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Abstract 
The study investigated the effect of environmental costs on the financial performance of listed 
firms in Nigeria. The objective is to determine the influence of Research and Development 
Costs (RDC), Community Development Costs (CDC) and Employee Health and Safety Costs 
(EHSC) on Net Profit Margin (NPM) and Return on Assets (ROA) of companies quoted on the 
Nigerian Stock Exchange. Panel data on the environmental costs and the financial 
performance proxies were extracted from published financial statements of twenty-five 
companies on the Nigerian Stock Exchange for a period of seven years (2012 to 2018) and
analyzed using balanced panel regression techniques. Results revealed that the environmental 
cost components jointly explain about 76.4% and 70.2% of the variations in NPM and ROA 
respectively. CDC and EHSC were implicated as significant predictors of NPM, while RDC 
and CDC were statistically significant in predicting ROA. The paper therefore concludes that 
environmental costs have positive and significant long term trade-offs on corporate financial 
performance and recommends that listed entities in Nigeria should increase their investments 
in environmental costs (CDC, RDC and EHSC,) as a strategic policy for creating friendly 
environment for long term growth in financial performance. 
 
Keywords: Research and Development Co t. Community Development Cost. Employee 
Health and Safety Cost, Net Profit Margin, Return on Assets. 
 
 
Introduction 

The issue of global warming and climate change has no doubt made corporate firms to take the 

issue of environmental challenges very serious. Corporate organizations are now faced with 

challenges in managing externalities and social conflicts like environmental pollution, security 

issues sand non employment of local communities where the firms are situated and more also 

illegal land use. All the above conflicts are closely associated with stakeholders' interests. The 

stakeholders include shareholders, employees, investors, government, local communities, 

consumers and non government organizations who are now conscious of their interests and 

actions of corporate management. Non compliance with environmental issue will directly or 

indirectly affect firm performance especially in Delta region of Nigeria that hosts a good 
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number of oil and gas companies. In this region, example, firms experience oil spillage which 

in turn affects farm land, sea and houses of local communities. This has in the past given rise 

to youth restiveness and demonstration in a bid to draw the attention of the oil and gas firms. 

In some cases, oil and gas firms do not attend to the needs of this type of stakeholders when 

they don't have interest in implementing environmental problem unless they receive financial 

benefits. To solve environmental challenges and to maintain sustainable development of the 

Nigerian firm as well as social harmony, listed firms should adopt environmental policies. 

Friedman (2007) posits that it is the firm's nature to pursue its interest and social responsibility 

of a business and to increase its profit. In order to solve this problem it is pertinent to ask 

whether environmental cost has significant effect on firm financial performance in Nigeria? 

The study therefore aims at proffering solution to this question.

 
Prior studies sought to find out the effect of environmental costs on firm financial performance, 

however, there have been different results about the effect of environmental costs on firm 

financial performance. The different opinions from notable researchers are sorted into three 

types, positive, negative and mixed results. Okafor (2018), Nnamani Onyekwelu and Ugwu 

(2017), and Agbo , Ohaegbu, and Akubuilo ((2017) were of the view that environmental costs 

significantly impact on firm performance: Vance (1975) discovered that firms considered to 

have good corporate social responsibility performance may not do well in the stock market on 

his research on relationship between corporate social responsibility and return on equity (ROE). 

This corroborates with the findings of Walley and Whiteheard ( 1994), Jones and Rubin (2001), 

Klassen and Miclaughlin (1996), all established negative relationship between environmental 

costs and firms financial performance. 

 
Prior research such as: Codeiro and Sakis {1997} and Wagner {2001} argued that an inverse 

shaped relationship exist between environmental costs and firm performance, this indicates that 

in the short run, negative relationship exist while in the long run positive relationship exists. 

Following the above researchers' outcome, does it mean that firms should ignore investments 

in environmental activities? if they ignore, there is the tendency that such firms may experience 

low patronage from the customers as a result of stoppages in production process occasioned by 

strikes and crises in the firm. This in turn may affect firm profitability. However, such firms 

may not compete favourably at the global market. It is therefore advisable for firms to involve 

in environmental activities . This is because it will bring to the firm good corporate image, 

competitive advantage in the course of carrying out investment in research and development 
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and by so doing, sustainability and long term growth are assured, hence, firm profitability is 

enhanced. In view of the above problem, it is the researchers' opinion to determine whether 

environmental costs impact significantly on profitability of firms in Nigeria. It is also believed 

that the hypotheses formulated will guide in validating our work on the effect of environmental 

costs on firm financial performance. Based on the background description above, the 

researchers hypothesized that: 

I. Environmental costs do not significantly affect net profit margin of listed firms in Nigeria. 

II. The effect of environmental costs on Return on Assets of listed firms in Nigeria is not 

significant. 

 
Literature review 

Conceptual Framework  

Environmental cost 

Environmental cost has many definitions as there are different opinions/ researchers on the 

subject matter, This agrees with United States of America Environmental Protection Agency 

(USEPA) (2015) where they argue that the definition of environmental costs depends on 

utilization of information in a firm. Ribeiro (2006) sees environmental costs as those costs 

related directly or indirectly to the environmental protection, example, depreciation and 

depletion of environmental assets of the firm disposal of pollutant residues and labour used in 

the activities of control and prevention of environment. 

 
kumar (2006) divided environment costs into four (4) types, namely: 

i. environmental costs activities such as waste prevention and control. 

ii. costs that represent traditional accounting such as labour and materials. 

iii. environmental domain costs such as land, air and water. 

IV. costs which relate to data visibility in the accounting records such as hidden and obvious 

costs. 

 
Harry and Freeman (1995) include community relation, trading costs, remediation, recycling, 

environmental studies, research and development, future compliance costs, waste management 

fees/taxes, relationship with host countries as part of environmental cost incurred by firm. 

Environmental cost exists when moment a firm internalized externalities taking into 

consideration the cost of prevention and reduction, therefore, environmental cost can be seen 

as the total expenses borne by a firm voluntarily or as a result of legal settlements for the 
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protection of its environment as a result of its impact on the environment. Based on the above 

analysis, the study adopt community development cost (CDC), Employee Health and Safety 

Cost (EHSC) and Research and Development Cost (RDC) as environmental costs. Employee 

Health and Safety Cost (EHSC). This forms one of the stakeholders on environmental issues. 

The cost here include training of staff, welfare cost, medical cost of occupational injuries, 

safety management training, cost of workplace injury (Ifurueze, Etale & Bingilar (2013) and 

Oti Effiong and Tapang (2012) adopt the variables as environmental costs proxies. 

 
Firm financial performance 

This shows the extent to which a firm financial health over a period of time is measured. It is 

a financial action used in order to generate higher sales, profitability and worth of a business 

entity for its stakeholders through effective management of its assets, financial. equity, revenue 

and expense. The study adopts Net Profit Margin (NPM) and Return on Assets (ROA) as 

proxies for financial performance. 

 
Net Profit Margin NPM, this is the measurement of naira sales which remains after the 

deduction of all expenses, expressed as follows: 

 

NPM =   Net profit before interest & taxes         x       100 

Net sales                         1 

Return on Assets (ROA) 

Jaggi and Freeman (1992) opined that return on Assets is a more measure for financial 

performance in relation to environmental management as it relates to the size of the asset owned 

by the firm. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

Stakeholders theory. 

This theory states that a firm should create value for all stakeholders and not just shareholders 

Freeman (1984) and Ten (2007) opined that the company's success lies heavily on management 

success in managing relationship with its stakeholders such as shareholders, local communities, 

customers, suppliers, employees, government and voluntary agencies. 
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Empirical review 

Wingard (2001) carried out similar study on relationship between financial performance and 

environmental responsibility with African firms from 1994 to 1998 and discovered that there 

is positive relationship between environmental reporting percent (ERP) and the companies' 

financial performance.  Similarly Oti, Effiong and Tapang (2012) in their study of 

environmental costs and its implication on return on investment of manufacturing companies 

in Nigeria from 2001 to 2010 discovered that investment in employee health and safety ,waste 

management and community development relate to improved return on investment of 

environmentally responsible firms in Nigeria. 

 
Ifurueze, Etale and Bingilar (2013) examined the impact of environmental costs on corporate 

performance using data from Oil and Gas in Nigeria 2001 to 2011. The result revealed that 

environmental responsible firms are more likely to improve on their return on assets (ROA). 

In lending their voice, Makori and Jargongo (2013) examined whether there is any significant 

relationship between environmental accounting and profitability of quoted firms in Bombay 

Stock Exchange, India. The result showed that there is significant negative relationship 

between environmental accounting and return on capital employed, (ROCE), earnings per share 

(EPS) and a significant relationship between environmental accounting and net profit margin 

(NPM) of the listed Oil and Gas firms in Nigeria. Beld (2014) investigated on the effect of 

research and development cost (ROC) on firm performance from listed firms in Netherland and 

discovered that financial performance is positively affected by research and development cost 

and there is significant result for financial (return on assets). 

 

In the same vein, Agbo, Ohaegbu and Akubilo (2017) on their study of environmental costs on 

organizational performance of Nigeria breweries Plc from 2011 to 2015 revealed that 

environmental cost has significant implication on financial performance of the company. 

Chauhan and Kalola (2014) tried to establish whether significant relationship exists between 

environmental accounting and profitability of Reliance Industries ltd, Gujarat. The study 

disclosed that there is a significant negative relationship between environmental accounting 

and return on capital employed (ROCE) and earnings per share (EPS). It also revealed a 

positive relationship between environmental accounting and net profit margin (NPM) and 

dividend per share (DPS). The study recommended that the government should give tax credit 

to organizations that are environmental friendly and environmental reporting should be made 
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compulsory for firms. Umobong and Agburuga (2018), examined the relationship between 

financial performance and corporate social responsibility using secondary data from the listed 

firms (manufacturing, petroleum marketing, healthcare and beverage sectors) in the Nigerian 

Stock Exchange, 2005 to 2015. Their study revealed that Return on Assets (ROA) and Return 

on Capital Employed (ROCE) relate positively with Employee management and negative with 

Community Development. 

 

Methodology 

The research design of this study is ex post facto .This is because the data already exist and no 

room for manipulation .The data were sourced from the annual reports and accounts of listed 

firms in the Nigeria stock exchange from 2012 to 2018, The population of the study consists 

of environmental friendly firms in Nigeria. The researchers adopted purposive sampling 

technique to select twenty-five (25) listed firms in Nigeria as sample size. In determining the 

sample size certain conditions are considered, thus: 

(1) The firm is listed on the Nigerian Stock Exchange, 

(2) Data owned by the firm is complete and in accordance with the variables under study and 

(3) The firm is environmental friendly. The study adopted balanced regression technique for 

analyzing data (Suliyanto 2005). 

 

  



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

535 

 

Operational Measurement of Variables 

Two sets of variables were used in this study, the dependent and independent variables. The 

summary of the variables and their components are shown in table 1. 

Table 1: Variables and Components 

 
S/N Description  Variable type Measurement of proxy Code  Expected 

sign 
1 Financial 

performance  
Dependent  Net profit margin = net profit 

before interest and tax/net sales x
100 

NPM + 

2 “                    “        “ Return on Asset = Net profit after 
tax/Total sales x 100 

ROA + 

3 Environment 
costs  

Independent  Research and development costs
= Total cost of research/studies 
and improvement on products   

RDC + 

4   “                    “         “ Community development cost =
total cost spent on development
of local communities such as 
roads, schools, healthcare 
facilities etc  

CDC + 

5 “                       “ “ Employee health and safety costs 
= costs incurred on staff training, 
welfare and medicals  

EHSC + 

 
 
Model specification 

The following represent model for this study; 

Y = f (RDC (DC, EHSC)        (1) 

Where Y represents the dependent variables (Net profit margin, & Return on assets) 

While RDC= Research and development cost, 

CDC = Community development cost and 

EHSC= Employee health & safety cost) represent independent variables. 

The functional model is given below: 

NPM = f (RDC,CDC,EHSC)       (2) 

ROA = f (RDC,CDC,EHSC)       (3) 

Where scholastic models are as follows: 

NPMit = Bo + B1RDCit + B2CDCit + B3EHSCit ------------+ eit   (4) 

ROAit = Bo + B1RDCit + B2CDCit + B3EHSCit ------------+ eit   (5) 
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Where 

NPM = Net profit margin 

ROA = Return on assets 

RDC= Research & development cost 

CDC = Community development cost 

EHSC= Employee health & safety cost 

B0 = The intercept of the regression 

B1. B2 and B3 = coefficient of the regression 

t = time period of data 

i= cross section of listed firms 

e = error term capturing explanatory variables not included in the models. 

The independent data were logged because the data size is bigger than the dependable 

variables, thus: 

 

NPMit = B0 +Bi logRDCit + B2logCDCit + B3logEHSCit…………………………eit 

  (6) 

ROA= B0 +Bi logRDCit + B2logCDCit + B3logEHSCit…………………………eit    

  (7) 

Decision rule: 

If p-value IS less or equal to 0.05 , we reject null hypothesis and if p-value is greater, we 

accept the alternative hypothesis. 

 

Data analysis and results 

Hypothesis 1 

Environmental costs do not significantly affect net profit margin of listed firms in Nigeria. 

 

The hypothesis is restated and tested for acceptance or rejection. The result of the fixed and 

random effect models are shown in appendix 1while the Hausman test result is summary in 

table 2. 
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Table 2: Summary of Hausman Test Results of the Effects of Environmental Cost on 
Net Profit Margin 

Equation: Untitled   
Test cross-section random effects  

Test Summary 
Chi-Sq. 
Statistic Chi-Sq. d.f. Prob.  

Cross-section random 5.840119 3 0.0197 

     
Cross-section random effects test comparisons: 

     
Variable Fixed   Random  Var(Diff.)  Prob.  

LOGRDC 0.067032 0.478243 0.035439 0.0289 
LOGCDC 0.729025 0.808728 0.015269 0.5189 
LOGEHSC -0.988163 -0.466596 0.095834 0.0290 

 Source:  Computed with data extracted from Appendix 1 using E-view 9.0 
software. 
 
The above table 2 presents the summary of Hausman test on the panel regression estimates of 

log RDC, 10gCDCand log EHSCon the net profit margin. The probability of the chi –square 

of 0.0197 is significant at 5% r so the study rejects the null hypothesis which proposed that 

random effect of regression is more appropriate and accepts the fixed effect regression estimate 

proposed by alternative hypothesis. The fixed effect test result of the effect of environmental 

costs on the net profit margin is shown in table 3 
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Table 3: Test Results of the Effects of Environmental Costs on Net Profit Margin 

Dependent Variable: NPM   
Method: Panel Least Squares   
Date: 07/27/20   Time: 21:09   
Sample: 2012 2018   
Periods included: 7   
Cross-sections included: 25   
Total panel (balanced) observations: 175  

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.   

C 9.018913 4.977121 0.812074 0.0972 
LOGRDC 0.067032 0.677602 0.989250 0.0921 
LOGCDC 0.729025 0.626395 1.163843 0.0246 
LOGEHSC -0.988163 0.988969 -0.999184 0.0319 

 Effects Specification   

Cross-section fixed (dummy variables)  

R-squared 0.764198     Mean dependent var 8.065314 
Adjusted R-squared 0.720888     S.D. dependent var 7.258242 
S.E. of regression 3.834607     Akaike info criterion 5.671658 
Sum squared resid 2161.519     Schwarz criterion 6.178023 
Log likelihood -468.2700     Hannan-Quinn criter. 5.877054 
F-statistic 17.64464     Durbin-Watson stat 1.970032 
Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000    

Source:  Computed with data extracted from  Appendix 1 using E-view 9.0 software.  
 
 
The table 3 above presents fixed effect regression resul s of logRDC, logCDC and log EHSC 

on net profit margin of listed firms in Nigeria. The results showed that ROC has direct linear 

relationship with NPM. This is evidenced by the coefficient value of 0.0670, t - value of 0.989 

and p-value of 0.092 which seems not significant at 5%. It implies that ROC has no significant 

effect on the NPM of listed firms in Nigeria. The result also showed that CDC has a linear 

relationship with NPM. This is because of its positive coefficient of 0,729 and t-value of 1.1638 

which is significant at 0.05. This suggests that CDC of listed firms in Nigeria relates positively 

with NPM. In addition, the result showed that EHSC has an indirect linear relationship with 

NPM with a coefficient of -0.988, t - value of -0.999 and p- value of 0.0319 which is significant 

at 5%. This result showed that EHSC of listed firms in Nigeria is inversely related to the NPM. 

 
Durbin Watson statistic of 1, 97003 is within the acceptance range of 1 to 3, hence, the absence 

of auto correlation problem in this series can be presumed. The R2 value of 0.764 indicates that 

the three components of environmental costs used in this study jointly for about 76.4 % of the 

variations in the net profit margin of the entities investigated with only 
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23.6% of the changes attributable to other factors not included in this study. The f-statistic of 

17.884 is found to be statistically significant at 5% level since the p-value is less than 0.05. 

This confirms that the model of study is properly fitted. Based on the significant t-value, f - 

statistic and the number of significant predictors, we reject the null hypothesis (Hol and 

conclude that environmental costs have significant effect on net profit margin of listed firms in 

Nigeria. 

 
Hypothesis 2 

The effect of environmental costs on return on assets of listed firms in Nigeria is not significant. 

The hypothesis formulated and restated above is tested for acceptance and rejection decision. 

The result of the random effect model is shown in appendix 2 and summarized in table 4. 

 
Table 4: Summary of Hausman Test Results of the Effects of Environmental Costs on 
Returns on Assets 

Source: Computed with data extracted from Appendix 1 using  E-VIEW 9.0  software. 
 
Table 4 presents the summary of the Hausman test on the panel regression estimates of 

LogRDC, log CDC and 10gEHSCon the return on assets. The probability value of chi-square 

of 0.0142 was found to be significant at 5%, so the study accepted the null hypothesis which 

proposed that fixed effect regression model is more appropriate and rejects the random effect 

Correlated Random Effects - Hausman 
Test  
Equation: Untitled   
Test cross-section random effects  

Test Summary 
Chi-Sq. 
Statistic 

Chi-Sq. 
d.f. Prob.  

Cross-section random 5.437396 3 0.0142 

     
Cross-section random effects test 
comparisons: 

     

Variable Fixed   Random  
Var(Diff

.)  Prob.  

LOGRDC 0.429227 1.155269 
0.11177

3 
0.029

9 

LOGCDC -2.206242 -2.027078 
0.04892

9 
0.418

0 

LOGEHSC -0.540728 0.317873 
0.30117

6 
0.017

7 
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regression. The fixed effect test result of the effect of environmental costs on return on assets 

is accordingly shown in table 5. 

 
Table 5: Test Results of the Effects of Environmental Costs on Returns on Assets 

Dependent Variable: ROA   
Method: Panel Least Squares   
Date: 07/27/20   Time: 22:28   
Sample: 2012 2018   
Periods included: 7   
Cross-sections included: 25   
Total panel (balanced) observations: 175  

Variable 
Coefficien

t Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.   

C 17.75844 7.737916 2.294990 0.0231 
LOGRDC 0.429227 1.053467 0.407442 0.0368 
LOGCDC -2.206242 0.973855 -2.265473 0.0249 

LOGEHSC -0.540728 1.537548 -0.351682 0.7256 

 Effects Specification   

Cross-section fixed (dummy variables)  

R-squared 0.701529     Mean dependent var 8.718343 
Adjusted R-squared 0.646708     S.D. dependent var 10.02997 
S.E. of regression 5.961653     Akaike info criterion 6.554219 
Sum squared resid 5224.572     Schwarz criterion 7.060585 
Log likelihood -545.4942     Hannan-Quinn criter. 6.759616 
F-statistic 12.79668     Durbin-Watson stat 1.450188 
Prob(F-statistic) 0.000000    

Source: Computed with data extracted from Appendix 1 using E-view 9.0 software. 
 
Table 5 above presents fixed effect regression model of logRDC, logCDCand logEHSC on the 

listed firms in Nigeria. The results showed that RDC has significant positive linear relationship 

with ROA. This is because of coefficient value of 0.430, t- statistic of 0.407 and p-value of 

0,0368. The result suggests that RDC of sampled firms in Nigeria is positively and significantly 

correlated with ROA. The result also showed that CDC has indirect linear relationship with 

ROA. This is based on the coefficient value of -2.206, t-statistic of -2.265 and p-value of 0.0249 

less than 0.05. This suggests that CDC of the listed firms in Nigeria has significant negative 

effect on ROA. This is contrary to EHSC which is found to not be significantly related to ROA, 

with coefficient of -0.540, t-value of -0.352 and p-value of 0.7256 being greater than 0.05. 
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The Durbin - Watson statistics value of 1.450 is within the acceptance range of 1 to 3, hence, 

the absence of autocorrelation problem in this series can be presumed. R2 value of 0.701 

indicates that the three components of environmental costs used in this study is jointly account 

for about 70.1% of the variations in the ROA of the entities investigated with only 29.9% of 

the changes attributable to other factors not included in study. The result is statistically 

significant, since p-value is 0.000 less than 0.05.This affirms that the model used in this study 

is properly fitted. Based on t-value, f-statistic and the number of significant predictors, we 

reject the null hypothesis (H 0) and conclude that environmental costs have significant effect 

on return on assets of listed firms in Nigeria. 

 
Discussion of results 

The result In table 2 of hypothesis 1shows that RDC has a linear relationship with net profit 

margin. This is evidenced by the value of coefficient of 0.0670, but it is not significant judging 

from the value of its probability of 0.092 .This implies that RDC has no significant effect on 

NPM of listed firms in Nigeria. Again, the result showed that CDC has a linear relationship 

with NPM judging from its coefficient value of 0.729, t-value of 1.164 and probability of 0,025. 

This implies that the effect of CDC on NPM of listed firms in Nigeria is positively significant. 

It also showed that CDC is significant predictor of net profit margin.  On the other hand, the 

result showed that EHSC has an indirect relationship with NPM. This is evidenced by the value 

of its coefficient (-0,988) and t- value (-0.999) and p-value (0.032). This implies that EHSC is 

a significant predictor of NPM. It at same time shows that the EHSC on NPM is significant. In 

summation, the R2 value of 0.764 implies that the three components of environmental costs 

used in this study (RDC,CDC & EHSC)jointly account for 76.4% of the variations in the NPM 

of the entities investigated with only 23.6% of the changesb. Attributable to other factors not 

Included in this study .The f-statistics (17.645 and p-value (0.000) made It to be statistically 

significant, hence, the null hypothesis was rejected and alternative accepted, implying that the 

effect of environmental costs on NPM is significant. 

 
This corroborates with the views of Wingard (2001), Makori and Jargongo (2013), and 

Chauhan and Kalola (2014). It is also in line with the researchers' expectation because of the 

level of awareness of our listed firms in embarking on environmental issue in Nigeria and its 

implications on their businesses. 
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The result of the hypothesis 2 indicates that RDC has a linear relationship and statistically 

significant with ROA. This is evidenced by its coefficient value of 0.430 and p - value of 0.037. 

This shows that RDC is significantly predictor of return on assets of listed firms in Nigeria. In 

the case of CDC, the result showed a negative coefficient value of  2.206 and p-value of 0.025 

and t-value of -2.265. This implies that CDC is statistically significant predictor of ROA. In 

addition, EHSC showed a negative coefficient value (-0.541) and probability of 0.726. This 

implies that employee health and safety cost is statistically significant predictor of ROA. 

However, the R2 of the results showed a value of 0.702 (70.2%). It implies that environmental 

costs components (RDC, CDCD, & EHSC) jointly explained 70.2% of the variations In ROA. 

The RDC and CDC were statistically significant predictors of ROA. This shows that effect of 

environmental costs on return on assets is significant. The outcome corroborates with the views 

of Beld (2014), Ifurueze, Etale and Bingilar (2013) Oti, Effiong and Tapang (2012) and 

Umobong and Agburuga (2018). It is also in line with the researchers' expectation. This is 

attributable to the extent listed firms in Nigeria embrace the environmental issues. 

Summary of findings 

The study on the effect of environmental costs on financial performance of listed firms in 

Nigeria from 2012 to 2018 revealed that: 

(1) The effect of environmental costs on net profit margin (NPM) of listed firms in Nigeria is 

significant. 

(2) The effect of environmental costs on re urn on assets (ROA) of listed firms in Nigeria 

significant. 

 
Conclusion 

Investment in environmental activities is one of the most important drivers of company growth 

and the rationalization of strategic decisions to achieve the desired economic stability. Firms 

who realize the gains accruing from investing in environmental active ties such as good 

company image are able to compete favourablv in the global market. 

 

Recommendation 

Based on the outcome of the study, the researchers made the following recommendations: 

(1) Regulatory bodies and other policy makers should formulate laws and regulations to 

govern the process of environmental reporting in Nigeria. 
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(2) The government should motivate friendly firms by giving tax incentives 

(3) For firms to achieve sustainability growth advantage should realize the relevance of 

continuous research and development .Research and development in the area of staff training 

and product development leads to sustainability in business. 
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