issues about past events. Furthermore, according to Deloitte (2008) the IASB staff defined emission trading scheme as:  

“An arrangement designed to improve the environment, in which participating entities may be required to remit to an administrator a quantity of tradable rights that is linked to their direct or indirect effects on the environment.” 

In its November 2009 meeting  of IASB the technicalities of defining an “obligating event” and the timing of recognition of liability at cost or market value and recording  of  initial government allocation right  (at cost of  market) and provisions, whether  it  should be  treated as intangible  asset and face  impairment annual test are finalized. However, the lesson from this IFRIC  is that a  number of  standards IAS 38 (Impairments), IAS  20 (Government Grant), IAS  37 (Provisions, contingent liabilities  and contingent assets)   and the standards that relate  to financial instruments (IAS 32,  IFRS 7 and IAS 39) will be affected, and require amendments. 

IFRIC 5 (decommissioning, restoration, rehabilitation and similar liabilities) deals with accounting for trust funds set aside for the environment.  Paragraph 1 of IFRIC 5 defines the purpose  of  the fund  as “to segregate assets to fund some or  all  of the costs  of  decommissioning plants (such as a nuclear plant) or certain equipment (such as cars) or in  undertaking  environmental rehabilitation (such as rectifying  pollution of  water  or resorting mined land), together referred to as “decommissioning”. Paragraph 2 states that contributions to this fund may be voluntary or required by regulation or law, and the fund might be established by a single contributor or multiple contributors for individual or joint decommissioning costs. In other words, even though the discussion does not appear to have  linkage  with IAS  37, here  too the  standard setters appear to  be  prudent in providing  the guidance  for  the management of  the funds set aside for  provisions and contingencies that relate to past events.  

IAS 8 deals with selecting and applying accounting policy. Changes in accounting policies, changes in estimates and correction of prior period errors are complex issues. The scope  of  IAS 8  covers fundamental errors,  retrospective  adjustments of  financial statements, and when and  how material omissions or  misstatements  should be  practically  treated, and corrected. The only unsettled matter is whether the retrospective restatement of financial statements for environmental costs and liabilities is impractical and indeterminate (paragraph 5 of IAS 8). IFRS 8 also requires firms to disclose their products, services and the geographical areas in which they are operating. Paragraph 13 of IFRS 8 sets the quantitative thresholds of 10% of combined revenue. However, both paragraph 23 and paragraph 33 are silent about segment risks and rewards arising  from  engaging  in environmentally  sensitive activities in each of the geographical areas that the company is operating. When IFRS 8 is examined in conjunction with IAS 27 (consolidation) and the above mentioned standards the implication for global companies operating in environmentally sensitive industries becomes serious (Barth, Landsman and Lang, 2008; Choi, & Meek, 2008; Cabrera, 2008; Negash, 2010).
IAS 32, IFRS 7 and IAS 39 (IFRS 9) respectively deal with presentation, disclosure, and recognition and measurement of financial instruments. Hedge accounting (cash flow hedge, fair value hedge and hedge of net investment in foreign operations: - paragraph 86 and 87 of IAS 39) require that gains and losses, and effective and non effective hedges be reported in the comprehensive statement of income. Given the rise  of  carbon related financial instruments, and increases in pending lawsuits against companies the combined impacts  of  IAS 27,  IAS  37, IFRS  6, IFRIC  5, IAS 8  and  standards that deal with derivative instruments is to strengthen the stakeholder theory and the political costs (Watts and Zimmerman, 1986) for global companies that are operating in environmentally sensitive industries.
2.10.7

Environmental Performance Indicators

Environmental performance indicators (EPIs) are becoming increasingly important at company level. This is due to the heightened level of awareness and increased pressure from stakeholders demanding for companies to report on the impact of their environmental activities. Bartolomeo (1995) defines environmental performance indicators as the quantitative and qualitative information that allow the evaluation, from an environmental point of view, of company effectiveness and efficiency in the consumption of resources. It is tool that provides a wider holistic approach essential for ecological management and sustainability reporting. An EPI indicator can also be defined as a measurable quantity or parameter established from observable or calculable quantities (UNEP, 1996 and ISO, 1997). An environmental indicator is one that is supposed to reflect in various ways the different impacts of an activity on the environment and the efforts made to reduce them. In their strictest sense, environmental performance indicators (EPIs) reflect the environmental efficiency of a production process involving quantities of inputs and outputs. In order to accomplish their purpose in an appropriate way, EPIs have to possess several characteristics that can be related to the structuring of objectives (Keeney and Raiffa 1993). For practical purposes, desirable EPI characteristics can be listed as follows (OECD, 1993; Bartolomeo, 1995; Rauberger and Wagner, 1997; ISO, 1997; Skillius and Wennberg, 1998; ISO, 2007; GRI 2007): 

i) Relevance: Indicators must provide information that responds to company's and stakeholders' needs. Every indicator contributes to fulfill one or several objective(s) with which it is linked. The relevance criterion implies simplicity in the interpretation and comprehension of indicators. In order to be relevant, an EPI should adequately reflect the relationship between a company and the environment, among others through input and output flows. Finally, an EPI should result from an agreement among stakeholders (users), as to its validity and utility. 

ii) Accuracy of analysis: This criterion means that indicators should be based on sound theoretical foundations, both in scientific and technical terms. This implies that they should be objective and unambiguous, in order to guarantee, on the one hand, a fair and synthetic representation of the situation or phenomenon under consideration, and on the other hand, the coherence of indicators in time and space, to allow for comparison, monitoring, and identification of trends. 

iii) Measurability: This characteristic pertains to the data that are the basis for constructing an indicator. Such data should be immediately available or accessible with a reasonable cost/benefit ratio. An indicator should be sensitive to the data; i.e., for a slight variation of the observed process, the indicator must show a variation with acceptable response time and extent of occurrence. Measurability also pertains to the form of EPIs. These could be quantitative or qualitative as the case may be. 

iv) Comparability: This is an important objective in the use of EPIs. Namely, EPIs should allow one to fulfill one or several of the following functions: (1) monitoring the evolution of performances of a given unit (process, plant, company, sector…) over time; (2) comparing several plants of a given company that perform the same kind of production; (3) comparing several companies among a given industrial sector; (4) comparing different sectors among themselves etc.
Environmental performance indicators thus have the aim of evaluating company efficiency (financial and environmental) and effectiveness in achieving corporate environmental objectives. They can help companies to achieve:

i) the improvement of environmental policy by a better definition and monitoring of environmental objectives; 

ii)       an effective definition of responsibilities and the implementation of the environmental management systems; 

iii) the adoption of the most appropriate measures of environmental protection in terms of effectiveness and efficiency;

iv)       the improvement of external and internal communication on environmental achievements and programmes.

EPIs can be used by company’s’ policy-makers and other stakeholders including the financial sector to measure and assess progress in environmental performance. 

2.10.8

Types of Environmental Performance Indicators
There is currently no consistent, established way of measuring environmental performance and improvements achieved. However, the International Organisation for Standardization in their work titled “Environmental Management and Environmental Performance Indicators” cited in (Moxem, John, and Strachan, 2000; ISO World, 2003; International Organization for Standardization, 2003:18 and Rodrigues, Magnan and Boulianne, 2007:6) identified three types of environmental performance indicators as highlighted in figure (3) below which includes; operational performance indicators, management performance indicators and environmental condition indicators. The selection of these indicators can be influenced by environmental policy and corporate requirements of companies, stakeholder requirements, environmental compliance requirements and codes, standards and best management practice.

FIG.2.3: Types of Environmental Performance Indicators









Source: (Moxem, John, and Strachan, 2000; ISO World, 2003; International Organization for Standardization, 2003:18 and Rogrigue, Magnan and Boulianne, 2007:6).   
i) Management environmental performance indicators: this measures the extent to which the company has in place best practice management systems, procedures and practices for compliance with environmental regulations and to achieve wider environmental protection objectives defined by the company and its stakeholders. Management performance indicators (MPIs) provides information on the organization’s capability and efforts in managing matters such as training, legal requirements, resource allocation and efficient utilization, environmental cost management, purchasing, product development, documentation, or corrective action which have or can have an influence on the organization’s environmental performance. MPIs also assist in the evaluation of management efforts, decisions and actions to improve environmental performance. Other functional areas of MPI includes providing guidelines for programs on EMS, compliance, cost and savings, employees (e.g. training), suppliers and communication to external parties. 

ii) Operational performance indicators (OPIs); this is designed to measure the actual environmental performance of company as voluntarily disclosed in scientific terms, technical and quantitative terms. Operational performance indicators provide management with information on the environmental performance of the organization’s operations. OPIs relate to:
inputs: materials (e.g., processed, recycled, reused, or raw materials; natural resources), energy and services; 

a) the supply of inputs to the organization’s operations;

b) the design, installation, operation (including emergency events and non-routine operation), and maintenance of the physical facilities and equipment of the organization.

c)      outputs: products (e.g., main products, by-products, recycled and reused materials), services, wastes, (e.g., solid, liquid, hazardous, non-hazardous, recyclable, reusable), and emissions (e.g., emissions to air, effluents to water or land, noise, vibration, heat, radiation, light) resulting from the organization’s operations; 

d)      the delivery of outputs resulting from the organization’s operations.

iii) Environmental condition indicators (ECIs) provide information about the local, regional, national or global condition of the environment, and they are not measures of impacts on the environment. If management’s interest is the organization’s contribution to the regional, national or global condition of the environment, the organization may use indicators being investigated and developed by government agencies, non-governmental organizations, and scientific and research institutions. Examples of such indicators include thickness of the ozone layer, average global temperature, and the size of fish population in oceans. Examples of areas for which local or regional ECIs may be developed are air; water; land; flora; fauna; humans; and aesthetics, heritage and culture.

2.10.9

An Overview of the International Organization for Standardization

The International Organization for Standardization is an international federation of standards bodies from over 100 countries. It was found in 1946 with the aim of providing voluntary standards that provides specific requirements and principles for environmental management (Martins, 1998). It is till date one of the most well known and widely used specification standards in environmental management and reporting systems (Starkey and Welford, 2001). The ISO 14000 series has been endorsed to create a framework for systematic standardized environmental management and reporting practices. A certification of the ISO 14000 principle opens opportunities for public recognition purposes, as well as an internal management tool that is used to improve environmental performance and disclosures of corporations. The bottom line is that ISO 14000 certifications can improve environmental management and permits equal access to a growing ecological market place, and the report or disclosures encourages continuous improvement in environmental performance (Taylor, Sulaiman and Sheahan, 2001). The ISO 14000 series concentrates not only on environmental aspects of an organisation’s processes but also on its products and services (International Organization for Standardization, 2003).
The International Organization for Standardization (ISO) formed a Technical Committee (TC 207) to develop an international environmental standard. The result of the committee’s efforts is the ISO 14000 series covered the following area:

1) Environmental Management System (ISO 1400 & 14002)

2) Environmental Auditing and Related Investigations (ISO 14010; 14011 & 14012)

3) Environmental performance Evaluation and Reporting (ISO 14004 & 14031)

4) Life Cycle Assessment (ISO 14040; 14041 & 14042) Bansal and Bogner, (2002). Registration for the ISO 14000 series is voluntary for any company (whatever its size). 

The ISO 14000 series (2004) defines an environmental management system (EMS) as: ‘‘The part of the overall management system that includes organisational structure, planning activities, responsibilities, practices, procedures, processes and resources for developing, implementing, achieving, reviewing and maintaining the environmental policy’’. The ISO 14000 series encourages internal and external communication (disclosures) of this key item. ISO 14004 states that an organization can communicate environmental information in a variety of ways as identified in Bansal and Bogner to include:

1. Externally, through an annual report, regulatory, and government records, industry association publications, the media, and paid advertising (Epstein and Roy, 1998).

2. Internally, through bulletin board postings, internal newspapers, meeting and electronic mail messages.

The ISO 14000 series requires that a company establishes and maintains compliance with the key requirements identified below:

i) Environmental policy: (a company should ensure commitment to an Environmental Management System and define its policy).

ii) Planning: (a company should formulate a plan to fulfill its environmental policy).

iii) Implementation: (a company should develop the capabilities and support mechanisms 
necessary to achieve its environmental policy, objectives and targets).

iv) Checks and balances: (a company should measure, monitor and evaluate its environmental performance) (Krut and Gleckman, 1998).

However, in line with the work of (Wise, 1994, O’Callaghan, 1996; Tilt, 1998; Skillius and Wennberg, 1998; Tilt, 1999; Scherpereel and Van, 2001; Yusoff, 2002; Ahmad, Sulaiman and Siswantoro, 2003; Bahr, 2003; Jupe, 2005; Dixon, Mousa and Woodhead, 2005; Tilt, 2005) where ISO 14031 (Environmental performance evaluation and Reporting guideline) was adopted as a basis for designing the categories of environmental disclosure index (EDI) used in their various studies; this research will also adopt the ISO 14031 guideline in designing key environmental disclosure index (EDI) relevant in evaluating the extent of environmental discloses in annual reports of the selected firms. This guideline has been adopted due to the fact that it gives a better understanding of an organisational impact on the environment and serves as a benchmark for firms in identifying opportunities for improving efficiency of energy, resource usage provides increased awareness of employees and in the long run promote improved community and customer relations (ISO, 2002).
The ISO 14O31 is based on the assumption, that “what gets measured gets managed” (ISO, 1999:1). It has been used globally by organizations in the manufacturing, mining industries, agricultural industries, health services, oil and gas, transportation, municipal sectors etc, to improve environmental performance, provide a basis for performance benchmarking, demonstrate compliance to regulations and increase operational efficiency. It has been defined as a formal process of measuring, analyzing, reporting and communicating an organization’s environmental performance against criteria set by its management (Kuhre, 1998). This process involves collecting information and measuring how effectively an organization manages its environmental aspects on an ongoing basis. Certain concepts and components of ISO 14031 have been applied for more than a decade. ISO 14031 now provides a structured approach for organizations to follow independent of location, size, complexity and type of activity. Some of the major objectives of implementing the ISO 14031includes; better understanding of an organization’s impacts on the environment, providing a basis for benchmarking management, operational and environmental performance, identifying opportunities for improving efficiency of energy and resource usage, determining whether environmental objectives and targets are being met, demonstrating compliance with regulations, determining proper allocation of resources, increasing the awareness of employees, and improving community and customer relations. 

Langford (2007) opined that the use the use of performance indicators will help organisations to measure, manage, communicate, and report (disclose) their impacts on the environment and other aspects of sustainability. These performance indicators assist business and other organisations in meeting defined targets and to provide a link between environmental performance and financial performance. The ISO 14031 suggests a number of possible key indicators for selecting or categorizing environmental disclosure index. They include the following; emissions to air and contribution to global warming, water use and discharge, waste and emissions to land, materials, use of resources and recycling, energy use, biodiversity, environmental protection expenditure, impacts of products, services, environmental audit, human resource safety, community involvement and product. Nevertheless, while previous literatures of (Beresford, 1973; 1975; Abbott and Monsen, 1979; Spicer, 1978; Buzby and Falk, 1979; Trotman and Bradley, 1981, Mahapatra, 1984; Ng, 1985; Fekrat, Inclan and Petroni, 1996; Deegan and Rankin, 1997; Niskala and Pretes, 1995) from developed economies, have basically used various EDI as shown in table 3 (appendix A); this study will  basically adopt the environmental disclosure index used in the work (Shepard, 1956 cited in Ingram and Frazier, 1980:616; Ellsworth, 1965 cited in Murthy, 2006; Ernst and Ernst, 1978; and Hackston and Milne, 1996) and these index will be analysed based on the following headings. (a) theme; (b) evidence; (c) location in the annual report, (d) amount and (e) Time. These categorization are shown in table 4 (appendix A) were adopted because they cover very wide key areas on environmental issues. Most importantly, they were adopted because they all contain testable dimensions that have been certified as reliable and most appropriate in content analysis research (Gray et al, 1995; Hackston and Milne, 1996; Milne and Adler, 1999; Williams and Ho, 1999; Tilt, 2000; Krippendorf, 1980:21 cited in Ahmad, Sulaiman and Siswantoro, 2003). 
CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.0
Introduction 
This chapter generally discussed the essential research methods and procedures that were employed in addressing the research objectives and the propositions stated in chapter one of this study. It looked at the details of the research design, the study population, sample size and sampling techniques, the validity and reliability of the instrument, data collection method and the statistical instrument to be employed in the analysis of data. 

3.1
Research Design 

To analyze the level of corporate environmental disclosure among Nigerian and South African firms, the study adopted the use of the content analysis and the survey research method in analysing the content of the corporate annual reports and websites of the selected listed firms. In addition, in line with the proposition of the stakeholder theory (which posits that the firm’s success is dependent upon the successful management of all the relationships that a firm has with its stakeholders); copies of questionnaire were administered to the community members in the selected states/provinces. 
The content analysis method was adopted in this research because it allows corporate environmental disclosure to be systematically classified and compared; which is useful for determining trends and extent of disclosures. This method is one of the most systematic, objective and quantitative methods of data analysis technique employed in other prior research studies involving corporate environmental disclosures practices (Wiseman, 1982; Belkaoui and Karpik, 1989; Gray and Collison, 1991; Lang and Lundholm, 1993; Deegan and Gordon, 1996; Hackston and Milne, 1996; Krippendorf, 2004; Dutta and Bose, 2008). It is also one of the most common or dominant research technique used to study, measure and analyze corporate environmental disclosure in corporate annual reports. Furthermore, it assists in or provides an understanding of the meanings, motivations and the corporate intentions for the disclosure of corporate environmental information (Zeghal and Ahmed, 1990; Roberts, 1992; Gray et al., 1995a; Cormier et al., 2004). On the other hand, this study has adopted the survey research method in the administration of its questionnaire because it is useful in describing the characteristics of large population and can be administered from different locations using mails, e-mails and telephone. Consequently, assessing large sample becomes more feasible, thus making results to be statistically significant even when analysing multiple variables. 

However, in line with similar studies conducted by Williams (1998), Perry & Singh (2001), Yusoff & Lehman (2003) and Ying (2006), where they employed the use of a regression model to find out the relationship between profitability, institutional ownership, asset size and the extent of environmental disclosure; this research also adapted a similar model in analysing the relationship between the operating performance, financial leverage (nature) and size of firms and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure.
Moreover, while the results from the regression analysis ascertained the extent to which the operating performance, financial leverage (nature) and the size of firms influence the level of disclosure of corporate environmental information among firms in both countries; the z-test statistics popularly referred to as the z-test was utilized to assess whether the means of the two groups are statistically different from each other. Besides, for large sample sizes, the choice of a z-test statistics is preferred over the t-test statistics. Finally, since the populations for selected states/provinces in both countries are more than two, independent and normally distributed; the analysis of variance technique (ANOVA) was employed in analysing the perception of community members on the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host communities.

3.2   
Study Population 

Out of the 216 and 411 listed companies in Nigeria and South Africa respectively as at 2009; the population of this study generally consists of all the Agricultural/Agro-Allied, Breweries, Building Material, Chemical and Paints, Health Care/Pharmaceutical and the Downstream Oil companies (Petroleum Marketing) listed in both Nigerian and South African Stock Exchange Markets (see appendix c) table 17. Furthermore, the population for the selected states/provinces in this research were made up of all members who are presently domicile in the selected states and provinces (see appendix c) table 18.
3.3    
 Sample Size and Sampling Technique for Secondary Data
This research work basically considered the corporate environmental reports in large listed firms whose activities are likely to have significant impact on the environment due to their mode of operation. To this end therefore, in line with the suggestions of Kerjice and Morgan (1970) as cited in (Sekaran, 2003; Amadi, 2005:118; Sharifah, Bakhtiar, Hasimah and Rahman 2008), a minimum of 5% of a defined population is considered as an adequate sample size required for generalization. Consequently, using the judgmental sampling technique; five companies each operating in the selected industries (such as Agricultural/Agro-Allied, Breweries, Building Material, Chemical and Paints, Health Care/Pharmaceutical and the Downstream Oil companies (Petroleum Marketing) were selected for this study from both the Nigerian and South African Stock Exchange Markets. This selection was based on the nature in which companies pollute the environment, the nature of production, types of raw material used, disposal of wastages, assets size and market capitalization rankings for December, 2008. This eventually summed up to a total of 60 firms used for this study (see appendix i) table 1. The number of firms chosen was limited to 60 in order to restrict our analysis to a manageable level. This ultimately amounts to a total of 60 annual reports and corporate websites that were analysed in the course of this study. 

3.4
Sample Size and Sampling Technique for Primary Data 

In order to gain the advantage of an in-depth study and effective coverage, the samples for the primary data were drawn from six (6) states and provinces (i.e. three (3) from each country). The choice of these locations arises due to the high level of exploitation of natural resources, air pollution and toxic wastes deposit being emitted by multinational corporations leading to series of social unrest. Consequently, using a population of approximately 14,785,827 and 24,100,000 million for the three selected states and provinces in Nigeria and South Africa respectively (see appendix c) table 18; the Yaro Yamani sample selection formula (n = N / [1+ (Ne2)]) was used to determine the sample size for the selected states and provinces. 

Where:

 
n
= 
In this context, n is used to represent the sample size

N 
= 
Here, capital N is used to represent the population of the sampled states

and provinces

e 
=
While e is used to represent the error limit.

However, with an error limit of 5%, a sample of 400 was considered adequate from each country. That notwithstanding, due to the relatively low response rate expected, a total of nine hundred (900) copies of questionnaire (i.e. 450 for each country) were administered. These copies of questionnaire were however distributed equally to the selected states and provinces (i.e. 150 to each of the six states/provinces). 

3.5 
Data Gathering Method
3.5.1
Sources of Data

In conducting this research, both primary and secondary sources of data were used as a means of eliciting the required information needed for this research. While the secondary data were obtained from the corporate annual reports and websites of the selected listed companies for the period 2004-2008; the primary data on the other hand, were obtained through the use of questionnaire administered both by hand, mails and e-mails. In line with related prior studies on corporate environmental disclosure practices by (Freedman and Jaggi, 1988; Guthrie and Parker, 1989; Coutts and Harte, 1995; Gray, Kouhy and Lavers, 1995; Adams, Hackston and Milne, 1996; Neu, Warsame and Pedwell, 1998); this research limited its analysis to the use of companies’ annual reports and corporate websites for the following reasons. Firstly, information from companies corporate websites and annual reports are the main corporate documents sources that represents a company and are widely used as the main communication medium for conveying corporate activities to stakeholders. Secondly, the fact that most other prior studies used corporate websites and annual reports provides a greater potential for comparability of results. Hughes, Anderson and Golden (2001:224) also cited the frequent use of annual reports and corporate websites in corporate environmental disclosure studies. They argued that “this is due to their wide availability; and the perception that this is the medium most often used by corporations to communicate in a systematic manner with shareholders”. Also, the choice of corporate annual reports and companies’ websites as a principle focus arises due to the fact that these sources are widely viewed as a major official and legal data source for companies (Gray et. al., 1995). Furthermore, they constitute to a great extent the only source of corporate disclosure that is provided on a regular basis and it constitutes an important source of information to individual shareholders, institutional investors as well as brokers (Hines, 1982). Moreover, in developing economies, corporate websites and annual reports are the most accessible and mandatory source of information on a company’s general performance.

3.5.2        Research Instruments
Firstly, this research was conducted by means of a detailed closed-ended questionnaire in ascertaining the perception of community members on the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host community. The questionnaire was designed using a 5-point Likert scale which ranges from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” (5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = undecided, 2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly agree). The purpose of the study was explained to the respondents with the assurance of their anonymity.
The questionnaire items were simple enough to avoid ambiguity and precise to elicit desired responses. The questionnaire was divided into two sections; while section (A) elicited information on the personal characteristics of respondents, section (B) covered issues pertaining to environmental regulation/protection, environmental disclosure level and its influence on the activities of community members.
 The responses generated from the questionnaire helped in proffering answers to our research questions and propositions in the study. The closed-ended questionnaire approach was adopted because it provides an opportunity for the research to cover a wide range of geographical area and to a very large extent eliminate interviewers’ bias. In addition it was adopted due to the following reasons:

i) Close-ended questions are more easily analysed. Every answer can be given a number or value so that a statistical interpretation can be assessed. Closed-ended questions are also better suited for computer analysis. 

ii) Close-ended questions can be more specific and thus more likely to communicate the same meaning. Because open-ended questions allow respondents to use their own words, it is difficult to compare the meanings of the responses.

iii)  In large-scale surveys, closed-ended questions take less time from the interviewer, the participant and the researcher and so is a less expensive survey method. In addition, the response rate is higher with surveys that use closed-ended question than with those that use open-ended questions (Walden and Schwartz, 1997). 
Secondly, in an attempt to determine the level of corporate environmental disclosure and the extent of compliance of Nigerian and South African firms on corporate environmental disclosures issues using the ISO 14031 requirements; this study used the content analysis technique as a means of eliciting, measuring and analysing the selected annual reports based on the adopted categorization scheme in (Ernst and Ernst, 1978; Ingram and Frazier, 1980:616; Gray et al, 1995; Hackston and Milne, 1996; Milne and Adler, 1999; Tilt, 2000; Raar, 2002 cited from Belkaoui and Karpik, 1989; Ahmad, Sulaiman and Siswantoro, 2003; Murthy, 2006).

Content analysis according to Krippendorf (1980:21) is defined as “a method for making replicable and valid inferences from data according to their context”. Abbott and Monsen (1979:504) also described it as a “technique for gathering data that consist of codifying qualitative information in anecdotal and literary form into categories in order to derive quantitative scales of varying levels of complexity”. It is considered as the most appropriate method of analysis given that the present study is an exploration of the incidence of environmental reporting in the annual report. Nonetheless, since this research intends to find out the extent of corporate environmental disclosure between the Nigerian and South African firms; measurement according to the number of words disclosed was used as our unit of analysis in measuring the level of environmental disclosure. This unit of analysis is used because according to Ratanajongkol, et al., (2006), it is more detailed and less subjective to inter-coder variations than measuring number of pages disclosure. Also, (Tilt, 2000; Deegan, Rankin and Voght, 2000; Gray et al., 1995b) stressed the fact that number of words as a unit of analysis provides a base for a more exclusive analysis.

An important stage in the use of content analysis according to (Milne & Adler, 1999; Hackston & Milne, 1996) is the construction of a categorization scheme. This involves the selection and development of categorization scheme into which content units can be classified (Tilt, 2001; Tilt, 2000; Gray, Milne & Adler, 1999; Bebbington & Walters, 1993). For the purpose of this research, eighty five (85) content category items within five (5) testable dimensions of environmental disclosure were developed for coding. This is based on the ISO 14031 requirements and other relevant prior literatures such as (Shepard, 1956 cited in Ingram and Frazier, 1980; Ernst and Ernst, 1978; Gray et al, 1995; Hackston and Milne, 1996; Milne and Adler, 1999; Tilt, 2000; Raar, 2002 adopted from Belkaoui and Karpik, 1989; Sulaiman and Siswantoro, 2003; Ellsworth, 1965 cited in Murthy, 2006; Hossain, 2008; Pramanik and Shil, 2008) that have also adopted these disclosure indexes or schemes. These disclosure indexes are summarized below to include the following:
a) 
Theme: environment, energy, Products, services and customers, community involvement, research and Development, employees health and safety, litigation/fines/lawsuit, environmental policies, other environmental information.

b) 
Evidence: monetary quantitative, non-monetary quantitative, declarative, quantitative Monetary/non-monetary and none.

c) 
Location in annual report/corporate website: Chairman’s Statement, Operations Review, Corporate Diary, financial statements and others 

d) 
News type: good, bad, neutral.

e) 
Time: present, past and future (Ernst and Ernst, 1978; Raar, 2002 cited from Belkaoui and 
Karpik, 1989).
3.5.3
Validity and Reliability of Instruments

Validity refers to the degree to which a study accurately reflects or accesses the specific concepts that the researcher is attempting to measure. It refers to the ability of the questionnaires to measure the intended constructs (William, 2008). Therefore to minimise the element of bias that could emerge from the study, a structured questionnaire consisting of mainly close-ended types of questions were carefully constructed for the study. Before the final version of the questionnaire was sent out, it was pilot-tested to determine the appropriateness and relevance of the questions in the instrument. This early draft was circulated and piloted on selected lecturers in the department of accounting in both Covenant University and the University of Lagos who are experienced researchers on environmental and corporate disclosure issues. Based on the feedback from these respondents, several modifications were made. The final version of the questionnaire was then distributed.

On the other hand, reliability refers to the extent to which any measuring procedures yields the same results on repeated trials. The more consistent the results achieved by the same participants in the same repeated measurements, the higher the reliability of the measuring procedures; conversely, the less consistent the results, the lower the reliability.
However, without the agreement of the independent observers able to replicate research procedures, or the ability to use research tools and procedures that yields consistent measurements, researchers would be unable to satisfactorily draw conclusions, formulate theories or make claims about the generalisability of their research. To this end therefore, adopting the test-retest method of reliability, all the constructs in this study fall within acceptable range (i.e. Cronbach alpha calculated for each of the three categories of items produced the following results: environmental regulation/protection, .77; firms’ environmental disclosure level, .64; environmental disclosure influences the activities of community members, .65), as such were all accepted for further analysis. 
3.5.4
Actual Field Work and Administration of Questionnaire Instruments

For the questionnaire survey research, the actual field work was done in the selected cities/towns of the designated states/provinces in both countries. For Delta State, the field work took place at Jesse; in Ethiope-West local government area. For Bayelsa State, the field work took place at Nembe in Nembe Local Government Area. For Rivers State, the actual field work took place at Bori in Khana local government area (see appendix c) table 52. However, in South Africa, the actual field work was carried out in Gauteng Province, Western Cape Province and KwaZulu-Natal province formally known as the Eastern Transvaal province. For Gauteng Province, the field work took place in Pretoria. On the other hand, for Western Cape Province and KwaZulu-Natal province, the field work took place at Matzikama and Durban respectively.
Furthermore, a total of 150 copies of questionnaire were administered in each of the six (6) selected areas as identified above (summing up to a grand total of 900). Copies of this questionnaire were administered directly to the respondents by hand delivery through the aid of research assistants and academic colleagues in the case of South Africa. However, while these research assistances are accounting graduates from Nigeria who are currently pursuing their master degree in accounting in South Africa; the academic colleagues are heads of department in accounting in their various universities.   

3.5.5
Method of Data Presentation 

Data gathered from the selected annual reports of the listed firms and responses from the field survey are presented in tabular forms. However, percentages were also used to depict level of corporate environmental disclosure among firms in both countries.       

3.6    Data Analysis Method

The most common method of analysing a company’s environmental performance has been the measuring of its corporate environmental disclosure in the annual reports using the content analysis technique (Krippendorf 1980; Ng, 1985; Weber, 1985; Weber, 1988; Harte and Owen, 1991; Patten, 1992; Hackston and Milne, 1996; Milne and Adler, 1999). This is because it allows corporate environmental disclosure to be systematically classified and compared, which is useful for determining trends, making replicable and valid inferences from data according to their context. Therefore, after collecting relevant data, a scoring scheme was developed in order to measure quantitatively the level of corporate environmental disclosure between Nigerian and South African firms. 
A dichotomous procedure known as the kinder Lydenberg Domini (KLD) social environmental performance rating system was used to measure the reporting score (RS). A score of one (1) was awarded if an item was reported; otherwise a score of zero (0) was awarded. Consequently, a firm could score a maximum of eighty five (85) points and a minimum of zero (0). The formula for calculating the reporting score by using these 85 attributes is expressed below as:
85

RS 
= 
Σ ri
        
 


I   = 1



Where:

RS
= 
Reporting Score 

ri
= 
A score of (1) if the item is reported and (0) if the item is not 
reported


i 
= 
1, 2, 3... 85.

Although there is a wide range of measures that can be used as a basis (or proxies) for measuring operating performance, financial leverage (nature) and size of firms, most of these measures according to Orliztky et al, (2003) fall into three broad categories. They include the accounting based, investor based and the market based measures. These measures have enjoyed periods of popularity, and have evolved considerably over the course of the past decades. However, for the purpose of this research; the accounting based measures were used as a basis for measuring operating performance, financial leverage (nature) and size of firms. These measures (e.g. Operating net margin, Net income, Return on total assets, Debt-to-equity ratio, Return on Equity etc.) were chosen because they facilitated evaluation on whether managerial policies on environmental disclosure issues would have an impact on firm earnings. These measures are derived from a company’s competitive effectiveness and a competitive internal efficiency as well as optimal utilization of assets, for certain measures. Moreover, McGuire et al. (1988) found out that, since actions leading to high or low perceived corporate social environment responsibility might be predominantly unsystematic; accounting based measure would better capture social environmental responsibility issues. The authors also noted that accounting-based measures seemed to predict corporate social environmental responsibility performance better than subsequent stock-market based performance measures. Nonetheless, in line with the suggestions provided by Herremans et.al, (1993) and Cochran and Wood (1984), the weaknesses in the accounting-based measures arising from their susceptibility to managerial manipulation and disparate accounting policies would be mitigated by collecting data based on observations over a long period. Also, any potential distortions arising from unusual accounting entries in any particular year would be controlled by averaging accounting data across the years of observation.

Subsequently, for the researcher to find out the strength of the relationship between the operating performance, financial leverage (nature), size of firms and the extent of environmental disclosure, a multiple regression analysis model was adopted as shown below in functional form: 
EDISCt  
  = f (ROTAt, DEt, SIZEt,)…………………………………………………..
(1)

This can be written in explicit form as:
EDISCt   
= β0 + β1 ROTAt + β2 DEt + β3 SIZEt + Ut………………………………………………….
(2) 

Where:
EDISC
= Environmental Disclosure Index.
SIZE

= The measure of firm size adopted is the natural logarithm of Turnover.
ROTA
= Return on total assets is used here as a proxy for performance and is defined as   




the profit before interest and tax divided by total assets as at the end of the fiscal 



year under consideration.
DE

= Debt-to-equity ratio which is a measure of firm’s reliance on debt, otherwise 


known as its financial leverage is used as a proxy to represent the nature of firms and is defined as the logarithm of total debt divided by the Total Equity.
U

= Stochastic or disturbance term.
t

= Time dimension of the Variables 

β0

= Constant or Intercept.
β1-3

=  Coefficients to be estimated or the Coefficients of slope parameters.
The expected signs of the coefficients (a priori expectations) are such that β1, β3 > 0 while on the other hand β2 < 0. 
Furthermore, considering the fourth hypotheses involving only primary data (questionnaire); the general decisions criterion of the One Way Analysis of variance (Anova) was adopted. That is, if the calculated critical value is greater than the table value (F-cal > F-tab), the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected and alternate hypothesis (H1) is accepted, concluding that there is a significant difference among the group means. On the other hand if the calculated critical value is less than the table value (F-cal < F-tab), the null hypothesis (Ho) is accepted and the alternate hypothesis (H1) is rejected, concluding that there is no significant difference among the group means. This is simply otherwise stated as (Reject H0, and accept Hi if the p < .05 or accept H0, and reject Hi if the p > .05).

Note:

(1) That due to the non-normality of turnover, the measurement for turnover (as a proxy for size) has to be transformed to natural logarithm. Besides, the transformation or adjustment brings the coefficients of turnover as a proxy for size in line with other variables and also removes the potential disturbances of the ordinary least square assumptions.  

(2) That for the debt to equity ratio (D/E), firms’ long-term debt is sometimes used as the numerator. However, the researcher adopts an overall measure of debt burden because it is considered to be more pertinent to environmental disclosure.

(3) Being a comparative study, to make all units comparable, all currency amounts for South African firms (Rand) were converted to the Nigerian Naira (N) at the prevailing exchange rates in accordance to the financial year under consideration.   
4)
This model ascertained the extent to which size and operating performance of firm’s influences the level of disclosure of corporate environmental information. The t-values that were obtained provided insight on the significance of the relationship that exists between operating performance, financial leverage (nature), size of the firms and environmental disclosure. In addition, the magnitude of the coefficients helped us determine which of the variables is more influential in determing the extent of environmental disclosure. More so, from the coefficients of the estimates results we were able to make comparative deductions between the two countries.
CHAPTER FOUR
DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS
4.0 
Introduction
In an attempt to provide answers to the propositions highlighted in this research, this chapter therefore presents both the secondary data collected from the annual reports and corporate websites of the selected listed firms and the primary data outcomes through the aid of a questionnaire in this study. The presentations of the results in this chapter are divided into three parts. First, while trying to proffer answers on the level of corporate environmental disclosures among firms in Nigeria and South Africa; this chapter presents a descriptive analysis regarding the incidence of corporate environmental disclosure of information, the content-category themes of corporate environmental disclosures, evidence, location of disclosure, and the news-type of environmental information disclosure. Secondly, it presents the Z-test, multiple regression and the analysis of variance (Anova) results utilized in testing the hypothesis initially postulated. Finally, this chapter also presents the outcome of the responses on the questionnaire administered.  
4.1    DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

The data presentations for this study are contained in the appendix section of this research work. The data presented covered details of the summarized environmental disclosure scores of the sampled firms from both countries. It also contains both the South African (Rand) and the United States (Dollar) exchange rates values that were used in the course of the study for the period 2004-2008 (see appendix i) table 22. In addition, the average environmental disclosure data on an industry based analysis for both countries were provided in this section. furthermore, though presented in a table format; the averaged data on firms’ operating performance (ROTA), financial leverage (D/E ratio) and the size (SIZE) of firms for the period 2004-2008 are presented as well in this section for the entire sampled firms from both countries. Finally, the details of the various codes used in this study as it relates to industry, firms, content category theme of disclosure, evidence, location, news-type and time are all provided in this section.



4.1.1:
 Results on Incidence of Corporate Environmental Disclosure
Findings from table 4.0 provide a detailed picture of the level of corporate environmental disclosure and percentage distribution for the total number of sampled industries in Nigeria. The table revealed that all the sampled industry groups have some form of corporate environmental disclosure information contained in their annual reports and corporate websites. Also, an average total of about 183.36 level of disclosure was noticed across the sampled industries in Nigeria. However, a closer examination of results provided in table 4.0 revealed that from the total number of averaged disclosure noticed within the sampled industries, firms’ within the Brewery industry (NG/Z4) had the highest level of disclosure of about 45.32 representing a percentage proportion of about 24.72% of the total disclosure compared to firms’ in the Health Care/Pharmaceutical industry (NG/Z6) where the averaged disclosure level of 13.48 (7.27%) was observed. These findings imply that firms’ from the sampled industries in Nigeria to some extent do disclose some form of environmental information in their corporate websites and annual reports. In addition, the results suggest that the marked increase noticed in the level of disclosure among industries may have been due to the change in the values of societies and the continues increasing awareness and pressure from stakeholders on the need for companies to be socially responsible to the environment in which they operate.
On the other hand, findings from table 4.1 depicts also on industry basis, the average level of corporate environmental disclosure for selected companies in South Africa. The table indicates that an average total of 344.5 level of disclosure was observed across the selected industries. In addition, a closer examination of results presented in table 4.1 clearly indicates that the level of corporate environmental disclosure among the sampled industries in South Africa is generally higher compared to their Nigerian counterparts. Furthermore, findings from the table also revealed that companies in the Health Care/Pharmaceutical industry had the highest level of averaged disclosure of about 67.62 (19.63%) compared to companies in the Agricultural /Agro-Allied industry where the least averaged disclosure level of about 43.72 (12.69%) was noticed.
Consequently, findings from both table 4.0 and 4.1 and figure 4.0 and 4.1 provides a clear picture of the fact that despite the increase in the disclosure level noticed among firms in the sampled industries in Nigeria, the level of corporate environmental disclosures among firms in South Africa are generally higher. This is also evident even among industries with the least disclosure level in both Nigeria and South Africa.

Table 4.0: Industry Based Analysis on Averaged Environmental Disclosure for Selected 

       Firms in Nigeria
	S/N
	Industry Type
	Sampled Firms
	Averaged No. of EDISC
	% EDISC

	1
	NG/Z1
	5
	42.04
	22.93

	2
	NG/Z2
	5
	39.52
	21.55

	3
	NG/Z3
	5
	20.44
	11.15

	4
	NG/Z4
	5
	45.32
	24.72

	5
	NG/Z5
	5
	22.56
	12.3

	6
	NG/Z6
	5
	13.48
	7.35

	
	Total
	30
	183.36
	100





Source: Company Annual Report and Website

Table 4.1: Industry Based Analysis on Averaged Environmental Disclosure for Selected 
Firms in South Africa
	S/N
	Industry Type
	Sampled Firms
	Averaged No. of EDISC.
	% EDISC.

	1
	SA/Z1
	5
	62.76
	18.22

	2
	SA/Z2
	5
	54.68
	15.87

	3
	SA/Z3
	5
	43.72
	12.69

	4
	SA/Z4
	5
	67.52
	19.60

	5
	SA/Z5
	5
	48.2
	13.99

	6
	SA/Z6
	5
	67.62
	19.63

	
	Total
	30
	344.5
	100


Source: Company Annual Report and Website

4.1.2:
Content-Category Themes of Corporate Environmental Disclosures
Table 4.2 as depicted below presents the breakdown of the average number and percentages of corporate environmental disclosures by content content-category themes for the sampled industries in Nigeria. Generally, it is observed that all firms in the sampled industries had some form of content-category themes of disclosures except in the area of litigations; fines and lawsuits where no form of environmental information was disclosed. The table also indicates that content category themes in the area of employees’ health and safety contained the highest form of environmental disclosures of about 23.96 representing a percentage proportion of about 16.9% across the sampled industries. This is followed by content category themes of disclosures in the area of community involvements, products, services and customers and environment accordingly with about 16.8%, 16.4% and 15.7% respectively. These findings implies that the selected firms in the sampled industries in Nigeria tend to focus more on the disclosure of information that are targeted towards employees’ health and safety, community involvements, products, services and customers and environment compared with other areas of environmental disclosures. Furthermore, the findings imply that content-category themes disclosures in Nigeria has different patterns across the sampled industries ranging from 5.38 percent in the agricultural/agro-allied industry, to as high as 26.6 percent in the brewery industry. These findings also point to the fact that there are no distinct emphases on any particular content-category themes for corporate environmental disclosure in Nigeria. Though majority of companies in the sampled industries had disclosed corporate environmental information on employees’ health and safety; there were also some forms of disclosures in the other content-category themes. One plausible explanation for this is that corporate environmental disclosure in Nigeria is voluntary. Hence, companies are not obligated to report specific types of corporate environmental disclosure information.
On the other hand, in line with the findings provided in table 4.3 on the content category themes of disclosure for the sampled industries in South Africa; it is observed clearly that disclosure level in the content-category themes for litigations; fines and lawsuits summed up to a total of 2 out of the overall number of themes disclosures observed. This means that only a percentage of about 0.63% of the total disclosure from the sampled industries in South Africa disclosed environmental information as it relates to litigations; fines and lawsuits. Also, findings provided from the table point to the fact that though disclosures in the area of product, services and consumers contained the highest percentage of about 18.45% level of environmental information disclosed across the selected industries; disclosures generally in employees’ health and safety, community involvement, environment and energy also contained a significant percentage proportion of the entire environmental information disclosed.

Nonetheless, a comparative analysis of the content-category themes of environmental disclosure among Nigerian and South African firms as reflected in table 4.4 shows that on the whole there are no consistent or regulated patterns for content-category theme disclosure among the selected sampled industries. However, content-category themes of disclosure level in South Africa summed up to a total number of 315.06 as against a total sum of 141.5 theme disclosure level noticed in the sampled Nigerian industries. In addition, while the minimum and maximum range of theme disclosure level for the sampled South African industries varies from 44.72 and 57.66; the minimum and maximum level of theme disclosure for Nigerian industries were lower with a proportion of 7.62 and 37.64. Furthermore, these findings are supported by the fact that a comparative analysis of the mean disclosure as it relates to content-category of themes from both countries as depicted in table 4.5 shows clearly that firms from the selected South African industries had a higher mean of theme disclosure of about 52.51 compared to firms from the sampled industries in Nigeria with a mean disclosure of about 23.58.

Table 4.2: Averaged Content-Category Theme of Environmental Disclosure for Selected 

Industries in Nigeria
	Content 

Category 

Theme
	NG/Z1
	NG/Z2
	NG/Z3
	NG/Z4
	NG/Z5
	NG/Z6
	TOTAL

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	T1
	6.92
	18.7
	3.4
	10.6
	0.98
	12.9
	5.92
	15.7
	3.88
	22.1
	1.08
	11.5
	22.18
	15.7

	T2
	0
	0
	3.84
	11.9
	0.64
	8.4
	4.72
	12.6
	1.96
	11.2
	0.56
	5.9
	11.72
	8.3

	T3
	8.4
	22.7
	4.88
	15.1
	0.88
	11.6
	5.92
	15.7
	2.16
	12.3
	0.96
	10.3
	23.2
	16.4

	T4
	7.16
	19.3
	5.2
	16.1
	1.2
	15.7
	7.04
	18.7
	2.08
	11.8
	1.28
	13.7
	23.96
	16.9

	T5
	7.08
	19.1
	4.48
	13.9
	1.48
	19.4
	7.72
	20.5
	1.36
	7.7
	1.72
	18.4
	23.84
	16.8

	T6
	2.72
	7.3
	3.92
	12.2
	0.68
	8.9
	2.36
	6.3
	1.72
	9.8
	1.36
	14.5
	12.76
	9

	T7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	T8
	3.08
	8.3
	3.8
	11.8
	1.4
	18.4
	3.16
	8.4
	2.08
	11.9
	1.44
	15.4
	14.96
	10.6

	T9
	1.72
	4.6
	2.72
	8.4
	0.36
	4.7
	0.8
	2.1
	2.32
	13.2
	0.96
	10.3
	8.88
	6.3

	TOTAL
	37.08
	
	32.24
	
	7.62
	
	37.64
	
	17.56
	
	9.36
	
	141.5
	


Source: Company Annual Report and Website
Table 4.3: Averaged Content-Category Theme of Environmental Disclosure for Selected 
Industries in South Africa
	Theme
	SA/Z1
	NG/Z2
	SA/Z3
	SA/Z4
	SA/Z5
	SA/Z6
	TOTAL

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	T1
	10.2
	18.1
	9.52
	19.1
	6.96
	14.04
	8.28
	14.55
	7.96
	17.8
	8.36
	14.5
	51.28
	16.28

	T2
	9.4
	16.68
	7.8
	15.65
	8.08
	16.3
	5.36
	9.42
	7.56
	16.91
	6.68
	11.59
	44.88
	14.24

	T3
	11.68
	20.72
	9.4
	18.86
	9.08
	18.32
	10.16
	17.84
	7.84
	17.53
	9.96
	17.27
	58.12
	18.45

	T4
	7.88
	13.98
	7.4
	14.85
	7.44
	15.01
	11.48
	20.17
	7.16
	16.01
	11.94
	20.7
	53.3
	16.92

	T5
	8.16
	14.48
	7.2
	14.45
	8.92
	18
	9.72
	17.08
	8.64
	19.32
	9.84
	17.07
	52.48
	16.66

	T6
	2.52
	4.47
	2.44
	4.9
	3.12
	6.31
	3.32
	5.83
	2.88
	6.44
	2.8
	4.86
	17.08
	5.42

	T7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.96
	1.69
	0
	0
	1.04
	1.8
	2
	0.63

	T8
	5.12
	9.09
	4.56
	9.15
	4.68
	9.44
	5.88
	10.33
	1.56
	3.49
	5.4
	9.37
	27.2
	8.63

	T9
	1.4
	2.48
	1.52
	3.04
	1.28
	2.58
	1.76
	3.09
	1.12
	2.5
	1.64
	2.84
	8.72
	2.77

	Total
	56.36
	
	49.84
	
	49.56
	
	56.92
	
	44.72
	
	57.66
	
	315.06
	


Source: Company Annual Report and Website
Table 4.4:
Descriptive Statistics for Content Category of Themes Disclosure
	
	N
	Range
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Sum
	Mean
	Standard  Deviation

	NIG
	6
	30.02
	7.62
	37.64
	141.50
	23.5833
	13.77025

	SA
	6
	12.94
	44.72
	57.66
	315.06
	52.5100
	5.24039

	Valid N
	6
	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: Company Annual Report and Website
4.1.3 
Content-Category Disclosure of Environmental Information by Evidence 
Analyses of the content-category of environmental information disclosure by evidence for the sampled industries as depicted in table 4.5 shows clearly that the disclosure of environmental information on declarative basis contained the highest percentage proportion of 45.6% of the total content-category of disclosure by evidence across the selected industries in Nigeria. This is followed by disclosure of content-category by evidence on a non-monetary basis with a total of 42.8% of total disclosures from the sampled industries in Nigeria. The implication of these findings is that firms across the selected industries basically tend to disclose most of their environmental sustainability information more on a declarative basis rather than other forms of content-category disclosure by evidence. Furthermore, findings from this result point to the fact that firms across the selected industries in Nigeria only disclose about 3.3% of their total environmental information on a monetary basis. These findings further confirm that there are no mandatory standards in Nigeria that obligates firms to disclose environmental sustainability information in a monetary format. This inherent uncertainty about the lack of formal reporting requirements leaves firms in the sampled firms in the selected industries with the discretion regarding the content-category of environmental information disclosure by evidence. 
However, an analysis of the findings provided on the content-category of disclosure by evidence among the sampled industries in South Africa as contained in table 4.6 points to the fact that a consistent pattern of disclosure do exist among the selected industries even though  the disclosure of corporate environmental information are made on a voluntary basis. Nevertheless, the results also suggest that the content-category of environmental disclosure by evidence on a monetary/non-monetary basis contained the highest percentage of disclosure compared to others. These findings apparently suggest that the disclosure of content-category of environmental information by evidence are not basically declarative and non-monetary in nature as reflected among Nigerian firms, rather they are disclosed together on a declarative, monetary and non-monetary basis. 

Conversely, a comparative analysis of the disclosure pattern among the selected industries in both countries shows that while the selected firms in Nigeria tend to focus on a declarative and non-monetary pattern of evidence disclosure, firms in South Africa generally maintained a common disclosure pattern across the evidence items. This findings tends to further suggest the fact that despite the voluntary pattern of disclosure noticed among firms in both countries, firms in the sampled industries also report their activities as it impacts the environment in which they operate both in declarative and in financial form.  

Table 4.5: Averaged Content-Category Disclosures by Evidence for Selected Industries 
in Nigeria
	Content 

Category 

Theme
	NG/Z1
	NG/Z2
	NG/Z3
	NG/Z4
	NG/Z5
	NG/Z6
	TOTAL

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	E1
	1
	50
	0.88
	34.4
	0.76
	61.3
	0.96
	38.7
	1
	58.1
	0.44
	42.3
	5.04
	45.6

	E2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.36
	14.5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.36
	3.3

	E3
	1
	50
	0.96
	37.5
	0.48
	38.7
	0.96
	38.7
	0.72
	41.9
	0.6
	57.7
	4.72
	42.8

	E4
	0
	0
	0.72
	28.1
	0
	0
	0.2
	8.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.92
	8.3

	E5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	2
	
	2.56
	
	1.24
	
	2.48
	
	1.72
	
	1.04
	
	11.04
	


Source: Company Annual Report and Website

Table 4.6:
Averaged Content-Category Disclosures by Evidence for Selected 
Industries in South Africa
	Content 

Category 

Theme
	SA/Z1
	SA/Z2
	SA/Z3
	SA/Z4
	SA/Z5
	SA/Z6
	TOTAL

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	E1
	0.72
	27.3
	0.52
	26.5
	.6
	30
	1
	25
	0.4
	15.3
	1
	25.3
	4.24
	24.7

	E2
	0.64
	24.2
	0.48
	24.6
	.4
	20
	1
	25
	0.6
	23.1
	1
	25.3
	4.12
	24

	E3
	0.68
	25.8
	0.44
	22.4
	.44
	22
	1
	25
	0.8
	30.8
	0.96
	24.2
	4.32
	25.2

	E4
	0.6
	22.7
	0.44
	22.4
	.56
	28
	1
	25
	0.8
	30.8
	1
	25.2
	4.4
	25.6

	E5
	0
	0
	0.08
	4.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.08
	0.5

	TOTAL
	2.64
	
	1.96
	
	2
	
	4
	
	2.6
	
	3.96
	
	17.16
	




Source: Company Annual Report and Website
4.1.4 
Content-Category Disclosure of Environmental Information by Location
The location of corporate environmental disclosures within the annual report and firms’ corporate website was also examined. Findings as indicated in table 4.7 revealed that firms in the sampled industries in Nigeria and South Africa basically report corporate environmental information in the chairman’s statement of the annual report. The chairman’s statement contained the highest percentage of about 51.9% and 48.4% respectively. Also, this is followed by a percentage of 40.9% and 34.9% disclosure in firms’ corporate websites. Meanwhile, disclosures in operations review and other sections were relatively lower. These findings imply that there are no defined distinct structures or pattern in the way corporate environmental disclosures are presented among firms in both countries. In addition, these findings further confirms the fact that these disclosures are still limited in the sense that they are very general and ad-hoc and have no uniformity across the sampled firms of both countries.
Table 4.7: Averaged Content-Category Disclosures by Location for Selected Industries in Nigeria & 
South Africa
	Location of disclosure
	NG
	SA

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	L1
	3.88
	40.9
	2.6
	34.9

	L2
	4.92
	51.9
	3.6
	48.4

	L3
	0.68
	7.2
	0.2
	2.7

	L4
	Nil
	0
	0.72
	9.7

	L5
	Nil
	0
	0.32
	4.3

	Total
	9.48
	
	7.44
	





Source: Company Annual Report and Website
4.1.5: Content-Category Disclosure of Environmental Information by News-Type 
As seen in similar studies, corporate environmental disclosures or sustainability reporting may be categorized into three groups, based on their news-type (see table 4.8). These are good, bad or neutral news. It is very evident from our findings as depicted in table 4.8 that good news is the most dominant form of corporate environmental disclosures made by the sampled firms in both countries. However, while firms in Nigeria were silent in terms of negative disclosures or bad news and neutral news; in contrast, firms in South African reported a percentage of about 8% and 22.5% respectively in terms of negative or bad news and neutral disclosure. These findings in a nutshell, emphasize the fact that corporate environmental disclosures among the sampled firms in both countries are mere attempts at improving the image of companies rather than to fulfill stakeholders’ information needs. Companies want to be seen as being good corporate citizens. They wish to appear ‘legitimate’ in the eyes of society. Accordingly, most companies indulge in ‘good news’ and neutral reporting where they only report on the positive impacts on society and choose not to disclose the ‘bad news.’ 

Table 4.8:
Averaged Content-Category Disclosures by News Type for Selected 
Industries in Nigeria & South Africa
	Disclosure by News-type
	NG
	SA

	
	        No.
	%
	       No.
	%

	N1
	5.34
	100
	5.2
	69.5

	N2
	0
	0
	0.6
	8

	N3
	0
	0
	1.68
	22.5

	Total
	5.34
	
	7.48
	






Source: Company Annual Report and Website
4.2 Data Analysis
The data analysis section provides a detailed description of the various findings contained in this research work. Firstly, it provides a detailed description of the findings through the use of the z-test statistics on the level of corporate environmental disclosures between Nigerian and South African firms. Secondly, it provides the result on the impact of operating performance, financial leverage (nature) and size of firms on the level of corporate environmental disclosure. Finally in this section, the outcome from the responses provided in our primary data on the extent to which the disclosure of environmental performance information influences the corporate relationship with host communities in both countries was analysed. 
4.2.1
The Level of Corporate Environmental Disclosures between Nigerian and South African Firms
In an attempt to find out whether the level of corporate environmental disclosures between Nigerian and South African firms are significantly different as stated in hypothesis one, the overall corporate environmental disclosure scores from firms in both countries were analysed below (see table 4.9). The Z-test statistics for two sample means was utilized.


Table 4.9:


Z-test: Two Sample Means

	
	Variable 1
	Variable 2

	Mean
	59.1366667
	30.56

	Known Variance
	190.920
	74.708

	Observations
	30
	30

	Hypothesized Mean Difference
	0
	

	Z
	9.6036267
	

	P(Z<=z) one-tail
	0
	

	z Critical one-tail
	1.64485363
	

	P(Z<=z) two-tail
	0
	

	z Critical two-tail
	1.95996398
	 



Source: Computed from Annual report and Corporate Websites (2009)

Findings from our analysis as depicted in table 4.9 shows that since the z-calculated result obtained is greater than the z-tabulated (i.e. 9.603626 >1.95996398) at 5% level of significance with a two–tailed test. The result supports the alternative hypothesis at the expense of the null hypothesis. We can therefore state statistically that the level of corporate environmental disclosures between Nigerian and South African firms are significantly different, with the South African firms parading a higher level of disclosure.

Although these findings further confirmed the result on the percentage distribution of content category disclosure of environmental information among firms in Nigeria and South Africa; however, the relatively higher level of corporate environmental disclosure observed among South African firms arises as a result of the extent to which they comply to the environmental disclosure indexes/indicators as provided in ISO 14031 requirements. In essence, the observed significant difference noticed in the level of corporate disclosure of environmental information between firms in both countries is accounted for by the extent of the compliance of South African firms to the ISO 14031 requirements as it relates to environmental sustainability issues. 

4.2.2: The Impact of Operating Performance, Financial Leverage and Size of Firms on the Level of Corporate Environmental Disclosure
4.2.3 
4.2.3
Overall Findings from the two Countries 
In an attempt to proffer answers to the question of the impact of operating performance, financial leverage and the size of firms on the level of corporate environmental disclosure, an averaged overall summary for both countries as it relates to the relationship between the operating performance, financial leverage (nature), size of firms and the level of corporate environmental disclosure scores for the sampled firms are depicted in (appendix C) table 2 & 3. 
In view of the fact that this research is inter-country based, the study initially presents a descriptive statistics for the selected firms and regressed the entire data set as a whole for each country in order to determine whether we would find any relationship for the sampled firms on the averaged ROTA, D/E ratio, SIZE and EDISC (Environmental Disclosure scores).
4.2.4:
Descriptive Statistics for Average ROTA, D/E Ratio, Size and EDISC for Selected Firms in Nigeria
The descriptive statistics of the constructs as indicated in table 4.10 presents results for the mean, median, standard deviation, minimum, maximum skewness and kurtosis scores of the constructs. While the mean environmental disclosure (EDISC) score for the sampled firms in Nigeria shows an averaged disclosure score of about 31, on the other hand, the  mean proportion of the return on total assets (ROTA), debt to equity (D/E ratio) and SIZE in monetary terms were about 1.8650m, 1.2611m and 14.46m respectively. Results from the table further indicate a maximum and minimum EDISC score of about 56 and 11. The implications of these results are that on the average, the minimum and maximum corporate environmental disclosure rate for the selected firms in Nigeria (30) ranges from about 11 to 56 items. Also, the findings on the mean environmental disclosure (EDISC) score indicates that on the average, firms disclosed about 31 items out of the 85 environmental disclosures index (indicators) used in this study. These findings further confirm the fact that the sampled firms from Nigeria had some form of corporate environmental disclosure information disclosed in their annual reports and corporate websites.

However, the descriptive statistics result from the table on the return on total assets (ROTA) and the debt to equity ratio (D/E ratio) point to the fact that while the sampled firms generated an average return on total assets (ROTA) of about 1.8650 million naira for the period under consideration (2004-2008); the debt to equity ratio (which is a measure of the financial leverage profile or the nature) of the sampled firms from Nigeria within the same period under consideration stood at an average amount of about 1.2611 million naira. Furthermore, the result on the SIZE of firms indicates that sampled firms from Nigeria are large companies given the average or mean size of over 14 million naira as shown in the table.
Table 4.10: 
Descriptive Statistics for selected Nigerian firms
	
	EDISC
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	Mean
	30.5600
	1.864964
	1.261109
	14.458470

	Median
	30.1000
	.450449
	.685540
	14.337853

	Mode
	17.60
	.0029
	.0134(a)
	8.7202

	Std. Deviation
	13.81737
	3.3118100
	1.4402969
	2.7025088

	Skewness
	.257
	2.296
	1.013
	-.170

	Kurtosis
	-1.106
	4.211
	-.383
	-1.040

	Range
	45.20
	12.0671
	4.1432
	9.7310

	Minimum
	11.20
	.0029
	.0134
	8.7202

	Maximum
	56.40
	12.0699
	4.1566
	18.4512

	Sum
	916.80
	55.9489
	37.8333
	433.7541

	Valid N
	30
	30
	30
	30

	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0




Source: Computed from firms’ Annual Report and Corporate Websites

4.2.5: Descriptive Statistics for Averaged ROTA, D/E Ratio, Size and EDISC for Selected Firms in South Africa
Descriptive statistics results of the constructs as indicated in table 4.11 provides an average environmental disclosure (EDISC) score of about 59 for the selected firms in South Africa.
The descriptive statistics result also provides the mean proportion of the return on total assets (ROTA), debt-to-equity ratio (D/E) and SIZE in monetary terms ranging from an average of about 3.1697 million, 1.3411 million and 18.650 million respectively. Furthermore, findings from table (12) present an average maximum and minimum environmental disclosure score of about 72.80 and 41.40 for the selected firms from South Africa used in this research. 
Nevertheless, the implication of these findings on the mean environmental disclosure score is that on the average, firms disclosed about 59 items out of 85 environmental disclosure index (indicators) considered in this study. Also, the mean, maximum and minimum disclosure scores points to the fact that on the average firms in South Africa disclosed a maximum and a minimum number of about 73 and 42 items respectively out the 85 environmental disclosure indexes (indicators) used. 
Moreover, the results from the table as it relates to the return on total assets (ROTA) and the debt-to-equity ratio (D/E) implies that on the average, a firm from South Africa generates an average return on total assets (ROTA) of about 3.2 million naira for the period under review. Also, result on the debt-to-equity ratio which is a measure of firm’s reliance on debt shows that on the average, the debt-equity-ratio for selected firms stood at about 1.34 million naira. Finally, in line with the findings from Nigeria on the SIZE of the sampled firms, this result further attest to the fact that all the 30 selected firms from South Africa were all large companies given their mean SIZE of over 19 million naira as shown in the descriptive statistics table.   



Table 4.11:  Descriptive Statistics for selected South African firms

	
	EDISC
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	Mean
	59.1367
	3.169663
	1.341103
	18.650485

	Median
	61.5000
	3.156404
	.033597
	19.488335

	Mode
	63.80
	.1581
	.0011
	11.6798

	Std. Deviation
	8.64337
	1.9059874
	2.7214275
	3.7330527

	Skewness
	-.399
	.780
	1.762
	-.416

	Kurtosis
	-.978
	1.510
	1.516
	-1.068

	Range
	31.40
	8.7813
	8.6746
	12.4778

	Minimum
	41.40
	.1581
	.0011
	11.6798

	Maximum
	72.80
	8.9394
	8.6757
	24.1576

	Sum
	1774.10
	95.0899
	40.2331
	559.5145

	Valid N
	30
	30
	30
	30

	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0




Source: Annual Report and Corporate Websites

4.2.6:
Correlation Coefficient Analysis of the Relationship between the Averaged ROTA, D/E Ratio, Size and EDISC for Firms in Nigeria
In order to the find out the relationship between the variables (ROTA, D/E ratio, SIZE and EDISC) for selected listed firms in Nigeria and South Africa for the period under review, a correlation analysis was conducted. The interpretation of the relationships between the variables followed Rowntree (1987) classification cited in Nyongesa & Silas (2009). Rowntree’s classification of correlation coefficient (r) is depicted below in table 12.




Table 4.12:
Classification of Correlation
	Range
	Interpretation 

	0.0 to 0.2
	Very weak

	0.2 to 0.4
	Weak and low

	0.4 to 0.7
	Moderate

	0.7 to 0.9
	Strong and high

	0.9 to 1.9
	Very strong and very high 






Source: Rowntree (1987) in Nyongesa & Silas (2009).
The various variables were subjected to a correlation analysis to determine relationships that exist if any among the variables (ROTA, D/E ratio, SIZE and EDISC) as depicted in (appendix C) table 2. Findings provided with the aid of the Pearson correlation analysis for the selected listed firms in Nigeria as indicated in table 4.13 presents a correlation coefficient (r) result for the return on total assets (ROTA) as it relates to EDISC to be (.559). Also, the table presents a correlation coefficient (r) result for the debt to equity ratio (D/E ratio) as it relates to the level of environmental disclosure (EDISC) to be (-.738). In addition to both findings, the table further provides a correlation coefficient (r) result of about (.885) for SIZE as it relates with EDISC. 

Using the Rowntree (1987) interpretations, the findings on the averaged data set from the sampled firms in Nigeria indicates that there is a positive correlation between the return on total assets (ROTA) and the level or extent of corporate environmental disclosure for the selected firms; and it is significant at 0.01 levels. This result implies that the return on total assets of a firm does contribute or plays a very significant role in the extent to which corporate environmental issues are considered and disclosed. That is, the more profit firms tend to generate, the more likely they are willing to disclose corporate environmental information in their corporate annual reports and websites so as to maintain good corporate image. 
On the other hand, the result on the debt-to-equity ratio (D/E ratio) indicates that there is a strong negative correlation between the debt-to-equity ratio and the extent to which firms disclose corporate environmental information. Invariably, this result implies that although statistically significant at 1% level, there is a strong negative association between debt-to-equity ratio (financial leverage position) and the extent to which firms disclose corporate environmental information. Thus firms with high debt profile and a higher risk of insolvency would be unwilling to devote extra cost on corporate environmental issues. This in a nutshell means that the higher the financial indebtedness of firms, the more unlikely they will be willing to report on corporate environmental issues. In other words, since firms with a high debt-to-equity ratio tend to have difficulties in their long-term solvency; interestingly therefore, they will be unwilling to devote any extra cost on corporate environmental matters.

Nevertheless, results from the table below also indicate a coefficient correlation (r) of 0.885 for size as it relates to level of corporate environmental disclosure. This implies that a very strong positive correlation also does exist between the size of firms and the level of corporate environmental disclosure among the selected listed firms in Nigeria; and it is also significant at 1% level. This result further indicates that the size of firm either in terms of market capitalization, number of employees, turnover or total asset base; plays a very significant role in the level of corporate environmental disclosure.  



Table 4.13:
Correlations (Pearson) for Selected Listed Firms in Nigeria 
	
	EDISC
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	EDISC           Pearson Correlation

                       Sig. (2-tailed)

                       N    
	1
	.559(**)
	-.738(**)
	.885(**)

	
	 
	.001
	.000
	.000

	
	30
	30
	30
	30

	ROTA            Pearson Correlation

                       Sig. (2-tailed)

                       N    
	.559(**)
	1
	-.356
	.435(*)

	
	.001
	 
	.053
	.016

	
	30
	30
	30
	30

	D/E RATIO   Pearson Correlation

                       Sig. (2-tailed)

                       N    
	-.738(**)
	-.356
	1
	-.662(**)

	
	.000
	.053
	 
	.000

	
	30
	30
	30
	30

	SIZE               Pearson Correlation

                       Sig. (2-tailed)

                       N    
	.885(**)
	.435(*)
	-.662(**)
	1

	
	.000
	.016
	.000
	 

	
	30
	30
	30
	30




** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).



4.2.7:
Correlation Coefficient Analysis of the Relationship between the Averaged ROTA, 



D/E Ratio, Size and EDISC for firms in South Africa
Similar to the results provided in table 4.14, the correlation analysis conducted on the data set for the selected listed South African firms as depicted in (appendix C) table 3 presents a correlation coefficient result of (r = .846) for the operating profit proxied by return on total assets (ROTA) as it relates to environmental disclosure; and it is statistically significant at 0.01% level. This result indicates that a very strong moderately positive correlation exist between the two variables.  This result implies that the higher the operating profit or returns on the total assets of the selected firms in South Africa, the more they will be willing to put into consideration issues of environmental sustainability and other associated cost. In essence, the higher the income that a firm generates, the more it will be willing to put into consideration issues of environmental sustainability reporting.
Also, the table presents a correlation coefficient result for the debt-to-equity ratio (D/E ratio) as it relates to the level of corporate environmental disclosure (EDISC) to be (r = -.758). The result here indicates clearly that a very strong negative correlation does exist between the financial leverage position of firms or its nature and the level of corporate environmental disclosure; and this result is statistically significant at 0.01% level. This result invariably portends that firms with high debt profile and a higher risk of insolvency would be unwilling to devote extra cost on corporate environmental issues.    

In addition, table 4.15 provides a coefficient of correlation results on the size of firms and the level of corporate environmental disclosure (EDISC) to be (r = .911). Findings here indicate that there is a very strong correlation between the two variables. More so, this strong correlation identified between the two variables as indicated in table (15) is significant at 0.01 level.



Table 4.14: 
Correlations (Pearson) for selected firms in South Africa
	
	EDISC
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	EDISC          Pearson Correlation

                      Sig. (2-tailed)

                      N    
	1
	.846(**)
	-.758(**)
	.911(**)

	
	 
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	30
	30
	30
	30

	ROTA           Pearson Correlation

                      Sig. (2-tailed)

                      N    
	.846(**)
	1
	-.660(**)
	.751(**)

	
	.000
	 
	.000
	.000

	
	30
	30
	30
	30

	D/E RATIO  Pearson Correlation

                      Sig. (2-tailed)

                      N    
	-.758(**)
	-.660(**)
	1
	-.626(**)

	
	.000
	.000
	 
	.000

	
	30
	30
	30
	30

	SIZE             Pearson Correlation

                      Sig. (2-tailed)

                      N    
	.911(**)
	.751(**)
	-.626(**)
	1

	
	.000
	.000
	.000
	 

	
	30
	30
	30
	30





** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



4.2.8: 
Regression Results on the Relationship between Operating Performance, Financial 


Leverage (Nature) and the Size of firms on the level of Corporate Environmental 



Disclosure 
The regression analysis performed on the cross-sectional data set from both countries indicates clearly the following empirical findings as presented in table 4.15. Firstly, a review of the summarized regression result for the selected listed firms from Nigeria as presented in the table below indicates that consistent with our initially stated a priori expectation, the variables (explanatory variables) conform with the a priori expectation initially affirmed in the previous chapter (i.e. b1, b3 > 0 while on the other hand; b2 < 0). Also, findings from the regression result though presented in a summarized format revealed that the coefficients are all within the limits of the expected magnitude.
Furthermore, findings from the regression analysis result for the selected Nigerian firms as depicted in table 4.15 revealed that under the model, the R2 often referred to as the coefficient of determination of the variables was .855. The R2 which is also a measure of the overall fitness of the model indicates that the model is capable of explaining about 86% of the variability of the environmental information disclosure. This means that the model explains about 86% of the systematic variation in the dependent variable. This result is complimented by the adjusted R2 which revealed that 83.8 percent of the variation in the dependent variable of the model is explained by variations in the independent variables. Also, results for the F-ratio indicate clearly that simultaneously the predictor or explanatory variables altogether are very significantly associated with the response variable.      
On the other hand, consistent with the findings provided from the regression analysis performed on the data set for Nigeria, the regression result provided in table 4.16 for South African firms revealed that consistent with our a priori expectation, the explanatory variables conforms to the  a priori expectation. That is b1, b3 > 0 while on the other hand; b2 < 0. Also, the empirical findings from the regression results presented in table 4.15 shows clearly the R2 is .916.This result implies that about 92% of the variability in the response variable (EDISC) can be explained by the predictor variables. However, for South African firms as depicted in the table, the F-test result which has a p-value that is less than 0.05 (p-value < 0.05) indicates clearly that simultaneously the predictor or explanatory variables altogether are very significantly associated with the response variable.      
Table 4.15:
Summarized Regression Results on the Relationship between the Operating Performance, Financial Leverage (Nature) and the Size of firms on the level of Corporate Environmental Disclosure from both Countries
	




Variable 


 Nigeria

 


South Africa









Coefficient
t-statistics
 sig 
   
Coefficient
 t-statistics        sig

	




(Constant)
  -15.092
-1.796     
 .084

  31.746 
9.151              .000


ROTA
 
     .808
 2.319**   
 .029

  1.241

2.959*

 .007



D/E ratio 
  -2.368
-2.463**     
 .021

  -.711
           -2.859*

 .008


SIZE

   3.260
 6.130***   
 .000

  1.309

6.341***
 .000


N

   30





  30



R 2

     .855





   .916


R 2 

   .838





   .907


F-Value
  50.979
    

 .000

  94.728

 
.000
	


Note: 
*Significant at 10% level


**Significant at 5% level 
  
***Significant at 1% level      
4.3 PRESENTATION OF SURVEY RESULTS
This section contains the presentation of primary data obtained by the researcher through the administration of a questionnaire in both Nigeria and in South Africa. This questionnaire is basically divided into two major parts; containing section (A) and section (B). The first part of the questionnaire (i.e. section A) covers holistically the demographic data for the respondents. The second part (section B) which is further divided into three sub-sections basically addressing issues of environmental regulation/protection; firms’ compliance level and the influence of environmental disclosure on the activities of community members.
	                               Table 4.16 (a)



                                                       Response to Questionnaire Administration
Responses

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

NG

SA

NG

SA

NG

SA

Retrieved

269

221

59.8

49.3

59.8

49.3

Not Retrieved

181

229

40.2

50.1

100

100

Total Distributed
450

450

100

100


Source: Field Survey, 2009

 Table 4.16 (b)       
                     Summary of Questionnaire Administered  

Nigeria

Frequency

%

South Africa
Frequency

%

Total Questionnaire Distributed

450

100

Total Questionnaire Distributed

450

100

Total Questionnaire Retrieved 

269

59.8

Total Questionnaire Retrieved

221

43.9

Total Questionnaire Rejected

23

8.6

Total Questionnaire Rejected

18

4

Total Questionnaire Adjudged Suitable

246

54.7

Total Questionnaire Adjudged Suitable

203

45.1

                              Source: Field Survey, 2009



Table 4.16(a) & table 4.16(b) highlights the response rate of the nine hundred (900) copies of the questionnaire administered in both Nigeria and in South Africa in the course of the research. Responses as indicated above shows that out of the four hundred and fifty (450) copies of questionnaire that were distributed in Nigeria (Delta state, Bayelsa State and Rivers State); 269 (59.8%) were retrieved out of which a total sum of 23 (8.6%) were rejected due to the fact that a large portion on the copies were left unfilled. Nevertheless, a total sum of 246 copies of the questionnaire were accepted and adjudged suitable, which formed the basis of the analysis in this research. This however represents a response rate of about 54.7%.
On the other hand, out of the 450 copies of questionnaire distributed in South Africa (Gauteng, KwaZulu-Natal and Western Cape Provinces), 221 (49.3%) copies of the questionnaire were retrieved from respondents; from which a total sum of 18 (4%) were rejected due to the fact that large portions of the questionnaire were either left unattended to or poorly filled. However, a total sum of 203 copies of questionnaires were accepted and adjudged suitable. This response nevertheless represents a response rate of about 45.1%.
4.3.1
Personal Bio-Data of Respondents
The analysis in this section was carried out based on the use of SPSS version 15 statistical programme. Frequency distribution, mean and standard deviation were developed based on responses obtained from the administration of the questionnaire. 


Table 4.17:  


Bio-Data of Respondents

	Variable
	Frequency
	Percent
	Cumulative

	
	NG
	SA
	NG
	SA
	NG
	SA

	Gender:
	

	Male
	144
	128
	58.5
	63.1
	58.5
	63.1

	Female
	102
	75
	41.5
	36.9
	100
	100

	Total
	246
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	
	

	Marital status:
	

	Single
	136
	75
	55.3
	36.9
	55.3
	36.9

	Married
	110
	128
	44.7
	63.1
	100.0
	100.0

	Total 
	246
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	
	

	Average Age:
	

	Under 20yrs
	29
	28
	11.8
	13.8
	11.8
	13.8

	21-30yrs
	110
	70
	44.7
	34.5
	56.5
	48.3

	31-40yrs
	73
	71
	29.7
	35.0
	86.2
	83.3

	Above 40yrs
	34
	34
	13.8
	16.7
	100.0
	100.0

	Total 
	246
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	
	

	Qualification:
	

	Master Degree & Above
	34
	53
	13.8
	26.1
	13.8
	26.1

	B.Sc  / HND
	78
	109
	31.7
	53.7
	45.5
	79.8

	OND
	52
	16
	21.1
	7.9
	66.7
	87.7

	SSCE and below
	82
	25
	33.3
	12.3
	100
	100

	Total 
	246
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	
	

	Length of service: 
	

	1-2yrs
	72
	84
	29.3
	41.4
	29.3
	41.4

	3-5yrs
	102
	87
	41.5
	42.9
	70.7
	84.2

	5-10yrs
	46
	14
	18.7
	6.9
	89.4
	91.1

	11yrs & above
	26
	18
	10.6
	8.9
	100
	100

	Total 
	246
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	
	

	Occupation:
	

	Civil Servants
	73
	66
	29.7
	32.5
	29.7
	32.5

	Traders
	36
	29
	14.6
	14.3
	44.3
	46.8

	Others
	137
	108
	55.7
	53.2
	100
	100

	Total
	246
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	
	

	State/Place of Domicile
	

	Group 1
	67
	82
	27.2
	40.4
	27.2
	40.4

	Group 2
	95
	54
	38.6
	26.6
	65.9
	67.0

	Group 3
	84
	67
	34.1
	33.0
	100
	100

	Total
	246
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	
	






Source: Field survey (2009)
An analysis of the questionnaire by gender generally reveals that while, about 144 (58.5%) of the respondents from Nigeria constituted the male gender, 102 (41.5%) constituted the female gender. On the other hand, response for male and female respondents in South Africa indicates a percentage gender response of about 63.1% (128) and 36.9% (75) respectively. These results simply indicate that the male respondents from both countries were relatively higher in terms of participation compared to their female counterparts. 
In terms of marital status of the respondents in Nigeria and South Africa, table 4.17 revealed that while a percentage of about 55.3% and 36.9% of the respondents were adjudged to be single; on the contrary, 44.7% and 63.1% of the respondents were identified as married in both countries respectively. Furthermore, while the survey result as presented in table 4.17 point to the fact that a large proportion of the respondents from Nigeria are within the age brackets of 21-30 years; on the other hand, the questionnaire responses from respondents in South Africa revealed that respondents within the age brackets of 31-40 years constituted larger proportion.
The bulk of the respondents from Nigeria have secondary school certificate and below representing a percentage proportion of about 33.3% of the entire respondents. This is followed by those with a B.Sc/HND degree with a percentage proportion of about (31.7%). On the contrary, respondents with at least a first degree qualification dominated the list of responses from South Africa. This is followed by those with masters degree and above representing a percentage proportion of 26.1%.
Considering the length of service, the responses from respondents in Nigeria revealed that a fairly large percentage proportion (41.5%) of the respondents had been in service for about 3-5 years. Similarly, respondents from South Africa were also dominated by those that have been in service for at least 3-5 years, this is closely followed by those that been in service for the period of 1-2 years. 
The frequency distribution for respondents as it relates to the occupation of the respondents for both countries shows clearly that respondents falling with the category of ‘others’ dominated the list of respondents in the survey. This is however closely followed by respondents who are civil servants with a percentage proportion of 29.7% and 32.5% for Nigeria and South Africa respectively. 
Considering the responses of respondents in terms of state/place of domicile on the part of the respondents from Nigeria, table 4.17 above presents a detailed composition of the total responses of each group. The table revealed that while a large response rate was noticed among respondents in Bayelsa state (Nembe) constituting a total percentage distribution of about 38.6% (95), the percentage distribution of the response rate from Rivers State (Khana) and Delta State (Jesse) varied from 34.1% (84) to 27.2% (67). On the other hand, while the respondents from Gauteng province (Kungwini) had the highest percentage response rate of about 40.4% (82) from respondents in South Africa, this was however closely by respondent in KwaZulu-Natal (Durban) and Western Cape Province (Matzikama) with a percentage proportion of about 33.0% (67) and 26.6% (54) respectively.


4.3.2
Descriptive Statistics of Respondents 
The descriptive statistics of the constructs in section (B) of the questionnaire administered are indicated in the table below showing the mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis scores of the construct. The average scores from the 5 points Likert scale for all the items are computed to show the proportion of the respondents that either strongly agreed or tend to strongly disagree with the various items. The mean score for each item in the questionnaire are obtained through the use of SPSS Computer variable version 15.  


4.3.3 
Reponses on Environmental Regulation/Protection

Table 4.18 depicts the responses of respondent on item (SB1 to SB4 in the questionnaire) as it relates to environmental regulation/protection in Nigeria and South Africa. 


Table 4.18: Distribution of Respondents on Environmental Regulation/Protection

	              Responses from Nigeria
	            Responses from South Africa

	Items
	Mean
	Std deviation 
	Skewness
	Kurtosis
	Mean
	Std deviation 
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	SB1
	4.1301
	1.17428
	-1.155
	.087
	4.6059
	.93996
	-2.424
	4.743

	SB2
	2.9919
	1.79794
	-.030
	-1.837
	3.8916
	1.23804
	-.646
	-.979

	SB3
	3.3699
	1.73009
	-.398
	-1.602
	4.2365
	1.11393
	-1.391
	.734

	SB4
	3.8943
	1.39277
	-.806
	-.936
	4.3103
	1.17618
	-1.694
	1.698




Source: Field Survey (2009)

Response on the first item of section (B) as it relates to environmental regulation/protection (SB1 i.e. section B item 1) presents a means score of 4.1301 on a 5-point scale, and a standard deviation result of 1.17428. This result on the average revealed that about 52% of respondents in Nigeria generally support the notion that the concept of environmental sustainability is an important concept for companies operating in the country to imbibe. Similarly, consistent with the perceptions respondents observed from Nigeria; the mean score and standard deviation value of respondents in South Africa were about 4.6059 and .93996 respectively. This outcome invariably summed up to a percentage proportion of about 89.2% of the respondents from South Africa that generally supports the concept of environmental sustainability is an important concept for companies operating in the country to imbibe.
Responses to the second item coded (SB2 i.e. section B item 2) revealed that to some extent respondent in Nigeria do support the fact that government and other regulatory bodies in the country do play important roles in the development of policy guidelines that encourages green technology and sustainable development. This is reflected in the percentage responses of about 50.4% (124) from respondents who agreed to the fact that the government and other regulatory bodies in the country do play important roles in the development of policy guidelines that encourages green technology and sustainable development. Correspondingly, in congruence with the opinion of respondents’ from Nigeria; respondents in South Africa also maintained a similar notion that the government of South Africa and other existing regulatory bodies in the country do play important role in the development of policy guidelines that encourages green technology and sustainable development. This is reflected in the mean values of (2.9919 & 3.8916) and the percentage distribution of about (50.4% & 63.6%) respectively for both countries. Findings from this results to a great extent explains the reason for the high ISO compliance and corporate environmental disclosure level noticed among South African firms when compared with Nigerian firms.
A critical review of the responses to item SB3 for both countries shows clearly that on the whole, respondents representing a percentage proportion of about 56.1% and 82.7% for Nigeria and South Africa affirmed to the fact that the disclosure of environmental information will help to improve companies’ corporate image. This opinion is shared because it is believed or anticipated that the process will in the long-run help in improving the corporate performance and the goodwill of companies operating in the country. This will invariably help to promote and improve on organisations corporate relationship with the host communities in which they operate.
Also, responses to item SB4 revealed out rightly that about 67.9% and 82.7% of the respondents in Nigeria and South Africa agreed to the fact that the protection of the environment from environmental waste is a welcomed development. This is also reflected in the mean values of 3.8943 and 4.3103 respectively.     

4.3.4 
Reponses on Firms’ Environmental Disclosure Level

[

The descriptive statistics for firms’ environmental disclosure level in Nigeria and South Africa as captured in items SB5 to SB12 is shown in table 4.19 below. The mean, standard deviation, Skewness and Kurtosis of all the constructs are displayed in this part on a 5-point Likert scale. However, the mean values for items (SB5-SB12) as it relates to firms’ environmental disclosure level are generally low, especially for respondent in Nigeria. For example, the mean score of responses for respondents in Nigeria on the frequency of environmental disclosure (SB5) as presented in table 4.19 indicates that a percentage proportion of about 76.5% of the entire respondents in Nigeria declined to the notion that companies’ operating within the country do frequently disclose environmental report. These opinions are further reflected in the mean response rate of about 1.88049. However, contrary to the opinions shared by respondents in Nigeria, a percentage response of about 57.6% from South Africa acknowledged to the fact that companies’ operating within the country do frequently disclose environmental report in their annual report and corporate websites. This is however, reflected in the mean and standard deviation values of about 2.8522 and 1.49515 for respondents in South Africa. 


Table 4.19: Distribution of Respondents on Firms’ Environmental Disclosure Level
	              Responses from Nigeria
	            Responses from South Africa

	Items
	Mean
	Std deviation 
	Skewness
	Kurtosis
	Mean
	Std deviation 
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	SB5
	1.8049
	1.28831
	1.339
	.318
	3.4877
	1.57442
	-.404
	-1.495

	SB6
	1.2724
	.74711
	3.299
	11.041
	2.8522
	1.49515
	.372
	-1.327

	SB7
	1.6626
	.93240
	.934
	-.687
	1.9065
	1.39803
	1.316
	.277

	SB8
	1.3902
	.94876
	2.473
	5.169
	2.7882
	1.90348
	.203
	-1.903

	SB9
	1.3537
	.92633
	2.687
	6.263
	1.5074
	.96662
	2.420
	5.558

	SB10
	1.3780
	.94295
	2.595
	5.882
	2.1330
	1.65219
	1.016
	-.797

	SB11
	1.6626
	1.40116
	1.767
	1.334
	2.9951
	1.76461
	.040
	-1.792

	SB12
	2.1545
	1.48479
	.984
	-.551
	2.2463
	1.51508
	.774
	-1.043





Source: Field Survey (2009)

Analysis of item SB6 above revealed that majority of the respondents from Nigeria basically disagreed with the notion that environmental information disclosed by companies forms a major part of company’s annual report and corporate websites. This finding is reflected in the mean and standard deviation value of about 1.2724 and .74711. More so, this is further reflected in the percentage distribution of respondents of about 94.7% who were of the opinion that environmental information disclosed by companies do not form a major part of company’s annual report and corporate websites. However, contrary to the opinions of respondents in Nigeria, the responses provided by respondents in South Africa on the notion that the disclosure of environmental information by companies’ forms a major part of companies websites and corporate annual reports revealed that on a general note, there is a strong consensus among respondents indicating their affirmation to the notion. This is however reflected in the mean and standard deviation value of 2.88522 and 1.49515 respectively. This result invariably means that though companies operating in South Africa disclosed corporate environmental information on a voluntary basis, the environmental information content actually forms a relatively large portion of firms’ annual report and corporate websites.   
Relating to item SB7, majority of the respondents amounting to about 73.6% of the entire respondents (246) either disagree or strongly disagree with the idea that environmental reports disclosed by companies are externally verified. This result is further supported by the mean and standard deviation score of about 1.6626 and .93240 respectively. Correspondingly, a similar trend was however noticed among the responses from respondents in South Africa where a percentage proportion of about 73.6% declined to the idea that environmental information were externally verified. This outcome is however reflected in the mean value of about 1.9065.
For item SB8, respondents in Nigeria were of the opinion that companies operating in the country are not socially responsible to the voluntary allocation of money for the protection of the environment in which they operate. This position is reflected in the percentage and mean distribution values of about 87.4% and 1.3902 respectively. On the other hand, respondents from South Africa gave a slightly different opinion on this issue. They were of the opinion that firms operating within the South African environment to some extent were socially responsible to the voluntary allocation of money for the protection of the environment in which they operate. This opinion is reflected in the mean values of 2.7882. This result further point to the fact that companies operating in South Africa are far more environmentally friendly when compared with firms operating in Nigerian.
Nonetheless, with respective mean scores of 1.3537 and 1.5074 for respondents in Nigeria and South Africa, there is a general consensus among respondents in both countries on the notion of mandatory disclosure of environmental information (SB9). The percentage responses of Respondents (89.1% and 92.6%) in both countries generally depicts that the disclosures of environmental information by companies are basically done on a voluntary basis. This result therefore suggests the fact that there are no standing environmental reporting laws compelling firms in both countries to mandatorily disclose corporate environmental information. This is however more evident among firms in Nigeria.

Response to item SB10 reveals that majority of the respondents in Nigeria declined to the notion that environmental reports of firms operating in the country form a separate stand alone document in their annual reports and corporate websites. Out of 246 copies of questionnaire adjudged suitable for this research, 217 respondents representing a percentage proportion of about 88.2% declined to this view. However, only about 6.1% of the entire respondents were in agreement with this notion. These findings nonetheless corroborates with the results provided by respondents in South Africa. More so, while a percentage proportion of a about 73.3% respondents declined to the view that the environmental reports of firms operating in the country forms a standalone document in their annual reports and corporate websites of firms; about 26.1% of the total respondents concurred to the notion that environmental reports of firms operating in the country form a separate stand alone document in their annual reports and corporate websites.
A review of the responses as it relates to item SB11 shows that while 80.9% of the entire respondents (246) considered in Nigeria were pessimistic in their opinion that environmental reports is a publicly available document, only a percentage proportion of about 15.5% were of the affirmative position. This is however, reflected in the response of about 1.6626. On the contrary, respondents in South Africa to some extent agreed to the fact that environmental reports of companies are a publicly available document. This is indicated in the mean value of 2.9952. These findings further buttress the fact that the state of corporate environmental disclosure in South Africa is higher compared to Nigerian firms.

Analysis of data responses generated from Nigeria and South Africa for item SB12 shows that respondents in both countries generally declined to the notion that the operating companies have really welcomed the introduction of corporate environmental disclosure practice. This is reflected in the percentage distribution of 69.9% and 69% respectively. This results means that most firms’ operating in the country have not really welcomed the introduction of corporate environmental disclosure practice.
4.3.5
Reponses of Respondents on Environmental Disclosure as it Influences the Activities 
of community members
Table 4.20 below present the mean, standard deviation, kurtosis and skewness for the responses of respondent on their various opinions on items (SB13 to SB20) in the questionnaire administered. Response from respondents in this part of section (B) is targeted to address the research question 4 of this study which has to do with environmental disclosure as it influences the activities of community members.   
Table 4.20: Distribution of Respondents in both countries on Environmental Disclosure as it Influence the Activities of Community members
	              Responses from Nigeria
	            Responses from South Africa

	Items
	Mean
	Std deviation 
	Skewness
	Kurtosis
	Mean
	Std deviation 
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	SB13
	1.4350
	.80422
	2.231
	5.299
	2.0246
	1.05979
	.555
	-1.019

	SB14
	4.2846
	1.06154
	-1.745
	2.476
	4.0345
	1.49381
	-1.229
	-.185

	SB15
	3.8130
	1.55366
	-.889
	-.900
	4.0197
	1.14736
	-1.290
	.828

	SB16
	3.6382
	1.64230
	-.704
	-1.245
	4.5369
	1.04945
	-2.253
	3.875

	SB17
	3.8415
	1.38331
	-.944
	-.493
	4.5468
	1.04906
	-2.178
	3.346





Source: Field Survey (2009)
Response to item (SB13) of the questionnaire reveals that out of the total responses (246) from respondents in Nigeria that was retrieved and adjudged suitable for this study, 91% of the respondents either disagree or strongly disagree with the notion that states that companies operating in Nigeria are generally environmentally friendly. Nonetheless, despite this very high response rate noticed, about 5.3% of the respondents were not sure or remained undecided on the issue. These responses are reflected in the mean and standard deviation values of 1.4350 and .80422 respectively. This result invariably acknowledges strongly that on a general note, firms operating in Nigeria are not actually environmentally friendly. Similarly, based on the responses of respondents in South Africa, 66.5% of the total respondents (246) were pessimistic on the issue of firms’ environmental friendly nature. However, only a percentage proportion of about 11.8% were affirmative on the issue. This result is also reflected in the mean and standard deviation score of about 2.0246 and 1.05979.
The result obtained in item (SB14) shows that majority of the response from respondents in Nigeria were affirmative of the fact that the disclosure of environmental information and performance of companies will influence the activities of various community members. This position held by respondents is shown in the percentage distribution of about 86.2% who either agree or strongly agree with the notion. Correspondingly, a similar opinion was shared among respondents in South Africa with a percentage proportion of about 77.4% of the total respondents (246). They were of the affirmative position that the disclosure of environmental information and performance of companies will influence the activities of various community members. This result is however reflected in the mean score (4.2846 and 4.0345) for respondents in Nigeria and South Africa respectively. 

Similarly, responses to item SB15 from respondents in both countries shows clearly that majority of the respondents were of the opinion that companies’ disclosure of environmental cost will influences the behaviour of environmental lobby groups. This result is nonetheless observed in the percentage proportion 71.2% and 81.3% of respondents in Nigeria and South Africa who were of the affirmative position that the disclosure of environmental cost will influence the behaviour of environmental lobby groups. This is further reflected in the mean values of (3.8130 and 4.0197) for respondents in Nigeria and South Africa respectively. These outcomes implies that when firms disclose their various environmental expenditure, stakeholders to a very large extent are enlightened on the extent to which firms operating in their communities are investing in green technologies and clean production. In addition, it will help to enlightens stakeholders in the host communities on the extent to which firms are willing to be socially responsible to the environment in which they operate.
Analysis of the data responses for item (SB16) shows that out of the total respondents from Nigeria (246) that was considered for this study, 165 respondents representing a percentage proportion of (67.1%) were of the affirmative position that the disclosure of company’s environmental information and performance will bring about good financial performance of the firms operating in the country. However, while 4 respondents representing a percentage proportion of about (1.6%) where actually undecided on this issue; 77 respondents declined to the idea that the disclosure of environmental information and performance will bring about good financial performance of the firms operating in the country. This response on a more holistic point of view presents a statistical mean and standard deviation values of about 3.6382 and 1.64230, which invariably further buttressed the fact that the disclosure of company’s environmental information and performance will bring about good financial performance of the firms. In the same way, a similar trend was also noticed among respondents in South Africa with majority of the respondents amounting to about 176 (86.7%) agreed to the fact that the disclosure of company’s environmental information and performance will bring about good financial performance of the firms operating in the country.  

Relating to item (SB17) in the questionnaire were issues on good environmental performance practice and its impact on the relationship with the host communities; responses from respondents in Nigeria revealed that majority of the respondents were very optimistic about the fact that a good environmental performance practice will improve company’s relationship with its host community to a very large extent. This is nonetheless reflected in table 4.20 where about 175 (71.1%) of the entire respondents (246) were of the affirmative position. This is however reflected in mean response score of (3.8415) for respondents in Nigeria.
Interestingly, an analogous trend was however noticed among respondents in South Africa. Out of the 203 copies questionnaire retrieved and adjudged suitable for this research, a total of (174) respondent, representing a percentage proportion of 85.7% were of the opinion that a good environmental performance practice will improve company’s relationship with its host community to a very large extent. Consequently, these results invariably support the propositions provided by the proponent of the stakeholder theory (Gray et al, 1996; Ullman, 1985; Clarkson, 1995; Elijido-Ten, 2004) which states that the firms success is dependent upon the successful management of all the relationships that a firm has with its stakeholders. Thus, this suggest that companies with a good corporate environmental performance practice are likely to enjoy a good corporate relationship with the host communities in which they operate since companies are social creations whose survival is counted on the willingness of the society to support them. Therefore in order to gain the continuous support of the society (host communities) in which they operate, firms need to undertake on corporate social environmental activities and also report such activities for the society to judge their environmental performance. This practice in the long-run will bring about good financial performance and good corporate image (goodwill) for such firms.    

4.3 
4.4
HYPOTHESIS TESTING
Relationships among things can be discerned in terms of whether they can change together or separately; causes can be imputed on the basis of phenomena co-occurring; or classified as a result of independent variation. However, that reality perceived may be dependence, concomitant, covariation, coincidence, concurrence; or of independent disassociation. Therefore, when two things covary, there are two likely possibilities. One is that the change in a thing is concomitant with the change in another. When higher magnitudes on one thing occurs along with higher magnitudes on another and the lower magnitudes on both also co-occur, then the things vary together positively; and it is denoted as a positive covariation or positive correlation. The second possibility is that when two things vary inversely or oppositely. That is, the higher magnitudes of one thing go along with lower magnitudes of other or vice versa. Then, this is denoted as negative covariation or negative correlation. Therefore, given the correlation coefficient measures the degree to which two things vary together or oppositely, this section reports the outcome of the various postulations stated in the chapter one of this research work. 


4.3.1
Hypothesis 1:


There is no significant difference in the level of corporate environmental disclosures 
among Nigerian and South African firms.
Given the first hypothesis which states “that there is no significant difference in the level of corporate environmental disclosures among Nigerian and South African firms”; the overall corporate environmental disclosure scores in table 1 (appendix c) for firms in both countries were analysed using the z-test statistics. The findings from the analysis as depicted in table 4.9 indicated that the z-calculated result obtained is greater than the z-tabulated                             (i.e. 9.603626 > 1.95996398) at 5% level of significance with a two–tailed test. The result consequently supports the alternative hypothesis at the expense of the null hypothesis. Based on this result, we can therefore accept the alternative hypothesis and state statistically that the level of corporate environmental disclosures between Nigerian and South African firms are significantly different; with the South African firms parading a higher level of disclosure.

Although these findings further reconfirms the result on the percentage proportion distribution of content category disclosure of environmental information among firms in Nigeria and South Africa; however, the relatively higher level of corporate environmental disclosure observed among South African firms arises due to their high compliance level towards ISO (14031) requirements in promoting a sustainable corporate environment. In essence, the observed significant difference noticed in the level of corporate disclosure of environmental information between firms in both countries is accounted for by the extent of the compliance and commitment of South African firms to the ISO requirements as it relates to environmental sustainability issues. 

4.3.2
Hypothesis 2:

There is no significant relationship between firms’ operating performance and the extent 
of corporate environmental disclosure.

The summary of the Pearson correlation result for firms in Nigeria as depicted in table 4.13 shows clearly that operating performance proxied by returns on total assets (ROTA) is positively correlated with the extent of firms’ corporate environmental disclosure and it is significant (sig. 0.001). This result is further supported by the summary of the coefficient estimates result presented in table 7 (appendix c). The result presents a t-statistics value of about 2.319 for the operating performance (ROTA) with a p-value of about .029. This result therefore indicates that a significant relationship exist between firms’ operating performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure for the selected firms in Nigeria.  
Also, a similar result was observed for the selected South African firms (see appendix c) table 11; indicating that a significant relationship does exist between firms’ operating performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure for the selected firms in South Africa. Consequently, the alternative hypothesis which states that there is a significant relationship between firms’ operating performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure is accepted while the null hypothesis is rejected. These findings as reflected invariably supports the proposition of Ingram & Frazier (1980), Ferreri & Parker (1987), Waddock & Graves (1997), Johnson (2003), Tsoutsoura (2004), Zhang, Guo, Li & Wang (2008) and Saleh, Zulkifli & Mohamad (2009) which states that the level of financial performance of firms serve as a motivating factor for the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. Nonetheless, it contradicts the findings provided by Gray et al (1987) and Hackston & Milne (1996).
4.3.3
Hypothesis 3:


There is no significant relationship between the financial leverage (nature) of firms and 


the extent of corporate environmental disclosure.

The summary of the result on the Pearson correlation coefficient for firms in both countries as depicted in table 4.13 & 4.14 revealed that there is a significant negative relationship between the financial leverage of firms and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. This result thus implies that firms with high debt profile and a higher risk of insolvency would be unwilling to devote extra cost on corporate environmental issues. This in a nutshell means that the higher the financial indebtedness of firms, the more unlikely they will be willing to report on corporate environmental issues. In other words, since firms with a high debt-to-equity ratio tend to have difficulties in their long-term solvency; interestingly therefore, they will be unwilling to devote any extra cost on corporate environmental matters and their commitment and compliance level to creating a sustainable environment in which they operate is greatly hampered. In addition, such firms with a high debt financial leverage profile will have fewer resources to spare for innovation and for pursuing new technologies in corporate environmental sustainability issues. To further reaffirm these results, findings from the summary of the estimated coefficient from both countries (see appendix c) table 7 and table 11 on the debt-to-equity ratio shows a t-statistics result that revealed a negative but significant relationship between debt-to-equity ratio and environmental disclosure. Therefore, guided by the various statistical outcomes as stated above; the alternative hypothesis which states that there is a significant relationship between the nature of firms and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure is accepted at the expense of the null hypothesis. While this outcome is in agreement with the findings of Fauzi (2009), Teresa, (2006) and Sarumpaet (2005); it disagrees with the findings provided by Trotman & Brandly (1981).


4.3.4
Hypothesis 4: 



There is no significant relationship between firms’ size and the extent of corporate 


environmental disclosure

The outcome of regression analysis results for the selected Nigerian firms on the impact of firms’ size (proxied by firms’ turnover) on the extent of corporate environmental disclosure is presented in table 4.15. Findings here indicates a significant positive relationship between firms’ size and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure (with t-statistic = 6.130 and p-value < 0.01). More so, this result is consistent with the correlation coefficient result (r = 885) for Nigerian firms provided in table 4.13, which shows that firms’ size is positively correlated with extent of environmental disclosure and it is significant at 1% level.
However, consistent with the trends of results provided in table 4.15, a similar outcome was observed from the findings on the regression result for South African firms. The result indicates that firm’s size proxied by firm’s turnover (TO) also play a very significant role in corporate environmental disclosure. The regression results for the selected firms indicate a t-statistic value of 6.341 and a p-value of .000 which is significant at the 1% level. Therefore, guided by these empirical findings, the alternative hypothesis which states that there is a significant relationship between firms’ size and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure is accepted at the expense of the null hypothesis. These findings corroborate the propositions of Spicer (1978), Ullmann (1985), Ferreri & Parker (1987), Deegan & Gordon (1996) and Sarumpaet (2005).  However, it contradicts the findings provided by Halme & Huse (1997) and Mohamad Ahmad (2001). The implication of these results is that the larger or bigger the size of a firm, the more they can afford to invest their resources into corporate environmental technologies and management that is environmentally friendly since they tend to be more concerned with the company’s corporate environmental reputation and corporate image while at the same time being visible to external stakeholders who demand higher corporate social environmental performance. 


4.3.5
Hypothesis 5:
There is no significant difference in the perception of community members on the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host communities.

Outcome from the Analysis of Variance test (ANOVA) based upon the responses of respondents from Nigeria on the perception of community members on the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host communities is presented in table 12 (appendix c). Putting into consideration the decision rule for Analysis of Variance outcomes as stated in the chapter three of this research work; the results as depicted in table 12 (appendix c)  presents a p-value that is less than 0.05 (i.e. 0.020 < 0.05). The Fishers ratio in a nutshell shows that the F-calculated value of 3.951 is greater than the F-tabulated value of 3.04 (F-cal. > F-tab). This therefore implies that the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate hypothesis is accepted which states that there is a significant difference in the perception of respondents on the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host communities. However, using a post-hoc test (Scheffe and Games-Howell), it was observed that respondents from Delta State and Rivers State (DS/A1 and RS/A3) accounted for the pair wise difference noticed among the three communities on their perception of the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host communities. 
Furthermore, a marathon review of the Analysis of Variance result for respondents in South Africa as depicted in (appendix c) further presents a p-value that is less than 0.05 (i.e. 0.000 < 0.05). The outcome in a nutshell shows that the F-calculated value of 13.988 is greater than the F-tabulated value of 3.04 (i.e. F-cal. > F-tab.). This invariably implies that the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate hypothesis is accepted which states that there is a significant difference in the perception of respondents on the disclosure of environmental performance information and the corporate relationship with host communities. 
Findings from these results as earlier stated basically support the argument provided by the proponents of the stakeholder theory (Gray et al, 1996; Ullman, 1985; Clarkson, 1995; Elijido-Ten, 2004) which states that the success of a firm is dependent upon the successful management of all the relationships that a firm has with its stakeholders. Thus, this suggest that companies with a good corporate environmental performance practice are likely to enjoy a good corporate relationship with the host communities in which they operate since companies are social creations whose survival is counted on the willingness of the society to support them. Consequently in order to gain the continuous support of the society (host communities) in which they operate, firms need to undertake corporate social environmental activities and also report such activities for the society to judge their environmental performance. This practice in the long-run will bring about good financial performance and good corporate image (goodwill) for such firms.    
CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS


5.0
INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a summary of the research in terms of the work done, theoretical and empirical findings, conclusion and recommendations. It discussed in summary the limitations and provides areas of opportunity for subsequent research.
5.1
SUMMARY OF WORK DONE
With the dearth in extant corporate environmental reporting literature in developing economies and the increasing importance of environmental issues both locally and internationally; coupled with the increasing trend in the demand from stakeholders for environmental accountability, transparency (Arias & Patterson, 2009; Manuel & Catarina, 2009), this study, guided by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO, 14031) requirements investigates the extent of corporate environmental reporting practices among Nigerian and South African firms. In addition, it is also based on the nexus in existing literature that the study examined the relationship between the operating performance, financial leverage (nature) and size of firms and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. The study adopted the content analysis technique and the Kinder Lydenberg Domini (KLD) rating system in analysing and scoring of data (secondary data) for the sixty (60) selected listed firms from Nigeria and South Africa for the period 2004-2008 (see appendix i) table 1 and table 2. On the other hand, the study made use of the survey research method for the primary data. In all, a combined total of 900 copies of questionnaire were distributed. That is four hundred and fifty (450) copies each, were distributed in both countries (see appendix c) table 52.          
5.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

While a summarized description of prior theoretical findings are provided in this section, the basic empirical findings revealed in the course of the present study are discussed in detail.  
5.2.1 Theoretical Findings
Findings from this study revealed that although the level of corporate environmental disclosure among South African firms is relatively higher when compared with Nigerian firms; however, it observed that the corporate environmental disclosure pattern from both countries appeared to be inconsistent and unregulated for the content-category theme of disclosure among firms in the sampled industries. This is in congruence with the findings of Yusoff & Lehman (2003) and Teresa (2006). Yusoff & Lehman (2003) researched into the international differences on corporate environmental disclosure Practices between Malaysia and Australia firms. Findings from the research revealed that Australian firms disclosed a relatively high level of extensiveness of environmental information (general to quantitative information) compared to Malaysian companies where majority only produce minimum disclosures (i.e. general and qualitative in nature). Also, findings from this research are in line with existing corporate environmental literatures by (Savage, 1994; DeVilliers, 1996; DeVilliers, 1998; DeVilliers & Barnard, 2000; Salehi & Azary, (2009). These studies in their various findings identified an overall increase over time in the percentage of companies that report environmental information in South Africa; however they noticed that the reporting pattern has been done on a voluntary basis, unsystematic and unregulated.
Empirical research on the relationship between firms’ operating performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure indicates an avalanche of varied and heterogeneous results. Findings in this study indicate that a significant positive relationship exists between firms’ operating performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. This result is consistent with the findings of McGuire et al. (1988) while adopting the accounting based proxies for financial performance (return on total assets), conducted a correlation analysis on the relationship between corporate financial performance and corporate environmental disclosure and found out that corporate financial performance indices have a stronger correlation with corporate environmental disclosure. Abbot and Monsen (1979) also indicated that there is a positive correlation between firms’ financial performance (proxied by returns on asset) and the extent of corporate environmental reporting. They claimed that companies are more likely to disclose corporate social environmental expenditures when their financial statements indicate a favourable financial performance. Furthermore, the result in this study agrees with the findings provided in earlier studies by Bragdon & Marlin (1972), Spicer (1978), Inchausti (1997), Preston & O’ Bannon (1997), Waddock & Graves (1997), Janggu, Joseph & Madi (2008). However, results from our study on the relationship between firms’ operating performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure contradict the findings provided by Mohamad & Ahmad (2001); where a negative relationship was found to exist between firms’ financial performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. 
Nevertheless, empirical findings in this study agree with the previous findings from extant corporate environmental accounting literature on the relationship between the nature of firms’ financial leverage and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure in developed countries. For example, studies by Chow & Boren (1987) Ahmed & Nicholls (1994) and Janggu Joseph & Madi (2008) have found a significant negative relationship between the leverage variable and corporate environmental disclosure of firms. Also, Mohammed, & Janggu (2006): supported this result, by explaining that, there is no significant statistical relationship between firms’ financial leverage and voluntary disclosure. The same explanation is provided by Hull & Rothenberg (2009), whose finding stressed the fact that firms with high debt profile are less likely to spare their limited resource into environmental matters. 

More so, while empirical findings from our study suggest a strong positive relationship between firms’ size and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure, there appears to be a strong consensus in the findings provided by prior studies. For instance, while adopting firms’ turnover as a proxy for size, Spicer (1978) suggests that there is a positive correlation between the size of a firm and the extent of social disclosure. Consistent with these findings are studies by (Watts and Zimmerman, 1978; Cowen, Ferreri & Parker, 1987; Trotman & Bradley, 1981; Cowen et.al, 1987; Hackston & Milne, 1996) were also they identified firms’ size proxied by total asset as a very important determinant in the disclosure of corporate social environmental information. In addition, the study by Mohamed & Zain (1999) revealed that companies’ size as measured by turnover provides an explanation on the variability of environmental disclosure among firms. 
5.2.2 Empirical Findings
Findings from the descriptive statistics results on the content-category themes of corporate environmental disclosures revealed that although there is no consistent or regulated pattern for content-category theme disclosure, findings among firms’ in both countries generally shows that content category theme disclosure in terms of products, services and customers, employee health & safety and community involvement had a very significant percentage proportion on the environmental information disclosed in firms’ corporate annual report and websites. Also, results on content-category disclosure by evidence revealed that firms disclosure pattern were mainly declarative and non-monetary in nature. This implies that the disclosure pattern noticed among firms were mainly qualitative in nature. More so, findings from the previous chapter further revealed that majority of corporate environmental information disclosed was accommodated in firms’ corporate websites and chairman’s statements of the corporate annual report. This is consistent with the findings of Savage (1994), Mitchell & Quinn (2005). 
On the other hand, findings on the level of corporate environmental disclosures between Nigerian and South African firms from the Z-test statistics result indicates clearly that the level of corporate environmental disclosures between Nigerian and South African firms are significantly different, with the South African firms parading a higher level of disclosure. This result suggests therefore that the selected listed firms in South Africa have the highest level of corporate environmental disclosures in their corporate annual reports and corporate websites when compared with the selected public-listed firms from Nigeria. Most companies from South Africa apart from the chairman’s statement have an independent section in their corporate annual reports and websites for “sustainability reporting”, which contained detailed discussion on environmental matters and corporate social responsibility issues. This high level of corporate environmental disclosure practice noticed among the selected listed firms in South Africa can be explained by the high compliance level to the ISO requirements. In addition, this high level of corporate environmental disclosures practice can also be explained by the high international profile in environmental matters and the strong environmental legislation in South Africa. Thus an environmental climate has been developed in South Africa which also accounts for the high extent of disclosure. Findings from these results are in congruence with earlier studies by (Savage, 1994; DeVilliers, 1995; DeVilliers, 1998). 
Empirical findings from the regression analysis results from both countries revealed that firms’ operating performance proxied by returns on total assets (ROTA) in line with our expectation suggest a significant positive relationship with the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. This implies that the more profit companies tend to generate, the more likely they are willing to strategically invest in corporate environmental sustainability issues/activities through improved green technologies for improved sustainable environment and to promote good corporate image. Furthermore, it means that firms with solid financial base are more likely to have more resources available to invest in corporate social environmental performance domains, such as employee relations, community relations, green production and environmental abatement technologies. In essence, firms’ operating performances (ROTA) plays a very significant role in the extent to which corporate environmental issues are considered and disclosed. These findings strongly supports the proposition of Ingram & Frazier (1980), Ferreri & Parker (1987), Griffen & Mohon (1997), Johnson (2003) and Zhang, Guo, Li & Wang (2008) which states that the level of financial performance of firms does serve as a motivating factor for the extent of corporate environmental disclosure level of firms. Nonetheless, it contradicts the findings provided by Gray et al (1987), Hackston & Milne (1996) and Pattern (1991) which claim that firms’ performance is not related to the level of corporate social environmental disclosure, but may be related to lagged profits.       

However, finding from the regression analysis result which is also consistent with our expectations indicates clearly that there is a significant negative relationship between the financial leverage (nature) of firms’ and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. This result signifies an inverse relationship between the nature of firms proxied by debt-to-equity ratio and the extent of environmental disclosure. This means that the higher the debt-to-equity ratio, the lower the level of environmental disclosure. Thus firms with high debt profile and a higher risk of insolvency would be unwilling to devote extra cost on corporate environmental issues. This implies that the higher the financial indebtedness of firms, the more unlikely they will be willing to report on corporate environmental issues. In other words, since firms with a high debt-to-equity ratio tend to have difficulties in their long-term solvency; interestingly therefore, they will be unwilling to devote extra cost on corporate environmental activities. However, while the findings in this study is consistent with prior studies by Chow & Wong (1987), Ahmed & Nicolls (1994), Mohamed & Tamoi (2006), Fiori, Donato & Izzo (2008); Teresa (2006) and            Sarumpaet (2005) which suggest that an increase in firms’ financial leverage or debt profile will reduce the level of corporate environmental disclosure practice among firms; on the hand, it contradicts the findings provided by Trotman & Brandly (1981). 
In relation to the regression analysis result provided in previous chapter on the relationship between firms’ size and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure; empirical findings revealed that firms’ size plays a very important role in the extent of environmental disclosure since large firms emphasize on their corporate image and use environmental disclosure as a tool for gaining or maintaining their social status and reputation; thus indicating a significant positive relationship between the size of a firm and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. This implies that larger firms are more likely to display better pollution control performance because they are more prone to be the subject of increased public scrutiny and so would need to respond more openly to stakeholder demands. Thus larger companies are more susceptible to inquiry from stakeholder groups since they are highly visible to external groups and are more vulnerable to adverse reactions among them. In essence, it is more likely that larger, more visible companies will consider corporate social environmental sustainability activities and their disclosure as a way of enhancing their corporate reputation/corporate image. These findings corroborate prior studies (Spicer, 1978; Ferreri & Parker, 1987; Mohammed, 1999; Romlah et al, 2003; Mohammed & Tamoi, 2006; Freedman & Jaggi, 1986 and also with the positive accounting theory of Watts & Zimmerman (1986) which basically states that larger companies are more exposed to media attention and therefore are expected to act more socially responsible. However, the result contradicts the findings of Halme & Huse (1997) and Mohamad Ahmad (2001) were a negative association was found between the level of corporate environmental disclosure and company size.
In addition, findings from the analysis of variance results obtained from the primary data source (questionnaire) for respondents in Nigeria and South Africa revealed further that the disclosure of environmental information and performance of companies will bring about an improved company’s corporate relationship with its host community. In essence, the more firms are willing to be environmentally friendly to the environment in which they operate, the more the host communities will be willing to serve as a support system for such a company. This will in the long run bring about an improved corporate image and financial performance for the companies. 
5.3 Conclusion
The objective of this section is to bring to the fore the contributions this study has made to knowledge and indicate the managerial implications of the study.
Generally, there is no doubt that several studies have been conducted so far (and still on-going) on the examination of the relationship between firms’ financial performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure, but the outcomes of these studies are mixed. Nevertheless, using empirical methods, we tested the relationship between firms’ operating performance, financial leverage (nature), size and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. The study used extensive data covering a five year period (2004-2008). Findings in this study revealed that the level of corporate environmental disclosure among South African firms is relatively higher when compared with Nigerian firms. This is apparently due to the fact that the South African economy is far more industrially developed when compared to the Nigerian economy where there is less industrialization on account of various bottlenecks such as epileptic power supply, inadequate infrastructural facilities particularly transport facilities, bureaucratic delays, corruption, and inefficient administrative machinery. Therefore, industries in South Africa are well developed and well positioned to have a similar corporate environmental disclosure practice with that of advanced nations such as the US, UK, France, Norway and Japan where there are emphases on the disclosure of corporate environmental information by companies. However, despite the relative difference in the level of corporate environmental disclosure among Nigerian and South African firms, the study observed that the corporate environmental disclosure pattern among firms in both countries appeared to be inconsistent and unregulated for the content-category theme of disclosure among firms in the sampled industries. 
More so, findings from this study consistent with our expectations revealed that a significant positive relationship exists between firms’ operating performance and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. Furthermore, while a significant negative relationship was observed between the financial leverage (nature) of firms and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure among firms; on the other hand, the study confirmed that a significant positive relationship exists between firms’ size and the extent of corporate environmental disclosure. 
Therefore from the above analysis, it is possible to conclude that corporate environmental reporting practice in developing countries like Nigeria and South Africa is still very ad-hoc, general, self-laudatory and voluntary in nature. Besides, there are no existing corporate environmental sustainability reporting standards as far as corporate environmental disclosure practice is concerned in both countries. Moreover, there is no mandatory requirement for companies to undergo environmental audit, and there are no generally-accepted standards regulating the nature of audit work. This therefore provides some preliminary evidence of the possibility that corporate environmental reporting practice in both countries represents attempts by companies to improve their corporate image be seen as responsible corporate citizens. Consequently, it implies that without some form of regulatory intervention, reliance on voluntary corporate environmental disclosure alone is unlikely to result in either a high quality of disclosure or sufficient levels of disclosure among firms in both countries. 
In addition, the study concludes that firms which have solid financial performance have more resources available to invest in corporate social environmental performance domains, such as employee relations, environmental concerns, research and development, community relations, product and services etc. Financially strong companies can afford to invest in ways that have a more long-term strategic impact, such as providing services for the community and their employees. Those allocations may be strategically linked to a better public image and improved relationships with the community in addition to an improved ability to attract more skilled employees. On the other hand, companies with financial problems or high debt profile and a higher risk of insolvency would be unwilling to devote extra cost on corporate environmental issues. Thus, the higher the financial indebtedness of firms, the more unlikely they will be willing to report on corporate environmental issues.

5.4 Recommendations and Implication of Study
Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations have been outlined which may be useful to the stakeholders, such as accountants, auditors, company management, investors, financial analyst, lobby groups, community members and the regulatory bodies responsible for setting standards:
i) In the light of the findings on the level of corporate environmental disclosures between Nigerian and South African firms, the study recommends that a detailed and well spelt out environmental disclosure themes and evidence must be established to provide foundation for improving corporate social environmental disclosures among companies. In addition, the study calls for standard setting bodies to set up guiding principles or accounting standards in order to improve the financial and non-financial environmental disclosures of listed companies. 

ii) Also, based on the present status of voluntary environmental reporting practice, coupled with the unregulated pattern of corporate environmental disclosure, it appears that without some form of regulatory intervention; reliance on voluntary disclosure alone is unlikely to result in a high quality of disclosure or sufficient level of disclosure. Consequently, this research calls for a more proactive effort from standard setting bodies on the need to introduce a standard framework/guideline for the mandatory disclosure of corporate environmental information. This effort apart from yielding to a great extent a higher level of environmental disclosure; will in addition bring about uniformity in the environmental disclosure pattern. More so, the study calls for policy makers in Nigeria to imbibe environmental policies that are responsible for the high level of corporate environmental disclosure practice among South African firms so as to enhance the level of environmental performance among firms in Nigeria.  
iii) More so, adequate steps/efforts should be put in place to encourage companies to imbibe the culture of corporate environmental audit. This process (corporate environmental audits) systematically assesses how well a company’s environmental management practices conforms to green production goals and help diffuse green production practices throughout the organisation.

iv) However, since it is observed that the financial performance and the size of firms plays a significant role in the level of corporate environmental disclosure; government of host countries are therefore encouraged on the need to imbibe corporate environmental policies (e.g. green tax policy) that is targeted towards encouraging firms in promoting green technologies and cleaner production techniques so as to create an environmentally-friendly environment. 

v) Also, the study calls for more concerted effort to be taken on the part of government to encourage managers on the need to embrace environmentally friendly practices in order to restore and guarantee a conflict free corporate atmosphere needed by managers and workers for maximum productivity. More so, funds expended in settling disputes could be applied to enhance corporate liquidity while management is able to plan better and make decisions when it is not engrossed in disputes. 

Furthermore, since it is observed that companies are social creations whose survival, success or continued existence is dependent upon the willingness of the society to support them, concerted efforts should be put in place by management in order to gain the continuous support of the society (host communities) in which they operate. To this end, managers of organisations are therefore advised in line with the propositions of the stakeholder theory on the need to embark on corporate social environmental sustainability activities and the disclosure of such activities in order to gain the continuous support of the society (host communities) in which they operate. This practice in the long-run will bring about good financial performance and good corporate image (goodwill) for such firms. In addition, this research calls for more proactive attention towards corporate environmental issues on the part of management and owners of companies in meeting stakeholders expectations before they become  problematic issues that otherwise might cause problems or litigation in the future. It suggests that companies operating in host communities especially in the Niger Delta region of Nigeria should be socially responsible to the environment in which they operate since socially responsible companies tend to have an enhanced brand image and a positive reputation among consumers; they also have the ability to attract more accomplished employees and business partners. This implies that socially responsible companies tend to have less risk of negative events. They run less risk of having to recall defective product lines and pay heavy fines for excessive pollution. They also have less risk of negative social events, which could damage their reputation and cost millions in information and advertising campaigns or litigation. 

5.5
Contribution to Knowledge
This study has contributed to knowledge in the following ways:

1) This study contributes to the body of existing literature by developing a well detailed corporate environmental disclosure index guided by ISO 14031 requirements and the global reporting initiatives in analyzing the level of corporate environmental disclosure practice. This is an improvement over the environmental disclosure index developed by Ernst & Ernst (1978) and Ingram & Frazer (1980:616).
2) This research contributes to the accounting discipline by providing an econometric model that captures three independent corporate accounting attributes (variables) and its impact on the level of forms corporate environmental performance.  
3) To the best of the researcher knowledge, this study contributes to the body of existing literature by providing a first attempt into a comparative analysis of the extent of corporate environmental disclosure practice between Nigerian and South African firms. 

4) Based on the corporate annual reports of companies reviewed and analyzed, this study pedagogically will serve as a data bank for future researchers. 
Suggestions for Further Study
In view of the limitations of this research, suggestions for future research in this area could proceed in a number of directions:
i) First, more extensive studies are needed to explore the causal mechanisms linking the corporate environmental reporting and profitability and to determine whether or not those relationships hold consistently over time. The source of the connection between corporate environmental reporting and profitability has rarely been systematically investigated. It is also important to posit the timing in the relationship, since it would be valuable to investigate and to ascertain how long it takes for the impact of corporate environmental reporting on financial performance to be revealed. For the above to be realized, more data on corporate environmental reporting should become available. The reliability of the corporate environmental reporting data is also an important issue, as data from different sources have significant differences regarding how to evaluate the corporate environmental reporting performance of a firm.

ii) Given that the researcher has limited his evaluations to cover a five year period (i.e. 2004-2008), future research in this area of accounting should consider it necessary to extend the number of periods studied so as to capture more recent global trends and legal requirements as well.

iii) For future research on corporate environmental disclosures, efforts should be put at increasing the number of selected industries and the listed firms in such industries so as to increase other salient explanatory variables, particularly the inclusion of ownership concentration/characteristics, firms’ age and industry type. The need to examine the relationship between firms’ corporate environmental performance measures when the size of audit firm and ownership structure is introduced will make the outcome of the research more robust.
iv) The opinion survey of 450 respondents each from Nigeria and South Africa were used in this study. However, future research can consider increasing this number so as to accommodate other groups of stakeholders.
v) Finally, there is the need for researchers in this area of accounting to consider the impact of corporate environmental performance initiatives on the risk profiles of the firms. 
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APPENDIX A
    Table 1:
Major Steel Producing Countries for 2007 (Million Metric Tons Crude Steel Production)

	Rank
	Countries
	Steel production (million tonnes)

	1
	China
	489.0

	2
	Japan
	120.2

	3
	United states
	97.2

	4
	Russia
	72.2

	5
	India
	53.1

	6
	South Korea
	51.4

	7
	Germany
	48.5

	8
	Ukraine
	42.8

	9
	Brazil
	33.8

	10
	Italy
	32.0

	11
	Turkey
	25.8

	12
	Taiwan
	20.5

	13
	France
	19.3

	14
	Spain
	19.1

	15
	Mexico
	17.2

	16
	Canada
	16.4

	17
	United Kingdom
	14.3

	18
	Belgium
	10.7

	19
	Poland
	10.7

	20
	Iran
	10.1

	21
	South Africa
	9.1

	22
	Australia
	7.9

	23
	Austria
	7.6

	24
	Netherlands
	7.4

	25
	Czech Republic
	7.1




Source: International Iron and Steel Institute (2008)

Table 2:
Structure of the Economies of Nigeria and South Africa in 2007 EST.

	Location
	NIGERIA
	SOUTH AFRICA

	
	West Africa, bordering the gulf of

 guinea, between Benin & Cameroun
	South Africa, at the southern tip off 

the continent of Africa

	Area: Total

           Land

           Water
	923,768 sq km

910,768 sq km

13,000 sq km
	1,219,912 sq km

1,219,912 sq km

0 sq km

Note: Marion & Edward island is 

Included

	Independence
	1st October, 1960
	27th April, 1994 (Majority rule)  

	Administrative divisions
	36 states & 1 capital territory (Abuja)
	9 provinces: Eastern cape, Free

 state, Gauteng, KwaZulu-Natal, 

Limpopo, Mpumalanga, Northern 

Cape, North-west & Western cape.

	Population
	138,283,240
	43,786,115

	Population growth rate
	2.382%
	-0.501%

	Economy overview
	Nigeria is an oil rich, with this sector 

providing 20% of the its GDP, 95% 

of foreign exchange earnings and 

about 80% of budgetary revenues.
	South Africa is a middle-income, 

emerging market with an abundant supply of natural resources; & a stock

 exchange that is 17th largest in the

 World.

	GDP: (purchasing power

 parity)
	$292.7 billion
	$467.1 billion

	GDP: (official exchange rate)
	$166.8 billion
	$282.6 billion

	GDP: (real growth rate)
	6.4%
	5.1%

	GDP-per capita (ppp)
	$2000
	$9,800

	GDP: composition by sector
	Agriculture: 17.6%

Industry: 52.7%

Services: 29.7%
	Agriculture: 3.2%

Industry: 31.3%

Services: 65.5%

	Inflation rate (consumer prices)
	5.5%
	7.1%

	Investment (gross fixed).
	24.9% of GDP
	20.6% of GDP

	Budget
	Revenues: $19.65 billion

Expenditures: $21.68 billion
	$68.2 billion

$66.7 billion

	Public debt
	14.5% of GDP
	31.3% of GDP

	Industrial production growth
	3.4%
	4.4%

	Oil production
	2.44 million bbl/day
	2000,000 bbl/day

	Oil – proved reserves
	37.25 billion bbl/day
	15 million bbl/day

	Reserve of foreign exchange & gold


	$51.33 billion
	$32.98 billion

	Debt external
	$8.031
	$39.71 billion

	Stock of direct foreign investment
	At home: $33.64 billion

Abroad: $12.63 billion
	At home:$93.47 billion

Abroad: $53.93 billion

	Exchange rates
	Naira per US Dollar – 127.46
	Rand per US Dollar – 7.05

	Market value of publicly traded shares
	$32.82 billion
	$842 billion


Source: Central Intelligence Agency (2008)
Table 3:                     Top 20 World Rankings for Co2 Emitters in 2006

	Rank
	Countries
	Carbon Emissions: (in metric tons of  Carbon)
	Per capita emissions (tons/capita)

	1
	USA
	1650020
	5.61

	2
	China
	1366554
	1.05

	3
	Russian Federation
	415951
	2.89

	4
	India
	366301
	0.34

	5
	Japan
	343117
	2.69

	6
	Germany
	220596
	2.67

	7
	Canada
	174401
	5.46

	8
	United Kingdom
	160179
	2.67

	9
	Republic of Korea
	127007
	2.64

	10
	Italy
	122726
	2.12

	11
	Mexico
	119473
	1.14

	12
	South Africa
	119203
	2.68

	13
	Iran
	118259
	1.76

	14
	Indonesia
	103170
	0.47

	15
	France
	101927
	1.64

	16
	Brazil
	90499
	0.50

	17
	Spain
	90145
	2.08

	18
	Ukraine
	90020
	1.90

	19
	Australia
	89125
	4.41

	20
	Saudi Arabia
	84116
	3.71


Source: World Resources Institute, 2007; Carbon Dioxide Information Centre, 2007; Congressional Research Service, 2007

Table 4: 

Selected Industry and Firms from Nigerian and South African Stock Exchange Market
	Selected

 Industry
	Selected Listed firms From Nigeria
	Selected Firms From South Africa

	Agriculture/

Agro-Allied 
	Ellah-Lakes Plc, Okitipupa Oil Palm Plc, Presco Plc, Okomu Oil Palm Plc & Livestock Feeds Plc. 
	AFGRI Ltd, SAPPI Ltd, Oceana Group Ltd, Tiger Brands Ltd & Pick N Pay Ltd.

	Building

 Materials
	Ashaka Cement Plc, Benue Cement Plc, Lafarge West African Portland Cement Plc, Cement Company of Northern (Nigeria) Plc & Ceramic Manufacturers Nigeria Plc.
	 Illiad Africa Ltd, AFRIMAT Ltd, Ceramic 

Industries Ltd, Masonite Africa Ltd & Pretoria Portland Cement Company Ltd (PPC).

	Petroleum

(Marketing)
	African Petroleum Plc, Chevron oil Nigeria Plc, Mobile Oil Nigeria Plc, Total Nigeria Plc, Oando Plc, & Mobile Oil Nigeria Plc.
	 Sasol Ltd Group, IMVUME Holdings Ltd, Total SA Ltd, Caltex Oil SA Ltd & Engen Petroleum Ltd. 

	Breweries
	Guinness Nigeria Plc, Nigerian Brewery Plc, Jos –International Brewery Plc, Champion Brewery Plc & International Brewery Plc 
	SABMiller Plc, Distell Group Ltd, Kwv Beleggings Beperk Ltd, Napier Brewery  Ltd & Congella-United National Breweries Ltd.

	Chemicals &

 Paints
	Africa Paints Nigeria Plc, Berger Paints Plc, CAP Plc, Nigerian German Chemical & DN Meyer Plc.
	Omnia Holdings Ltd, Spanjaard Ltd, AECI Ltd, Chemical specialist Ltd & SAFIC Holdings Ltd. 

	Health Care/ Pharmaceutical
	BCN PLC, Evans Medical Plc, G S K Consumer Plc, May and Baker Nig. Plc, Pharma - Deko Plc
	Abbot Lab. S. A  Ltd, Alcon Lab. S. A Ltd, B. B. Omni Med. S.A Ltd, Roche S. A Ltd, GlaxoSmithKline S.A Ltd


Sources: First global select, 2008; NSE, 2008 and JSE, 2008

Figure 1: 
Carbon Dioxide (Co2) Emissions for selected countries
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Table 6: 
GDP PROVINCIAL CONTRIBUTION FOR SELECTED PROVINCES IN SOUTH AFRICA

	S/N
	Provincial codes 
	Provinces
	GDP Contribution

	1
	GP/SA
	Gauteng Province 
	33.3%

	2
	KP/SA
	KwaZulu-Natal Province 
	16.7%

	3
	WP/SA
	Western Cape Province 
	14.4%

	4
	MP/SA
	Mpumalanga Province 
	6.8%

	5
	EP/SA
	Eastern Cape Province 
	8.1%

	6
	NCP/SA
	Northern Cape Province 
	2.2%

	7
	LP/SA
	Limpopo Province 
	6.7%

	8
	FP/SA
	The Free States Province 
	5.5%

	9
	NWP/SA
	North West Province 
	6.3




Source: http://www.southsfrica.info/about/geography/provinces.htm

Figure 2: GDP PROVINCIAL CONTRIBUTION FOR SELECTED PROVINCES IN SOUTH AFRICA 
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APPENDIX B 
Table 1: Environment Categories Used in Other Studies

	Study 

	Categories Used

	Abbott & Monsen (1979) 

Beresford (1973;  1975)
	Pollution; Product improvement repair of environment recycling; other

	Buzby & Falk (1979)
	Pollution

	Deegan & Rankin (1997)
	Environmental policies; Cost of environmental programs; Cost of environmental compliance;  environmental performance

	Fekrat, Inclan & Petroni (1996) 


	Environmental litigation ; Air emission information; Water discharge information; Solid waste disposal control; Installation facilities or processes; Compliance status of facilities; Regulation; Environmental policies; Conservation; Awards; Recycling departments or offices for pollution Control

	Gray et al (1995) 
	Environment; Energy; Health & Safety

	Mahapatra (1984); Spicer (1978)
	Pollution control

	Niskala & Pretes (1995) 
	Environmental Audit; Air pollution; Environmental Policy; International Environmental Programs; Other financial information

	Ng (1985); Hackston & Milne (1996) 
	Environmental pollution (including waste; litter; recycling; compliance with laws); Aesthetics (facilities, art, restoration) Other (impact studies; wildlife; protection)

	Trotman & Bradley (1981) 
	Pollution control; Recycling; Waste; Protecting and improving the environment; Environmental impact studies; Land reclamation and reforestation Anti litter and conservation


Source: (Carol and Tilt, 1995; Mousa and Woodhead, 2005; Tilt, 2005)

Table 2: Twenty content categories selected representing the five testable dimensions.

	Theme
	Evidence
	Location in Annual Report
	Time
	 News type

	Environment
	Monetary  Quantitative 
	Chairman’s statement
	Past 
	Good 

	Energy 
	Non-Monetary Quantitative
	Operations review
	Present 
	Bad

	Products, services & customers
	Declarative
	Corporate diary and others
	Future 
	Neutral

	Employee health & safety  
	Quantitative Monetary and Non-Monetary
	Financial statements
	
	

	Community involvement
	None 
	Others 
	
	

	Research & Development
	
	
	
	

	Litigation /fines/lawsuit
	
	
	
	

	Environmental policies
	
	
	
	

	Other environmental information
	
	
	
	


Source: (Shepard, 1956 cited in Ingram and Frazier, 1980:616; Ernst and Ernst, 1978; Sulaiman and Siswantoro, 2003; Gray et al, 1995; Hackston and Milne, 1996; Milne and Adler, 1999; Tilt, 2000; Raar, 2002 adopted from Belkaoui and Karpik, 1989; Ellsworth, 1965 cited in Murthy, 2006)

Table 3: Total Number of Environmental Sentences Disclosed by Theme 

	S/N
	Selected industry
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	
	Period under 

consideration
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Content category 

by theme
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Environment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Energy 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Products, Services 

& consumers 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	 Employee health 

and safety
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Community

 involvement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Research &

 Development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Litigation /

fines/lawsuit
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Environmental 

Policies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Other environmental information
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4: Total number of Environmental Sentences Disclosed by Evidence 

	S/N
	Selected industry
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	
	Period under 

consideration
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Content category 

by evidence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Declarative 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Monetary 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Non-monetary 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Monetary/

non-monetary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	None 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5: Total number of Environmental Sentences Disclosed by Location in Annual Report

	S/N
	Selected

Industry
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	
	Period under 

Consideration
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Content 

Category by 

Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	 Corporate 

Diary
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Chairman’s 

Statement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Operations  

Review
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Financial 

Statements
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Others
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 6:  Total number of Environmental Sentences Disclosed by News Type

	S/N
	Selected 

industry
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	
	Period under

Consideration
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Content 

category by 

news type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Good 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Bad 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Neutral 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 7: Total number of Environmental Sentences Disclosed by Time

	S/N
	Selected 

industry
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F

	
	Period 

under 

consideration
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Content 

Category

by time
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	 Present
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Past

Tense
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Future 

Tense
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes (1): From (table 7-11): 

A - Represent the Agricultural/Agro-Allied industry





B - Represents the Oil industry (petroleum marketing)





C - Represents the Breweries industry





D - Represents the Chemical and paint industry





E - Represents the Building Material industry





F - Represents the Health Care/Pharmaceutical industry

Note (2): from (table 7-11):





Year 1 will represent year 2004 under consideration

Year 2 will represent year 2005 under consideration

Year 3 will represent year 2006 under consideration

Year 4 will represent year 2007 under consideration

Year 5 will represent year 2008 under consideration

Note (3): Checklist of Categories of Corporate Environmental Disclosure

The following is taxonomy of the types of corporate environmental disclosure that form the substance of the content analysis of annual reports and corporate websites. The list is intended to represent an exhaustive itemization of information with social importance (adopted and modified from Hackston and Milne (1996); Williams and Ho (1999). 

THEME

ENVIRONMENT

i) Environmental pollution
ii) Pollution control in the conduct of business operations; capital, operating and research and development expenditures for pollution abatement.

iii) Statements indicating that the company's operations are non-polluting or that they are in compliance with pollution laws and regulations.

iv) Conservation of natural resources, e.g. recycling glass, metals, oil, water and paper; using recycled materials.

v) Efficiently using materials resources in the manufacturing process.

vi) Contributions in terms of cash or art/sculptures to beautify the environment.
vii) Undertaking environmental impact studies to monitor the company's impact on the environment.

viii) A statement indicating that pollution from operations has been or will be reduced.

ix) Prevention or repair of damage to the environment resulting from processing or natural resources, e.g. land reclamation or reforestation.

x) General environmental considerations statement of the company’s business operations on environmental pollution pertaining to noise, air, water and visual quality

xi) Environmental management etc
ENERGY

i) Conservation of energy in the conduct of business operations.

ii) Using energy more efficiently during the manufacturing process.

iii) Utilizing waste materials for energy production.

iv) Disclosing energy savings resulting from product recycling.

v) Discussing the company's efforts to reduce energy consumption.

vi) Disclosure of energy savings and companies energy policies

vii) Reduction in energy consumption

viii) Received awards or penalties.

ix) Disclosing increased energy efficiency products.

RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT

i) Investment in research on renewal technology

ii) Environmental education

iii) Environmental research.

iv) Waste management /reduction and recycling technology.

EMPLOYEE HEALTH AND SAFETY

i) Reducing or eliminating pollutants, irritants, or hazards in the work environment.

ii) Promoting employee safety and physical or mental health 

iii) Disclosing accident statistics.

iv) Complying with health and safety standards and regulations.

v) Receiving a safety award.

vi) Establishing a safety department/committee/policy.

vii) Conducting research to improve work safety/implementing devices to improve safety.

viii) Providing low cost health care for employees.

ix) Disclosing benefits from increased health and safety expenditure.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

i) Donations of cash, products or employees services to support established community activities, events, organisations, education and the arts (includes declarations of sponsorship).

ii) Summer or part-time employment of students.
iii) Sponsoring public health projects
iv) Aiding medical research
v) Sponsoring educational conferences, seminars or art exhibits.
vi) Funding scholarship programmes or activities.
vii) Other special community related activities, e.g. opening the company’s facilities to the public.
viii) Supporting national pride/government sponsored campaigns
ix) Supporting the development of local industries or community programmes and activities
x) Donations to charity. Art, sports etc.
.PRODUCTS, SERVICES AND CUSTOMERSERS

i) Product development

ii) Information on developments related to the company’s products, including its packaging, e.g. making containers reusable.

iii) The amount/percentage figures of research and development expenditure and/or its benefits (needs to relate to a specific product).

iv) Information on any research projects set up by the company to improve its product in any way.

v) Product safety

vi) Disclosing that products meet applicable safety standards.

vii) Making products safer for consumers.

viii) Conducting safety research on the company’s products.

ix) Disclosing improved or more sanitary procedures in the processing and preparation of products.

x) Information on the safety of the firm’s product.

xi) Product quality

xii) Information on the quality of the firm’s products as reflected in prizes/awards received (any award from an independent organisation for the firm's product).

xiii) Verifiable information that the quality of the firm’s product has increased (e.g. ISO 14031).

LITIGATION/FINES/LAWSUITS

i) Statement referencing the firm's involvement in legal proceedings. 

ii) Regulatory Compliance statement indicating the motivation for a firm's actions as being in compliance with governmental regulatory standards. 

iii) Actual Accomplishments-a statement referencing a firm's environmental actions which have been completed
iv) Any information such as court cases, compounds, fines regarding misconduct of operations that describe violation of environment or violation of various environmental acts and/or laws.
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES

i) Receiving an award relating to the company's environmental programmes or policies and waste Prevention. 

ii) Environmental policies and sustainability issues.

iii) Environmental policies or company concern. Any information on company’s do’s and concerns on the importance of preserving the working/ operational environment and external environment. It may also include corporate environmental policy established.

iv) Actual and future environmental policies

v) Environmental goals, targets and objectives

vi) Environmental partnership

OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION

i) Corporate objectives/policies/mission: general disclosure of corporate objectives/policies relating to the social responsibility of the company to the various segments of society. 

ii) Disclosure of objectives/policies that pertain to the environment, health and safety, where neither the environment or health and safety can be classified as the dominant topic.

iii) Other: disclosure/reporting to group in society other than shareholders and employees, e.g. consumers; any other form of information that relates to the social responsibility of the company.

EVIDENCE

i) Monetary Quantitative: All statement expressing factual information concerning firms’ pollution activities expressed in monetary terms.

ii) Non-monetary Quantitative: All statement expressing factual quantitative information concerning a firm’s pollution activities expressed in qualitative terms or non-monetary terms.

iii) Quantitative monetary and non-monetary: All statement expressing factual information concerning a firm’s pollution activities expressed both in monetary and non-monetary terms. 

iv) Declarative: A statement of opinion or unsupported declaration concerning firm’s pollution activities. It includes qualitative information expressed in descriptive terms.

v) None:  a statement not concerning a firm’s pollution activities.

LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT 

i) General environmental information disclosed or discussed in the Chairman’s statement

ii) General environmental information disclosed or discussed in the corporate diary

iii) Financial statement

iv) Operation reviews discussions on environmental issues

v) others

News type

i) Good: statements that reflect credit to the company

ii) Bad: statements that reflect discredit to the company

iii) Neutral: statements whose credit/discredit for the company is not obvious.

TIME

i) Present: a statement referencing present events or situations.

ii) Future: a statement referencing future events or situations.

iii) Past: a statement referencing past events or situations.

Note: Any historical, and/or current and/or future estimation or budgeted environmental expenditure, spending, operational costs, foreseeable Liabilities.

APPENDIX C: 

Table 1: Averaged Environmental Disclosure Scores for Firms’ in Nigeria and South Africa

	S/N
	EDISC. SCORES FOR SOUTH AFRICAN FIRMS
	EDISC. SCORES FOR NIGERIAN FIRMS

	1
	68.8
	48.8

	2
	64.2
	37.6

	3
	55
	41.2

	4
	62.2
	42.4

	5
	63.8
	40.2

	6
	49.6
	31.4

	7
	49.8
	36.8

	8
	63.6
	43

	9
	58.6
	39.2

	10
	51.8
	47.2

	11
	60.8
	11.2

	12
	54.4
	29.6

	13
	53.8
	21.6

	14
	53
	17.6

	15
	50
	22.2

	16
	67.2
	56.4

	17
	70.2
	55

	18
	69.4
	51.4

	19
	65.2
	30.6

	20
	65.6
	33.2

	21
	60.6
	29.6

	22
	49.2
	21.6

	23
	45
	22.2

	24
	44.8
	17.6

	25
	41.4
	21.8

	26
	72.8
	14.4

	27
	66.9
	12.4

	28
	63.8
	15.4

	29
	64.2
	12.2

	30
	68.4
	13





Source: Annual Report and Company Websites

Table 2: Summarized Averaged ROTA, D/E ratio, SIZE AND EDISC. for selected listed firms in South Africa for the Period 2004-2008
	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	SA/A1
	68.8
	5.074368583
	0.003143638
	22.14829964

	2
	SA/A2
	64.2
	4.458626135
	0.020973711
	22.32038049

	3
	SA/A3
	55
	2.973722881
	0.063390762
	18.77331291

	4
	SA/A4
	62.2
	3.32519846
	0.035258497
	20.15730466

	5
	SA/A5
	63.8
	3.763297867
	0.061957642
	21.58427179

	6
	SA/B1
	49.6
	1.022847373
	5.365830387
	16.91664123

	7
	SA/B2
	49.8
	1.116662702
	4.988671026
	14.52628734

	8
	SA/B3
	63.6
	4.19908948
	0.052048099
	21.27386282

	9
	SA/B4
	58.6
	3.325732799
	0.01377766
	17.60424119

	10
	SA/B5
	51.8
	2.82360245
	0.137465288
	12.85420196

	11
	SA/C1
	60.8
	3.249713453
	0.009746947
	17.38324075

	12
	SA/C2
	54.4
	2.193217431
	0.021365812
	17.9986253

	13
	SA/C3
	53.8
	2.031067963
	0.017764828
	15.32920355

	14
	SA/C4
	53
	2.169132162
	0.03193456
	11.67978525

	15
	SA/C5
	50
	1.470763087
	0.115475794
	17.34482779

	16
	SA/D1
	67.2
	5.17711697
	0.004751616
	22.30264109

	17
	SA/D2
	70.2
	6.096345909
	0.001110406
	23.74970592

	18
	SA/D3
	69.4
	3.779428116
	0.007011887
	23.09709437

	19
	SA/D4
	65.2
	3.063094148
	0.054824666
	22.0845687

	20
	SA/D5
	65.6
	2.585174896
	0.053693822
	22.0311161

	21
	SA/E1
	60.6
	3.867145433
	0.088422136
	19.73273771

	22
	SA/E2
	49.2
	1.03836299
	5.866603453
	12.70078961

	23
	SA/E3
	45
	0.83306226
	7.15203169
	14.21756233

	24
	SA/E4
	44.8
	0.158086076
	7.359332646
	13.71247169

	25
	SA/E5
	41.4
	0.174403915
	8.675691754
	12.7177776

	26
	SA/F1
	72.8
	5.222845217
	0.0011292423
	24.15758053

	27
	SA/F2
	66.9
	4.948561654
	0.009137753
	20.24944661

	28
	SA/F3
	63.8
	2.333706802
	0.005514886
	19.2439327

	29
	SA/F4
	64.2
	3.676086063
	0.006027193
	19.84133562

	30
	SA/F5
	68.4
	8.93943185
	0.008989905
	21.78130258


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 3:

Summarized Averaged ROTA, D/E ratio, SIZE AND EDISC. For Selected Listed Firms in Nigeria for the Period 2004-2008

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	NG/A1
	48.8
	10.613126
	0.0629345
	17.276688

	2
	NG/A2
	37.6
	0.1564444
	0.0134366
	14.38914

	3
	NG/A3
	41.2
	6.4197687
	0.0377338
	16.141413

	4
	NG/A4
	42.4
	9.8785656
	0.0292072
	16.576165

	5
	NG/A5
	40.2
	0.2012487
	0.0160509
	17.400556

	6
	NG/B1
	31.4
	0.1416767
	0.5509874
	15.334373

	7
	NG/B2
	36.8
	1.5544212
	0.4704389
	15.392539

	8
	NG/B3
	43
	0.4095688
	0.0919184
	17.510152

	9
	NG/B4
	39.2
	0.2123398
	0.0802257
	16.201992

	10
	NG/B5
	47.2
	0.1212464
	0.0546129
	18.451247

	11
	NG/C1
	11.2
	0.0872083
	3.4271005
	8.7202048

	12
	NG/C2
	29.6
	1.1847695
	1.7145473
	13.492055

	13
	NG/C3
	21.6
	1.2119428
	1.9825299
	13.101916

	14
	NG/C4
	17.6
	1.4289585
	4.1013963
	11.571941

	15
	NG/C5
	22.2
	1.2382999
	0.7326776
	12.372669

	16
	NG/D1
	56.4
	1.1968124
	0.0584719
	18.26298

	17
	NG/D2
	55
	12.069921
	0.0608057
	18.048701

	18
	NG/D3
	51.4
	3.0628616
	0.0650706
	17.259797

	19
	NG/D4
	30.6
	1.1296786
	1.4594854
	13.662418

	20
	NG/D5
	33.2
	1.5078015
	1.4904694
	13.735987

	21
	NG/E1
	29.6
	1.2063954
	1.1872468
	17.892918

	22
	NG/E2
	21.6
	0.1023528
	1.1766884
	14.286566

	23
	NG/E3
	22.2
	0.4913282
	0.7665323
	12.612123

	24
	NG/E4
	17.6
	0.0582528
	3.3954233
	11.69496

	25
	NG/E5
	21.8
	0.1897778
	2.1039457
	12.598806

	26
	NG/FI
	14.4
	0.006718
	0.6384031
	11.338054

	27
	NG/F2
	12.4
	0.0031885
	0.1816167
	10.809726

	28
	NG/F3
	15.4
	0.0428387
	3.6643152
	15.452598

	29
	NG/F4
	12.2
	0.0028588
	4.1566376
	10.946122

	30
	NG/F5
	13
	0.0185419
	4.0623493
	11.219286



Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
COMPREHENSIVE REGRESSION ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR NIGERIAN FIRMS
Table 4:



Variables Entered/Removedb
	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	SIZE, ROTA, DEa
	.
	Enter


a. All requested variables entered.

b. Dependent Variable: EDISC
Table 5:

Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted

R Square
	Std. Error of 

the Estimate 
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. 

F Change

	1
	.924a
	.855
	.838
	5.56254
	..855
	50.979
	3
	26
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE, ROTA, DE

Table 6:







ANOVAb 

	Model
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	4732.184
	3
	1577.395
	50.979
	.000a

	 
	Residual
	804.488
	26
	30.942
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	5536.672
	29
	 
	 
	 


a.  Predictors: (Constant), SIZE, ROTA, DE

b.  Dependent Variable: EDISC

Table 7:                                          Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	
	

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	t
	Sig

	1        (Constant)

            ROTA

   D/E ratio

   SIZE
	-15.092
.808
-2.368
3.260
	8.402
.348
.961
.532
	.194

-.247

.638
	-1.796
2.319
-2.463
6.130
	.084
.029
.021
.000


a. Dependent Variable: EDISC

COMPREHENSIVE REGRESSION ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR SOUTH AFRICA FIRMS 


Table 8:

Variables Entered/Removedb
	Model
	Variables Entered
	Variables Removed
	Method

	1
	SIZE, DE, ROTA a
	.
	Enter


a All requested variables entered.

b Dependent Variable: EDISC

Table 9:                                 Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted

R Square
	Std. Error of 

the Estimate 
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. 

F Change

	1
	.957a
	.916
	.907
	2.6428461
	.916
	94.728
	3
	26
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE, DE, ROTA

Table 10:                                   ANOVAb  

	Model
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1984.929
	3
	661.643
	94.728
	.000a

	 
	Residual
	181.601
	26
	6.985
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	2166.530
	29
	 
	 
	 


a. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE, DE, ROTA

b. Dependent Variable: EDISC

Table 11:                                             Coefficientsb
	Model 
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1 (Constant)

ROTA

D/E ratio

SIZE
	31.746

1.241

-.711

1.309
	3.469

.419

.249

.206
	.274

-.224

.565
	9.151

2.959

-2.859

6.341
	.000

.007

.008

.000


a. Dependent Variable: EDISC

Table 12:
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR RESPONDENTS

	

	NIGERIA                                 SOUTH AFRICA

	



Sum of      df 
  Mean
 F        Sig.       Sum of        df      Mean
   F           Sig.


Squares              Square
       

  Squares   
       Square

	


Between    14.766      2
 7.383      3.591

.020
 27.281          2          13.640      13.988   .000 

Groups     

Within
   454.051
   243
  1.869
195.025        200       .975

Groups

Total
   468.817
    245



  
222.305        202
	Source: Field Survey (2009)




Table 13:
Descriptive Statistics for Respondents on Disclosure of Environmental Performance Information and Relationship with the host Communities in Nigeria
	
	N
	Mean
	Std.

Deviation
	Std. 

Error
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower

Bound
	Upper

Bound
	
	

	DS/A1
	67
	3.5672
	1.40587
	.17175
	3.2242
	3.9101
	1.00
	5.00

	BS/A2
	95
	3.7474
	1.29622
	.13299
	3.4833
	4.0114
	1.00
	5.00

	RS/A3
	84
	4.1667
	1.41279
	.15415
	3.8601
	4.4733
	1.00
	5.00

	Total
	246
	3.8415
	1.38331
	.08820
	3.6677
	4.0152
	1.00
	5.00


Source: Field Survey (2009)
Table 14: Descriptive Statistics for Respondents on Disclosure of Environmental Performance Information and Relationship with the host Communities in South Africa

	
	N
	Mean
	Std.

Deviation
	Std. 

Error
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower

Bound
	Upper

Bound
	
	

	GP/B1
	82
	4.1098
	1.33339
	.14725
	3.8168
	4.4027
	1.00
	5.00

	WP/B2
	54
	4.9444
	.40825
	.05556
	4.8330
	5.0559
	2.00
	5.00

	KP/B3
	67
	4.7612
	.79942
	.09767
	4.5662
	4.9562
	1.00
	5.00

	Total
	203
	4.5468
	1.04906
	.07363
	4.4016
	4.6920
	1.00
	5.00


Source: Field Survey (2009
Table 15: 

MULTIPLE COMPARISONS (for respondents in Nigeria)

	
	(I) Lobby Groups 
	(J) 

Lobby Groups
	Mean Difference

(I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig
	95% Confidence Interval 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Scheffe
	DS/A1
	BS/A2
	-.18020
	.21808
	.711
	-.7173
	.3569

	
	
	RS/A3
	-.59950*
	.22390
	.029
	-1.1510
	-.0480

	
	BS/A2
	DS/A1
	-.18020
	.21808
	.711
	-.33569
	.7173

	
	
	RS/A3
	-.41930
	.20473
	.125
	-.9235
	.0849

	
	RS/A3
	DS/A1
	-.59950*
	.22390
	.029
	.0480
	1.1510

	
	
	BS/A2
	-.41930
	.20473
	.125
	-.0849
	.9235

	Games-Howell
	DS/A1
	BS/A2
	-.18020
	.21722
	.685
	-.6950
	.3346

	
	
	RS/A3
	-.59950*
	.23078
	.028
	-1.1461
	-.0529

	
	BS/A2
	DS/A1
	-.18020
	.21722
	.685
	-.3346
	.6950

	
	
	RS/A3
	-.41930
	.20359
	.101
	-.9007
	.0621

	
	RS/A3
	DS/A1
	-.59950*
	.23078
	.028
	.0529
	1.1461

	
	
	BS/A2
	-.41930
	.20359
	.101
	-.0621
	.9007


· The Mean difference is significant at the 5% level.

Table 16:



MULTIPLE COMPARISONS (for respondents in South Africa)

	
	(I) Lobby Groups 
	(J) Lobby Groups
	Mean Difference

(I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig
	95% Confidence Interval 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Scheffe
	GP/B1
	WP/B2
	-.83469*
	.17306
	.000
	-1.2615
	-.4079

	
	
	KP/B3
	-.65144*
	.16262
	.000
	-1.0525
	-.2504

	
	WP/B2
	GP/B1
	.83469*
	.17306
	.000
	.4079
	1.2615

	
	
	KP/B3
	.18325
	.18059
	.598
	-.2621
	.6286

	
	KP/B3
	GP/B1
	.65144*
	.16262
	.000
	.2504
	1.0525

	
	
	WP/B2
	-.18325
	.18059
	.598
	-.6286
	.2621

	Games-Howell
	GP/B1
	WP/B2
	-.83469*
	.15738
	.000
	-1.2090
	-.4604

	
	
	KP/B3
	-.65144*
	.17669
	.001
	-1.0701
	-.2327

	
	WP/B2
	GP/B1
	.83469*
	.15738
	.000
	.4604
	1.2090

	
	
	KP/B3
	.18325
	.11236
	.237
	-.0840
	.4505

	
	KP/B3
	GP/B1
	.65144*
	.17669
	.001
	.2327
	1.0701

	
	
	WP/B2
	-.18325
	.11236
	.237
	-.4505
	.0840


· The Mean difference is significant at the 5% level.

Table 17: 

Selected States/Provincial Populations and Contribution to GDP (PPP$) est. for 2008

	S/N
	NIGERIA
	Population
	GDP (PPP$)
	South Africa
	Population
	GDP (PPP$)

	1
	DS/A1
	5, 098, 349
	16,749,250,544
	GP/B1
	9. 5 million
	33.3%

	2
	BS/A2
	2, 998, 349
	4,337,065,923
	WP/B2
	4. 7 million
	14.4%

	3
	RS/A3
	6, 689, 087
	21,073,410,422
	KP/B3
	9. 9 million
	16.7%

	
	Total
	14,785,827
	
	Total
	24,100,000
	


Source: Development Data Group (2008), the World Bank. 2008. World Development Indicators 2008 online (see http://publications.worldbank.org/ecommerce/catalog/product?item_id), World Development Indicators database, World Bank, 7 October 2009
Table 18:

SELECTED STATES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN NIGERIA AND SOUTH AFRICA
	NIGERIA:

	S/N
	SELECTED STATES/LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA/TOWN

	i
	DS/A1
	Represents responses from Jesse in Ethiope-West local government area of Delta state.

	ii
	BS/A2
	Responses from Nembe in Nembe Local Government Area of Bayelsa State.

	iii
	RS/A3
	Represents responses from Bori in Khana local government area of Rivers state.

	SOUTH AFRICA

	S/N
	SELECTED STATES/LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA/TOWN

	i
	GP/B1
	Represents responses from Pretoria in Gauteng Province (Kungwini) in South Africa.

	ii
	WP/B2
	Represents responses from Western Cape Province (Matzikama) in South Africa. 

	iii
	KP/B3
	Represents responses from KwaZulu-Natal province (Durban) formally known as the Eastern Transvaal province in South Africa.


FREQUENCY DISTIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE IN NIGERIA

TABLE: 18


Responses to SB 1

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	7
	2.8
	2.8
	2.8

	
	Disagree
	31
	12.6
	12.6
	15.4

	
	Undecided 
	20
	8.1
	8.1
	23.6

	
	Agree
	53
	21.5
	21.5
	45.1

	
	Strongly agree
	135
	54.9
	54.9
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 




Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 19:



Response to SB 2

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	97
	39.4
	39.4
	39.4

	
	Disagree
	19
	7.7
	7.7
	47.2

	
	Undecided 
	6
	2.4
	2.4
	49.6

	
	Agree
	37
	15.0
	15.0
	64.6

	
	Strongly agree
	87
	35.4
	35.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 




Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 20:



Response to SB 3


	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	71
	28.9
	28.9
	28.9

	
	Disagree
	15
	6.1
	6.1
	35.0

	
	Undecided 
	22
	8.9
	8.9
	43.9

	
	Agree
	28
	11.4
	11.4
	55.3

	
	Strongly agree
	110
	44.7
	44.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 




Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 21:



Response to SB 4

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	15
	6.1
	6.1
	6.1

	
	Disagree
	49
	19.9
	19.9
	26.0

	
	Undecided 
	15
	6.1
	6.1
	32.1

	
	Agree
	35
	14.2
	14.2
	46.3

	
	Strongly agree
	132
	53.7
	53.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 




Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 22:


Response to SB 5 

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	162
	65.9
	65.9
	65.9

	
	Disagree
	26
	10.6
	10.6
	76.4

	
	Undecided 
	16
	6.5
	6.5
	82.9

	
	Agree
	28
	11.4
	11.4
	94.3

	
	Strongly agree
	14
	5.7
	5.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 





Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 23:


Response to SB 6

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	206
	83.7
	83.7
	83.7

	
	Disagree
	27
	11.0
	11.0
	94.7

	
	Undecided 
	2
	.8
	.8
	95.5

	
	Agree
	8
	3.3
	3.3
	98.8

	
	Strongly agree
	3
	1.2
	1.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 





Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 24:


Response to SB 7

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	155
	63.0
	63.0
	63.0

	
	Disagree
	26
	10.6
	10.6
	73.6

	
	Undecided 
	58
	23.6
	23.6
	97.2

	
	Agree
	7
	2.8
	2.8
	100.0

	
	Strongly agree
	nil
	nil
	nil
	nil

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	





Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 25:


Response to SB 8

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	203
	82.5
	82.5
	82.5

	
	Disagree
	12
	4.9
	4.9
	87.4

	
	Undecided 
	15
	6.1
	6.1
	93.5

	
	Agree
	10
	4.1
	4.1
	97.6

	
	Strongly agree
	6
	2.4
	2.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 26:


Response to SB 9

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	208
	84.6
	84.6
	84.6

	
	Disagree
	11
	4.5
	4.5
	89.0

	
	Not sure
	11
	4.5
	4.5
	93.5

	
	Agree
	10
	4.1
	4.1
	97.6

	
	Strongly agree
	6
	2.4
	2.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 27:


Response to SB 10

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	204
	82.9
	82.9
	82.9

	
	Disagree
	13
	5.3
	5.3
	88.2

	
	Undecided 
	14
	5.7
	5.7
	93.9

	
	Agree
	8
	3.3
	3.3
	97.2

	
	Strongly agree
	7
	2.8
	2.8
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 28:


Response to SB 11

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	198
	80.5
	80.5
	80.5

	
	Disagree
	1
	.4
	.4
	80.9

	
	Undecided 
	9
	3.7
	3.7
	84.6

	
	Agree
	8
	3.3
	3.3
	87.8

	
	Strongly agree
	30
	12.2
	12.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table:  29:


Response to SB 12


	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	126
	51.2
	51.2
	51.2

	
	Disagree
	46
	18.7
	18.7
	69.9

	
	Undecided 
	22
	8.9
	8.9
	78.9

	
	Agree
	14
	5.7
	5.7
	84.6

	
	Strongly agree
	38
	15.4
	15.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 30:


Response to SB 13

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	173
	70.3
	70.3
	70.3

	
	Disagree
	51
	20.7
	20.7
	91.1

	
	Undecided 
	13
	5.3
	5.3
	96.3

	
	Agree
	6
	2.4
	2.4
	98.8

	
	Strongly agree
	3
	1.2
	1.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 31:


Response to SB 14

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	11
	4.5
	4.5
	4.5

	
	Disagree
	12
	4.9
	4.9
	9.3

	
	Undecided 
	11
	4.5
	4.5
	13.8

	
	Agree
	74
	30.1
	30.1
	43.9

	
	Strongly agree
	138
	56.1
	56.1
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 32:


Response to SB 15

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	38
	15.4
	15.4
	15.4

	
	Disagree
	31
	12.6
	12.6
	28.0

	
	Undecided 
	2
	.8
	.8
	28.9

	
	Agree
	43
	17.5
	17.5
	46.3

	
	Strongly agree
	132
	53.7
	53.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 33:


Response to SB 16

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	52
	21.1
	21.1
	21.1

	
	Disagree
	25
	10.2
	10.2
	31.3

	
	Undecided 
	4
	1.6
	1.6
	32.9

	
	Agree
	44
	17.9
	17.9
	50.8

	
	Strongly agree
	121
	49.2
	49.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 34

Response to SB 17

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	26
	10.6
	10.6
	10.6

	
	Disagree
	28
	11.4
	11.4
	22.0

	
	Undecided 
	17
	6.9
	6.9
	28.9

	
	Agree
	63
	25.6
	25.6
	54.5

	
	Strongly agree
	112
	45.5
	45.5
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

FREQUECY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE IN SOUTH AFRICA

TABLE: 35







Response to SB 1

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	3
	1.5
	1.5
	1.5

	
	Disagree
	14
	6.9
	6.9
	8.4

	
	Undecided 
	5
	2.5
	2.5
	10.8

	
	Agree
	16
	7.9
	7.9
	18.7

	
	Strongly agree
	165
	81.3
	81.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 36

Response to SB 2

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	5
	2.5
	2.5
	2.5

	
	Disagree
	34
	16.7
	16.7
	19.2

	
	Undecided 
	35
	17.2
	17.2
	36.5

	
	Agree
	33
	16.3
	16.3
	52.7

	
	Strongly agree
	96
	47.3
	47.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 37:

Response to SB 3


	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	4
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	
	Disagree
	26
	12.8
	12.8
	14.8

	
	Undecided 
	5
	2.5
	2.5
	17.2

	
	Agree
	51
	25.1
	25.1
	42.4

	
	Strongly agree
	117
	57.6
	57.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 38:
Response to SB 4

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	11
	5.4
	5.4
	5.4

	
	Disagree
	14
	6.9
	6.9
	12.3

	
	Undecided 
	10
	4.9
	4.9
	17.2

	
	Agree
	34
	16.7
	16.7
	34.0

	
	Strongly agree
	134
	66.0
	66.0
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)
Table: 39:
Response to SB 5 

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	31
	15.3
	15.3
	15.3

	
	Disagree
	44
	21.7
	21.7
	36.9

	
	Undecided 
	11
	5.4
	5.4
	42.4

	
	Agree
	29
	14.3
	14.3
	56.7

	
	Strongly agree
	88
	43.3
	43.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)
Table: 40:
Response to SB 6

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	41
	20.2
	20.2
	20.2

	
	Disagree
	66
	32.5
	32.5
	52.7

	
	Undecided 
	32
	15.8
	15.8
	68.5

	
	Agree
	10
	4.9
	4.9
	73.4

	
	Strongly agree
	54
	26.6
	26.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)
Table: 41:
Response to SB 7

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	155
	63.0
	63.0
	63.0

	
	Disagree
	26
	10.6
	10.6
	73.6

	
	Undecided 
	28
	11.4
	11.4
	85.0

	
	Agree
	7
	2.8
	2.8
	87.8

	
	Strongly agree
	30
	12.2
	12.2
	100.0

	
	Total
	246
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 42:
Response to SB 8

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	102
	50.2
	50.2
	50.2

	
	Disagree
	8
	3.9
	3.9
	54.2

	
	Undecided 
	2
	1.0
	1.0
	55.2

	
	Agree
	13
	6.4
	6.4
	61.6

	
	Strongly agree
	78
	38.4
	38.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)
Table: 43:
Response to SB 9

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	138
	68.0
	68.0
	68.0

	
	Disagree
	50
	24.6
	24.6
	92.6

	
	Undecided 
	nil
	nil
	nil
	nil

	
	Agree
	7
	3.4
	3.4
	96.1

	
	Strongly agree
	8
	3.9
	3.9
	100.0 

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 44:
Response to SB 10

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	123
	60.6
	60.6
	60.6

	
	Disagree
	27
	13.3
	13.3
	73.9

	
	Undecided 
	nil
	nil
	nil
	

	
	Agree
	9
	4.4
	4.4
	78.3

	
	Strongly agree
	44
	21.7
	21.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 45:
Response to SB 11

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	70
	34.5
	34.5
	34.5

	
	Disagree
	29
	14.3
	14.3
	48.8

	
	Undecided 
	12
	5.9
	5.9
	54.7

	
	Agree
	16
	7.9
	7.9
	62.6

	
	Strongly agree
	76
	37.4
	37.4
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)
Table: 46:
Response to SB 12


	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	100
	49.3
	49.3
	49.3

	
	Disagree
	40
	19.7
	19.7
	69.0

	
	Undecided 
	2
	1.0
	1.0
	70.0

	
	Agree
	35
	17.2
	17.2
	87.2

	
	Strongly agree
	26
	12.8
	12.8
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)
Table: 47:

Response to SB 13

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	87
	42.9
	42.9
	42.9

	
	Disagree
	48
	23.6
	23.6
	66.5

	
	Undecided 
	44
	21.7
	21.7
	88.2

	
	Agree
	24
	11.8
	11.8
	100.0

	
	Strongly agree
	nil
	nil
	nil
	

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Field Survey (2009)
Table: 48:
Response to SB 14

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	28
	13.8
	13.8
	13.8

	
	Disagree
	18
	8.9
	8.9
	22.7

	
	Undecided 
	nil
	nil
	nil
	

	
	Agree
	30
	14.8
	14.8
	37.4

	
	Strongly agree
	127
	62.6
	62.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)
Table: 49:
Response to SB 15

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	11
	5.4
	5.4
	5.4

	
	Disagree
	19
	9.4
	9.4
	14.8

	
	Undecided 
	8
	3.9
	3.9
	18.7

	
	Agree
	82
	40.4
	40.4
	59.1

	
	Strongly agree
	83
	40.9
	40.9
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 50:
Response to SB 16

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	7
	3.4
	3.4
	3.4

	
	Disagree
	12
	5.9
	5.9
	9.4

	
	Undecided 
	8
	3.9
	3.9
	13.3

	
	Agree
	14
	6.9
	6.9
	20.2

	
	Strongly agree
	162
	79.8
	79.8
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 51
Response to SB 17

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid

 
	Strongly disagree
	5
	2.5
	2.5
	2.5

	
	Disagree
	16
	7.9
	7.9
	10.3

	
	Undecided 
	8
	3.9
	3.9
	14.3

	
	Agree
	8
	3.9
	3.9
	18.2

	
	Strongly agree
	166
	81.8
	81.8
	100.0

	
	Total
	203
	100.0
	100.0
	 


Source: Field Survey (2009)

Table: 52


REPRESENTATION OF COPIES QUESTIONNAIRE DISTRIBUTED FOR BOTH COUNTRIES

	NIGERIA
	SOUTH AFRICA

	S/N
	States/L.G.A
	Questionnaire  Distributed
	S/N
	States/L.G.A
	Questionnaire  Distributed

	i
	DS/A1
	150
	GP/B1
	
	150

	ii
	BS/A2
	150
	WP/B2
	
	150

	iii
	RS/A3
	150
	KP/B3
	
	150

	Total copies Distributed
	450
	Total copies Distributed
	450


Note that:

i) DS/A1 represents responses from Jesse in Ethiope-West local government area of Delta state.

ii) BS/A2 represents responses from Nembe in Nembe Local Government Area of Bayelsa State.

iii) RS/A3 represents responses from Bori in Khana local government area of Rivers state.

iv) GP/B1 represents responses from Pretoria in Gauteng Province (Kungwini) in South Africa.

v) WP/B2 represents responses from Western Cape Province (Matzikama) in South Africa. 

vi) KP/B3 represents responses from KwaZulu-Natal province (Durban) formally known as the Eastern Transvaal province in South Africa.

APPENDIX D:

SUMMARIZED AVERAGED ROTA, D/E RATIO AND SIZE FOR SELECTED LISTED FIRMS IN NIGERIA FOR THE PERIOD 2004-2008

BUILDING MATERIAL INDUSTY:
Table 1:      

 ASHAKA CEMENT COMPANY PLC

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	2458493
	663725
	3.7040838
	31314
	632410
	0.0495153
	101989262
	18.440378

	2005
	3963878
	777229
	5.100013
	55357
	721871
	0.0766854
	12567156
	16.346597

	2006
	5528315
	897022
	6.1629648
	73662
	823360
	0.0894651
	15815247
	16.576485

	2007
	4951464
	184744
	26.801758
	91883
	1161808
	0.0790862
	16771564
	16.635195

	2008
	2514625
	222596
	11.296811
	21365
	1072511
	0.0199205
	96473955
	18.384784

	TOTAL
	19416775
	2745316
	53.065631
	273581
	4411960
	0.3146727
	243617184
	86.383439

	AVRG
	 
	 
	10.613126
	 
	 
	0.0629345
	 
	17.276688


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 2:

BENUE CEMENT COMPANY PLC

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	1624038
	3432133
	0.4731862
	13814
	4646976
	0.0029727
	390996
	12.876453

	2005
	911841
	7515055
	0.1213352
	16425
	6559436
	0.002504
	340654
	12.738623

	2006
	1374508
	19782055
	0.0694826
	231696
	7354870
	0.0315024
	4005101
	15.203079

	2007
	1918274
	29110126
	0.0658971
	133528
	8354898
	0.015982
	6029209
	15.612126

	2008
	1923399
	36761482
	0.052321
	136633
	9607128
	0.014222
	5473439
	15.515418

	TOTAL
	7752060
	96600851
	0.7822222
	532096
	36523308
	0.0671832
	16239399
	71.945699

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.1564444
	 
	 
	0.0134366
	 
	14.38914


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)

Table 3:
LAFARGE WEST AFRICAN PORTLAND CEMENT PLC 

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	758115
	257184
	2.9477534
	899465
	9203292
	0.097733
	1267403
	14.05248

	2005
	769034
	314148
	2.447999
	413383
	6028256
	0.0685742
	2192597
	14.600597

	2006
	2889029
	314812
	9.1769977
	154146
	9827127
	0.0156858
	26463835
	17.09129

	2007
	6314941
	426165
	14.818066
	142066
	95238187
	0.0014917
	39517587
	17.492256

	2008
	13202534
	4875332
	2.7080277
	129685
	25015270
	0.0051842
	38664795
	17.47044

	TOTAL
	23933653
	6187641
	32.098844
	1738745
	145312132
	0.1886689
	108106217
	80.707064

	AVRG
	 
	 
	6.4197687
	 
	 
	0.0377338
	21621243.4
	16.141413


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 4:
CEMENT COMPANY OF NORTHERN (NIGERIA) PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	106427
	18246
	5.8328949
	119414
	1952362
	0.0611639
	5742419
	15.563391

	2005
	468381
	12373
	37.855088
	117220
	5794885
	0.0202282
	1913906
	14.464657

	2006
	933541
	264441
	3.530243
	238768
	6757516
	0.0353337
	33058123
	17.313778

	2007
	845081
	537029
	1.5736227
	238387
	14066438
	0.0169472
	55304977
	17.828373

	2008
	379886
	632111
	0.6009799
	198601
	16063914
	0.0123632
	49161670
	17.710625

	TOTAL
	2733316
	1464200
	49.392828
	912390
	44635115
	0.1460361
	145181095
	82.880824

	AVRG
	 
	 
	9.8785656
	 
	 
	0.0292072
	 
	16.576165


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 5:
CERAMIC MANUFACTURERS NIGERIA PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	18237
	57985
	0.3145124
	44323
	2822330
	0.0157044
	4597536
	15.341031

	2005
	13928
	69614
	0.2000747
	51030
	3646723
	0.0139934
	55206445
	17.82659

	2006
	29692
	154432
	0.1922659
	29227
	2287895
	0.0127746
	51256134
	17.752346

	2007
	21826
	164991
	0.132286
	40114
	2434278
	0.0164788
	65268922
	17.994027

	2008
	24791
	148356
	0.1671048
	56124
	2634515
	0.0213034
	71756410
	18.088788

	TOTAL
	108474
	595378
	1.0062437
	220818
	13825741
	0.0802546
	248085447
	87.002781

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.2012487
	 
	 
	0.0160509
	 
	17.400556


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
	CHEMICAL AND PAINTS INDUSTRY


	

	TABLE 6:
	          
	AFRICAN PAINTS (NIGERIA) PLC

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	52595
	341574
	0.1539783
	280974
	203250
	1.3824059
	1355937
	14.120003

	2005
	54513
	301406
	0.1808624
	224623
	394270
	0.5697187
	1562716
	14.261936

	2006
	64879
	518292
	0.1251785
	258691
	394996
	0.6549206
	1947126
	14.481865

	2007
	135921
	991718
	0.1370561
	288658
	4262071
	0.0677272
	21228320
	16.870847

	2008
	139835
	1256289
	0.111308
	344170
	4293293
	0.0801646
	22685010
	16.937215

	TOTAL
	447743
	3409279
	0.7083833
	1397116
	9547880
	2.7549369
	48779109
	76.671866

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.1416767
	 
	 
	0.5509874
	 
	15.334373


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 7:
BERGER PAINTS PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	135921
	213166
	0.6376298
	142441
	425201
	0.3349969
	987996
	13.803434

	2005
	130835
	250502
	0.5222912
	223408
	439323
	0.5085279
	1065774
	13.879212

	2006
	168021
	235573
	0.7132439
	273220
	460533
	0.5932691
	11254477
	16.236277

	2007
	1664113
	279571
	5.9523806
	271466
	496385
	0.546886
	15431469
	16.551919

	2008
	-68346
	1278937
	-0.0534397
	325739
	883924
	0.3685147
	14531880
	16.491855

	TOTAL
	2030544
	2257749
	7.7721059
	1236274
	2705366
	2.3521946
	43271596
	76.962697

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.5544212
	 
	 
	0.4704389
	 
	15.392539


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 8:
CHEMICAL AND ALLIED PRODUCTS PLC
	PROXIES
	  RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	130139
	435851
	0.298586
	28093
	548791
	0.0511907
	12038380
	16.30361

	2005
	250842
	583995
	0.4295277
	26379
	594747
	0.0443533
	14667620
	16.501153

	2006
	302660
	672503
	0.45005
	35779
	796317
	0.0449306
	15254262
	16.540369

	2007
	456400
	746920
	0.6110427
	52757
	8570651
	0.0061555
	198624722
	19.106928

	2008
	208634
	806666
	0.2586374
	313218
	1000819
	0.3129617
	196997112
	19.0987

	TOTAL
	1348675
	3245935
	2.0478438
	456226
	11511325
	0.4595918
	437582096
	87.55076

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.4095688
	 
	 
	0.0919184
	 
	17.510152


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 9:

D N MEYER PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	117236
	451489
	0.2596652
	161914
	289575
	0.5591436
	1500188
	14.221101

	2005
	90134
	483699
	0.1863432
	170551
	313148
	0.5446338
	17608742
	16.683906

	2006
	207154
	538784
	0.3844843
	169088
	102604
	1.6479669
	13689352
	16.432129

	2007
	153710
	1097222
	0.1400902
	178613
	163357
	1.0933905
	20087942
	16.81563

	2008
	175001
	1920638
	0.0911161
	107831
	648939
	0.1661651
	20940439
	16.857193

	TOTAL
	743235
	4491832
	1.061699
	787997
	1517623
	4.0113
	73826663
	81.009959

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.2123398
	 
	 
	0.80226
	 
	16.201992


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 10:
NIGERIAN - GERMAN CHEMICAL PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	95090
	889235
	0.1069346
	34259
	996087
	0.0343936
	97716872
	18.397585

	2005
	124751
	1068223
	0.1167837
	25061
	1011483
	0.0247765
	14396596
	16.482502

	2006
	159896
	1096769
	0.1457882
	48899
	1060283
	0.0461188
	160331366
	18.892753

	2007
	345406
	3001544
	0.1150761
	103886
	1183121
	0.0878067
	208544684
	19.155664

	2008
	409661
	3367552
	0.1216495
	105217
	1315722
	0.079969
	247700504
	19.327731

	TOTAL
	1134804
	9423323
	0.6062321
	317322
	5566696
	0.2730647
	728690022
	92.256235

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.1212464
	 
	 
	0.0546129
	 
	18.451247


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
AGRICULTURAL/AGRO-ALLIED INDUSTRY
Table 11:
OKITIPUPA OIL PALM PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	11893
	115461
	0.1030045
	12407
	10482
	1.1836482
	2294
	7.7380523

	2005
	19958
	248710
	0.0802461
	21209
	11235
	1.8877615
	4952
	8.5075468

	2006
	35964
	358434
	0.1003365
	220383
	51020
	4.3195414
	8419
	9.0382463

	2007
	14357
	368338
	0.0389778
	266982
	61292
	4.3559029
	9033
	9.1086398

	2008
	62726
	552765
	0.1134768
	212011
	39344
	5.3886488
	9982
	9.2085388

	TOTAL
	144898
	1643708
	0.4360416
	732992
	173373
	17.135503
	 
	43.601024

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.0872083
	 
	 
	3.4271005
	 
	8.7202048


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 12:

PRESCO    PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	225349
	109504
	2.0579066
	932000
	116505
	7.9996567
	123626
	11.725016

	2005
	131378
	249669
	0.5262087
	70333
	179336
	0.3921856
	136936
	11.827269

	2006
	407615
	326785
	1.2473492
	13492
	191855
	0.0703239
	2128301
	14.570835

	2007
	672242
	341230
	1.9700554
	11374
	227490
	0.0499978
	2346062
	14.668249

	2008
	453620
	3708241
	0.1223275
	14026
	231558
	0.0605723
	2347611
	14.668909

	TOTAL
	1890204
	4735429
	5.9238474
	1041225
	946744
	8.5727363
	7082536
	67.460277

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.1847695
	 
	 
	1.7145473
	 
	13.492055


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 13:

OKOMU OIL PALM PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	231934
	281081
	0.82515
	44392
	28108
	1.5793368
	281081
	12.546398

	2005
	164269
	280007
	0.5866603
	54535
	28007
	1.9471918
	280007
	12.54257

	2006
	513571
	364846
	1.4076377
	47170
	29512
	1.5983329
	295128
	12.595164

	2007
	670895
	423115
	1.5856091
	93241
	32987
	2.8265984
	329873
	12.706463

	2008
	7245314
	4378742
	1.6546565
	72211
	36820
	1.9611896
	3682074
	15.118987

	TOTAL
	8825983
	5727791
	6.0597138
	311549
	155434
	9.9126494
	4868163
	65.509582

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.2119428
	 
	 
	1.9825299
	 
	13.101916


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 14:
ELLAH - LAKES PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	545610
	158706
	3.4378662
	14331992
	1587067
	9.0304896
	64451
	11.073661

	2005
	2826833
	3864613
	0.731466
	20172587
	3864613
	5.2198207
	64243
	11.070428

	2006
	3119683
	3870928
	0.8059264
	20492135
	3870928
	5.2938559
	50514
	10.830006

	2007
	3700832
	4059469
	0.9116542
	18976212
	40594690
	0.4674555
	67578
	11.121038

	2008
	5128103
	4076783
	1.2578798
	20194745
	40767830
	0.4953598
	950340
	13.764575

	TOTAL
	15321061
	16030499
	7.1447926
	94167671
	90685128
	20.506982
	1197126
	57.859707

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.4289585
	 
	 
	4.1013963
	 
	11.571941


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 15:

LIVESTOCK   FEEDS PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	-236421
	31309
	-7.5512153
	107936
	141726
	0.7615822
	40941
	10.619887

	2005
	237134
	32448
	7.3081238
	183865
	241726
	0.7606339
	58706
	10.980297

	2006
	191752
	32173
	5.9600286
	175637
	218791
	0.8027615
	560018
	13.235724

	2007
	-19819
	386485
	-0.0512801
	194325
	218791
	0.8881764
	586762
	13.282375

	2008
	379221
	721168
	0.5258428
	366688
	814439
	0.4502338
	931976
	13.745062

	TOTAL
	551867
	1203583
	6.1914997
	1028451
	1635473
	3.6633879
	 
	61.863346

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.2382999
	 
	 
	0.7326776
	 
	12.372669


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
BREWERIES INDUSTRY:
Table 16:                GUINNESS NIGERIA PLC

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	11687494
	3331168
	3.5085273
	1139157
	23102931
	0.0493079
	73102931
	18.107379

	2005
	6276167
	3544453
	1.7707011
	1088578
	21767263
	0.0500099
	81767263
	18.219388

	2006
	11436771
	42579308
	0.2685993
	1818620
	25667544
	0.0708529
	85667544
	18.265985

	2007
	14884450
	71809427
	0.2072771
	2075433
	31638842
	0.0655976
	91636849
	18.333344

	2008
	17092950
	74655667
	0.2289572
	2086089
	36862557
	0.056591
	96862559
	18.388804

	TOTAL
	61377832
	195920023
	5.984062
	8207877
	139039137
	0.2923593
	429037146
	91.314899

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.1968124
	 
	 
	0.0584719
	 
	18.26298


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 17:

NIGERIAN BREWERIES PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	1035471
	38429
	26.945042
	134415
	25197125
	0.0053345
	48564892
	17.698411

	2005
	12553245
	513443
	24.44915
	182209
	22935410
	0.0079444
	62974995
	17.958248

	2006
	14425769
	5615799
	2.568783
	2005468
	26186746
	0.0765833
	73594134
	18.114076

	2007
	16453895
	5382244
	3.0570697
	3886697
	28253944
	0.137563
	80130968
	18.199173

	2008
	18945433
	5690073
	3.3295589
	2196542
	28674191
	0.0766035
	86322075
	18.273596

	TOTAL
	63413813
	17239988
	60.349603
	8405331
	131247416
	0.3040287
	351587064
	90.243504

	AVRG
	 
	 
	12.069921
	 
	 
	0.0608057
	 
	18.048701


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 18: JOS INTERNATIONAL BREWERIES PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	341638
	41783
	8.1764833
	16181
	251013
	0.0644628
	6696473
	15.717092

	2005
	462705
	446554
	1.0361681
	16181
	248735
	0.0650532
	7584704
	15.841644

	2006
	751059
	378131
	1.9862402
	16181
	212619
	0.0761033
	92636286
	18.344191

	2007
	850205
	432773
	1.9645519
	16181
	256482
	0.0630882
	76627787
	18.15447

	2008
	993579
	461944
	2.1508646
	16181
	285653
	0.0566457
	83602850
	18.241588

	TOTAL
	3399186
	1761185
	15.314308
	80905
	1254502
	0.3253531
	267148100
	86.298986

	AVRG
	 
	 
	3.0628616
	 
	 
	0.0650706
	 
	17.259797


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 19:

CHAMPION BREWERIES PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	49097
	389075
	0.126189
	246892
	72093
	3.4246321
	590977
	13.289532

	2005
	848583
	419031
	2.0251079
	375034
	425132
	0.882159
	848583
	13.651323

	2006
	1020869
	590533
	1.7287247
	375004
	707121
	0.5303251
	102086
	11.533571

	2007
	920780
	685556
	1.3431142
	637500
	662869
	0.9617285
	920780
	13.732976

	2008
	986678
	2320191
	0.4252572
	862019
	575223
	1.4985823
	9866786
	16.104685

	TOTAL
	3826007
	4404386
	5.6483931
	2496449
	2442438
	7.2974269
	12329212
	68.312088

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.1296786
	 
	 
	1.4594854
	 
	13.662418


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 20:

INTERNATIONAL BREWERIES PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	188160
	302621
	0.6217678
	134074
	366423
	0.3658995
	735038
	13.507677

	2005
	210837
	131240
	1.6064995
	311755
	100065
	3.1155249
	926102
	13.73874

	2006
	119077
	104291
	1.1417764
	231225
	737229
	0.3136407
	804787
	13.598333

	2007
	3876033
	2358584
	1.6433729
	211798
	174044
	1.2169222
	757923
	13.538337

	2008
	5696715
	2255597
	2.5255908
	285627
	117043
	2.4403595
	1618234
	14.296846

	TOTAL
	10090822
	5152333
	7.5390074
	1174479
	1494804
	7.4523468
	4842084
	68.679933

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.5078015
	 
	 
	1.4904694
	 
	13.735987


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
PETROLEUM (MARKETING) INDUSTRY: 

Table 21:

AFRICAN PETROLEUM PLC
	PROXIES
	  RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	698577
	198369
	3.5216037
	435618
	206402
	2.1105319
	34395273
	17.35343

	2005
	10268
	2794574
	0.0036743
	286889
	756878
	0.3790426
	58110054
	17.877849

	2006
	33696
	2821889
	0.0119409
	517270
	293709
	1.761165
	42761163
	17.571141

	2007
	243763
	3280218
	0.074313
	3111090
	2455230
	1.2671277
	81934351
	18.221429

	2008
	704932
	34270006
	0.0205699
	3082506
	7367949
	0.4183669
	102026373
	18.440742

	TOTAL
	1691236
	43365056
	3.6321019
	7433373
	11080168
	5.9362341
	319227214
	89.464591

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.7264204
	 
	 
	1.1872468
	 
	17.892918


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 22:

CHEVRON   OIL    NIGERIA     PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	721158
	12940344
	0.0557294
	209139
	200706
	1.0420167
	32679321
	17.302253

	2005
	1314415
	16337447
	0.0804541
	472765
	283150
	1.6696627
	42391429
	17.562457

	2006
	1779903
	14272321
	0.1247101
	510242
	311516
	1.6379319
	51942270
	17.765643

	2007
	1852352
	17176254
	0.1078438
	680914
	338646
	2.0106955
	65914443
	18.003868

	2008
	2994916
	20939575
	0.1430266
	899336
	404535
	2.2231352
	72628103
	18.100862

	TOTAL
	8662744
	81665941
	0.511764
	2772396
	1538553
	8.5834421
	265555566
	71.432831

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.1023528
	 
	 
	1.7166884
	 
	14.286566


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 23:

MOBILE   OIL    NIGERIA     PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	2165048
	9604721
	0.225415
	225620
	686083
	0.3288523
	37108
	10.521588

	2005
	1985461
	1177705
	1.6858729
	639393
	882551
	0.7244828
	465467
	13.050796

	2006
	3393903
	14752655
	0.2300537
	231640
	330508
	0.7008605
	509149
	13.140496

	2007
	2744251
	17415401
	0.1575761
	499271
	283367
	1.7619236
	508096
	13.138426

	2008
	2927478
	18560855
	0.1577232
	711697
	2248348
	0.3165422
	545419
	13.20931

	TOTAL
	13216141
	61511337
	2.456641
	2307621
	4430857
	3.8326614
	2065239
	63.060616

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.4913282
	 
	 
	0.7665323
	 
	12.612123


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 24:

OANDO   PLC  

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	239585
	50788986
	0.0047173
	3058551
	2156467
	1.4183157
	10306
	9.2404815

	2005
	2621139
	52674555
	0.049761
	2735899
	2272579
	1.2038741
	182763
	12.115946

	2006
	3794091
	71307321
	0.0532076
	2257844
	2436927
	0.9265128
	209078
	12.250463

	2007
	6813728
	83961647
	0.0811529
	18457205
	4741627
	3.892589
	185891
	12.132916

	2008
	10742611
	104882388
	0.1024253
	42795571
	4487873
	9.5358249
	339421
	12.734997

	TOTAL
	24211154
	363614897
	0.291264
	69305070
	16095473
	16.977116
	927459
	58.474802

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.0582528
	 
	 
	3.3954233
	 
	11.69496


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 25:

TOTAL   NIGERIA     PLC
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	4322949
	15846575
	0.2728002
	698097
	357399
	1.9532707
	51229
	10.844061

	2005
	4505225
	20304767
	0.2218802
	1176926
	400851
	2.9360685
	553790
	13.224541

	2006
	4819729
	24764978
	0.1946187
	1760791
	401902
	4.3811452
	667528
	13.411337

	2007
	3249040
	26296146
	0.1235557
	2268277
	3742235
	0.606129
	950117
	13.76434

	2008
	4828795
	35496956
	0.1360341
	2657234
	4131818
	0.643115
	126722
	11.749751

	TOTAL
	21725738
	122709422
	0.9488889
	8561325
	9034205
	10.519728
	2349386
	62.99403

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.1897778
	 
	 
	2.1039457
	 
	12.598806


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
HEALTH CARE/ PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRY

Table 26:
THE BOOTS COMPANY NIGERIA PLC (BCN PLC)

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	-9291
	14153000
	-0.0006565
	14120
	33000
	0.4278788
	41101
	10.623788

	2005
	-9156
	16813000
	-0.0005446
	15240
	91900
	0.1658324
	33854
	10.429812

	2006
	4224
	21081000
	0.0002004
	16550
	45230
	0.3659076
	60825
	11.015756

	2007
	5402
	24669000
	0.000219
	15094
	35751
	0.422198
	67952
	11.126557

	2008
	968009
	28163000
	0.0343717
	18140
	10021
	1.8101986
	725313
	13.494359

	TOTAL
	959188
	104879000
	0.03359
	79144
	215902
	3.1920154
	929045
	56.690272

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.006718
	 
	 
	0.6384031
	 
	11.338054


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 27:

EVANS MEDICAL PLC

	PROXIES
	  RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	-5826
	936483
	-0.0062211
	199522
	936483
	0.2130546
	75037
	11.225737

	2005
	1259
	984758
	0.0012785
	129869
	984751
	0.13188
	91921
	11.428685

	2006
	1057
	105885
	0.0099825
	180311
	1106788
	0.1629138
	11833
	9.3786475

	2007
	4459
	846290
	0.0052689
	407745
	1454035
	0.2804231
	15374
	9.640433

	2008
	52731
	9360240
	0.0056335
	177943
	1485183
	0.1198122
	236837
	12.375127

	TOTAL
	53680
	12233656
	0.0159423
	1095390
	5967240
	0.9080837
	431002
	54.048629

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.0031885
	 
	 
	0.1816167
	 
	10.809726


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 28:
GLAXOSMITHKLINE CONSUMER PLC (GSK CONSUMER)

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	106967
	4819560
	0.0221943
	983962
	184749
	5.3259395
	5672213
	15.55109

	2005
	134260
	6021983
	0.022295
	987544
	151772
	6.5067601
	7149033
	15.782488

	2006
	144186
	8296389
	0.0173794
	937147
	349346
	2.6825754
	8589814
	15.966088

	2007
	156500
	8869207
	0.0176453
	813916
	419307
	1.941098
	1038955
	13.853726

	2008
	1174290
	8719161
	0.1346792
	858357
	460195
	1.8652028
	9915400
	16.1096

	TOTAL
	1716203
	36726300
	0.2141933
	4580926
	1565369
	18.321576
	32365415
	77.262991

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.0428387
	 
	 
	3.6643152
	 
	15.452598


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 29:

MAY AND BAKER NIGERIA PLC

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO

 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	7916
	7618873
	0.001039
	-274665
	63939
	-4.295735
	17804
	9.7871784

	2005
	9113
	1984062
	0.0045931
	-492559
	71514
	-6.8875884
	19008
	9.8526152

	2006
	1017
	1453581
	0.0006997
	426330
	81690
	5.2188762
	19969
	9.9019364

	2007
	2114
	2977649
	0.00071
	889590
	36173
	24.592652
	225338
	12.325357

	2008
	20831
	2872272
	0.0072524
	994667
	461566
	2.1549833
	385974
	12.863525

	TOTAL
	40991
	16906437
	0.0142942
	1543363
	714882
	20.783188
	668093
	54.730612

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.0028588
	 
	 
	4.1566376
	 
	10.946122


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 30:

PHARMA - DEKO PLC

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	-57321
	167120
	-0.3429931
	15976
	31660
	0.5046115
	22933
	10.040332

	2005
	50455
	172571
	0.2923724
	21368
	68871
	0.3102612
	40890
	10.618641

	2006
	69931
	2205270
	0.0317109
	58585
	19635
	2.9837026
	61026
	11.019055

	2007
	329701
	3734272
	0.0882906
	317730
	24498
	12.96963
	71248
	11.173922

	2008
	120881
	5181592
	0.0233289
	149991
	42328
	3.5435409
	564944
	13.244482

	TOTAL
	513647
	11460825
	0.0927097
	563650
	186992
	20.311746
	761041
	56.096432

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.0185419
	 
	 
	4.0623493
	 
	11.219286


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
APPENDIX E:

SUMMRIZED AVERAGED ROTA, D/E RATIO AND SIZE FOR SELECTED LISTED FIRMS IN SOUTH AFRICA FOR THE PERIOD 2004-2008

BUILDING MATERIAL INDUSTRY:

Table 1:

ILIAD AFRICA LTD

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	4024326
	221482
	18.16999124
	78969
	13707470
	0.005761019
	2849777442
	21.77050674

	2005
	4503197
	2423025
	1.858502079
	10094
	9839208
	0.001025896
	3456984433
	21.96366249

	2006
	5052350
	2901540
	1.741264983
	99037
	13578078
	0.007293889
	4272011984
	22.17535074

	2007
	5958476
	3198938
	1.862641914
	12216
	16054784
	0.000760895
	4882293475
	22.30888092

	2008
	4972190
	2858496
	1.7394427
	12614
	14391483
	0.000876491
	6048627914
	22.52309729

	TOTAL
	24510539
	11603481
	25.37184292
	212930
	67571023
	0.01571819
	21509695248
	110.7414982

	AVRG
	 
	 
	5.074368583
	 
	 
	0.003143638
	 
	22.14829964


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008) 
Table 2: 
AFRIMAT       LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	334558841
	19869988
	16.83739522
	2813516
	5847524976
	0.000481146
	3383121373
	21.9420646

	2005
	349377793
	517574922
	0.675028442
	4906544
	6875585172
	0.000713618
	3410434257
	21.95010547

	2006
	1.053E+09
	371007430
	2.837674216
	8669508
	2083667953
	0.004160696
	5302174708
	22.3913829

	2007
	1.322E+09
	759419545
	1.7401733
	14479739
	7619419544
	0.001900373
	5985907015
	22.51267371

	2008
	1.88E+09
	9265616052
	0.202859498
	904442014
	9265616052
	0.097612723
	8023782226
	22.80567575

	TOTAL
	4.938E+09
	10933487937
	22.29313068
	935311321
	31691813697
	0.104868556
	26105419579
	111.6019024

	AVRG
	 
	 
	4.458626135
	 
	 
	0.020973711
	 
	22.32038049


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008) 

Table 3:

CERAMIC INDUSTRY LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	4851852
	882907
	5.495314909
	31084
	253046
	0.122839326
	107879401
	18.4965245

	2005
	5312237
	790521
	6.719918889
	37998
	286743
	0.132515877
	126807605
	18.65818157

	2006
	4757196
	2096040
	2.269611267
	35853
	1537629
	0.023317068
	137629690
	18.74007723

	2007
	5075080
	23660106
	0.214499462
	40459
	1734813
	0.023321822
	160640635
	18.89468035

	2008
	3525346
	20826777
	0.169269878
	24405
	1631381
	0.014959718
	192787848
	19.07710091

	TOTAL
	23521711
	48256351
	14.8686144
	169799
	5443612
	0.31695381
	725745179
	93.86656457

	AVRG
	 
	 
	2.973722881
	 
	 
	0.063390762
	 
	18.77331291


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 4:

MASONITE    (AFRICA)     LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	745005
	559069
	1.332581488
	125478
	2615492
	0.047974913
	413087841
	19.83917082

	2005
	7770573
	573776
	13.54286865
	134912
	3865331
	0.034903091
	511941173
	20.05372028

	2006
	7837275
	5677235
	1.380473946
	139040
	3853857
	0.036078142
	587573695
	20.19151223

	2007
	1014285
	6886703
	0.147281653
	142053
	4327511
	0.032825566
	586540936
	20.18975302

	2008
	1538333
	6904963
	0.222786567
	114794
	4683410
	0.024510773
	809855934
	20.51236693

	TOTAL
	18905471
	20601746
	16.6259923
	656277
	19345601
	0.176292485
	2908999579
	100.7865233

	AVRG
	 
	 
	3.32519846
	 
	 
	0.035258497
	 
	20.15730466


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 5:
PRETORIA PORTLAND CEMENT COMPANY LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	271438
	822797
	0.329896682
	4937
	541995
	0.00910894
	4569188981
	22.24260156

	2005
	306608
	66135
	4.63609284
	32532
	411866
	0.078986855
	5119141197
	22.35625253

	2006
	338180
	79130
	4.273726779
	22531
	400339
	0.056279803
	5943601782
	22.50558115

	2007
	372843
	83726
	4.453132838
	27269
	402852
	0.067689871
	650061489
	20.29257751

	2008
	325925
	63612
	5.123640194
	23486
	240333
	0.097722743
	819615764
	20.52434621

	TOTAL
	1614994
	1115400
	18.81648933
	110755
	1997385
	0.309788212
	17101609213
	107.921359

	AVRG
	 
	 
	3.763297867
	 
	 
	0.061957642
	 
	21.58427179


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
CHEMICAL AND PAINTS INDUSTRY

Table 6:
CHEMICAL SPECIALIST LIMITED

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	802801864
	647425719
	1.23999069
	15704502
	88635746
	0.177180232
	14267515
	16.47349583

	2005
	630328513
	746810096
	0.844027841
	21267189
	16400187
	1.296765031
	16564591
	16.6227779

	2006
	641702386
	674029188
	0.952039463
	36532996
	22555607
	1.619685784
	19246397
	16.77283443

	2007
	709808162
	660138748
	1.07524087
	35057255
	22188736
	1.579957281
	21964551
	16.90494039

	2008
	737561028
	735400422
	1.002937999
	512301059
	23122908
	22.15556361
	54252388
	17.80915757

	TOTAL
	3522201953
	3463804173
	5.114236864
	620863001
	172903184
	26.82915194
	126295442
	84.58320613

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.022847373
	 
	 
	5.365830387
	 
	16.91664123


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 7:

SAFIC HOLDINGS
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	14217036
	9670024
	1.47021724
	142997
	479040
	0.298507432
	502096
	13.12654662

	2005
	31693512
	17906634
	1.7699313
	307319
	100605
	3.05470901
	1196687
	13.99506746

	2006
	26343756
	50266269
	0.524084173
	5467953
	285703
	19.13859147
	2638111
	14.78557369

	2007
	123964573
	67735057
	1.830139052
	6314321
	4070490
	1.551243462
	4247554
	15.26185385

	2008
	-585612
	52957007
	-0.011058253
	2767712
	3074198
	0.900303754
	5190783
	15.46239511

	TOTAL
	195633265
	198534991
	5.583313512
	15000302
	8010036
	24.94335513
	13775231
	72.63143672

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.116662702
	 
	 
	4.988671026
	 
	14.52628734


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 8:

AECI    LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	1066280
	1362288
	0.782712613
	3442230
	60522980
	0.056874761
	1050750095
	20.77277012

	2005
	15138400
	1344168
	11.26228269
	3553968
	58176160
	0.061089766
	1129570918
	20.84510368

	2006
	23730020
	14163515
	1.67543297
	2389355
	67719590
	0.035283069
	1295153239
	20.98189486

	2007
	11078900
	14159040
	0.78246124
	2450735
	67382350
	0.036370578
	9212279937
	22.94380321

	2008
	99753302
	15364253
	6.492557887
	3932609
	55685070
	0.070622323
	1107911149
	20.82574223

	TOTAL
	150766902
	46393264
	20.9954474
	15768897
	309486150
	0.260240497
	13795665338
	106.3693141

	AVRG
	 
	 
	4.19908948
	 
	 
	0.052048099
	 
	21.27386282


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 9:

SPANJAARD     LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	374583
	54920
	6.820520757
	20190
	2868767
	0.007037867
	23673424
	16.97986363

	2005
	477933
	60777
	7.863714892
	33386
	3225396
	0.010350977
	37958245
	17.4519973

	2006
	446625
	700944
	0.637176436
	17625
	4207458
	0.00418899
	44261656
	17.60562931

	2007
	268579
	745082
	0.360469049
	32448
	4336219
	0.007483017
	53713261
	17.79917047

	2008
	702066
	741528
	0.946782859
	18604
	467115
	0.039827451
	78967365
	18.18454522

	TOTAL
	2269786
	2303251
	16.62866399
	122253
	15104955
	0.068888302
	238573951
	88.02120593

	AVRG
	 
	 
	3.325732799
	 
	 
	0.01377766
	 
	17.60424119


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 10:

OMNIA    HOLDINGS
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	847464
	207419
	4.085758778
	1142
	72438
	0.015765206
	142161
	11.8647155

	2005
	125406
	222918
	0.562565607
	6096
	94955
	0.064198831
	307610
	12.63658803

	2006
	153178
	205600
	0.745029183
	31439
	105477
	0.298064981
	440794
	12.99633293

	2007
	159907
	207614
	0.770212991
	15761
	123051
	0.128085103
	537132
	13.19399915

	2008
	1395345
	175417
	7.954445692
	22813
	125891
	0.181212319
	789673
	13.57937421

	TOTAL
	2681300
	1018968
	14.11801225
	77251
	521812
	0.68732644
	 
	64.27100982

	AVRG
	 
	 
	2.82360245
	 
	 
	0.137465288
	 
	12.85420196


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
AGRICULTURAL/AGRO-ALLIED INDUSTRY 

Table 11:

AFRI LIMITED

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	14003732
	1638594
	8.546187768
	32192
	65657350
	0.000490303
	33886603
	17.3385303

	2005
	12017045
	2228291
	5.392942394
	447080
	78989936
	0.005659962
	39605433
	17.49447686

	2006
	11350617
	22819703
	0.497404239
	358712
	71111929
	0.005044329
	40400227
	17.51434596

	2007
	10931312
	12210438
	0.895243234
	979031
	31204905
	0.031374266
	29136796
	17.1875124

	2008
	92276432
	100651697
	0.916789629
	172241
	27934558
	0.006165875
	35368715
	17.38133823

	TOTAL
	140579138
	139548723
	16.24856726
	1989256
	274898678
	0.048734736
	178397774
	86.91620376

	AVRG
	 
	 
	3.249713453
	 
	 
	0.009746947
	 
	17.38324075


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 12:
SAPPI LIMITED

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	19391924
	8160546
	2.376302272
	103890
	28649576
	0.003626232
	62797957
	17.9554331

	2005
	10692790
	7586278
	1.409490926
	586882
	20470896
	0.028669092
	64646291
	17.98444129

	2006
	11541221
	3850866
	2.9970456
	679846
	17578166
	0.038675593
	62665023
	17.953314

	2007
	26555739
	7409252
	3.584132244
	635984
	21250540
	0.029927898
	61946211
	17.941777

	2008
	48012063
	80138160
	0.599116114
	154891
	26118811
	0.005930247
	76911127
	18.15816112

	TOTAL
	116193737
	107145102
	10.96608716
	2161493
	114067989
	0.106829062
	328966609
	89.99312651

	AVRG
	 
	 
	2.193217431
	 
	 
	0.021365812
	 
	17.9986253


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 13:

OCEANA      GROUP      LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	11112724
	1476366
	7.527079329
	24272
	1726483
	0.014058638
	9286954
	16.04412118

	2005
	2714549
	1793827
	1.513272462
	23872
	1982478
	0.012041496
	8262548
	15.92724357

	2006
	1865568
	2351764
	0.79326327
	33966
	1575618
	0.021557256
	7173353
	15.78588375

	2007
	3044588
	26676513
	0.114129909
	54657
	1714242
	0.031884063
	1185696
	13.9858405

	2008
	4615996
	22235600
	0.207594848
	13031
	1403796
	0.009282688
	2966605
	14.90292876

	TOTAL
	23353425
	54534070
	10.15533982
	149798
	8402617
	0.08882414
	28875156
	76.64601776

	AVRG
	 
	 
	2.031067963
	 
	 
	0.017764828
	 
	15.32920355


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 14:

TIGER BRANDS   LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	500222
	238175
	2.100228823
	2953
	85859
	0.034393599
	81916
	11.31344961

	2005
	440945
	186765
	2.360961636
	1548
	94549
	0.016372463
	95486
	11.46673492

	2006
	469336
	186697
	2.513891493
	1657
	109002
	0.015201556
	139460
	11.8455331

	2007
	379166
	206143
	1.839334831
	1324
	97155
	0.013627708
	112203
	11.62806501

	2008
	361273
	177858
	2.031244026
	6987
	87253
	0.080077476
	188178
	12.1451436

	TOTAL
	2150942
	995638
	10.84566081
	14469
	473818
	0.159672802
	617243
	58.39892624

	AVRG
	 
	 
	2.169132162
	 
	 
	0.03193456
	 
	11.67978525


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)

Table 15:
PICK    'N'     PAY LIMITED 

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	14417960
	8770153
	1.643980441
	354654
	2044939
	0.173430112
	77966391
	18.17178841

	2005
	13831824
	9991750
	1.384324468
	349504
	2480868
	0.140879724
	95899474
	18.37881105

	2006
	14336130
	9677160
	1.481439803
	3392339
	18153647
	0.186868181
	13624401
	16.42737293

	2007
	17414110
	13365509
	1.30291409
	884940
	17414110
	0.050817412
	17838522
	16.69687083

	2008
	20119020
	13054494
	1.541156632
	510692
	20119020
	0.025383543
	25375526
	17.04929572

	TOTAL
	80119044
	54859066
	7.353815434
	5492129
	60212584
	0.577378972
	230704314
	86.72413895

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.470763087
	 
	 
	0.115475794
	 
	17.34482779


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
BREWERIES INDUSTRY
Table 16:

DISTELL   GROUP LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	11259963
	1120263
	10.05117816
	264015
	59621069
	0.004428216
	3288830323
	21.91379781

	2005
	13812764
	1026814
	13.45206045
	203931
	58811119
	0.003467559
	3465824544
	21.9662164

	2006
	14647636
	99482167
	0.147238811
	138663
	60252592
	0.002301362
	4801186074
	22.29212882

	2007
	20787807
	10285017
	2.02117381
	569196
	67582662
	0.008422219
	5584580683
	22.44327519

	2008
	19331937
	90364186
	0.213933615
	321237
	62512994
	0.005138724
	8797973223
	22.89778722

	TOTAL
	79840107
	202278447
	25.88558485
	1497042
	308780436
	0.02375808
	25938394847
	111.5132054

	AVRG
	 
	 
	5.17711697
	 
	 
	0.004751616
	5187678969
	22.30264109


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 17:

SAB - MILLER    PLC  

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	10972499
	18438720
	0.595079214
	369641
	92762465
	0.003984812
	16795266033
	23.5443629

	2005
	20416479
	19618049
	1.040698746
	457342
	1069665526
	0.000427556
	18735572383
	23.65368982

	2006
	22657849
	34389032
	0.658868473
	964135
	1722939361
	0.000559587
	19413347663
	23.68922669

	2007
	25352787
	84451933
	0.30020375
	917083
	1751989292
	0.000523452
	21746577344
	23.80272222

	2008
	353310364
	12669412
	27.88687936
	135514
	2393257042
	5.66233E-05
	28085745054
	24.05852799

	TOTAL
	432709978
	169567146
	30.48172954
	2843715
	7030613686
	0.005552031
	1.04777E+11
	118.7485296

	AVRG
	 
	 
	6.096345909
	 
	 
	0.001110406
	20955301695
	23.74970592


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 18:

KWV   BELEGGINGS   BEPARKS LIMITED  
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	159394
	165309
	0.964218524
	3505606
	119289217
	0.029387451
	6537790253
	22.60086506

	2005
	261680
	169114
	1.547358587
	6359416
	2080040743
	0.003057352
	7669526283
	22.76052069

	2006
	370062
	168118
	2.201203916
	1237580
	3898905342
	0.000317417
	10612908173
	23.08533685

	2007
	3280637
	252905
	12.9718155
	1287193
	1114340818
	0.001155116
	13026690293
	23.29026619

	2008
	3090873
	2549081
	1.21254405
	1374880
	1203816146
	0.001142101
	20598478983
	23.74848307

	TOTAL
	7162646
	3304527
	18.89714058
	13764675
	8416392266
	0.035059437
	58445393985
	115.4854719

	AVRG
	 
	 
	3.779428116
	 
	 
	0.007011887
	11689078797
	23.09709437


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 19:

NAPIER    BREWERY    LIMITED  

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	90475
	41781
	2.165457983
	60850
	1338145
	0.045473398
	2322450377
	21.56588866

	2005
	121392
	37349
	3.250207502
	45191
	4184296
	0.010800144
	2917915918
	21.79413547

	2006
	594260
	186609
	3.184519503
	37700
	4138767
	0.009108993
	4043158037
	22.12029192

	2007
	638612
	215065
	2.969390649
	555777
	4934578
	0.112629084
	4310260867
	22.18426427

	2008
	7685438
	2051696
	3.745895103
	397739
	4138299
	0.096111712
	7652231765
	22.75826318

	TOTAL
	9130177
	2532500
	15.31547074
	1097257
	18734085
	0.274123331
	21246016964
	110.4228435

	AVRG
	 
	 
	3.063094148
	 
	 
	0.054824666
	4249203393
	22.0845687


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 20:
CONGELLA - UNITED   NATIONAL BREWERIES LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	86461
	51248
	1.687109741
	77321
	433814
	0.178235373
	1124512133
	20.84061512

	2005
	120823
	78896
	1.531421111
	86177
	4184292
	0.02059536
	1465052345
	21.10515681

	2006
	295408
	80162
	3.685137596
	12197
	4138760
	0.002947018
	2747087851
	21.73380722

	2007
	319916
	92695
	3.451275689
	13162
	1007957
	0.013058097
	3198049806
	21.88580703

	2008
	247686
	96341
	2.570930341
	22195
	413829
	0.053633264
	47795356174
	24.59019432

	TOTAL
	1070294
	399342
	12.92587448
	211052
	10178652
	0.268469111
	56330058309
	110.1555805

	AVRG
	 
	 
	2.585174896
	 
	 
	0.053693822
	11266011662
	22.0311161


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
PETROLEUM (MARKETING) INDUSTRY
Table 21:

SASOL LTD GROUP
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	1983986
	170016
	11.66940759
	10377
	245291
	0.042304854
	344665232
	19.65808416

	2005
	2566824
	1791777
	1.432557735
	13307
	356616
	0.037314647
	438975454
	19.89995406

	2006
	3127244
	1874381
	1.668414266
	33040
	427504
	0.077285827
	575117784
	20.17008542

	2007
	4394004
	2041965
	2.151850791
	33485
	1085063
	0.030859959
	668245783
	20.3201666

	2008
	4744382
	1965771
	2.413496791
	281891
	1108300
	0.254345394
	121496778
	18.6153983

	TOTAL
	16816440
	7843910
	19.33572717
	372100
	3222774
	0.44211068
	2148501031
	98.66368854

	AVRG
	 
	 
	3.867145433
	 
	 
	0.088422136
	 
	19.73273771


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 22:

CALTEX OIL SA LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	940552
	467772
	2.01070607
	262325
	38323
	6.845106072
	268821
	12.50180101

	2005
	493085
	542196
	0.909422054
	941771
	67838
	13.88264689
	391388
	12.87745467

	2006
	103985
	114643
	0.907033138
	581753
	362424
	1.605172395
	811214
	13.60628717

	2007
	281808
	226338
	1.245075948
	656139
	613837
	1.06891406
	136919
	11.82714479

	2008
	415513
	3474836
	0.11957773
	659114
	111127
	5.931177842
	324896
	12.69126041

	TOTAL
	2234943
	4825785
	5.19181494
	3101102
	1193549
	29.33301726
	1933238
	63.50394805

	AVRG
	 
	 
	1.03836299
	 
	 
	5.866603453
	 
	12.70078961


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 23:

ENGEN PETROLEUM LIMIMTED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	-49649
	2555717
	-0.019426642
	15858
	168956
	0.093858756
	424816
	12.95941141

	2005
	2757021
	2556211
	1.078557678
	35897
	180102
	0.199314833
	613585
	13.32707408

	2006
	3531122
	3394335
	1.040298615
	21405
	181261
	0.118089385
	829126
	13.62812741

	2007
	3407654
	3322193
	1.025724273
	11356
	177441
	0.063998738
	4587121
	15.33876315

	2008
	2936409
	2823043
	1.040157376
	6288933
	178233
	35.28489674
	7530226
	15.83443561

	TOTAL
	12582557
	14651499
	4.1653113
	6373449
	885993
	35.76015845
	13984874
	71.08781167

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.83306226
	 
	 
	7.15203169
	2796974.8
	14.21756233


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 24:

IMVUME HOLDINGS LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	19624
	1016375
	0.019307834
	2275372
	884576
	2.572274174
	562755
	13.24059964

	2005
	206187
	1141073
	0.180695714
	2258974
	990860
	2.279811477
	686434
	13.43926536

	2006
	292900
	1074653
	0.272553094
	3473359
	118688
	29.26461816
	784526
	13.57283499

	2007
	349294
	2307374
	0.151381614
	1944570
	1506116
	1.291115691
	860226
	13.66495042

	2008
	349754
	2100724
	0.166492124
	1734220
	1248679
	1.38884373
	2291479
	14.64470802

	TOTAL
	1217759
	7640199
	0.790430379
	11686495
	4748919
	36.79666323
	5185420
	68.56235844

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.158086076
	 
	 
	7.359332646
	1037084
	13.71247169


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 25:

TOTAL   SA LIMITED
	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	2620964
	50602311
	0.051795342
	9032782
	1448122
	6.237583574
	502621
	13.12759169

	2005
	3226635
	55994056
	0.057624599
	10119197
	1734871
	5.832823881
	355963
	12.78258207

	2006
	5360486
	42945958
	0.124819337
	15890065
	1853421
	8.57337054
	769927
	13.55405098

	2007
	3327484
	81886311
	0.040635412
	18885031
	1048900
	18.00460578
	174620
	12.07036746

	2008
	71406387
	119579668
	0.597144884
	9856833
	2083864
	4.730074995
	171836
	12.05429581

	TOTAL
	85941956
	351008304
	0.872019574
	63783908
	8169178
	43.37845877
	1974967
	63.58888802

	AVRG
	 
	 
	0.174403915
	 
	 
	8.675691754
	394993.4
	12.7177776


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
HEALTH CARE/ PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRY

Table 26:
ABBOT LABORATORIES SOUTH AFRICA LTD

	PROXIES
	  RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	157816
	39501
	3.995240627
	4787
	2876749
	0.001664031
	26139272773
	23.98670472

	2005
	379755
	40522
	9.371575934
	4571
	29141203
	0.000156857
	32827910693
	24.21454493

	2006
	2043413
	474602
	4.305529686
	7009
	36178172
	0.000193736
	28505955006
	24.07337885

	2007
	2383371
	537566
	4.433634196
	94877
	39713924
	0.002389011
	30265687278
	24.13328047

	2008
	2383371
	594617
	4.008245644
	87319
	42419204
	0.002058478
	38734390354
	24.37999368

	TOTAL
	7347726
	1686808
	26.11422609
	198563
	150329252
	0.006462113
	1.56473E+11
	120.7879027

	AVRG
	 
	 
	5.222845217
	 
	 
	0.001292423
	 
	24.15758053


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 27:
ALCON LABORATORIES SOUTH AFRICA LTD

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	4995663
	9033895
	0.552991041
	666799
	289091688
	0.002306531
	519862959
	20.06907579

	2005
	58304643
	6735169
	8.656745362
	782144
	329289413
	0.002375248
	597507974
	20.20827819

	2006
	78931457
	6882878
	11.46779835
	862145
	369572712
	0.002332816
	557910213
	20.1397086

	2007
	88998956
	8194064
	10.86139381
	9607315
	394171313
	0.024373451
	653915609
	20.29848886

	2008
	98632474
	99133039
	0.994950573
	8800201
	615367726
	0.014300719
	825650067
	20.53168159

	TOTAL
	329863193
	129979045
	32.53387914
	20718604
	1997492852
	0.045688764
	3154846822
	101.247233

	AVRG
	 
	 
	6.506775828
	 
	 
	0.009137753
	 
	20.24944661


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 28:
B. BRAUN OMNI MEDICALS SOUTH AFRICA LTD

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	232985124
	33746737
	6.903930416
	578836
	103542390
	0.005590329
	160066743
	18.89110143

	2005
	334353488
	369482802
	0.904923006
	678743
	123255537
	0.005506795
	191860004
	19.07227652

	2006
	438743370
	383690542
	1.143482369
	747122
	137991780
	0.00541425
	231832956
	19.26152765

	2007
	540725663
	389157453
	1.389477855
	824956
	146609888
	0.005626878
	243313678
	19.30986202

	2008
	645346344
	486422279
	1.326720366
	991063
	182308756
	0.005436179
	354031299
	19.68489588

	TOTAL
	2192153989
	1662499813
	11.66853401
	3820720
	693708351
	0.027574431
	1181104680
	96.21966351

	AVRG
	 
	 
	2.333706802
	 
	 
	0.005514886
	 
	19.2439327


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 29:
ROCHE SOUTH AFRICA LTD

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	2813359
	845540
	3.327292618
	18718
	2749542
	0.006807679
	169384376
	18.9476811

	2005
	2751392
	969900
	2.836779049
	22602
	3732557
	0.006055366
	225140578
	19.23223556

	2006
	2812253
	1006377
	2.794432901
	25990
	4244886
	0.006122661
	158843239
	18.88342836

	2007
	3322601
	915236
	3.630321578
	27699
	6241688
	0.004437742
	1244051302
	20.94163907

	2008
	5370792
	927341
	5.791604167
	43302
	6450932
	0.006712518
	1613536213
	21.20169401

	TOTAL
	17070397
	4664394
	18.38043031
	138311
	23419605
	0.030135967
	3410955708
	99.2066781

	AVRG
	 
	 
	3.676086063
	 
	 
	0.006027193
	 
	19.84133562


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
Table 30:
GLAXOSMITHKLINE SOUTH AFRICA LTD

	PROXIES
	RETURN ON TOTAL ASSETS
	DEBT EQUITY RATIO
	SIZE

	YEARS
	PBIT

 (N'000)
	TA 

(N'000)
	ROTA
	TD 

(N'000)
	TE 

(N'000)
	D/E RATIO
	TO
 (N'000)
	NLOG TO

	2004
	760517
	116773
	6.512781208
	70489
	10200132
	0.006910597
	2847823637
	21.7698209

	2005
	8855698
	350382
	25.27440907
	83365
	37523413
	0.00222168
	2790431808
	21.74946219

	2006
	9902624
	1902621
	5.204727584
	69627
	12236234
	0.005690231
	2945547785
	21.80356064

	2007
	8867982
	2620887
	3.383580444
	12346
	1157404
	0.010666975
	2653035714
	21.69897037

	2008
	9367602
	2167593
	4.321660939
	21234
	1091159
	0.019460042
	3194507536
	21.88469878

	TOTAL
	37754423
	7158256
	44.69715925
	257061
	62208342
	0.044949525
	14431346480
	108.9065129

	AVRG
	 
	 
	8.93943185
	 
	 
	0.008989905
	 
	21.78130258


Source: Computed from Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Websites (2004-2008)
APPENDIX F:

SUMMARIZED AVERAGED ENVIRONMENTAL DISCLOSURE FOR SELECTED LISTED FIRMS IN SOUTH AFRICA ON AN INDUSTRY BASIS 
Table 1:

BUILDING MATERIAL INDUSTRY

	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED 

FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ILIAD AFRICA LTD
	61.8
	3.2
	0.8
	0.8
	2
	68.6

	AFRIMAT LTD
	55.8
	4
	1.4
	1.2
	1.8
	64.2

	CERAMIC INDUSTRIES LTD
	49.2
	2.4
	0.8
	1
	1.6
	55

	MASONITE AFRICA LTD
	57
	1.2
	2
	0.2
	1.8
	62.2

	PPCC LTD
	58
	2.4
	0.8
	0.4
	2.2
	63.8

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	62.76


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website

Table 2:


CHEMICAL INDUSTRY

	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED 

FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AECI LTD
	56.6
	3.8
	1.2
	0.8
	1.2
	63.6

	SPANJAARD LTD
	51.8
	3.2
	2.2
	0.4
	1
	58.6

	OMNIA HOLDINGS LTD
	48.6
	2
	0.4
	0.4
	0.4
	51.8

	CHEMICAL SPECIALIST LTD
	44.8
	2
	2.2
	NIL
	0.6
	49.6

	SAFIC HOLDINGS LTD
	47.4
	0.8
	NIL
	0.8
	0.8
	49.8

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	54.68


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 3:
AGRICULTURAL/AGRO ALLIED INDUSTRY

	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED 

FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AFGRI LTD
	53.4
	4
	1.2
	1.8
	0.4
	60.8

	SAPPI LTD
	50.4
	2.2
	0.6
	0.6
	0.6
	54.4

	OCEANA LTD
	48.4
	1
	1
	1.4
	2
	53.8

	TIGER BRAND LTD
	49
	1
	1
	1.2
	0.8
	53

	PICK 'N' PAY LTD
	46.6
	1.8
	0.2
	1.4
	NIL
	50

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	43.72


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 4:
BREWERY INDUSTRY

	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED 

FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DISTELL GROUP LTD
	56.2
	4
	2
	2
	3
	67.2

	SAB-MILLER PLC
	59.2
	4
	2
	2
	3
	70.2

	KWV BELEGINGS B. LTD
	58.4
	4
	2
	2
	3
	69.4

	NAPIER BREWERY
	55.2
	4
	2
	2
	2
	65.2

	CONGELLA UNITED N. B LTD
	55.6
	4
	2
	2
	2
	65.6

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	67.52


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 5
PETROLEUM INDUSTRY

	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED 

FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SASOL LTD
	54.8
	4
	0.8
	1
	NIL
	60.6

	CALTEX OIL SA LTD
	43.6
	4
	0.6
	1
	NIL
	49.2

	ENGEN PETROLEUM TTD
	41.6
	3
	NIL
	NIL
	0.4
	45

	IMVUME HOLDINGS LTD
	42.2
	2
	NIL
	NIL
	0.6
	44.8

	TOTAL SA LTD
	41.4
	NIL
	NIL
	NIL
	NIL
	41.4

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	48.2


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 6:
HEALTH CARE/ PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRY

	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED 

FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ABBOT LAB. S. A  LTD
	63
	3.8
	2
	3
	1
	72.8

	ALCON LAB. S. A LTD
	58.9
	2
	2
	2
	2
	66.9

	B. B. OMNI MED. S.A LTD
	55.8
	3
	2
	2
	1
	63.8

	ROCHE SOUTH AFRICA LTD
	53.2
	4
	2
	3
	2
	64.2

	GLAXOSMITHKLINE S.ALTD
	57.4
	4
	2
	3
	2
	68.4

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	
	
	
	
	
	67.62


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
APPENDIX G:

SUMMARIZED AVERAGED ENVIRONMENTAL DISCLOSURE FOR SELECTED LISTED FIRMS IN NIGERIA ON AN INDUSTRY BASIS 

Table 1:
BUILDING MATERIAL INDUSRY
	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED 

FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ASHAKA CEMENT PLC
	43.8
	2
	2
	1
	NIL
	48.8

	CERAMIC MANU. NIG. PLC
	35.2
	2
	2
	1
	NIL
	40.2

	BCC PLC
	32.6
	2
	2
	1
	NIL
	37.6

	LAFARGE WAPCO NIG. PLC
	36.4
	2
	1.8
	1
	NIL
	41.2

	CCNN PLC
	37.4
	2
	2
	1
	NIL
	42.4

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	42.04



Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 2:
CHEMICAL AND PAINTS INDUSTRY

	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED 

FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AFRICAN PAINTS (NIG.) PLC
	23.8
	2.6
	1.8
	1
	2.2
	31.4

	BERGER PAINTS PLC
	29
	2.8
	1.8
	1
	2.2
	36.8

	C A P  PLC
	36
	2.8
	1.6
	0.8
	1.8
	43

	DN MEYER PLC
	32.8
	1.8
	1.4
	1
	2.2
	39.2

	NIG. GERMAN CHEM. PLC
	39.6
	2.8
	1.4
	0.8
	2.6
	47.2

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	39.52


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 3:
AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY

	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED  FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	OKITIPUPA OIL PALM PLC
	7.9
	1.7
	0.7
	0.3
	0.6
	11.2

	PRESCO PLC
	24.6
	1.3
	1.8
	1
	0.9
	29.6

	OKOMU OIL PLC
	16.4
	1.8
	1.4
	1
	1
	21.6

	ELLAH-LAKES PLC
	13.2
	1.4
	1.6
	0.8
	0.6
	17.6

	LIVESTOCK FEEDS PLC
	17
	1.7
	1.7
	0.9
	0.9
	22.2

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	
	
	
	
	
	20.44


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 4:
BREWERY INDUSRY
	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GUINNESS NIGERIS PLC
	49.2
	2
	2
	1
	2.2
	56.4

	NIGERIAN BREWERIES PLC
	45.4
	2.6
	3
	1
	3
	55

	JOS INTER. BREWERIES PLC
	44
	2.2
	2
	1
	2.2
	51.4

	CHAMPION BREWERIES PLC
	24.2
	2
	1.4
	1
	2
	30.6

	INTERN. BREWERIES PLC
	25.4
	3.6
	2
	1
	1.2
	33.2

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	45.32


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 5:
PETROLEUM MARKETING INDUSTRY

	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED 

FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AFRICAN PETROLEUM PLC
	24
	2
	1.6
	1
	1
	29.6

	CHEVRON OIL NIGERIA PLC
	16.6
	1.6
	1.4
	1
	1
	21.6

	MOBIL OIL NIGERIA PLC
	17
	1.8
	1.6
	1
	0.8
	22.2

	OANDO PLC
	13.4
	1.6
	1.2
	0.6
	0.8
	17.6

	TOTAL NIGERIA PLC
	16.8
	1.6
	1.4
	1
	1
	21.8

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	22.56


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 6:
 HEALTH CARE/ PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSRY 

	DISCLOSURES
	THEMES
	EVIDENCE
	LOCATION IN ANNUAL REPORT
	NEWS TYPE
	TIME
	TOTAL

	SELECTED 

FIRMS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BCN PLC
	9.2
	1.8
	1.6
	0.8
	1
	14.4

	EVANS MEDICAL PLC
	8.4
	1
	1.6
	0.4
	1
	12.4

	G S K CONSUMER PLC
	10.8
	1.4
	1.2
	0.8
	1.2
	15.4

	MAY AND BAKER NIG. PLC
	9.2
	0.8
	0.8
	0.6
	0.8
	12.2

	PHARMA - DEKO PLC
	9.4
	0.2
	1.8
	1
	0.6
	13

	AVERAGE EDISC.
	
	
	
	
	
	13.48


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
APPENDIX H:

Table 1:

ENVIRONMENTAL DISCLOSURE FOR SELECTED INDUSTRIES IN NIGERIA & SOUTH AFRICA FOR 2004-2008

	Industry


Country
	Building Material
	Chemical & Paints
	Agriculture/Agro-Allied
	Breweries
	Petroleum: Marketing
	Health-Care/ Pharmaceutical
	Total

	Nigeria
	210.2
	197.6
	112.8
	226.6
	112.8
	67.4
	927.4

	South Africa
	313.8
	273.4
	218.6
	337.6
	241
	338.1
	1481.5


SUMMARIZED AVERAGED ROTA, D/E RATIO, SIZE AND EDISC. FOR SELECTED LISTED FIRMS IN NIGERIA ON AN INDUSTRY BASIS

Table 2:   BUILDING MATERIAL INDUSTRY

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	NG/A1
	48.8
	0.375538108
	0.09879271
	7.107982144

	2
	NG/A2
	37.6
	0.156444439
	0.05990857
	7.286010948

	3
	NG/A3
	41.2
	0.278292214
	0.74011462
	7.481876231

	4
	NG/A4
	42.4
	0.200382302
	0.29202908
	6.610615901

	5
	NG/A5
	40.2
	0.201248746
	0.69187756
	5.075822779


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 3:

CHEMICAL AND PAINTS INDUSTRY

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	NG/B1
	31.4
	0.141676652
	0.7386282
	5.833692539

	2
	NG/B2
	36.8
	0.520006312
	0.47043891
	5.654705654

	3
	NG/B3
	43
	0.409568751
	0.46664423
	5.812369814

	4
	NG/B4
	39.2
	0.212339791
	0.33018161
	5.9534535

	5
	NG/B5
	47.2
	0.121378352
	0.54613319
	6.274957462


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 4:

AGRICULTURAL/ AGRO-ALLIED INDUSTRY

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	NG/C1
	11.2
	0.067579402
	0.2547889
	5.516862591

	2
	NG/C2
	29.6
	0.120784075
	0.59989115
	6.47683667

	3
	NG/C3
	21.6
	0.121194166
	0.19826005
	6.553136248

	4
	NG/C4
	17.6
	0.001428955
	0.05834463
	8.543045938

	5
	NG/C5
	22.2
	0.007320156
	0.66965836
	5.616363539


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 5:

BREWERY INDUSTRY

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	NG/D1
	56.4
	0.246551313
	0.58471879
	7.712313958

	2
	NG/D2
	55
	0.280235088
	0.84708041
	7.710378942

	3
	NG/D3
	51.4
	0.159439803
	0.65074245
	5.63088207

	4
	NG/D4
	30.6
	0.883220371
	0.07544543
	5.944915369

	5
	NG/D5
	33.2
	0.408170515
	0.92958403
	6.162691032


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 6:

PETROLEUM (MARKETING) INDUSTRY

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	NG/E1
	29.6
	0.094276594
	0.80736193
	7.456589953

	2
	NG/E2
	21.6
	0.102352809
	0.17166851
	7.213070966

	3
	NG/E3
	22.2
	0.187871192
	0.13363071
	7.159029328

	4
	NG/E4
	17.6
	0.058252808
	0.3395423
	7.861671663

	5
	NG/E5
	21.8
	0.189777786
	0.43525825
	7.389907906


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 7:



HEALTH CARE/ PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRY

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	NG/FI
	14.4
	0.18089563
	0.05467197
	7.308443078

	2
	NG/F2
	12.4
	0.048030418
	0.18280369
	6.043779494

	3
	NG/F3
	15.4
	0.185964628
	0.04561451
	6.853999102

	4
	NG/F4
	12.2
	0.155363456
	0.02474365
	6.054796734

	5
	NG/F5
	13
	0.137367867
	0.25566637
	5.418024851


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
SUMMARIZED AVERAGED ROTA, D/E RATIO, SIZE AND EDISC. FOR SELECTED LISTED FIRMS IN SOUTH AFRICA ON AN INDUSTRY BASIS

Table 8:

BUILDING MATERIAL INDUSTRY

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	SA/A1
	68.8
	1.777220875
	0.395675958
	7.4344676

	2
	SA/A2
	64.2
	0.260772889
	0.16463922
	9.5822807

	3
	SA/A3
	55
	0.366450659
	0.128306371
	7.2158045

	4
	SA/A4
	62.2
	0.399131994
	0.352586156
	6.7098357

	5
	SA/A5
	63.8
	1.099681093
	3.593391043
	5.5341835


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 9:

CHEMICAL AND PAINTS INDUSTRY

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	SA/B1
	49.6
	1.121478515
	2.037202175
	9.8405833

	2
	SA/B2
	49.8
	0.798075066
	0.208103555
	7.5988671

	3
	SA/B3
	63.6
	2.384075076
	3.753317441
	8.1507649

	4
	SA/B4
	58.6
	0.068256159
	0.066087312
	5.825365

	5
	SA/B5
	51.8
	0.301000156
	0.112211344
	6.3091915


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 10:

AGRICULTURAL/ AGRO-ALLIED INDUSTRY

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	SA/C1
	60.8
	0.554064291
	0.498214481
	8.139984922

	2
	SA/C2
	54.4
	0.086663083
	0.213658241
	8.800097918

	3
	SA/C3
	53.8
	0.26101717
	0.177650552
	7.3227637

	4
	SA/C4
	53
	0.174414118
	0.31936969
	5.7286013

	5
	SA/C5
	50
	0.147076305
	0.058900022
	8.0402784


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 11:

BREWERY INDUSTRY
	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	SA/D1
	67.2
	3.145930473
	4.751628004
	8.0063842

	2
	SA/D2
	70.2
	1.5267952
	3.9312668
	9.2721221

	3
	SA/D3
	69.4
	1.768449831
	2.171250409
	9.2721221

	4
	SA/D4
	65.2
	2.009076364
	1.677454675
	7.4465863

	5
	SA/D5
	65.6
	3.104665592
	1.434119702
	5.9023778


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 12:

PETROLEUM (MARKETING) INDUSTRY
	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	SA/E1
	60.6
	0.176664989
	0.426410865
	6.272957447

	2
	SA/E2
	49.2
	0.125360317
	0.479895983
	7.1983612

	3
	SA/E3
	45
	0.060395364
	0.37332934
	7.4669121

	4
	SA/E4
	44.8
	0.019284047
	0.209169857
	7.1841349

	5
	SA/E5
	41.4
	0.669178408
	0.069181991
	7.8463474


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
Table 13:

HEALTH CARE/ PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRY

	S/N
	FIRM’S CODE
	EDISC.
	ROTA
	D/E RATIO
	SIZE

	1
	SA/F1
	72.8
	1.5928366
	0.259230737
	7.677072812

	2
	SA/F2
	66.9
	1.391448524
	0.217640296
	8.869387937

	3
	SA/F3
	63.8
	1.090999325
	0.551488913
	8.591389186

	4
	SA/F4
	64.2
	0.367608464
	0.60273161
	6.969079052

	5
	SA/F5
	68.4
	2.052330309
	1.41514082
	6.662630064


Source: Company’s Annual Report and Corporate Website
APPENDIX I
LIST OF SELECTED LISTED FIRMS AND CODES STRUCTURE

Table 1:

LIST OF SELECTED LISTED FIRMS IN NIGERIA USED IN THE STUDY:

	S/N
	CODE
	SELECTED FIRMS
	INDUSTRY

	1
	NG/A1
	Ashaka Cement Company Plc
	Building Material

	2
	NG/A2
	Benue Cement Company Plc    (BCC)
	

	3
	NG/A3
	Lafarge West African Portland Cement Plc 
	

	4
	NG/A4
	Cement Company of Northern (Nigeria) Plc
	

	5
	NG/A5
	Ceramic Manufacturers Nigeria Plc 
	

	6
	NG/B1
	African Paints (Nigeria) Plc
	Chemical & Paints

	7
	NG/B2
	Berger Paints Plc 
	

	8
	NG/B3
	Chemical & Allied Products Plc
	

	9
	NG/B4
	D N Meyer Plc
	

	10
	NG/B5
	Nigerian - German Chemical Plc 
	

	11
	NG/C1
	Okitipupa Oil Palm Plc
	Agricultural /Agro-Allied

	12
	NG/C2
	Presco    Plc 
	

	13
	NG/C3
	Okomu Oil Palm Plc 
	

	14
	NG/C4
	Ellah - Lakes Plc
	

	15
	NG/C5
	Livestock   Feeds Plc
	

	16
	NG/D1
	Guinness Nigeria Plc
	Breweries



	17
	NG/D2
	Nigerian Breweries Plc
	

	18
	NG/D3
	Jos International Breweries Plc
	

	19
	NG/D4
	Champion Breweries Plc 
	

	20
	NG/D5
	International Breweries Plc  
	

	21
	NG/E1
	African Petroleum Plc
	Petroleum (Marketing) 



	22
	NG/E2
	Chevron  Oil Nigeria Plc
	

	23
	NG/E3
	Mobile Oil Nigeria Plc
	

	24
	NG/E4
	Oando Plc  
	

	25
	NG/E5
	Total Nigeria Plc 
	

	26
	NG/F1
	BCN PLC
	Health Care/Pharmaceutical 

	27
	NG/F2
	Evans Medical Plc
	

	28
	NG/F3
	G S K Consumer Plc
	

	29
	NG/F4
	May and Baker Nig. Plc
	

	30
	NG/F5
	Pharma - Deko Plc
	


Source: Fact Book (2004-2008)
Table 2: LIST OF SELECTED LISTED FIRMS IN SOUTH AFRICA USED IN THE STUDY

	S/N
	CODE
	SELECTED FIRMS
	SECTOR 

	1
	SA/A1
	Iliad Africa Ltd
	Building 

	2
	SA/A2
	Afrimat Ltd 
	

	3
	SA/A3
	Ceramic Industry Ltd 
	

	4
	SA/A4
	Masonite (Africa) Ltd 
	

	5
	SA/A5
	Pretoria Portland Cement Company Ltd
	

	6
	SA/B1
	Chemical Specialist Ltd
	Chemical & Paints

	7
	SA/B2
	Safic Holdings 
	

	8
	SA/B3
	AECI  Ltd
	

	9
	SA/B4
	Spanjaard Ltd
	

	10
	SA/B5
	OMNIA    Holdings 
	

	11
	SA/C1
	AFGRI   Ltd
	Agricultural /Agro-Allied

	12
	SA/C2
	SAPPI   Ltd
	

	13
	SA/C3
	Oceana  Group Ltd
	

	14
	SA/C4
	Tiger Brands   Ltd  
	

	15
	SA/C5
	Pick  'N' Pay   Ltd 
	

	16
	SA/D1
	Distell   Group Ltd
	Breweries



	17
	SA/D2
	Sab - Miller    Plc 
	

	18
	SA/D3
	Kwv   Beleggings   Beparks Ltd 
	

	19
	SA/D4
	Napier    Brewery    Ltd  
	

	20
	SA/D5
	Congella-United National Breweries Ltd
	

	21
	SA/E1
	Sasol Ltd Group
	Petroleum (Marketing) 



	22
	SA/E2
	Caltex Oil Sa Ltd 
	

	23
	SA/E3
	Engen Petroleum Ltd 
	

	24
	SA/E4
	IMVUME Holdings Ltd 
	

	25
	SA/E5
	Total SA Ltd 
	

	26
	SA/F1
	Abbot Lab. S. A  Ltd
	Health Care/ Pharmaceutical

	27
	SA/F2
	Alcon Lab. S. A Ltd
	

	28
	SA/F3
	B. B. Omni Med. S.A Ltd
	

	29
	SA/F4
	Roche S. A Ltd
	

	30
	SA/F5
	GlaxoSmithKline S.A Ltd
	


Table 3:
SELECTED NIGERIAN INDUSTRIES AND STUDY CODES
	S/N
	STUDY CODES
	INDUSTRIES

	1
	NG/Z1
	Building Material 

	2
	NG/Z2
	Chemical & Paints

	3
	NG/Z3
	Agricultural /Agro-Allied

	4
	NG/Z4
	Breweries

	5
	NG/Z5
	Petroleum (Marketing) 

	6
	NG/Z6
	Health Care/Pharmaceutical


Table 4:
SELECTED SOUTH AFRICAN INDUSTRIES AND STUDY CODES
	S/N
	Study  codes
	Industries

	1
	SA/Z1
	Building Material 

	2
	SA/Z2
	Chemical & Paints

	3
	SA/Z3
	Agricultural /Agro-Allied

	4
	SA/Z4
	Breweries

	5
	SA/Z5
	Petroleum (Marketing) 

	6
	SA/Z6
	Health Care/Pharmaceutical


Table 5:
 CONTENT CATEGORY CODE FOR THEME DISCLOSURE

	S/N
	Theme Code 
	Content category theme

	1
	T1
	Environment

	2
	T2
	Energy 

	3
	T3
	Products, services & customers

	4
	T4
	Employee health & safety  

	5
	T5
	Community involvement

	6
	T6
	Research & Development

	7
	T7
	Litigation /fines/lawsuit

	8
	T8
	Environmental policies

	10
	T9
	Other environmental information


Table 6:
 CONTENT CATEGORY CODE FOR EVIDENCE DISCLOSURE

	S/N
	Evidence Code 
	Content category Evidence

	1
	E1
	Declarative 

	2
	E2
	Monetary 

	3
	E3
	Non-monetary 

	4
	E4
	Monetary/non-monetary

	5
	E5
	None 


Table 7:  CONTENT CATEGORY CODE FOR LOCATION OF DISCLOSURE

	S/N
	 Code 
	Location of Disclosure

	1
	L1
	Corporate websites

	2
	L2
	Chairman Statements

	3
	L3
	Operations Review 

	4
	L4
	Financial Statements

	5
	L5
	Others


Table 8: CONTENT CATEGORY DISCLOSURE CODE FOR NEWS-TYPE

	S/N
	Evidence Code 
	Content category Evidence

	1
	N1
	Good

	2
	N2
	Bad

	3
	N3
	Neutral


Table 9:
AVERAGED EXCHANGE RATE FOR NIGERIAN NAIRA (NGN) & SOUTH AFRICAN RAND (ZAR) FOR THE PERIOD 2004-2008

	YEAR
	NAIRA PER SOUTH AFRICAN

RAND
	SA RAND PER UNITED STATES DOLLAR

	2004
	5.73
	23.18

	2005
	6.34
	20.32

	2006
	6.98
	18.17

	2007
	6.81
	17.15

	2008
	9.35
	14.03


Source: Trade & Exchange Department, Central Bank of Nigeria (2009);   

              www.gocurrency.com (2009); IFRS (2008)  
APPENDIX J
SAMPLE OF RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

Department of Accounting,

College of Development Studies

Covenant University, 

Ota, Ogun State,

Nigeria

Dear Respondent, 

Study on the Corporate Environmental Reporting Practices of Firms

This questionnaire designed to assess the Corporate Environmental Reporting Practices of listed firms in Nigeria and South Africa. This study is undertaken in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the award of a Ph.D. degree in Accounting.

Please complete the questionnaire as honest as you can. All the data supplied shall be used solely for the purpose of this study and will be treated with utmost confidentiality.

Yours sincerely,

Uwuigbe Uwalomwa

Section A:
Personal Data

Instructions:
Please tick or fill where necessary

i) Sex: 

                Female 
 
         Male               

ii)  Marital Status: 
    Single              
         Married   

iii)  Age:  Under 20yrs  
      21-30 yrs    
31-40yrs  
    Above 40yrs


iv)  Highest qualification: 
      B.Sc      
         Masters  
                        Others 

v)  Length of Service: Length of Service:
1-2yrs 

3-5 yrs             5- 10yrs
         10yrs and above 

vi)  Occupation : 
Regulators    
          Accountant                  Others   


vii)  Stakeholder group (please specify): Academia 


Regulators 


 

Lobby groups/ Host Community

Section B

Instruction: Please tick the box that matches each statement in the question.

1) Strongly Disagree

2) Disagree

3) Not sure

4) Agree

5) Strongly Agree

	S/N
	QUESTIONS
	RESPONSES

	
	
	SA
	A
	NS
	D
	SD

	1
	Environmental sustainability practices is an important concept for companies to imbibe
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Government and other regulatory bodies in the country do play important roles in the development of policy guidelines that encourages green technology and sustainable development
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	The disclosure of environmental information will improve the corporate image of companies operating within the country.
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	The protection of the environment from environmental waste by companies is a welcomed development
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Companies in this part of the country do frequently disclose environmental report
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Environmental information disclosed by companies forms a major part of company’s annual report and corporate websites.
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Environmental reports disclosed by companies are externally verified
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Companies are socially responsible to voluntary allocation of money for the protection of the environment in which they operate.
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Environmental disclosures by companies operating within the country are made on a Mandatory basis.
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Environmental reports of Companies form a separate stand alone document from their annual report and corporate websites.
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	Environmental reports is a publicly available document
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Companies in our localities have really welcomed the introduction of Corporate environmental disclosure practice.
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Companies operating in the country are generally environmentally friendly.
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	The disclosure of environmental information and performance of companies can influence the activities of various stakeholders’ group.
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	Companies disclosure of environmental cost will influences the behaviour of environmental stakeholder groups
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	The disclosure of a company’s environmental information and performance practice will bring about a good financial performance
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	A good environmental performance practice will improve a company’s relationship with its host community.
	
	
	
	
	


Table 2:
CODIFICATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE USED FOR SECTION B 

	S/N
	CODES
	QUESTIONS

	1
	SB1
	Environmental sustainability practices is an important concept for companies to imbibe

	2
	SB2
	Government and other regulatory bodies in the country do play important roles in the development of policy guidelines that encourages green technology and sustainable development

	3
	SB3
	The disclosure of environmental information will improve the corporate image of companies operating within the country.

	4
	SB4
	The protection of the environment from environmental waste by companies is a well-come development

	5
	SB5
	Companies in this part of the country do frequently disclose environmental report

	6
	SB6
	Environmental information disclosed by companies forms a major part of company’s annual report and corporate websites.

	7
	SB7
	Environmental reports disclosed by companies are externally verified

	8
	SB8
	Companies are socially responsible to voluntary allocation of money for the protection of the environment in which they operate.

	9
	SB9
	Environmental disclosures by companies operating within the country are made on a Mandatory basis.

	10
	SB10
	Environmental reports of Companies form a separate stand alone document from their annual report and corporate websites.

	11
	SB11
	Environmental reports is a publicly available document

	12
	SB12
	Companies in our localities have really welcomed the introduction of Corporate environmental disclosure practice.

	13
	SB13
	Companies operating in the country are generally environmentally friendly.

	14
	SB14
	The disclosure of environmental information and performance of companies can influence the activities of various stakeholders’ group.

	15
	SB15
	Companies disclosure of environmental cost will influences the behaviour of environmental stakeholder groups

	16
	SB16
	The disclosure of a company’s environmental information and performance practice will bring about a good financial performance

	17
	SB17
	A good environmental performance practice will improve a company’s relationship with its host community.


Internal Costs





External Costs





Types of Environmental Costs





Environmental Degradation Costs


Human Impact Costs.


Noise and Air pollution.





Conventional Costs


Hidden Costs


Contingent Costs


Image and relationship Costs





Environmental Reporting





Mandatory





Voluntary





Involuntary





Disclosure required by banks, joint venture and customers


Public environmental report


Employees’ news letters


Press release and media briefings





Media Exposure


EPA Notices


Green Group. Activism





Signatory





Regulatory





Green House Challenge





Emission license


Corporation law





Environmental Performance Indicators





Environmental Performance Indicators





Management Performance Indicators 





Operational Performance Indicators





Functional area indicators





System indicators





Output indicators





Input indicators





Indicators of the state of the environment including land, air, water, flora\fauna. 





Stakeholder Communication


Financial.


Purchasing performance.








Environmental Mgt Policies and Procedures Legal Requirements Environmental Cost\Benefits


Corporate policies and standards





Non-product Outputs to air Land and Water.


Product Performance


Logistics and services.





Materials Energy Water 


Renewable\Non-Renewable


Logistics and services.
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