
10TH ACCOUNTING AND FINANCE CONFERENCE BOOK OF PROCEEDINGS VOLUME 10 ISSUE 2, 2020 

306 

 

EFFECT OF BOARD SIZE AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE DUALITY ON 
CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY DISCLOSURE OF QUOTED 

BREWERY COMPANIES IN NIGERIA 
 

Uche Okoro Orji1, John U. Ihendinihu2, Ndukwe O. Dibia3 
1&3Department of Accountancy, 

Faculty of Business Administration 
Abia State University, Uturu, Nigeria. 

ucheorji4real@yahoo.com & nodibia2006@yahoo.com 
And 

2Department of Accounting,  
College of Management Sciences,  

Michael Okpara University of Agriculture, Umudike 
ihendinihu.john@gmail.com 

 
 

Abstract 
This study examines the effect of Board size and Chief Executive Officer (CEO) duality on 

Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure of quoted brewery companies in Nigeria. The 
intention is to determine the causal link between identified predictors and corporate social 
performance disclosures of listed entities in the Nigerian brewery industry. Ex post facto 
research design was adopted and panel data on the two firm- specific characteristics extracted 
from published annual financial statements of selected firms for the period 2009 to 2018. 
Content analysis of the annual accounts was conducted using a validated Corporate Social 
Responsibility Disclosure Index (CSRDI). The data collected were analysed using Panel Vector 
Autocorrelation (Panel VAR) Model. Results reveal that board size has a positive but 
insignificant effect on CSR disclosure level and also that CSRDI responds positively to the 
shock of board size, while CEO duality indicates an inverse but insignificant association with 
CSR disclosure and also that CSR Disclosure responds negatively and insignificantly to the 
shock of CEO duality. Based on the outcomes from the research, the paper concludes that the 
identified firm characteristics are critical to corporate social performance and recommends 
that large and experienced persons should be put on the boards, while the position of the Chief 
Executive Officer should be separated from that of the Board Chairman for effective checks 
and balances in the management of corporate entities in the sector.  
Keywords: Corporate Disclosure, Board Size, Chief Executive Officer Duality, Corporate 

social responsibility 

 

1.0 Introduction 

Corporate social responsibility information has gained relevance in the world economy and 

firms have adopted it significantly. As an avenue to reach out to all stakeholders and among 

the voluntary disclosure, corporate social responsibility information is adopted as the most 

relevant information by analysts and investors (Shashank, Lopez- Perez and Rodriguez-Ariza, 

2018). Many corporations around the globe involve in corporate social responsibility activities, 
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some disclose their corporate social responsibility programmes in annual reports and others 

publish it on their websites or issue separate corporate social responsibility reports. 

Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure (CSRD) is a means through which information 

bordering on the inter-relationship between companies as regard to environment, employees, 

and society and consumer issues are provided. It is an expansion in the scope of financial 

disclosure system, thereby reflecting the wider anticipation of society concerning the role of 

the business community in the economy (Muhammad & Sabo, 2015). 

 
Board Size and CEO Duality of a firm are often considered as key characteristics that influence 

firm corporate social responsibility investment, disclosure and practice in many previous 

studies. Generally speaking, for firms’ decisions to conveniently respond to any internal or 

external investments, they must commence with their ability to make profit either huge or low 

(Abubakar, 2016). 

 
In Nigeria, financial scandals that led to corporate failure such as in Cadbury Nigeria plc, 

Oceanic Bank international, Diamond Bank Plc, Jos breweries plc among others in the last 

decades(s) has warranted the issue of the size of board and the duality of CEO as subsets of 

corporate governance to be given special attention by all sectors of the economy and have been 

generating a lot of concern among scholars (Muhammad and Sabo, 2015). 

 
1.1 Statement of the problem. 

Several studies have attempted to proffer solutions to the numerous disagreements and debates 

surrounding corporate social responsibility matters, yet there are lots of arguments, and 

controversy among the academics, corporate managers, and the general public. Board Size and 

CEO Duality are often considered to be among the key board characteristics that influence 

firm’s corporate social responsibility disclosure and activity in any previous studies. 

 
However, the studies revealed mixed results; some studies have produced evidence in 

supporting of a positive impact between size of company board and CEO duality and corporate 

social performance disclosure while other works reported no evidence of a significant 

relationship at all. Summing the quantum of arguments, debates and various expectations in 

the literature, Investigating the effect of board size and CEO duality on corporate social 

responsibility disclosure maybe of an immense value. 
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However, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, no study with similar combination of 

variables has been conducted in brewery sector. Owing to their indispensable contributions to 

the economy, it is paramount to fill in this gap. Therefore, as a result of the aforementioned 

scarcity, this study was out to add to the growing body of knowledge in CSR disclosure using 

a set of quoted brewery companies in Nigeria as a case study to empirically appraise the effect 

of board size and Chief Executive Officer duality on corporate social responsibility disclosure. 

 
1.2 Objectives of the study. 

The key objective of this research is to empirically investigate the effect of board size and CEO 

duality on corporate social responsibility disclosure. The specific objectives of this study 

include to: 

1. Examine whether there is a significant relationship between board size and CSR 

disclosure level. 

2. Ascertain whether there is a significant relationship between Chief Executive Officer 

Duality and corporate social performance disclosure level. 
 

1.3 Research questions. 

1. Does there exist any significant relationship between board size and CSR disclosure 

level? 

2. Is there any significant relationship between Chief Executive Officer Duality and the 

level of Corporate Social performance disclosure? 
 

1.4 Research hypotheses. 

The research hypotheses that were tested include: 

1. Ho: There is no significant relationship between board size and CSR disclosure level. 

2. Ho: There is no significant relationship between Chief Executive Officer Duality and the 

level of corporate social performance disclosure. 

 

1.5 Significance of the study. 

The implications of this findings are that it provides evidence to the society, investors and 

regulators that larger boards are associated with the Corporate Social Responsibility disclosure 

in Nigerian brewery firms, also as more women are appointed on the board brings among others 

to the organization such thing as prestige, skills, knowledge, and connection to external 

resources, another implication, independent directors will reduce the conflict between 

shareholders and managers of resources and ensure a fair playing ground for all stakeholders 

since they are appointed on merit.  
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2.0 Review of related literature 

2.1  Conceptual framework 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has evolved as a strategic issue for organization which 

attempts to communicate their ethical activities to various stakeholders group. Kotler and lee 

(2005) defined corporate social responsibility as a commitment to use voluntary business 

activities and contributions for corporate resources in order to improve community well-being 

and corporate social activities are key programmes engaged by firms to support social ventures 

and to fulfil commitments to corporate social responsibility”. 

 
Sandhu and Kapoor (2010) highlight that business might gain benefits from undertaking CSR 

activities such as improved performance, reduced cost, increase sales and enhance reputation. 

Corporate social responsibility information is gradually gaining relevance in the world 

economy and firms have widely adopted it as avenue for reaching out to all stakeholders (Cho, 

Seong, Cheol, & Ray, 2013). 

 
Summing up the various views of scholars, corporate social responsibility could therefore be 

viewed as the corporate commitments to play a role in ensuring sustainable economic 

development, working with employee, communities, investors, customers, creditors, suppliers, 

government and society at large. 

 
2.1.1 Corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosure 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosure provides information to the public regarding 

company’s interaction with the community, environment, its employees, its customers and 

energy usage (Zainuddin & Haro, 2009). Esa and Ghazali (2012) views corporate social 

responsibility disclosures as the giving of information about a firm products, philanthropic, 

employee welfare, community involvements and environmental concerns. 

 
Corporate social responsibility disclosure includes all information reported to stakeholders 

about social and environmental effects of a company’s actions. It extends the accountability of 

a company beyond carrying out the usual role of providing a financial account to providers of 

fund. Business organizations disclose corporate social responsibility programmes regularly to 

ensure long term survival (Habib-uz-zaman, 2010). These presentations come in different 

ways. Primarily it is either a provision of information in annual reports or the production of 

stand-alone-report (Jan, Carlos, & Jose, 2008). 
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The disclosure of social and environmental information has become an integral part of business 

nowadays. Due to the high cost in the production, accumulation, analysis and reporting of 

information, these academic inquiries focused on why businesses disclose information have 

centred on the benefits and potential penalties (Luo, Wang & Zhang, 2017). 

 
2.1.2 Board size 

Role of board size have been a controversial issue from different views. It is argued that the 

size of the board can affect the process of monitoring, decision making and disclosure. Raheja 

(2005) asserted that the two important functions of the board of directors are advising and 

monitoring. Moreover, it is observed that large boards are diverse with reference to the 

education, expertise and gender of directors (Laksmana, 2008). 

 

Board size is one of the major characteristics that exert significant pressure on the effectiveness 

of the board’s monitoring role, since a large board may have more experience, knowledge, and 

opinions from different source. There is a popular assumption that large boards create access 

to expertise and resources to a wide range, so also is management oversight (Fauzi and Locke, 

2012). Coles, Daniel, & Naveen (2008) in examining the ideal size of a board classified firms 

into two categories; complex and simple firms. The authors further observe that the size of the 

board has an impact on its orientation and effectiveness. 

 
Hillman and Dalziel (2003) noted that firms raise the size of their board in order to improve 

resource dependency by maximizing the provision of their resources. Total number of directors 

in a company refers to board size of a firm (Abdullah, 2004; Hermalin and Weisbach, 2003). 

 
Representation on a board can provide stakeholders with beneficial input to board-level 

decision (Owen, Swift and Hunt, 2001) and help the board “respond better to the resource 

dependencies the company faces”(Ayuso & Argandona, 2007). A larger board is likely to 

represent a wider range of stakeholders and promote the needs of additional groups of 

stakeholders. Having a large board is beneficial as it can increase company’s value due to its 

provision of members from different fields of expertise to a firm. In contract, having a large 

board can have a negative impact on decision making, the cost could outweigh the advantages 

(Akhatruddin, Hossain & Yao; 2009). 
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Dalton & Dalton (2005) concluded that other scholars argues that a too small board lack the 

diversity of opinion and expect advice common in larger firms and smaller boards tend to be 

preoccupied with decision making and less on monitoring management’s activities (Tusiime, 

Nkundabanyanga & Nkote, 2011). 

 
2.1.3 Board size and corporate social responsibility disclosure 

Based on the previous studies, Forker (1992) observed that, having a higher number of 

independent directors on the board is a way of cutting down on the benefits of withholding 

information and improving the quality of monitoring the financial disclosure. In order to have 

better compliance in the disclosure of corporate information, there is mechanism for monitoring 

management activities which is independent directors (Rosenstein and Wyatt, 1997 as cited in 

Said, Zainuddin and Haron, 2009). 

 
Board size is corporate governance characteristics widely used in corporate social 

responsibility disclosure studies. Said, Zainuddin, & Haron (2009) viewed that board size does 

not affect CSR disclosure but that there are other contingencies that do not affect board size 

and corporate social responsibility disclosure. Many members in the boards may enhance 

director’s board might improve the transparency in the firms, considers the shareholders groups 

during the board meetings and maximizing the level of voluntary disclosure and CSR practice 

and disclosure. In addition, boards with more members may reduce the problems of information 

asymmetry (Chen & Jaggi, 2001). 

 
However, Said, Zainuddin and Haron (2009) found that the size of board does not influence 

the corporate social responsibility disclosure in both firm annual reports and firm website. In 

banks, Jizi, Salama, Dixonn, & Stratling (2014) found that the board size and quality of 

corporate social responsibility disclosure are positively associated in the U.S banks. Xie, 

Davidson & Dadalt (2003) conclude that a larger board size may bring a greater number of 

experienced directors who can organized and divide various function ( control, monitor, advice 

and the establishment of strategies), including the tracking of CSR disclosure. 

 
2.1.4 Chief executive officer (CEO) duality. 

Another important dimension of the board of directors is the duality of the board chairman and 

chief executive officer (CEO). Firth, Fung, & Rui (2007) pointed out that when the board 

chairman is the same as the chief executive officer, the effectiveness of the board to monitor 
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top management is decreased due to the dominating power of the board chairman and chief 

executive officer (CEO) duality. Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Duality refers to a 

simultaneous assumption of two positions: the chief executive officer and the chair person of 

the board by the same person (Vintila, 2013). On the other hand, unity of command which leads 

to effective decision making at the strategic echelon of the firm is established through duality. 

On the other hand, power consolidation can entrench a chief executive officer and limit the 

ability to effectively monitor and discipline the chief executive officer by the board. 

 
Therefore, the chief executive officer’s primary responsibility becomes the initiation and 

implementation of strategic decisions while the board is responsible for ratifying and 

monitoring decision made by the chief executive officer. A chief executive officer who also 

serves as the board chairman reduces board control and facilitates the potential pursuit of the 

chief executive officer’s agenda, which may differ from shareholder goals. Chief executive 

Officer duality is likely to lead to a concentration of power and self utility maximizing 

behaviour by managers (Dalton, 2005). 

 
2.1.5 Chief executive officer duality and corporate social responsibility disclosure. 

There is a significant difference of companies’ driving force to undertake corporate social 

responsibility practice between developed and developing countries. While corporate social 

responsibility is highly recognized in developed countries, it is viewed from a different 

perspective in developing countries. Chief executive officer duality is common in developing 

countries due to the prevalence of family ownership, as much; there is a probability that this 

duality role may adversely affect corporate social responsibility practices. 

 
Muttakin and Subramanian (2015) viewed that Chief Executive Officers in dual positions may 

not be motivated to be visibly accountable to the interest of the broader stakeholders and are 

likely to avoid the cost of CSR presentation. Managers’ personal interests are likely to have 

effects on the way they undertake corporate social responsibility programmes (Jizi, Salama, 

Dixon & Stratling; 2014). For instance, since the board chairman has determining authority 

over the board’s agenda, the chief executive officer who also acts as the chairman might 

conceal important information from directors and may not be proactive in engaging in ethical 

behaviours when they view corporate social responsibility programmes as detrimental to their 

personal interest. 
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Galbraith (2010) shows that companies who demarcated the CEO-board chair role achieved 

better governance on climate change since the CSR assurance can increase the transparency 

and reliability of corporate social responsibility information. 

 
2.2 Theoretical framework 

An understanding of corporate governance indices like Board size and CEO duality proceeds 

from an examination of a number of theories that attempt to explain the basis and rationale 

behind this management imperative. These theories principally include: 

1. Agency theory  

2. Stakeholder theory. But this study was be anchored on the agency theory. 

 
2.2.1 Agency Theory 

The origin of agency theory can be trace to Ross Stephen and Barry Mitnick. The theory was 

worked on by Jensen and Meckling (1976) and is based on the principal-agent relationships. 

According to agency theory, company’s owners and directors are seen as different; 

shareholders are many in number and do not yield much powers and consequently company 

resources are controlled by the management. In this theory, there is the move between the board 

of directors of the company and shareholders to protect themselves against excess costs 

(Elloumi and Gueyie, 2001). 

 
Agency theory argued that chief executive officer may influence decision making processes 

and consequently board of directors may find it difficult to assess chief executive officer in an 

effective way in case of duality. The theory, demonstrates well the fundamental conflict of 

interest between managers and owners. 

 
The main advantage of Jensen’s and Meckling’s approach is its generality, agency relationships 

are all around us. As we will see the same approach can also be used to describe an agency 

problem between large and small shareholders. Jensen and Meckling (1976) tried to model the 

relationship between owners and managers to be such as exist between a principal and an agent. 

According to the theory, managers should maximise profits for the shareholders or owners of 

the organization.  However, agency problem emanates when managers have different visions 

and goal from those of stakeholders about corporate social responsibility.
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Godrey, Hodgson, Holmes & Tarca (2006) stated that the agency problem that arises is the 

problem of including an agent to behave as if he or she was maximizing the principal’s 

welfare”. By occurrence to several conflicts cause from agency theory problem, CSR 

disclosure in certain firm become confusing whether disclosed or not disclosed which actually 

leads to corporate social responsibility been vital to their companies’ profitability. 

 
The system of coordination of individual actions is based on delegation and relations (explicit 

or implicit) that mandate. Disclosure of social information is an important tool when related to 

the management of shareholder-managers relationship. Uncertainty is introduced when the 

agent cannot control all the variables related to his task. It is believed that high level of 

accountability through disclosure reduce the agency conflict of management and owners and it 

is used as a monitoring mechanism (Jensen & Meckling, 1976), high level disclosure may 

mandates companies more involvement in corporate social responsibility and then its 

presentation ( Mohd & Ghazali, 2007). 

 
Agency theory assumes both the principal and the agent are motivated by self-interest. This 

assumption of self interest dooms agency theory to inevitable inherent conflicts. The reliance 

of agency theory on an assumption of self-interested agent seeking the maximization of 

personal economic wealth is among the objections of the theory. The challenge now lies in 

getting agents to either drop their self-interest, or work toward maximizing their self 

enrichment while still ensuring the maximization of the wealth of the principal. The 

standardization of agency role and activities is necessary, not really due to the universal 

selfishness of agents, but because there exist potential differences between the principal and 

the agent’s interest. 

 
2.3 Empirical Framework  

Haji (2013) conducted a study on corporate social responsibility overtime, in the study a sample 

of 85 companies listed on Bursa Malaysia for the year (2006-2009). A multiple Regression 

Analysis and descriptive statistics were used. The study discovered that company size, public 

ownership and managerial ownership were discovered significant in determining both the level 

and quality of corporate social performance disclosure. Also, board size was discovered to have 

significant relationship with the level of corporate social responsibility disclosures. 
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Kurawa and Abdulrahman (2014), examined the impact of firm governance on corporate social 

responsibility of the quoted companies in the Nigerian petroleum marketing industry, five 

companies were sampled for the period of 2002-2011. Hypotheses for the study were tested by 

employing panel data analysis. Also, the study employed board size, management equity 

holding, leadership structure, CEO duality and board composition as independent variables, 

while donation/contribution was used as dependent variable. Findings of the study showed that 

corporate social responsibility programmes in the Nigerian petroleum industry were driven 

majorly by management equity holding and to some extent by other attributes of corporate 

governance, board size, board composition and CEO duality. 

 
Khan, Muttakin & Siddiqui (2013) examined the relationship between corporate governance 

and Corporate Social Responsibility disclosures, 135 manufacturing firms quoted in Ohaka 

stock exchange were sampled for the study. The independent variable was proxied with 

managerial ownership, public ownership, board independence, foreign ownership, CEO duality 

and audit committee while firm’s age, size and return on assets (ROA) were used as control 

variables. The findings of the study showed that CSR disclosures associated with managerial 

ownership negatively. However, it was discovered that government ownership, foreign 

ownership, board independence and audit committee presence had a positive significant impact 

on corporate social responsibility disclosure, but CEO duality was discovered to have no 

significant impact on corporate social responsibility presentation. 

 
Muhammand and Sabo (2015) examined the impacts of board characteristics on corporate 

social responsibility disclosure of quoted food product firms in Nigeria over the period 2005-

2014. Six firms out of eleven quoted food product firms were sampled for the study. Secondary 

data generated from annual reports and accounts of the sampled companies was used for the 

study. The data was analyzed by means of descriptive statistics, correlation and regression 

analysis using STATA (Version 12) package. 

 
Mohammad, Nor & Norsia (2016) studied board characteristics and corporate social 

responsibility disclosure level in the Jordanian banking sector for a sample of 147 banks during 

a period of 10 years (2004-2013). The disclosure level was measured by a checklist consisting 

of 100 items and the result indicates that the level of disclosure in Jordanian bank was relatively 

low. The developed hypotheses were analyzed using multiple regression analysis and the 

results also indicated that larger board size and higher level of disclosure are correlated. 
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Ramiz, Amir, & Fizzah (2017) examined the effect of board characteristics on corporate social 

responsibility disclosure of quoted companies in the Pakistan stock exchange (PSX), Pakistan. 

179 companies from financial and non-financial sectors for the period 2009-2015 were 

sampled. The data was generated from the annual reports of these companies. The model was 

tested using binary logistic regression analysis. The results reveal that board size; number of 

meetings and board independence are significant corporate governance characteristics to 

establish the link with CSR disclosure. 

 
Considering the empirical reviews, it can be seen that no work has been done on the effect of 

board size and CEO duality on CSR disclosure: evidence from quoted Nigerian brewery 

companies. In the review of both theoretical and empirical framework, most of the studies on 

board characteristics and corporate social responsibility disclosure were based on banks and 

other companies while there was less or no work on the brewery sector in Nigeria and that is 

the reason the researcher intends to study impact of board size and CEO duality on CSR 

disclosure. 

 
  3.0 Research methodology 

3.1 Scope of the Study  

The study focused on evaluating the relationship between board size, CEO duality and 

corporate social responsibility disclosure. Nigeria brewery plc, Guinness Nigeria plc, 

International plc, and Champion plc were selected for the study due to their immense 

contribution to the brewery sector and the economy at large.  

 
3.2 Collection of Data 

The data for this study was generated from the accounts and annual reports of Nigeria brewery 

plc, Guinness Nigeria plc, International brewery plc, and Champion brewery plc for the period 

2009 – 2018. The choice of these periods is to enables IFRS complaint financial statements of 

these companies to be examined.  

 
3.3 Population and sample size determination 

The population of the study consists of seven quoted brewery companies out of which four 

quoted brewery companies were selected as samples of the study based their convenience to 

the researcher because of the availability of data in the companies for the sampled periods. 
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3.4 Operational Measures of Variables  

In this study, the researcher tried to determine the impact which board characteristics have on 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosure. 

 

3.6.1 Dependent variable 

Corporate social responsibility disclosure index (CSRDI) represents the dependent variable in 

this study. Content analysis was used for the study as it has been used widely by accounting 

scholars to investigate CSR presentation in annual reports (Ahmad, Rashid and Gow, 2017; 

Haniffa and Cooke, 2002). 

 
Content analysis is a procedural repetitive technique for submerging many words into fewer 

content categories according to rules of coding (Isa and Muhammad, 2015). This study tries to 

measure the CSR presentation using a checklist generated by Hannifa and Cooke (2002) though 

modified by the researcher. This checklist has been used by scholars (Isa and Muhammad, 

2015; Ahmad, Rashid and Gow, 2017). 

 
A bipartite procedure was applied whereby a company is awarded “1” if an item included in 

the checklist is disclosed and “0” if it is undisclosed. The Corporate Social Responsibility 

Disclosure index contained 15 attributes labelled ‘a’ to ‘o’ designed into 5 CSR categories 

(Appendix 1); a firm could score a maximum of 15 points if all the 15 attributes are disclosed 

and a minimum of 0 where none of the attributes were disclosed. The CSR disclosure index is 

used to calculate the scores through the formula which is expressed thus: 

CSRDI = Edi 

                 i=1  

CSRDI = Corporate social responsibility disclosure index 

di        = 1 if the item is disclosed; 0 if the item is not disclosed 

n         = Total items in the checklist ( i.e 15) 

i         = 1, 2, 3.........15 

 
3.6.2 Independent variables 

The independent variable for the study is board characteristics. The characteristics 

hypothesized to have influence on CSR disclosure and their measurements are discussed below 

as it relates to this study. 
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i. Board size (BS): The term of measurement was the total number of directors on the board. 

Studies that have used this variable include; Isa and Muhammad (2015), Ali and Attan (2013) 

and Bouaziz (2014). 

ii. CEO duality (CEO DUA): this measures whether the chairman and CEO are different 

persons or the same person. 

The link between the independent and dependent variables established in the hypotheses were 

tested and analyzed using regression analysis test.  

 
3.6 Model specification 

In order to evaluate the effect of board size and CEO duality on corporate social responsibility 

disclosure, the study adopted the model stated below: 

CSRDI = a +b1BS + + b2CEODUA + e 

 
3.6.1 Model estimation procedure 

The study employs three step procedures: pre-estimation, estimation and post estimation. Pre-

estimation tests involve the use of descriptive statistics to determine the nature of the data and 

whether they are normally distributed through their averages and Jarque-Bera values (Onakoya 

et al, 2017). 

 
The second step is to determine the stationarity of the series through the conduct of panel unit 

root tests using Levin et al., Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat (2003), ADF-Fisher Chi-square and 

PP–Fisher Chi-square test. Before the conduct of panel co-integration test, the optimal lag 

length was determined using Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Schwarz Information 

Criterion (SIC) in order to ascertain if lagging of the series is necessary and the required optimal 

lag necessary to achieve the most appropriate results.  

 
In the estimation step, relying on the outcome of the stationarity of the series, Panel VAR model 

was employed.  In order to confirm the robustness and validity of regression model result, some 

necessary post estimation tests will be conducted in the third step. The tests to be conducted 

are serial correlation using VAR residual serial correlation LM test and Granger causality test 

using Wald test. These tests are to determine whether the residuals of the model are constant 

over the time frame; if there are possibility that the errors exhibit autocorrelation and whether 

the independent variables joint cause the dependent variable. The estimations are carried out 
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with the aid of E-views version 10 software. Having stated the estimation procedure, the next 

section presents the results and discussion of the findings. 

 
4.0 Results and Discussion 

The hypotheses were tested using the regression model for CSRDI, BS and CEODUA. 

Dummies of 1 were used if the CEO and Chairman are the same and O if the CEO and 

Chairman are different persons. The analysis was done using econometric software of Eviews 

version 10. 

 
4.1. Preliminary Analyses  

The preliminary analyses are in two parts: Descriptive Statistics and Stationarity test 

4.1.1. Descriptive Statistics  

The characteristics of the data and the summary of the descriptive statistics of the variables 

are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 Descriptive statistics 

Statistics  CSRDI                        BS                        CEODUA 
Mean            12.10                       11.15                          0.25 

Median          11.00                       11.00                          0.00     

Maximum       15.00                        15.00                         1.00 

Minimum       11.00                         9.00                          0.00 

Std. Dev.        1.58                          2.01                          0.00 

Skewness        1.05                          0.43                          1.15 

Kurtosis         2.38                           2.06                          2.33 

Jarque-Bera     8.04                            2.70                          9.63 

Probability      0.01                            0.26                          0.01 

Observations    40                              40                            40 

Source: Authors computation using E-views 10.0 (2020). 

 
There is considerable difference in the trends of the variable over the period of consideration. 

This is evidence in the large difference between the minimum and maximum values of all the 

series. With the outcome of the descriptive statistic in view, the results show that there are 

positive skewness in all the series. 
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The CSRDI, BS and CEODUA are platykurtic in nature, since their values for kurtosis 2.38, 

2.06 and 2.33 respectively, are less than 3. This indicates a higher than normal distribution. 

The Jarque-Berra statistics represents a goodness of fit where sample data have skewness and 

kurtosis matched to a normal distribution. It is a test of normality that combines skewness and 

kurtosis. The P value of the Jarque-Bera test reveals that CSRDI and CEODUA series are not 

normally distributed while BS is normally distributed. 

 
4.1.2. Stationarity Test Result 

Unit Root Test was carried out to determine the stationary of the variables. The results of the 

Unit Root test conducted are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2: Panel unit root test results 
 
Series Levin, Lin and Chu t*    Im, Pesaran and Shin W stat                  Equation            Order 
of  
            t-Statistic   Prob               t-Statistic     Prob                 Specification        integration 
CSRDI    -5.36917     0.000              -1.41287       0.0788                  Intercept                  1(1) 
BS        -5.42351     0.000              - 3.29693       0.0005                  Intercept                   1(1) 
Series  ADF-Fisher chi-square  PP – Fisher Chi-square                          Equation              Order 
of  
           t-Statistic     Prob           t-Statistic     Prob                    Specification          integration 
CSRDI    9.35823      0.0527             9.52199      0.0493                     Intercept                   1(1) 
BS        27.8535      0.0005            23.8927      0.0005                     Intercept                   1(1) 
Source: Authors computation using E-views 10.0 (2020). 
 

The results of the panel unit root test summary comprising of Levin et al. t*, Im, Pesaran and 

Shin Wstat, ADF-Fisher Chi-square and PP–Fisher Chi-square are presented in Table 2. The 

result in Table 2 shows that CSRDI and BS were stationary at first difference since their 

respective probability values were less than the 5% significance level while CEODUA was 

not examined for stationarity as the variable is already represented in dummies of 1 and 0. 

 

4.2. Estimation Results  

4.2.1. Optimal Lag Length Selection  

It is necessary to ascertain the optimal lag length. The Optimal lag length is confirmed by the 

Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and the Schwarz Information Criterion (SC). This is 

presented in Table 3 
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Table 3: Tabular Representation of the Lag length Selection Criteria 

 Lag LogL LR FPE AIC SC HQ 

0 -107.8211 NA   8.746648  7.844364  7.939521  7.873454 

1 -66.69876 

  73.43274

* 

  0.617958

* 

  5.192769

* 

  5.478241

* 

  5.280040

* 

2 -64.84254  3.049502  0.724613  5.345896  5.821683  5.491349 

3 -63.64172  1.801235  0.897389  5.545837  6.211939  5.749471 

Source: Author’s Computation Using E-Views 10.0 

 

The result above depicts different lag length criteria and the respective lag length chosen. From 

the results, LR test statistics, the Final Prediction error, Akaike Information Criterion, Schwarz 

information criterion, and Hannan-Quinn information criterion obtained lag length structure(1) 

for CSRDI and BS. The implication of the lag length selected explains the effect of the outcome 

of previous year on the current year. However, based on the appropriate lag length structure, 

the study accepted the lag order (1) for the model. After determining the lag order length, the 

Co-integration, and long-run relationship among the variables was determined and explained 

in the next section. 

 

4.2.2. Co-integration Test Result  

After establishing the stationarity of the variables at first difference and lag length structure, 

the study proceeded to test for co-integration among the variables. The Pedroni Engle-Granger 

Co-integration test was employed for this purpose. This test is reactive to the length of the lag, 

therefore, in order to reduce misleading or spurious results, the optimal lag length which has 

been ascertained, influenced the selection criteria. The summary of the result of the Co-

integration test is presented in Table 4 

 

Table 4: Result of panel (Engle-Granger Based) test on intercept  
Variable           Statistic        Prob        Weighted Statistic     Prob 
Panel v-statistic      -1.454562       0.9271        -0.425196                   0.6647 
Panel rho-statistic    0.655366      0.7439         0.755694               0.7751 
Panel PP-statistic   -0.014835       0.4941         0.531542               0.7025 
Panel ADF-statistic -0.068226       0.4728          0.567318               0.7148 
Group rho- statistic   1.429790     0.9236       
Group PP-statistic     0.991164    0.8392 
Group ADF-statistic   0.978012    0.8360
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The Pedroni (Engle-Granger Based) co-integration method was conducted. The result is 

presented in Table 4.  In Table 4, four different statistical results are reported. These are the 

panel v-statistic, rho-statistics (both at panel and as group), PP-statistic (both at panel and as 

group), ADF-statistic (both at panel and as group). All the four results of Engle-Granger test 

are insignificant. The conclusion to be drawn is that, there is no co-integrating relationship 

between CSRDI and BS, at such they are not related in the long run.  

 

4.2.3 Panel VAR estimation 

P-VAR estimation was carried out following the outcome of the unit root test which shows that 

the variables are integrated at order one and the co-integration test showing no co-integrating 

relationship between the dependent variable and independent variables. In VAR models all the 

variables are treated as endogenous and interdependent. The econometric model for the VAR 

of Yt for lag one vector is represented as: 

 

Yt = Ao(t) + A()Yt-1 + A()Xt-1+ t 

The variables considered in the PVAR are Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure Index 
(CSRDI), Board size (BS) and Chief Executive Officer Duality (CEODUA). The transformed 
VAR models for these variables are represented as: 
CSRDIt     = Ao(t) + A()CSRDIt-1 + A()BSt-1 + A()CEODUAt-1 + t............Model1 
BSt         = Ao(t) + A()CSRDIt-1 + A()BSt-1 + A()CEODUAt-1 + t............Model 11 
CEODUAt = Ao(t) + A()CSRDIt-1  + A()BSt-1 + A()CEODUAt-1 + t...........Model 111 

 In Table 5, the study reports the results of the model with the three variables (CSRDI, BS, 

and CEODUA). 

 
Table 5: Result of a 3-variable VAR model 

Response of             Response to 
 CSRDI (t-1) BS (t-1) CEODUA (t-1) 
CSRDI(t) 0.868719 

(8.798112) 
[0.0000] 

0.076649 
(0.973996) 
[0.3325] 

-0.214762
(-0.637136) 
[0.5256] 

BS (t) 0.049748 
(0.343589) 
[0.7319] 

0.732368 
(6.346505) 
[0.0000] 

-0.697148
(-1.410434) 
[0.1616] 

CEODUA(t) -9.16E-18 
(-3.173334) 
[0.0020] 
 

1.07E-17 
(4.652086) 
[0.0000] 
 

1.000000 
(1.02E+17) 
[0.0000] 

N obs.                    40 
N cross sections             4 
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The study discusses the main results of the 3-variable VAR model first, before progressing to 

discuss their variance decompositions. For the four quoted brewery companies, the study 

observed that the response of CSRDI to the shock of BS is positive in the estimated coefficients 

and impulse responses though insignificantly, this is to show that the size of the size of the 

board has an influence on the extent of CSR disclosure, but CSRDI responded negatively to 

the shock of CEODUA. The coefficient of CEODUA one period lagged (t-1) is statistically 

insignificant in the CSRDI equation, showing that whether the Chief executive officer doubles 

as the chairman of the firm does not significantly leads to an increase in the extent of the firm’s 

CSR disclosure. Also, the study observed that Board size responded positively but 

insignificantly to the shock of the first lag of CSR disclosure had a negative response to the 

shock of CEODUA while CEODUA responds positively to Board size shock. Therefore, on 

the basis of our results, extent of Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure (CSRDI) increases 

in response to Board size shock. The impulse response magnitude of the variables was also 

estimated and presented as Table 6 in Appendix A 

Table 7: Variance decomposition analysis  
 CSRDI    BS    CEODUA      

ROW 

CSRDI 
BS  
CEODUA 

 100.0000                                     
4.064836 
0.000117 

0.000000         
  95.93516  

0.002852 

0.000000         1 
0.000000         1 

  99.99703         1 

 
0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0. 

Each row represents the variance decomposition of the row variable. Each cell shows how 
much the column variable affects the variance of each row variable 
 
The study analyzed the figures presented in Table 6 above showing the variance decomposition 

results for the variables under study. The study observed that 100% of forecast error variance 

in CSRDI is explained by the variable itself. This means that CSRDI strongly influences itself 

and that other variables in the model do not have strongly influence on CSRDI, BS and 

CEODUA have strong exogenous impact as they do not influence CSRDI in the long run. This 

result is corroborated in the VAR result as CSRD (t-1) has t-statistics of 8.798 showing 86.9% 

influence on CSRDI(t). BS influences CSRDI though positively but weakly while the influence 

of CEODUA on CSRDI is highly insignificant.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0.0. 

 
BS also strongly predicts itself as it shows a forecast error variance of 95.9% indicating 73.2% 

influence on itself as shown in the Var result. CSRDI has about 4.9% impact on BS while 
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CEODUA shows an insignificant influence on BS. The result of the decomposition also shows 

that CEODUA strongly influences itself with 99.9% forecast error variance and t-statistics of 

1.02 which shows 100% influence while CSRDI and BS play highly insignificant influence on 

it.  

4.3 Post estimation test 

4.3.1 Serial correlation test  

Serial correlation test was conducted using VAR residual serial correlation LM test to 

determine if there are possibility that the errors exhibit autocorrelation. The result of the test is 

shown in the table below. 

Table 8: VAR residual serial correlation LM test result 
 

Lag LRE* stat df Prob. Rao F-stat df Prob. 

1  3.507957  4 0.4767 0.887898 (4, 60.0)  0.4768 

 

The study analyzed the figures presented in Table 7 above. From the table, the VAR serial 

correlation LM test result shows that there is no serial correlation among the variables making 

the model free from autocorrelation. 

4.3.2 Granger causality test 

Granger causality test was conducted using the Wald test to determine whether the independent 

variables jointly cause the dependent variable. The outcome of the test is presented in the table 

below. 

Table 9: Wald test result (CSRDI) 

Test Statistic Value df Probability 

Chi-square  2.176062  2  0.3369 

    
Null Hypothesis: C(2)=C(3)=0  
Null Hypothesis Summary:  

Normalized Restriction (= 0) Value Std. Err. 

C(2)  0.076649  0.078695 
C(3) -0.214762  0.337074 
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The study analyzed the figures presented in Table 8 above. From the table, the Wald test result 

shows that Board size (BS) and CEO duality (CEODUA) do not granger cause Corporate 

Social Responsibility Disclosure (CSRDI). This is shown with probability of the chi-square 

(0.3369) is greater than the P-value of 0.05. 

 

4.4 Discussion of Findings  

From the hypotheses tested and analyzed above, the following findings were observed.  

1. There is a positive but insignificant relationship between firm board size and 

the extent of its corporate social responsibility disclosure and also that CSR 

disclosure responds positive to the shock of board size. This result agrees with 

the findings of Taha (2013), Bouaziz (2014) and Kurawa and Kabara (2014). 

But the result is inconsistent with the findings of Ali &Attan (2013), Isa & 

Muhammad (2015) and Haji (2014).  

2.  Chief Executive Officer (CEO) duality has no significant effect on the level of 

corporate social responsibility disclosure and also CSR disclosure responds 

negatively to the shock of CEO duality. This result is in line with the findings 

of Al-Janadi et al. (2013). 

 
5.0 Conclusion and recommendations 

5.1 Conclusion 

From the findings on the relationship between Chief Executive Officer (CEO) duality and 

corporate social responsibility disclosure of quoted brewery companies, the study found that 

various aspects of Chief Executive Officer (CEO) duality insignificantly influenced the level 

of CSR Disclosure of quoted brewery companies in Nigeria.  

Relating board size to the corporate social responsibility disclosure of brewery companies, 

the study found that board size affected the extent of corporate social responsibility disclosure 

of brewery companies but to an insignificant extent. This makes the identified firm 

characteristics very critical to corporate social performance. 

 

5.2 Recommendations  

i) The position of Chief Executive Officer (CEO) should be separated from that of the 

Board chairman for effective checks and balances in the management of corporate 

entities in the sector.  
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ii) Large and experienced persons should be put on the boards for effective and efficient 

running of business.  
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Appendix A 

Table 6: Impulse response magnitude  
        Period      CSRDI       BS        CEODUA 
CSRDI    1        0.741500    0.000000     0.000000 
CSRDI    2        0.660958    0.081630     -1.37E-17 
CSRDI    3        0.589320    0.130698      -2.90E-1 
CSRDI    4        0.525557     0.157634      -4.49E-17         
CSRDI    5        0.468772       0.169732     -6.06E-17 
BS        1        0.219220       1.064994     0.000000 
BS        2         0.197438       0.779968    -4.45E-17 
BS        3         0.177479       0.575285     -7.78E-17 
BS        4         0.159297       0.427823     -1.03E-16 
BS       5       0.142810       0.321166     -1.22E-16 
CEODUA 1       -6.91E-20     -3.41E-19       6.39E-17 
CEODUA 2       -1.16E-19      -8.43E-20      6.39E-17 
CEODUA 3       -1.57E-19      9.27E-20        6.39E-17 
CEODUA 4        -1.94E-19       2.14E-19      6.39E-17 
CEODUA 5           -2.26E-19      2.96E-19      6.39E-17 
Note: Each cell shows a response of the row variable to a shock in column                           
variable at a given time 
Figure 1: Impulse response function to shocks, Panel VAR model 
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