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Abstract - This study seeks to examine the effect of corporate governance and degree of multinational activities on 
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corporate governance. Our results show that the degree of multinational activity has a positive association with both CSRD 
(quality and quality). The results also show that certain corporate governance characteristics such as board size (quality and 
quantity) as well as the presence of a social responsibility sub-committee of the board (quality) have a positive relationship 
with CSRD. Our results support the theoretical view that companies engage in CSRD in attempt to legitimise their 
operations based on the pressure exerted on them and the mechanism put in place to respond to those pressures. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Corporate social responsibility disclosure (CSRD) is 
a voluntary activity particularly in developing 
countries where at least there are no laws enforcing 
its practise and as such, it will be interesting to   
appreciate which companies disclose information 
about social and environmental activities and the 
extent of such quantity and quality of disclosure. For 
about four decades now, corporate social 
responsibility reporting and disclosure by businesses 
has been the subject of empirical research (Dobers 
and Halme, 2009; Fifka, 2013). These studies have 
mostly focused on developed and western economies 
but the last few years have witnessed some changes 
to this trend. Even though there have been some 
studies on the subject in emerging and developing 
economies in recent times, Fifka (2013) argues that 
there is far more research conducted on corporate 
social responsibility (CSR) in developed countries 
than there is in developing countries even though the 
need for CSR is more pronounced in developing 
countries than developed countries.  This is because, 
there are more gaps in social provisions and 
governance in developing countries than there is in 
developed economies (Fifka, 2013). Moreover, even 
with respect to those studies on developed countries, 
most of the studies on determinants of CSRD have 
focused on quantity of CSRD and ignored quality of 
CSRD which does not give a complete picture of the 
phenomenon of corporate social responsibility 
disclosure. 
 
However, there has been some limited study 
conducted  on CRSD in some developing economies 
particularly in Africa but have mostly focused on  
specific industries such as mining, oil and gas and 
banks (Villiers and Staden, 2006; Coetze and Staden, 
2011; Akinpelu and Ogunbi, 2013; Khan, Halabi and 

Samy, 2009). Other studies particularly in Africa 
have focused on South Africa, Egypt and Nigeria but 
with conflicting results (Fifka, 2013). Fifka (2013) 
attributes these contradictions to the absence of legal 
requirements, the unavailability of data and the lack 
of motivation for companies in these countries to 
engage in CSRD. Moreover, most of these studies 
have focused on corporate characteristics as 
determinants ignoring other critical determinants such 
as degree of multinational activity and corporate 
governance.  It is argued in this study that 
multinationals face higher social pressure which 
based on legitimacy theory are likely to disclose more 
social information in an attempt to legitimize their 
actions. In addition, Branco and Rodriguez (2008) 
argue that companies in multinational environment 
have to consider differences in stakeholder needs as a 
result of cultural differences. 
 
In Ghana, there have been some recent studies in 
corporate social responsibility activities but these 
studies have not focused on disclosures (Hinson, 
Boateng and Madiche, 2010; Ofori, Hinson and 
Ndziba, 2009; Rahaman, 2000; Rahaman, Lawrence 
and Roper, 2004). For instance, Hinson et al. (2010) 
looked at corporate social responsibility reportage on 
banks’ websites in Ghana and found that a bank that 
won an award for CSR had the poorest reportage as 
compared to the other banks that won no award, but 
had some structured form of website reporting on 
CSR. Rahaman (2000) conducted a small exploratory 
study on 12 companies in Ghana and found that 
external factors such as pressure from international 
bodies like International Monetary Fund (IMF) and 
government regulations and internal factors such as 
management attitudes and desire to obtain listing on 
international stock market were the motivational 
factors for CSRD in Ghana. 
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Research on corporate governance in Africa cites 
Ghana as one of the few countries whose companies 
have good corporate governance structures 
(Tsamenyi, Enninfu-Adu and Onumah, 2007). The 
extant literature generally supports the argument that 
corporate governance mechanisms, if managed and 
implemented appropriately, are positively associated 
with the levels of corporate disclosure. This is 
because, the relationship between a firm’s 
governance structure and its disclosure policies is 
based on the premise that well-governed firms use 
increased disclosure as a means of mitigating agency 
problems between managers and shareholders 
(Goodwin, Ahmed and Heaney, 2007). However, a 
firm’s governance structure and disclosure policies 
are to some extent influenced by regulation. 
Regulation attempts to overcome information 
asymmetry between managers and shareholders and 
protect each party’s contractual rights. Schwartz and 
Scott (2003) suggest that regulations smoothen the 
progress of the efforts of contracting parties to 
maximize the joint gains (the contractual surplus). 
Prior studies on disclosures show low levels of 
disclosures by firms in Ghana and the reasons 
assigned for this phenomenon is weak regulations 
(Tsamenyi, et al., 2007; Aboagye-Otchere, Bedi and 
Kwakye, 2012). 
 
From the foregoing, this study contributes to the 
literature in three different ways. First, previous 
studies have fundamentally focused on quantity of 
disclosure however, we have extended the literature 
by including quality in a new context i.e. a 
developing country where this research is uncharted. 
Second, existing studies have focused on specific 
industries/sectors. Besides, the limited study in Africa 
(i.e. South Africa, Egypt and Nigeria) have produced 
conflicting results. We mitigate this limitation in our 
study by investigation across all industries in Ghana. 
Finally, the studies so far have also focused on 
corporate characteristics but we extend the literature 
by investigating the degree of multinational activity 
and corporate governance. 
 
Therefore, the study seeks to cure these deficiencies 
by examining the effect of corporate governance and 
degree of multinational activities on corporate social 
responsibility disclosure in terms of quality and 
quantity in the context of a developing economy. 
The study adapted a disclosure index developed by 
Hackston and Milne (1996) and applied in similar 
studies (e.g. Deegan, Rankin and Tobin, 2002; Hassn, 
2014) using a sample of 198 annual reports of firms 
listed on the Ghana Stock Exchange. Our results 
show that the degree of multinational activity has a 
positive association with both CSRD (quality and 
quality). Besides, we show that certain corporate 
governance characteristics such as board size (quality 
and quantity) as well as the presence of a social 
responsibility sub-committee of the board (quality) 

have a positive relationship with CSRD. However, 
increasing the number of NED may not necessarily 
improve the quantity or quality of disclosure. 
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: 
Section 2 reviews both theoretical and empirical 
literature and elaborates the hypothesis. Section 3 
presents the research design and methodology. 
Section 4 reports the findings of the study while the 
final section summarizes and presents the conclusion 
of the paper. 
 
II. REVIEW OF THEORETICAL LITERATURE 
 
According to Liu and Anbumozhi (2009), previous 
studies on disclosures use legitimacy theory to 
explain incentives for corporate voluntary disclosure 
for which CSRD is an important component.  In line 
with legitimacy theory,  CSRD  aims  to  legitimise a 
company’s behaviour by providing information 
intended to influence  stakeholders’  and  eventually  
society’s  perceptions  about  the  company 
(Hooghiemstra, 2000). Deegan et al. (2000) posits 
that the increase in social disclosures is a strategy by 
corporations to alter the perceptions about the 
legitimization of an organization in order to achieve 
the continuing mandate of the society. Branco and 
Rodriguez (2008) also argue that CSRD is a critical 
way for firms to communicate with society, to 
convince the public that they are meeting their social 
expectations. According to Akinpelu et al. (2013) 
legitimacy theory agues for companies to carry out 
their activities within the framework (bounds and 
norms) of the society they are operating. They further 
argue that these bounds and norms are not fixed 
hence the need for organizations to watch out for 
changes and respond to them appropriately. This 
means that companies use CSRD as a means of 
addressing exposure to public policy (Hassan, 2014). 
In the context of social responsibility disclosure 
research, legitimacy theory is rooted in the voluntary 
context (Hassan, 2014) while political cost 
perspective is associated with government regulation. 
This study is relying on the argument of the voluntary 
nature of CSRD as social responsibility reporting in 
Ghana is voluntary. 
 
Based on the legitimacy theory the determinants of 
CSRD are those factors which are related to social 
pressure.   In this  regard,  two  important  questions  
come  to  mind:  Are  all  companies facing  the  same  
degree  of   social  pressure?  Are all companies 
responding to this pressure to the same degree?  It can 
be argued that both the degree of social pressure and 
the degree of companies’ responsiveness differ across 
companies. Two factors determine these variations. 
The first factor that can determine the degree of   
social pressure facing companies is the level of social 
pressure. This is influenced by corporate 
characteristics (size, industry and degree of 
multinationality, foreign ownership etc).   It can  be  
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argued  that  large  industrial  companies  which  
incorporate  a substantial  degree  of   multinational  
activities attract greater attention  from  the  broader  
society and  consequently  face  the  highest degree of 
social  pressure.  Therefore, according to legitimacy 
theory, these companies will need to legitimise their 
activities more strongly.  Thus, a positive relationship 
between these factors and CSRD is expected. 
 
The second factor is the degree of   company 
response to social   pressure.  This is influenced by 
factors such as corporate ownership and corporate 
governance.  It can be argued that well-governed 
companies and those with a more dispersed 
ownership tend to respond positively to social 
pressure and provide greater levels of disclosure. 
 
III. EMPIRICAL REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 
DEVELOPMENT 
 
This section seeks to develop the hypotheses to be 
tested by exploring the empirical literature which will 
inform these hypotheses. 
 
A. Degree of multinational activity 
Hassan (2014) argued that the degree of multinational 
activities appears to influence both the expectations 
concerning corporate social responsibility activities 
and the level of corporate disclosure.  With regards to 
the impact of multinational activity on CSRD, 
Newson and Deegan (2002) argued that, based on 
legitimacy theory, companies will respond to the  
expectations  of  relevant  members  of  the  public,  
and  for  multinational  corporations,  this response  is  
not restricted  to the home  country, but  their global 
orientation as well.  Muller (2006) argues that in the 
multinational  environment, corporations are faced 
with a potentially  divergent  home-country , host-
country  situation,  and  international  pressures  that  
affect  their  self-regulation  strategies.  Kolk (2005) 
also argues that international operations of a company 
have a  substantial  impact  on the  formulation  and  
implementation  of  its  business  ethical  principles 
such  as  codes  of conduct. 
 
Previous studies provide mixed results on the 
relationship between multinationality and disclosure.  
For instance, Webb, Cahan and Sun (2008), Stanny 
and Ely (2008) showed a positive association 
between multinationality and social disclosure, while 
Gelb, Holtzman and Mest (2008) study indicated a 
negative association between the two. Hassan’s 
(2014) study revealed that the degree of multinational 
activity is not related with CSRD. Also, previous 
literature  concerning  CSRD  revealed  little  
examination  of  the  impact  of multinationality   on  
CSRD,   compared  with  other corporate  
characteristics.  Toms et al.  (2007) and Toms  (2008)  
found  no  relationship  between  the  number  of  
foreign  countries  and  CSRD. Branco and  

Rodrigues  (2008)  found  no  relationship  between  
the  ratio  of  foreign  sales  and CSRD, while Stanny  
and Ely  (2008) found an association between them. It 
is important to add that these studies were mainly 
conducted in Europe and America (developed 
economies) but none within the African context. 
Based on previous literature,  it  can  be  argued  that  
due  to  their geographical  extension,  multinational 
companies are more  likely   to  face  greater social 
pressure.  This geographical extension creates more 
pressure from host societies on multinational 
companies, with regards to their social 
responsibilities. It can therefore be argued that, the  
more  foreign countries  in  which the  company  
operates,  the  more  pressure  there  is  on  the  
company. Accordingly, the  company  would  
increase  the  level  of  CSRD  as  a  means  to  
mitigate  this  pressure, and legitimise its activities. 
Therefore, we propose the following hypotheses: 
H1a: Firms with more multinational activities provide 
greater quantity of CSRD. 
H1b: Firms with more multinational activities provide 
high quality of CSRD. 
3.2. Board size 
 
According to Hassan (2014) there is  a  theoretical  
debate  surrounding  the  size  of  the  board  of  
directors.  Ho and Williams (2003) posits that while 
some researchers  argue  that  a  larger board 
promotes more  effective decision-making and  
enhances information-processing capabilities, others 
argue that a  larger board leads to less participation 
among  members,  and  increases  the  opportunity   
for  manipulation  on  the  part of  corporate 
management. While the  board’s  monitoring  
capacities  increase as  the  board  size  (number  of  
members  on  the  board)  increases,  the  incremental  
costs  of poorer  communications,  that  are  often  
associated  with  large  groups,   may   offset  this  
benefit (Hassan, 2014).  In addition, Cheng and  
Courtenay  (2006) argue that there  is  no  consistent  
evidence  to  suggest  a  relationship between  
corporate board  size  and  voluntary  disclosure. 
Their study found  that  there  is  no  empirical  
association  between  board  size  and voluntary  
disclosure. Similarly Kolsi (2017) found that board 
size have no impact on disclosures in Abu Dhabi. 
With regards to the  expected  impact  of  board  size  
on  CSRD,  Halme  and  Huse  (1997)  posits that 
with  a  large  board,  there  is  a  higher  probability  
of  a  broader  range  of  stakeholders,  which 
indicates  that  a  higher  level  of  environmental  
attention  can  be  expected. In line with this view, it 
can be argued that increasing the number of directors 
on the board could provide better communication 
with the community, and consequently more 
probability that companies will react positively to 
social pressure. Given this theoretical and empirical 
debate, the following hypotheses will be examined: 
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H2a: Firms with more directors on the board provide 
greater quantity of CSRD. 
H2b: Firms with more directors on the board provide 
a higher quality of CSRD. 
B. Board composition 
Cooke and Haniffa (2002) make a distinction 
between executive and non-executive directors 
(NEDs). NEDs are used to measure board 
independence. According to Hassan (2014) non-
executive directors are considered a governance 
mechanism that enhances the board’s capacity to 
ameliorate agency-conflicts between owners and 
managers. These conflicts occur mostly in the 
decision to voluntarily disclosed information in 
annual reports (Barako and Brown, 2008).  Chen 
(2006)  indicates  that  in  the  US,   NEDs  are  
shown  to  play  a  more  important  role  in  
monitoring  managers,  than executive board 
directors. In addition to the above, Ajinkya, Bhojraj 
and Sengupta (2005) posits that  NEDs  can  play  an  
important  role  in  determining  and monitoring  
voluntary corporate  disclosure.  Anderson and Reeb 
(2004) argued that independent directors can defend 
the minority   shareholders by   protecting their rights 
against large-shareholders’ opportunism. To this end, 
independent directors play an important role in 
balancing the interests of competing shareholders and 
act as an influential governance mechanism in 
protecting outside shareholders from large 
shareholders’ expropriation (Hassan, 2014). 
Previous research  provides  mixed  evidence  on  the  
relationship  between  disclosure  and  the 
independence  of  the  board  of  directors.  For 
instance, Barako and Brown (2008), Chen and Jaggi 
(2000) found a positive association between 
disclosure and the independence of the board, while 
Eng and Mak (2003) and Gul and Leung (2004) find 
a negative relationship. It can  be  argued  that  the  
presence  of  NEDs  on  the  board  is  a  tool  to  link 
the  company  with  various  stakeholders  and  the  
community  as  a  whole,   and  therefore  they 
represent  one  of  the  factors  that  drive  the  
company  to  deal  with  the  community’s  concerns 
regarding  social  responsibility (Said et al., 2009).  
Rose (2007) argued that new regulations, requiring 
more independent directors, are a major step in 
improving corporate ethics and social responsibility. 
Thus, the increasing percentage of  NEDs  on  the  
board will  encourage  companies  to  react  positively   
to  social  pressure,  and  consequently  to  increase 
the level of CSRD.  Therefore, the following 
hypotheses can be formulated: 
 
H3a: The quantity of CSRD is positively related to the 
number of NEDs. 
H3b: The quality of CSRD is positively related to the 
number of NEDs. 

C. Presence of corporate social responsibility 
committee 
The existence of the corporate  responsibility  
committee as a board committee  is,  in  itself,  a sign 
of the company’s  interest  in  social  responsibility 
(Hassan, 2014) . This committee reflects the 
company’s desire to perform its activities in line with 
social-responsibility   guidelines and rules.  It can  be 
argued  that  the  presence  of  the  corporate  
responsibility  committee,  as  one  of  the  board 
committees,  is  one  of  the  factors  that  may  drive  
companies  to  react  positively  to  social pressure  
concerning  the  company’s  social  responsibility   
and,  consequently,  to  increase  the level of CSRD. 
It is therefore hypothesized that: 
H4a: The quantity of CSRD is positively related to the 
presence of corporate responsibility committee. 
H4b: The quality of CSRD is positively related to the 
presence of corporate social responsibility 
committee. 
 
D. Corporate ownership diffusion 
Agency theory supports the argument that ownership-
diffusion (i.e. fragmented shareholders) is positively 
related to corporate disclosure (Hassan, 2014). This 
means that, the more  diffused  the  ownership,  the  
more  there  is  corporate  disclosure  because this  
helps  owners  to  monitor  the  behaviour  of  
management. Previous studies have established a 
negative relationship between block ownership (i.e. 
majority of shares are owned by fewer large 
investors) and disclosure (Kelton & Yang, 2008; 
Hassan, 2014; Kolsi, 2017).  This implies  that  a  
greater  percentage  of  substantial  shareholder-
ownership, leads  to  less  need  for  monitoring  and  
transparent  disclosure.  Reverte (2009) supports this 
view when he argues that companies with widely-
held shares are more likely to improve their financial 
reporting policy by using their social responsibility 
disclosure. On the other hand, companies with 
concentrated ownership are less motivated to disclose 
additional information on their CSR.  It can  be  
argued  that  more ownership-diffusion  encourages  
management  to  react  positively   to  social  
pressure,  by increasing  the  level  of  CSRD  to  
acquire  owners’  satisfaction,  and  consequently  the  
negative association between CSRD and block 
ownership. Thus, we hypothesized that: 
 
H5a: The quantity of CSRD is negatively related to 
block ownership. 
H5b: The quality of CSRD is negatively related to 
block ownership. 
 
IV. DATA AND MEASUREMENT 
 
This section seeks to address the source of data 
collection, sample and the criteria used to select the 
sample from the population, measurement of 
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estimation variables, descriptive statistics and 
correlation analysis. 
 
A. Data collection and sample 
The study uses secondary data from the annual 
reports of listed firms in Ghana. The data used for 
this study are collected through ‘content analysis of 
annual reports of these companies. A study of prior 
literature on social responsibility disclosures revealed 
that majority of studies on CSRD used content 
analysis of annual report (Gray et al 1995; Harkston 
and Milne 1996; Hassan, 2014; Khlif et al. 2015). 
White & Hanson (2002) justifies the extensive use of 
annual reports by researchers when they stated that no 
other medium offers the same blend of consistency, 
accessibility and wide applicability like the annual 
report. They further argued that no other medium 
yields the same access to corporate communication 
with key audience than the annual report.  Majority of 
research in the area of CSRD use the annual report as 
the principal focus of disclosure.  Some of the 
justifications cited for this trend include; credibility 
and accessibility, despite some companies now report 
CSRD on stand-alone report (Tilt, 1994; Gray et 
al.1995; Yousof and Lehman, 2005). 
 
The study used sampled firms listed on the Ghana 
Stock Exchange. The selection criteria are based on 
firms listed on the Ghana Stock Exchange from the 
year 2008. Previous studies have established that the 
adoption of accounting standards leads to an increase 
in voluntary disclosures (Ashbaugh, 2001; Ashbaugh 
and Pincus, 2001; Leuz and Verrecchia, 2000) and all 
companies on the stock exchange fully complied with 
the adoption of the IFRS at 2008. Since social 
disclosures are also an aspect of voluntary disclosure, 
it is important to examine companies’ social 
disclosures after the adoption of IFRS in Ghana in 
2007. In all, 33 out of 42 firms met the sample 
selection criteria over a six-year period from 2008 to 
2013. This added up to 198 sample year observations. 
The listed firms are the largest firms in Ghana and 
according to Brammer and Pavelin (2006), the larger 
the firm, the more likely they will disclose voluntary 
social information. Besides data are available on 
these firms with ease of access. 
 
B. Measuring quantity and quality of CSRD 
The dependent variables for the study are the quantity 
of CSRD (CSRDQT) and the quality of CSRD 
(CSRDQ).  To measure the quantity of CSRD, we 
adapt the disclosure index by Hackston and Milne 
(1996) as adapted by Deegan et al. (2002) and Hassan 
(2014) in similar studies. These authors argue that, 
this index is adequately comprehensive for this type 
of study. 
 
Furthermore, the study determined the unit of 
analysis which served as the basis for measuring 
CSRD. Corporate social responsibility disclosure 

studies have used various units of analysis including 
number of character, words, sentences, pages and 
proportion of volume of CSRD to total disclosure 
(Hassan, 2014). Recent studies have indicated the 
weaknesses in using number of words as words in 
themselves do not convey any meaning (Hackston 
and Milne, 1996; Hassan, 2014). These studies 
advocate for the use of sentence, graphs and photos to 
quantify CSRD. For the purpose of this study, the 
measurement of the quantity of CSRD in annual 
reports was done using the number of sentences as 
well as graphs and photographs that represent CSRD 
disclosures. The objective of this choice is to reduce 
the weaknesses in relying on only written words to 
the neglect of photos which is argued to be an 
effective way of CSRD. 
 
On the measure of the quality of CSRD, previous 
studies have relied on scoring method to measure the 
quality of CSRD (Al-Tuwajiri et al., 2004; Hammond 
and Miles, 2004; Cormier et al., 2005; Hassan, 2014). 
These studies have argued that social information that 
is quantified, graphed, or disclose a specific measure 
that has been taken by companies is of higher quality. 
From the discussion above and in line with previous 
literature and especially the work of Hassan (2014), 
the study used a 2-point scale system to assess the 
quality of social disclosure in annual reports as: 
 
1 if disclosure is quantified, graphed or narrative 
disclosure which reports the policies and activities of 
the company with respect to social responsibility, and 
0 otherwise. 
 
The quality score was measured by evaluating each 
sentence on social disclosures in accordance with 
previous rating by Hassan (2014) and calculated as 
the average score using (total score/ number of 
sentences). 
 
C. Measuring multinational activities and corporate 
governance variables 
The independent variables are the degree of 
multinational activities (DMA) and corporate 
governance variables. The corporate governance 
variables include; Board size (BS), Proportion of non-
executive directors (NED), presence of social 
responsibility committee on the board (SRC) and 
substantial shareholders representing ownership 
diffusion (SS). The details are contained in table 1. 
 
D. Control variables 
In both models, we include four control variables; 
corporate size (CS), type of activity (TA) and foreign 
ownership (OWN) which literature (Fifka, 2013; 
Akinpelu et al., 2013; Hassan, 2014) argues have a 
positive relationship with CSRD and one other 
variable profitability (PRO) which literature 
(Brammer & Pavelin, 2004; Fifka, 2013) agues have 
negative association with CSRD even though Gray et 
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al. (2002) found a positive relationship. The 
measurements of these variables are also contained in 
table 1. 
 
Table 1: Abbreviation and Measurement of variables 
(refer to appendix 1) 
 
E. Summary statistics and correlation 
We present the descriptive statistics of the variables 
for our empirical analysis in table 2 as table 3 
displays the correlation between the estimation 
variables. 
 
Table 2: Descriptive statistics (refer to appendix 2) 
 
Table 2 provides descriptive statistics of CSRD for 
the period under study. With regards to the quantity 
of CSRD in annual reports (CSRDQT), the results 
show that the minimum disclosure of CSRD in 
annual report is 0. This indicates that some 
companies did not provide any social information at 
all in their annual report for the study period. In all, 
9% of the companies sampled did not provide any 
social information in their annual report reflecting 
that 91% provided some form of CSRD in their 
annual report. This percentage is very high especially 
in the context of developing economies as previous 
studies argue that few companies in developing 
economies provide CSRD (Fifka, 2013; KPMG, 
2008). The number of sentences and photograph of 
disclosure of CSRD in annual report was between 0 
and 406 and an average of 42. Hackston and Milne 
(1996) study in New Zealand had an average of 23.4.  
However, Hassan (2014) study of UK firms had an 
average of 102 and a maximum of 691. The result 
confirms the assertion that CSRD in developing 
economies is low as compared to developed 
economies particularly in Africa. It also points to the 
fact that context is still relevant as far as CSRD is 
concerned. 
 
With regards to the quality of social disclosures in 
annual reports (CSRDQ), the score of disclosure 
quality is between 0 and 0.95 and an average score of 
0.640. This implies that on average, majority of social 
disclosures in annual reports in Ghana comprises 
specific activities and not general activities. The 
maximum score of 0.95 is below that of firms in UK 
with maximum score of 1 but the average score of 
Ghana is above that of UK firms at 0.43 (Hassan, 
2014). 
 
Table 3: Correlation matrix (refer to appendix 3) 
 
The results in table 3 display the correlation between 
the estimation variables. Generally, quantity of 
disclosure is positively related to the predictor 
variables with the exception of corporate ownership-
diffusion showing low negative correlation. As 
expected, quantity of disclosure shows relatively high 

positive correlation with corporate size, as the larger 
the firm size the more information it has to disclose 
about their social responsibility activities. Also, the 
correlation between the disclosure quality and 
explanatory variables are generally positive with the 
degree of multinational activity, non-executive 
directors and type of activity showing negative 
coefficients. Moreover, the correlation between the 
explanatory variables are low with either positive or 
negative values with exception of corporate size and 
board size having coefficient of 0.65. This could be 
so as large firms usually will be comprising larger 
board oversight with sub-committees of the board 
members. 
 
V. EMPIRICAL METHODOLOGY 
 
Our discussion in section 3 conditions 
quantity/quality of corporate social responsibility 
disclosure (CSRD) on the degree of multinational 
activity and corporate governance. Taking guidance 
from this and controlling for other variables as in 
Fifka (2013), Akinpelu et al. (2013), Hassan (2014), 
we model quantity and quality of CSRD as a function 
of multinational activity and corporate governance. 
Guided by our hypotheses, we employ two separate 
econometric (quality and quantity) models as below. 
The disclosure quantity is modelled using the 
following empirical model: 
 

(1)            9876

54321

ititititit

ititititititit

OWNSSSRCNED
BSDMATAPROCSCSRDQT





  

 
In our estimation of equation 1, the assumption of 
cross-sectional independence of the error terms in the 
panel regression was highly unrealistic and violated. 
For example, O’Connell (1998) demonstrates the 
considerable size distortions that can arise when such 
cross-sectional dependencies are present but not 
accounted for. Furthermore, the p-value for the 
Hausman test is less than 1% (i.e. 0.18%), indicating 
that the random effects model is inappropriate. 
Therefore, we execute, as in equation 2, the robust 
fixed effects panel regression by employing the 
‘panel corrected standard errors’ (PCSEs) which 
accounts for the cross-sectional dependencies of the 
error terms. 
 

(2)           987

654321

itiititit

itititititititit

OWNSSSRC
NEDBSDMATAPROCSCSRDQT







 
µi is firm-specific fixed effects and ʋit is an 
idiosyncratic disturbance term. 
Besides, the disclosure quality is modelled using the 
following empirical model: 
 

(3)        98765

4321

itititititit

itititititit

OWNSSSRCNEDBS
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Again, our estimation of equation 3 shows that firm-
specific effects are significant at standard level (i.e. 
8.8%), which made us to select the robust fixed 
effects panel regression. 
 

(4)           9876

54321

itiitititit

ititititititit

OWNSSSRCNED
BSDMATAPROCSCSRDQ





  

 
VI. EMPIRICAL RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
 
Table 4: Panel regression results for the quantity 
(CSRDQT) model (refer to appendix 4) 
Table 5: Panel regression results for the quality 
(CSRDQ) model (refer to appendix 5) 
 
Our results as in tables 4 and 5, show that the degree 
of multinational activity has a positive relationship 
with both CSRD quantity and quality. Furthermore, 
statistically, this relationship under the quality model 
is insignificant while it is significant under the 
quantity. This could be so due to the fact that 
multinationals are under pressure to disclosure more 
in order to meet regulatory requirements and 
society’s expectations with regard to quality of 
information disclosed. The results here uphold our 
hypotheses 1a 1b, which proposes an association 
between DMA and CSRD in terms of both quantity 
and quality and supported by previous studies such as 
Stanny and Ely (2008) and Webb et al. (2008).  The 
presence of  a  relationship  between  multinationality  
and  CSRD  is   consistent  with  a suggested  
framework based on legitimacy.  This may be  due  to  
the  probability  that  the  geographical  extensions 
exist more often  in  developing  countries, than 
developed countries and it compels these companies 
to pay attention to the  social  responsibility  
disclosures. It can  therefore  be  argued  that  
multinational  companies  face  less  social  pressure 
in  home  countries,  than  they   face  in  foreign  
countries  and  consequently  they   focus  their 
attention  on  the  concerns  of  the  community  in  
the  foreign  country .  This result appears so 
especially for developing economies as the findings 
in developed economies provide otherwise. 
 
On the issue of corporate governance variables, the 
regression results show that, in general, governance 
mechanisms are positively associated with both 
quality and quantity of CSRD. For example, Board 
size (BS) and board composition (NED) have positive 
relationship with CSRD and uphold our hypotheses 
that board size and composition have positive 
association with CSRD. Our results are consistent 
with those found by Halme and Huse (1997) for 
board size and Barako and Brown (2008); Chen and 
Jaggi (2000) for board composition. It is interesting 
to note that the relationship between CSRD and board 
size is not only positive but statistically at standard 
level for both the quality and quantity models. This 

demonstrates the fact that larger boards comprising 
broader range of stakeholders will influence social 
and environmental issues and demand a higher level 
of corporate social responsibility disclosure (see also, 
Halme and Huse, 1997). Furthermore, although NED 
has a positive relationship with CSRD, statistically it 
is not significant in both quantity and quality of 
disclosure, indicating that increasing the number of 
NED may not necessarily improve the quantity or 
quality of disclosure. The result is consistent with the 
findings of Brammer and Pavelin (2008) who found 
no significant relationship between NED and CSRD. 
Our results show that social responsibility committee 
is positively and significantly associated with the 
quality of CSRD but negatively and insignificantly 
associated with the quantity of CSRD. The findings 
suggest that the presence of social responsibility 
committee or its equivalent is in itself enough 
evidence of the company’s desire to provide quality 
information to its stakeholders regarding the effects 
of their activities on society and the environment (see 
also, Hassan, 2014). 
 
With regards to corporate ownership-diffusion (SS), 
our results show a positive relationship between 
ownership-diffusion and quantity/quality of CSRD, 
rejecting the proposition that blocked ownership (i.e. 
fewer shareholders holding higher percentage of 
ownership) will demand less disclosures. 
Interestingly, our results contradict established 
literature elsewhere, that blocked ownership leads to 
less need for monitoring and transparent disclosure 
(Kelton and Yang, 2008; Hassan, 2014; Kolsi, 2017). 
Turning to control variables, we found that corporate 
size (CS) and type of activity (TA) are both positively 
related to quantity and quality of CSRD. This means 
that large corporations as measured by their total 
assets as well as firms operating in the 
mining/manufacturing sectors disclose CSRD not 
only in large volumes but also in high quality. For 
instance, the activities of firms in 
mining/manufacturing industries are faced with 
extreme scrutiny from environmental pressure 
groups, and this is in line with emphasis laid by 
recent studies regarding the prominence of 
environmental issues in defining environmental 
responsiveness (Bowen, 2000; and Dutton et al., 
1990). The positive relation between corporate size 
and CSRD is in line with expectation and established 
literature (Belkaoui and Karpik, 1989; Patten 2002b; 
Brown and Deegan, 1998). Due to the greater 
visibility of larger firms, external interest groups tend 
to subject them to greater regulatory and political 
pressure and this may drive larger firms to make 
more and quality corporate social responsibility 
disclosure consistent with good corporate citizenship 
and legitimize their actions. 
However, board size is seen to be significant in 
relation to quantity of disclosure, while type of 
activity is significant in relation to quality of 
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disclosure. This indicates that large boards 
comprising broader stakeholders influence companies 
to provide a comprehensive disclosure that satisfies 
the demands of various stakeholders, while the nature 
of organisation’s activity such as 
mining/manufacturing influences the quality of 
information disclosure. Profitability (PRO) on the 
other hand showed a negative relationship with both 
quantity and quality of disclosure. This indicates that 
profit is reduced as a result of cost incurred which is 
treated as operating expense on activities involving 
corporate social responsibility disclosure. Our results 
here are consistent with existing studies (Brammer & 
Pavelin, 2004; Fifka, 2013) who found a negative 
association between profitability (PRO) and CSRD. 
This means that more and high quality corporate 
social responsibility disclosure have a diminishing 
effect on corporate profit and this could be so since 
part of the company’s profit is invested in this kind of 
activities which in turn influence perceptions 
regarding the future prospects of the firm in the 
minds of the external stakeholders. However, Gray et 
al. (2002) found a positive relationship between 
CSRD and profitability suggesting that CSRD 
improves corporate profit. Generally, CSRD is 
viewed as a means of influencing the perceptions 
regarding the future financial prospects of the firm in 
the minds of the external stakeholders such as 
financial analysts, the stock market, lenders and 
customers. The relationship between foreign 
ownership and quality of disclosure is positive though 
statistically insignificant. This demonstrates that 
quality corporate social responsibility is demanded by 
foreign investors to justify their investments in 
foreign firms. However, there is a negative 
relationship between quantity of disclosure and 
foreign ownership, suggesting that owners of foreign 
firms experience more information asymmetry than 
their home counterparts. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
This study seeks to examine the effect of corporate 
governance and degree of multinational activities on 
corporate social responsibility disclosures (CSRD) in 
the context of a developing country. Our results show 
that the degree of multinational activity has a positive 
association with both CSRD quantity and quality. 
This could be possible due to the fact that companies 
which have operations in more countries faces more 
pressure and scrutiny hence discloses more social 
information than companies that operates in Ghana 
only. 
Our results suggest that future studies can investigate 
CSRD effects of corporate governance and degree of 
multinational activities across countries, both 
developed and developing countries. Besides, future 
research should extend the study to include the effects 
of degree of competition and institutional investors. 
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APPENDIX 
 
1. Table 1: Abbreviation and Measurement of variables 
 

Variable Meaning Measurement 
CSRDQT Quantity of CSRD No. of sentences & photographs 
CSRDQ Quality of CSRD Total score/ No. of sentence 

CS Corporate size Log of total assets 
TA Type of Activity (Industry) Dummy, 1 if firm is manufacturing or mining, 0 

otherwise. DMA Degree of multinational 
activity 

Number of countries a firm operates 
BS Board size Number of directors on the board 

NED Non-executive directors Proportion of non-executive directors 
SRC Social responsibility 

Committee 
Dummy, 1 if there is SRC committee on the board, 0 

otherwise SS Substantial shareholders 
(ownership diffusion) 

Percentage of shares held by substantial shareholders (3% 
or more) OWN Foreign ownership Dummy, 1 if the firm is foreign owned 0 otherwise. 

PRO Corporate profitability Return on assets 
 
2. Table 2: Descriptive statistics 
 

Variable Mean Std Dev. Min. Max. N 
CSRDQ 0.6408 0.2700 0.0000 0.9487 198 
CSRQT 42.3283 65.2789 0.0000 406.0000 198 

BS 8.3030 2.6001 3.0000 18.0000 198 
CS 7.9958 1.1700 5.3104 11.2458 198 

DMA 3.5758 6.9166 1.0000 39.000 198 
NED 0.7095 0.1536 0.2500 0.9167 198 
PRO -0.0153 0.1411 -4.220 0.9837 198 
SS 0.7678 0.1411 0.2857 0.9836 198 

 
3. Table 3: Correlation matrix 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. CSRQT 1.0000 

----- 
          

            
2. CSRDQ 0.2561 

(0.0003) 
1.0000 

----- 
         

            
3. BS 0.3726 

(0.0000) 
0.3126 

(0.0000) 
1.0000 

----- 
        

            
4. CS 0.6713 

(0.0000) 
0.3566 

(0.0000) 
0.6479 

(0.0000) 
1.0000 

----- 
       

            
5. DMA 0.4223 

(0.0000) 
-0.1269 
(0.0756) 

-0.0337 
(0.6383) 

0.2749 
(0.0001) 

1.0000 
----- 

      
            
6. NED 0.0579 

(0.4194) 
-0.0358 
(0.6179) 

-0.0575 
(0.4220) 

-0.0593 
(0.4079) 

-0.0579 
(0.4189) 

1.0000 
----- 

     
            

7. OWN 0.6000 
(0.0000) 

0.1950 
(0.0060) 

0.2381 
(0.0008) 

0.4565 
(0.0000) 

0.2771 
(0.0001) 

-0.0587 
(0.4122) 

1.0000 
----- 

    
            
8. PRO 0.1819 

(0.0105) 
0.0789 

(0.2703) 
0.1365 

(0.0559) 
0.0900 

(0.2086) 
0.0227 

(0.7515) 
0.0465 

(0.5161) 
0.3517 

(0.0000) 
1.0000 

----- 
   

            
9. SRC 0.236223

(0.0008) 
0.1200 

(0.0931) 
0.1350 

(0.0586) 
0.3248 

(0.0000) 
0.3242 

(0.0000) 
-0.0796 
(0.2661) 

0.3299 
(0.0000) 

0.0452 
(0.5281) 

1.0000 
----- 
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10. SS -0.2129 
(0.0027) 

0.0706 
(0.3241) 

-0.0908 
(0.2045) 

-0.1536 
(0.0312) 

-0.1646 
(0.0208) 

0.2505 
(0.0004) 

0.0252 
(0.7253) 

0.0510 
(0.4768) 

0.0130 
(0.8559) 

1.0000 
----- 

 
            
11. TA 0.0778 

(0.2770) 
-0.0380 
(0.5954) 

-0.1358 
(0.0570) 

-0.1787 
(0.0120) 

0.0410 
(0.5676) 

0.1631 
(0.0220) 

0.3301 
(0.0000) 

-0.0749 
(0.2951) 

0.3027 
(0.0000) 

0.1371 
(0.0548) 

1.0000 
----- 

 
4. Table 4: Panel regression results for the quantity (CSRDQT) model 
 

Variable Coefficient 
(t-statistic) BS 3.6038 
(2.1799)** CS 17.0202 
(2.3494)** DMA 10.3221 

(3.0360)*** NED 6.1248 
(0.4689) OWN -5.6895 
(-0.7584) PRO -4.2471 
(-1.2996) SRC -2.5419 
(-0.2076) SS 37.1424 
(1.7192)* TA 26.0849 
(1.4727) Α -202.6403 

(-3.2996)*** F-statistic (63.2246)*** 
Adj R2 0.9287 

(*** significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%, * significant at 10% significance level) 
 
5. Table 5: Panel regression results for the quality (CSRDQ) model 

(***significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%, * significant at 10% level) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Variable Coefficient 
(t-statistic) CS 0.039111 
(0.832821) SRC 0.049226 

(4.758624)*** PRO -0.000876 
(-0.195625) SS 0.129469 
(0.345390) TA 0.189921 

(2.044170)** BS 0.016475 
(1.743945)* DMA 0.003465 
(0.540375) NED 0.014372 
(1.125728) OWN 0.045459 
(0.533475) α -0.242802 
(-0.273068) F-statistic (17.9806)*** 

Adj R2 0.7821 


