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The Construction and Building Materials sector of the global economy 

has lots of adverse impacts which include depletion of natural 

resources, destruction of biodiversity, waste generation, noise and 

hazardous emissions that cause serious damages to environment and 

human beings among others. Indeed, the sector accounted for 36% of 

global final energy use and 39% of final energy related carbon 

emissions in 2018. However, the KPMG Survey on Corporate 
Responsibility (CSR) Reporting 2017 reported that the sector recorded 

69% rate of corporate social responsibility reporting. This is a 

remarkable improvement on 1999 KPMG reporting which stated that 

the sector‟s contribution to CSR reporting is too small to make a 

statistically valid statement on. The aim of this paper is to evaluate the 

CSR reporting of this sector in a developing country Nigeria to see how 

the sector is accounting for its social and environmental activities. 

Secondary data on CSR reporting from the annual reports and accounts 

of sampled companies are collected while modified word content 

analysis was carried out to collect data on volume and themes of social 

and environmental disclosure. Descriptive statistics are utilized to 

present collected and analysed data while legitimacy theory 
underpinned the study.  

 
Copy Right, IJAR, 2020,. All rights reserved. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….... 

Introduction:- 
Activities of corporate organisations in every sector of human life is associated with the utilization of natural 
resources that are converted into manufactured goods or means of delivering services (Paul 2006). Utilization of the 

earth natural resources are accompanied with lots of social and environmental negative effects which are becoming 

global concerns (Hassan 2019). Indeed, the environments of modern corporate organisations are surrounded by 

strong public scrutiny from diverse stakeholder groups (Chen and Wang 2011) calling on corporate organisations to 

account for not only their economic actions, but also the social and environmental implications of their activities. 

Thus, many corporations are today not only paying attention to the social and environmental needs of their 

stakeholders, but are communicating same to maintain positive and cohesive relationship with stakeholders as 

valuable intangible assets (Deegan, Rankin and Voght 2000, Chen and Wang 2011). This is popularly referred to as 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) reports or Corporate Social and Environmental Disclosure (SED) consistent 

Corresponding Author:- Mohammed Sani Damamisau 
Address:- Lecturer I Deprtment of Taxation, Federal University Dutse, Jigawa State, Nigeria. 

 

http://www.journalijar.com/


ISSN: 2320-5407                                                                                 Int. J. Adv. Res. 8(03), 21-35 

22 

 

with (Mohammed 2016), and corporate failure to integrate CSR principles and reporting into business practices 

exposes them to negative stakeholder perceptions, especially when bad news erupts (Spangler and Pompper 2011).  

 

The Construction and Building material sector of the global economy is playing vital roles for governments in both 

developed and developing economies through creation of jobs, driving economic growth, and providing solutions to 

address social, climate and energy challenges (World Economic Forum 2020). The construction industry has 
important linkages with other sectors, so that its impact on GDP and economic development goes well beyond the 

direct contribution of construction activities. To be more specific, the industry‟s global output is estimated at 

US$11.18 trillion in 2018 and this is expected to grow up to US$17.50 by 2030 (Global data 2018, Betts et al 2015). 

This translates to over 14% of global Gross Domestic Product (GDP) which is expected to reach 15% by 2020 

(Schilling 2019).  

 

Thus, the global construction and building materials industry is clearly playing important role in global economic 

growth and development (World Economic Forum 2020) and will continue playing such role in the future (Global 

data 2018). This notwithstanding, the industry is on the other hand is a key contributor to causing global social and 

environmental negative effects resulting from its activities as the sector is reported to have used 36% of global final 

energy thereby contributing 39% of energy and process related Carbon Emissions (CO2) in 2018 (United Nations 

Environment Program 2019). Activities of the industry are also associated with air and water pollution, solid and 
liquid wastes, loss of habitats and ecosystem and noise among others (Ahmed and Rahman 2015, Ametepey and 

Ansah 2015, Dixon 2010). Such health social problems of respiratory system, liver, cancer, hearing impairment, 

hypertension, annoyance, sleep disturbance, and other cardiovascular adverse effects are also common in the 

construction industry (Enshassi et al 2014).  

 

Despite above and more social and environmental negative effects of the industry, its social and environmental 

accountability to the society through CSR reporting is perhaps evolving having too small reporting rate impossible 

to make statistically valid statement on in 1999 (KPMG 1999). There was however improvement in 2002 as 

reporting rate reached 17% (KPMG 2002), increasing to 28% in 2005 (KPMG 2005) remaining constant at 28% in 

2008 (KPMG 2008) and recording remarkable improvement to 39% in 2011 (KPMG 2011). The industry continued 

to record progress on reporting rate accounting for 66% in 2013 (KPMG 2013) increasing to 72% in 2015 (KPMG 
2015) then sliding down to 69% in 2017 (KPMG 2017). Therefore, the global construction and building materials 

industry has recorded remarkable progress in its social and environmental reporting over the last two decades 

(KPMG 2017). Nigeria‟s construction and building material sector is ranked one of the eighth globally following 

China, United States of America (USA), India, Indonesia, United Kingdom (UK), Mexico and Canada that will 

account for 70% of global construction industry growth by 2030. Projected to witness significant population growth, 

Lagos, one of the country‟s cities is set to not only become the largest city in Africa by 2030 but emerge as a global 

mega city (Betts et al 2015).   

 

Nigeria‟s construction and building materials industry has been making contributions to the country‟s economic 

development contributing 0.2 percentage of its GDP in 2009, 2010 and 2011; increasing to 0.5 percent in 2013 and 

2014; to 4.40 percent in 2015; then, sliding down to 3.70 percent in 2016; further decreasing to 0.04 percent in 2017 

and to 0.1 percent in 2018 (CBN 2009, 2010, 2011, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018). However, activities of 
the industry in consistent with reported negative social and environmental effects of the global industry is associated 

with lots of negative effects such as wastes (Ogunmakinde et al 2019, Eze et al 2017, Babatunde 2012, Wahab and 

Lawal 2011, Akinkurolere and Franklin 2005). On site accidents often resulting into injuries and fatalities, hearing 

loss, skin irritation and rashes, cumulative trauma disorders, lifetime disability are also identified problems in the 

Nigerian construction industry (Ejiofor et al 2018, Udo et al 2016).  

 

Therefore, the aim of this study is to evaluate the social and environmental accountability of listed companies in the 

Nigerian construction and building materials industry by achieving two objectives. One; ascertain quantity of the 

disclosure which is signifying the importance of these issues in the industry (Krippendorff 1980). Two, ascertain the 

consistency of disclosed themes with prevailing social and environmental problems in the industry.  To achieve the 

aim and objectives of the study, data is collected from the Annual Reports and Accounts of sampled listed 
companies in the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) from the construction/real estate and industrial goods sectors 

2009 – 2018 using modified word counts content analysis. Descriptive statistics is utilized to present collected and 

analysed data while legitimacy theory underpins the study. However, it is important to note that prior studies were 

conducted on the social and environmental disclosure practices of construction companies in developed economies 
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such as United Kingdom (see Evangelinos et al 2016, Brown 2012, Martinuzzi et al 2011, Brown, Parry and Moon 

2009); Australia (see Lim and Loosemore 2017, Galea et al 2015, Lingard, et al 2009, Petrovic-Lazarevic 2008, 

Lingard et al 2012). Similarly studies were conducted in emerging and developing economies such as China (Wang 

et al 2019, Chang et al 2018, Lin et al 2017, Zhao et al 2016); Brazil (Arruda et al 2013) Malaysia (Ufere et al 2017, 

Ahmad and Mohamad 2013) and cross country studies (Lu et al 2018, Lim and Loosemore 2017, Lu et al 2016, 

Dilek, Heyecan and McDermott 2015). Likewise, studies are also conducted in the Nigerian construction and 
building materials industry (see Ejiofor et al 2018, Ibrahim and Garba 2015, Usman and Amran 2015, Uwalomwa 

and Uadiale 2011).  

 

Particularly on studies in the Nigerian construction industry Ejiofor et al (2018) investigated the key health and 

environmental risks brought by construction activities; its impact and mitigating mechanisms using questionnaires 

administered to construction workers and professionals and analysed by mean weighted value. Kajola et al (2017) 

examines the relationship between corporate social responsibility and firm financial performance of 36 Nigerian 

listed firms including construction firms for 10-year period, 2005-2014. Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression 

analysis was used to determine the direction and strength of the relationship between CSR and firm performance. 

The result indicates a positive and significant relationship between CSR and firm financial performance. Ibrahim 

and Garba (2015) conducted a study on Corporate Social Responsibility and Financial Performance in the Nigerian 

Construction Industry. Ex-post facto and survey designs, annual reports and accounts of sampled construction 
companies and questionnaires were employed for data collection using a five point Likert Scale. Data obtained was 

analysed using multiple regression analysis and chi-square test while results showed that financial performance of 

the companies in the Nigerian construction industry is impacted more by non philanthropic activities than by 

philanthropic services. Usman and Amran (2014) examined the nature and trend of corporate social responsibility 

(CSR) practices in Nigeria by conducting content analysis of 68 listed companies including construction and 

building materials in Nigeria    2010 – 2012. Uwalomwa and Uadiale (2011) evaluated the level of corporate social 

environmental disclosure among listed companies in the brewery and building material industry in Nigeria. Content 

analyses of corporate annual reports for the periods 2004-2008 were utilized in collecting relevant data while student 

t-test statistics was used to determine differences between the two industries. Findings from the study revealed 

significant differences in level of corporate social environmental disclosures between the selected industries; 

therefore, the study concludes that corporate social environmental disclosure among the selected listed companies is 
very low and evolving.  

 

Although viewed as an evolving concept (Parker and Gould 1999, Taylor and Rosair 2000); multi-faceted (Bovens 

2005, Horton 2006); thus, an elusive concept (Boven 2005), accountability broadly denotes the state of one party 

being held to account to another party (Jun Do, Davey and Coy 2014) or the „giving and demanding of reasons‟ for 

conduct occurring at various social constructs (Roberts and Scapens 1985). Based on assumed existence of social 

contract between corporate organisations and the larger society, corporate organizations should be morally held 

responsible and accountable for their actions which could be discharged through preparing and publishing corporate 

annual reports including social and environmental disclosure ((Hassan and Kouhy 2015, Hassan 2012, Collier 2008, 

Parker and Gould 1999, Gray, Kouhy and Lavers 1995b).  

 

Therefore, listed companies in the Nigerian construction and building materials industry could render social and 
environmental accountability by providing adequate information on the social and environmental issues in the 

industry. The aim of this study is to evaluate the social and environmental accountability of listed companies in the 

Nigerian construction and building materials industry by one; ascertaining quantity of the disclosure which is 

signifying the importance of these issues in the industry (Krippendorff 1980). Two, ascertaining the consistency of 

disclosed themes with prevailing social and environmental problems in the industry. In this way, the study will make 

further contribution on what is known about social and environmental disclosure accountability of the Nigerian 

construction and building materials industry. This study perhaps differs from previous studies as it one; focuses on 

the social and environmental accountability of listed companies purely in the construction and building material 

industry. Two, it cover a period of 10 years perhaps long enough to ascertain the pattern of the disclosures which 

may perhaps portray level of accountability; three, the study is benchmarked on Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

disclosure guideline in determining what is social or environmental disclosure. Four, the study adopted modified 
word count content analyses in determining volume of the disclosure and patterns over the 10 years period and five, 

legitimacy theory is employed to underpin the study. This is section one of the study; subsequent section is section 

two which is method of the study; results of the study is presented as section three while discussions of the results is 

section four.   
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Method:-   
Various techniques utilized in collecting and analysing data for research constitutes method of the research and an 

important step to choosing the right method of conducting research is choosing the philosophical assumptions that 

will underpin the study. These assumptions are ontological, epistemological and methodological (Collis and Hussey 

2014). Ontology is about whether reality is objective in nature; thus, external to the researcher or reality is from 

within the consciousness, cognition or mind of the individual; thus, subjective (Burrell and Morgan 1979). 

Epistemology is concerned about „what constitute valid knowledge (Collis and Hussey 2014) or what is an 

acceptable knowledge in a particular field (Bryman and Bell 2007). Believing that only observable and measurable 

phenomena could be validly regarded as knowledge is deep rooted in positivism approach while reducing the 

distance between the researcher and what is being researched by arguing for participation of the researcher in the 

inquiry is rooted in interpretivism approach (Collis and Hussey 2014).  

 

Choosing appropriate philosophical assumptions lead to the choice of the research strategy (Collis and Hussey 2014) 
which could be inductive, deductive, retroductive or abductive (Blaikie 2007). Ontologically, the social and 

environmental disclosure practices of listed companies in the Nigerian construction and building material industry as 

reported in their annual reports and accounts is an objective reality. Epistemologically, the social and environmental 

disclosure practices of sampled companies is quantitatively obtained through content analysis which is quantifiable 

consistent with positivism. Consequently, the strategy of this study is deductive which entails the use of empirical 

observations to test theories (Collis and Hussey 2014). Hence, the task is to find out possible explanation or a 

theoretical argument for regularity of the social and environmental disclosure practices of companies in the Nigerian 

construction and building material industry (Blaikie 2007).  

 

Data and its Collection: 

Relevant research data are broadly classified into primary and secondary and it could be qualitative or quantitative 
(Collis and Hussey 2014) which can be obtained through conducting interviews, making observations, questionnaire 

surveys, content analysis of documents, among others (Creswell 2013, Collis and Hussey 2003, Morgan and 

Smircich 1980). However, choosing a data collection method highly depend on which method is considered most 

appropriate and suitable to answering research questions (Spencer et al. 2003). The main sources of data for this 

study are the annual reports and accounts of the sampled companies which were converted from PDF to words 

documents using ABBYY PDF transformer. Relevant data is then collected through content analysis defined as “a 

method by which selected items of qualitative data are systematically converted to numerical data for analysis” 

(Collis and Hussey 2014, p. 166). The method is also regarded as quantitative analysis of qualitative data (Morgan 

1993) associated with the positivism research paradigm (Collis and Hussey 2014) described as objective, systematic 

and quantitative (Berelson 1952).  

 

Content analysis assumes that extent of disclosure signifies the importance of the disclosed topic to the reporting 
entity (Krippendorff 1980). This method of data collection has the strength of allowing the use of retrospective data, 

its track and changes over time which could be useful for building data base (Kondracki, Wellman and Amundson 

2002) and reflect trends in a social system (Babbie 2013). Different approaches to undertaking content analysis of 

corporate social and environmental disclosure have been documented while Vourvachis (2007) reports indexing and 

volumetric approaches; Owusu-Ansah (1998) documents frequency and index approaches. However, Gray, Kouhy 

and Lavers (1995b) stated that content analysis generally follows two paths: namely, number of disclosure and 

amounts of disclosure. To determine volume of disclosure, word counts (Wasara and Ganda 2019, Mohammed 

2018, Mohammed 2016, Lee 2015, Suttipun and Stanton 2012, Zeghal and Ahmed 1990); sentence counts (Jessop et 

al 2019, Williams and Pei 1999, Hackston and Milne 1996); average lines (Belal and Lubinin 2009, García-Ayuso 

and Larrinaga 2003,); and proportion of pages (Lungu, Caraiani and Dascălu 2011a, Gray, Kouhy and Lavers 

1995b) were used and a researcher is free to choose the method considered most appropriate (Williams 1999). 
 

Word count content analysis record disclosure levels in greater detail (Deegan and Gordon 1996) and is easier to be 

categorized (Weber 1990, Wolfe 1991). Thus, it is expected to reveal quantity of disclosure (Zeghal and Ahmed 

1990). Likewise, word as the smallest unit of measurement is expected to provide maximum robustness when 

assessing quantity of disclosure (Wilmshurst and Frost 2000). The method is not without criticism, such as being 

tedious when analysing large volume of textual data (Hackston and Milne 1996), and lack of meaning to provide 

sound basis of coding disclosure (Hassan 2012). To benefit from the strength of word count content analysis as well 

as address its criticisms, this study adopted modified word count (Mohammed 2016) in which number of words in a 
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sentence conveying meaningful social or environmental information are counted, rather than individual social or 

environmental words that have no meaning.   

 

To determine social or environmental disclosure of sampled companies in this study, GRI disclosure guideline is 

adopted as benchmark. GRI is a multi-stakeholder, international guideline concerned with developing and 

propagating globally appropriate and acceptable sustainability reporting guidelines for use by organizations 
reporting on their economic, environmental, and social dimensions of activities, products and services. It is designed 

to be used by organisations of any size, sector, or location (GRI 2002). The guideline provides the opportunity to 

compare information and benchmark different organisations (Ioannou and Serafeim 2012); thus, elevating it to have 

the same rigor as financial reporting, allowing for comparability, enhancing audit and acceptability of corporate 

social responsibility (Alonso-Almeida, Llach and Marimon 2014) and is the most widely used sustainability 

reporting standard worldwide (KPMG 2017, Roca and Searcy 2012, Rasche 2009). However there are different 

versions of the guideline G1(1999); G2(2002); G3(2006); G3.1(2011) and G4(2016) while effective 2018, GRI 

standards supersede these versions (GRI 2019). The period covered by the study is 2009 – 2018; thus, the prevailing 

GRI guideline as at 2009 is G3 issued in 2006. Therefore, G3 guideline is adopted to benchmark disclosure practices 

of sampled companies while incorporating subsequent changes in G3.1 and G4 which are mostly further expansion 

on disclosure requirements of G3.  

 

Population and sample of the study 

Population of a study refers to “… an entire group about which some information is required to be ascertained” 

(Banerjee and Chaudhury 2010, p.60); thus, participants in a population must share at least a single attribute of 

interest to qualify as members of the population (Creswell, 2003, Bartlett et al., 2001). However, it is possible that 

often population contains participants whose inclusion in the study would violate the research goal, assumptions, 

and/or context. In this kind of situation refinement of the population is necessary to exclude members whose 

involvement in the study may violates the research goal, assumption or context and this brings the concept of 

population sample (Asiamah et al 2017). Sample is defined as any member of the fully defined population or simply 

a sub set of the population (Banerjee and Chaudhury 2010).  

 

The Nigerian construction and building material industry in this study is considered as composing of all listed 
companies engaged in any activity related to construction and manufacturing of building materials. There are 8 

listed companies in the construction/real estate and another 13 companies in the industrial goods sub sector engaged 

in the manufacturing of cement, paints, glass and other building materials. Thus, there are total of 21 registered 

companies in the construction and building material sector of the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) and is the 

population of the study. The construction and building material sector is accounting for 16.56% of the total 

N28.26trillion capitalisation of the market as at 9 January 2020. However, some of the companies violet the goals 

and assumptions of this study and must be excluded from the study to arrive at the sample of the study. Three of the 

companies were listed in 2020, 2018 and 2012 respectively; thus, automatically out as the study covers 2009 - 2018. 

Similarly, this study could access the online annual reports and accounts of only 7 companies from the remaining 18 

representing 38.88% of the entire population.   

 

Conversely, these 7 companies are accounting for N3.28trillion which is 96% of the N3.42trillion (excluding the 
company listed in 2020) market capitalization of the construction and building material sector. Therefore, in terms 

of market capitalisation the 7 companies are controlling 96% of the sector. Convenience sampling refers to a type of 

non-probability or non-random sampling in which members of the target population that meet certain practical 

criteria, such as easy accessibility, geographical proximity, availability at a given time, or the willingness to 

participate are included as sample of the study (Dörnyei 2007). Therefore, this method is adopted in this study by 

considering the 7 companies with availability of online annual reports and accounts. The seven companies 

represents approximately 39% of the total listed companies and in study of 20 samples 34% is considered a 

moderate representation on which valid conclusions could be drawn (Statistics Solution 2019). However, looking at 

their market capitalisation of 96% of the sector, the sample could be considered as excellent representation. Having 

specified the population and sample of the study, subsequent sub-section is on theoretical framework underpinning 

the study.  

 

Theoretical Framework of the Study 

Legitimacy although defined from different perspectives generally refers to perceptions or assumptions that the 

actions of an entity are suitable, needed, or correct within the norms, values, definitions and beliefs of the society 
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(Suchman 1995). Therefore, corporate organisations are operating within societies based on the notion that they are 

meeting the expectations of the society (Deegan 2007) which is premised in the existence of social contract between 

the two (Deegan 2007, Lindblom 1994). However, in the event of actual or potential disagreement between the two 

systems, there will be a threat to legitimacy (Lindblom 1994) which could result into imposing sanctions such as 

restricting corporate operations, limiting access to resources (financial, labour etc.) and reducing product demand 

through boycotts (Deegan and Rankin 1996). Consequently, to maintain their legitimacy of operations, corporate 
organisations are doing their best to first, ensure congruence of their activities with societal expectations and 

perceptions; and second, disclose their activities as being in congruence with societal expectations (Gray, Kouhy and 

Lavers 1995a, Dowling and Pfeffer 1975). In this regard, four strategies to gaining or maintaining legitimacy by 

corporate organisations have been extensively discussed (Lindblom 1994).  

 

First, the organization may make efforts to educate its „relevant publics‟ about changes in its activities or 

performance. This could be by way of providing information to counteract or balance negative media news about the 

organization (Deegan 2002) and this strategy is normally adopted when it is perceived that the „legitimacy gap‟ is 

arising from failure in performances (Gray, Kouhy and Lavers 1995a). Second, an organization may seek to change 

the perceptions of the relevant publics rather than change its actual performance through provision of information 

about previous unknown attributes to interested parties (Deegan 2002). This strategy is chosen when it is presumed 

that the legitimacy gap arises from misperception of corporate activities by the relevant publics (Gray, Kouhy and 
Lavers 1995a). Third, corporate organizations may choose to contrive the perception of the relevant publics by 

changing direction of attention from the main issue of interest to related issues such as drawing attention to 

implemented safety initiatives or won environmental award while downplaying such social issue of workplace 

accidents or environmental pollution (Deegan 2002).  Corporate organisations adopt this strategy to manipulate 

perceptions (Gray, Kouhy and Lavers 1995a).  

 

Fourth, corporate organizations may seek to change the perceptions of its performance by the relevant publics in 

instances where it is opine that the perceptions of the relevant publics are unrealistic or incorrect (Gray, Kouhy and 

Lavers 1995a). Each of these four strategies could be employed by corporate organisations through social and 

environmental disclosure (Lindblom 1994). Indeed, legitimacy theory has been found useful in explaining social and 

environmental disclosure in developed economise (see Vollero et al 2019, Lanis and Richardson 2013, Hrasky 2012, 
Branco and Rodrigues 2006) and the emerging and developing economise (Xu et al 2019, Abdull Razak 2015, 

Sulaiman, Abdullah and Fatima 2014, Khan, Muttakin and Siddiqui 2013, Mahadeo and OogarahHanuman 2011a, 

Coetzee and van Staden 2011). This study posits that in consistence with legitimacy theory, sampled listed Nigerian 

construction and building materials companies are making social and environmental disclosure on issues of concern 

and interest to influential groups in the society to maintain legitimacy with such groups (Hassan 2012). Therefore, 

legitimacy theory is employed to underpin this study; next section presents the results of the study.   

 

Results:- 
It is important here to give an outline of GRI G3 issued in 2006 with which social and environmental disclosure 

practices of sampled listed companies in the Nigerian construction and building materials industry are benchmarked. 

In this guideline, there are total of 33 aspects out of which social disclosure has 22 aspects, environmental disclosure 

has 9 aspects while economic disclosure has 2 aspects. Under the 22 aspects of social disclosure there are 40 

disclosure performance indicators; thus, disclosure on these indicators gives aggregate social disclosure which could 

be broken down to the various aspects. Environmental disclosure has 9 aspects and 30 performance indicators from 

which total environmental disclosure could be ascertained. To assist in properly understanding the social and 

environmental accountability of sampled listed companies, Table 3.1 compares annual total disclosed words 2009-

2018 with social and environmental disclosed words.  

 
Table I:- Comparison of Total Disclosed Words in Annual reports and Accounts and SED words 2009-2018. 

S/N Year Total Words in 

ARA* 

Total SED** 

Words  

Percentage  

of SED Words from 

Total 

1 2009 103,093 5,172 5 

2 2010 111,826 4,571 4 

3 2011 155,033 7,879 5 

4 2012 234,097 13,021 6 
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5 2013 231,469 10,650 5 

6 2014 274,197 13,361 5 

7 2015 295,216 12,963 4 

8 2016 310,992 12,406 4 

9 2017 327,932 14,276 4 

10 2018 349,892 8,975 3 

*ARA = Annual Reports and Accounts; **SED = Social and Environmental Disclosure 

 

Results in Table 3.1 indicate that social and environmental disclosure words accounted for only 5% of total 

disclosure in 2009; 4% of total disclosure in 2010; 5% in 2011; 6% in 2012 and 5% in 2013. The percentages of 

social and environmental disclosure from total disclosure words in 2014 is 5%; 4% in 2015, 2016 and 2017 while in 

2018, it is 3%.  The remaining 95% of disclosure in 2009, 96% in 2010, 95% in 2011, 94% in 2012, 95% in 2013 

and 2014, 96% in 2015, 2016 , 2017 and 97% of disclosure in 2018 are accounted for by economic disclosure. To 
further understand the social and environmental accountability of sampled companies through volume of disclosed 

words, Figure 3.1 indicates the volume of social and environmental disclosure by sampled companies 2009-2018.  

 

 
Figure I:- Volume of Social and Environmental Disclosure in Words 2009-2018. 

 

From figure 3.1, total social and environmental disclosure volume by sampled companies in 2009  was 5,192 words, 
decreasing to 4,571 words in 2010, increasing to 7,879 words in 2011, 13, 021 words in 2012 and falling down to 

10,650 words in 2013. Total social and environmental disclosure increased to 13,361 words in 2014, decreasing to 

12,963 words in 2015 further decreasing to 12,406 words in 2016; then, increasing to 14,276 words in 2017 and 

falling down to 8,975 words in 2018. To further understand the social and environmental accountability of sampled 

companies, Figure 3.2 broke down the disclosure to social and environmental components.  
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Figure II:- Total Social and Environmental Disclosures Broken into Social and Environmental Components. 

 

From Figure 3.2, out of total 5,192 social and environmental words disclosed in 2009, social disclosure has 4,246 
words environmental accounts for 946 words. Social disclosure account for 4,085 words in 2010 out of the 4,571 

total disclosed words while environmental accounts for the remaining 486 words. In 2011 total of 7,879 words were 

disclosed from which social disclosure accounts for 5,326 words while environment accounts for 2,571 words. 

Social disclosure accounted for 9,091 words out of 13,021 words disclosed in 2012 while environmental disclosure 

has 3,930 words. Total of 10,650 words were disclosed in 2013 from which social disclosure accounts for 9,505 

words while environment accounts for 1,145 words. In 2014, 13,361 words were disclosed and social disclosure has 

12,426 words while environment has 935 words. Social disclosure accounts for 11,489 words from total disclosed 

words of 12,963 words in 2015 while environmental disclosure amounts to 1,474 words. Similarly, social disclosure 

accounted for 11,424 words from total 12,406 disclosed words in 2016 when disclosure on environment has 982 

words. From total of 13,951 disclosed words in 2017, social disclosure has 13,951 words while environment has 325 

words. In 2018, social disclosure has 8,175 words while environment has 800 words from total disclosed words of 

8,175; subsequent section discusses obtained results in light of literature and practice.  

 

Discussion:- 
Results obtained in this study were presented in the preceding section by means of appropriate descriptive statistical 

tools. This section interpret and discusses findings from the study in light of what is already known on social and 

environmental disclosure and explain new understanding or insights about investigated problems within the context 

of findings from the study. This is achieved by linking findings from the study with its main aim and objectives, the 
literature, theory and practice (Kretchmer, 2008, Labaree 2013). Results in Table I clearly indicate that the highest 

percentage of disclosure on social and environmental issues from the total words disclosed was 6% in 2012; thus, 

much of the disclosures are on economic issues. Economic stakeholders such as creditors, suppliers of raw materials, 

distributors of goods and services are no doubt important legitimacy stakeholders that sampled companies choose to 

be making disclosure on while ignoring the interest of social and environmental legitimacy groups. The result is 

consistent with findings by Ufere, Alias, Uche, and Onu (2017) that found marginal environmental disclosure and 

Evangelinos et al (2016) that found social and environmental disclosure by construction companies as lacking in 

many respect. Therefore, this pattern of disclosure by sampled companies largely devoted to economic interest 

groups is a legitimacy strategy employed by the companies to render accountability to these groups.  

 

Figure I which is on social and environmental disclosure indicated rising patterns 2009 - 2012; then, dropping down 

in 2013 increasing in 2014 and 2015 again decreasing in 2016; then, increasing in 2017 and decreasing in 2018; 
thus, showing fluctuating patterns on the overall. These patterns are accounted for majorly by social disclosure on 
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board of directors, benefits of employees, and health and safety of employees such that whenever there are changes 

in the boards, more words are devoted to composition of the boards‟ thereby increasing disclosure volume. 

Similarly, companies provides more disclosure words whenever there are changes on employees benefits such as 

compensations, gratuities and terminal benefits and on issues on their health and safety. Therefore, the few words 

devoted to the social and environmental disclosure are accounted by the strong legitimacy conferring groups of 

board of directors and employees; these findings are consistent with Lim and Loosemore (2017) and Martinuzzi et al 
(2016). Consequently, it is evident that within the social and environmental disclosed words, attention is paid to 

disclosure on issues of interest to certain legitimacy conferring groups which is better explained by legitimacy 

theory.  

 

Results from Figure II which broke down the social and environmental disclosure into social and environmental 

components indicated that majority of the disclosure is accounted by social disclosure with few environmental 

disclosure. The social disclosure is majorly accounted by disclosure on labour practices and decent work aspects of 

employment, labour/management relations, occupational health and safety, employee training and education, 

employee diversity and equal opportunity, non-discrimination and composition of governance bodies. However, the 

disclosure on health and safety do not reflect actions and decisions of sampled companies on health problems of 

respiratory system, liver, cancer, hearing impairment, hypertension other cardiovascular adverse effects (Enshassi et 

al 2014) or social problems of noise, annoyance, sleep disturbance, prevalent in the industry (Uwalomwa and 
Uadiale 2011).  This clearly indicates that attention is on strong legitimacy conferring groups. The few 

environmental disclosures are largely accounted for by disclosure on provisions on decommissioning of projects at 

the end of their life span. However, this is a regulatory requirement under financial liabilities and obligations; hence 

it could be argued as an act of maintaining legitimacy with groups interested in financial performance consistent 

with Mohammed (2016). Therefore, aspects of environmental disclosure are not on actual environmental problems 

of air and water pollution, solid and liquid wastes, and destruction of habitats and ecosystem among others (Ahmed 

and Rahman 2015, Ametepey and Ansah 2015, Dixon 2010). The findings of few disclosure on environmental 

issues prevalent in the industry is consistent with Ufere et al (2017) and  Uwalomwa and Uadiale (2011) while on 

the overall, findings on volume and aspects of disclosure are consistent with Uwalomwa and Uadialle (2011) that 

describe social and environmental disclosure as evolving in Nigeria. It is also consistent with Wang et al (2019), and 

Evangelinos et al (2016) that emphases on improvement in social and environmental disclosure in the construction 
industry to cover key issues peculiar to the industry.  

 

Therefore, it could be concluded from the findings of this study that construction and building materials companies 

are not rendering proper accountability by disclosing their social and environmental impacts in the annual reports 

and accounts. Similarly, the few disclosure made are to satisfy the needs of strong legitimacy conferring groups to 

maintain legitimacy rather than to render accountability. Thus, legitimacy theory is found very useful in explaining 

the social and environmental disclosure practices and accountability of listed companies in the Nigerian construction 

and building materials industry. The policy implications of these findings are one; the society may be seeing 

government as not doing enough to safeguard them from the negative effects of activities of these companies which 

may result to break down of law and order should the society demand accountability. Two, if this happens; the 

companies may lose their operational legitimacy, destruction of their assets and even loss of valuable lives in the 

event of civil unrest.  Consequently, it is recommended that government regulatory agencies overseeing activities of 
construction and building materials companies should dialogue with the companies to ensure social and 

environmental accountability. Government may through the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) and the 

Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) regulates social and environmental disclosure in the industry to ensure sustained 

peace. However, further studies could be conducted with longer period of time, more samples, different method of 

data collection and analysis and utilisation of different theoretical framework to underpin the study. All these may 

perhaps lead to obtaining different results from ones obtained in this study, but will give further insight on the social 

and environmental disclosure practices of the industry.  

 

References:-  
1. Abdull Razak, R. (2015): Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure and its Determinants in Saudi Arabia. 

Middle East J. Sci. Res., 201(10): 2388-2398. 

2. Ahmad, N. N. N., and Mohamad, N. A. (2013): Environmental disclosures by the Malaysian construction 

sector: Exploring extent and quality.  Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag., 21(4): 240-252.  



ISSN: 2320-5407                                                                                 Int. J. Adv. Res. 8(03), 21-35 

30 

 

3. Ahmed, A., and Rahman, F. (2015): Assessing major Environmental hazards of Construction projects in Dhaka 

city, 2nd International conference on Innovative Engineering Technologies (ICIET'2015) August 7-8, 2015 

Bangkok (Thailand): pp, 68-73. 

4. Akinkurolere, O. O. and Franklin, S. O. (2005): Investigation into Waste Management on Construction Sites in 

South Western Nigeria. Am. J. Appl. Sci., 2 (5): 980-984. 

5. Alonso-Almeida, M. M., Llach, J. and Marimon, F. (2014): A Closer Look at the „Global Reporting Initiative 
Sustainability Reporting as a Tool to Implement Environmental and Social Policies: A Worldwide Sector 

Analysis. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag., 21: 318-335. 

6. Ametepey, S. O., and Ansah, S. K. (2015): Impacts of Construction Activities on the Environment: The Case of 

Ghana, Environ. Earth Sci., 5(3): 18-26. 

7. Arruda, L.R.; De Jesus Lameira, V.; Quelhas, O.L.G.; Pereira, F.N. (2013): Sustainability in the Brazilian heavy 

construction industry: An analysis of organizational practices. Sustainability, 5: 4312–4328.  

8. Asiamah, N., Mensah, H.K., and Oteng-Abayie, E.F. (2017): General, Target, and Accessible Population: 

Demystifying the Concepts for Effective Sampling. The Qualitative Report, 22(6): 1607-1622.  

9. Babatunde, S. O. (2012): Quantitative Assessment of Construction Materials  Wastage in the Nigerian 

Construction Sites. J. of Emerg. Trends in Econ and Mangt Sci., 3(3): 238-241. 

10. Babbie, E. (2013): The practice of social research. 13 ed. ed. New York, USA: Macmillan. 

11. Banerjee, A., and Chaudhury, S. (2010): Statistics without tears: Populations and samples. Ind. Psychiatry J., 
19(1): 60-65.  

12. Bartlett, J. E., Kotrlik, J. W., and Higgins, C. C. (2001): Organisational research: Determining appropriate 

sample size in survey research. Inf. Technol. J. 19(1): 1-8. 

13. Baškarada, S. (2014). Qualitative case study guidelines. The Qualitative Report, 19(40): 1-18. Retrieved from 

http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol19/iss40/3 [Accessed 20 January 2020].  

14. Belal, A. and Lubinin, V. (2009): Russia: Corporate social disclosures. In: S. O. Idowu and W. L. Filho. eds. 

Global practices of corporate social responsibility. Germany: SpringerVerlag Berlin Heidelberg, 165-179. 

15. Berelson, B. (1952): Content analysis in communication research. Gelencoe, IL, Free Press. 

16. Betts, M., Robinson, G., Burton, C., Leonard, J., Sharda, A., and Whittington, T. (2015): Global Construction 

2030: A Global Forecast of the Construction Industry. Online, available fromhttps://policy.ciob.org/wp-

content/uploads/2016/06/GlobalConstruction2030_      ExecutiveSummary_CIOB.pdf [Accessed 250Janury 
2020].  

17. Blaikie, N. (2007): Approaches to social enquiry: Advancing knowledge. 2 ed. ed. India: Replica Press Pvt Ltd.   

18. Bovens, M. (2005): Public accountability: A framework for the analysis and assessment of accountability 

arrangements in the public domain. In: Draft, made for CONNEX, Research Group 2: Democracy and 

Accountability in the EU 2005. The Netherlands: EU.   

19. Branco, M. C. and Rodrigues, L. L. (2008): Factors influencing social responsibility disclosure by Portuguese 

companies. J. Bus. Ethics., 83(4): 685-701. 

20. Brown, J., Parry, T., and Moon, J. (2009): Corporate responsibility reporting in UK construction, Eng. Sustain., 

162(ES4): 193-205.  

21. Bryman, A. and Bell, E. (2007): Business research methods. 3rd ed. New York: Oxford University Press. 

22. Burrell, G. and Morgan, G. (1979): Sociological paradigms and organizational analysis. USA: Ashgate 

publishing company. 
23. Central Bank of Nigeria (2009): Annual Reports and Accounts of the Central Bank of Nigeria. Online, available 

from https://www.cbn.gov.ng/OUT/2010/PUBLICATIONS/REPORTS /RSD/ANNUAL%20REPORT %202 

00 9.HTML [Accessed 31 December 2019]. 

24. Central Bank of Nigeria (2010): Annual Reports and Accounts of the Central Bank of Nigeria. Online, available 

from https://www.cbn.gov.ng/OUT/2011/PUBLICATIONS /REPORTS /RSD/AR2010/Link%20Files/ Part% 

20 2.pdf [Accessed 26 January 2020]. 

25. Central Bank of Nigeria (2011): Annual Reports and Accounts of the Central Bank of Nigeria, online. Available 

from https://www.cbn.gov.ng/Out/2012/ publications /reports /rsd /arp-2011/2011%20Annual%20Report_ 

Complete%20Report.pdf [Accessed 26 January 2020].  

26. Central Bank of Nigeria (2013): Annual Reports and Accounts of the Central Bank of Nigeria. Online, available 

from https://www.cbn.gov.ng/Out/2015/RSD/ CBN%202013%20Annual%20 Report.pdf [Accessed 31 
December 2019]. 

27. Central Bank of Nigeria (2014): Annual Reports and Accounts of the Central Bank of Nigeria. Online, available 

from https://www.cbn. gov.ng /Out/2016 /RSD/ Annual %20 Report.pdf [Accessed 26 January 2020].  



ISSN: 2320-5407                                                                                 Int. J. Adv. Res. 8(03), 21-35 

31 

 

28. Central Bank of Nigeria (2015): Annual Reports and Accounts of the Central Bank of Nigeria. Online, available 

from https://www.cbn.gov.ng/Out/2016/RSD/ Annual%20Report.pdf [Accessed 31 December 2019]. 

29. Central Bank of Nigeria (2016): Annual Reports and Accounts of the Central Bank of Nigeria. Online, available 

from https://www.cbn.gov.ng/Out/2018/RSD/CBN%202016%20 ANNUAL%20REPORT_WEB.pdf [Accessed 

26 January 2020]. 

30. Central Bank of Nigeria (2017): Annual Reports and Accounts of the Central Bank of Nigeria. Online, available 
fromhttps://www.cbn.gov.ng/Out/2018/RSD/CBN%202017%20 ANNUAL%20REPORT_WEB.pdf [Accessed 

26 January 2020].  

31. Central Bank of Nigeria(2018): Annual Reports and Accounts of the Central Bank of Nigeria. Online, available 

from https://www.cbn.gov.ng/Out/2019/RSD/ 2018% 20AR% 20 KA MA 1.pdf [Accessed 26 January 2020]. 

32. Chang, R.D.; Zuo, J.; Zhao, Z.Y.; Soebarto, V.; Lu, Y.; Zillante, G.; Gan, X.L. (2018): Sustainability attitude 

and performance of construction enterprises: A China study. J. Clean. Prod., 172: 1440–1451. 

33. Chen, H. and Wang, X. (2011): Corporate social responsibility and corporate financial performance in China: 

an empirical research from Chinese firms. Corp. Gov., 11(4): 361-370. 

34. Coetzee, C. M. and van Staden, C. J. (2011): Disclosure responses to mining accidents: South African evidence. 

Acc. For., 35(4): 232-246. 

35. Collier, P. M. (2008): Stakeholder accountability: A field study of the implementation of a governance 

improvement plan. Account Audit Accoun Journal., 21(7): 933-954. 
36. Collis, J. and Hussey, R. (2003):  Business research: A practical guide for undergraduate and postgraduate 

students. 2nd ed. New York, USA: Palgrave Macmillan.   

37. Collis, J. and Hussey, R. (2014): Business research: A practical guide for undergraduate & postgraduate 

students. 4th ed. UK: Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

38. Creswell, J. W. (2003): Research design: Qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods approaches (2nd ed., pp. 

1-16). London, UK. 

39. Creswell, J. W. (2013): Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five approaches. 3rd ed. 

London: Thousand Oaks. 

40. Deegan, C. (2002): Introduction: The legitimising effect of social and environmental disclosures - a theoretical 

foundation. Account Audit Accoun Journal., 15(3): 282311.   

41. Deegan, C. and Goordon, B. (1996). A Study of the Environmental Disclosure Practices of Australian 
Corporations Account Bus Res., 26(3): 187-199. 

42. Deegan, C. and Rankin, M. (1996): Do Australian Companies Report Environmental News Objectively? An 

Analysis of Environmental Disclosures by Firms Prosecuted Successfully by the Environmental Protection 

Authority. Account Audit Accoun Journal., 9(2): 50-67. 

43. Deegan, C. M. (2007). Financial accounting theory. 2nd ed ed. Australia: McGraw-Hill. 

44. Dilek, U. D., Heyecan, G., and McDermott, P. (2015): Corporate social responsibility in construction industry: a 

comparative study between UK and Turkey", Built Environ. Proj. Asset Manag., 6(2): 218-231. 

45. Dixon, W. (2010): The Impacts of Construction and the Built Environment. Online, available from 

https://www.google.com/search?q=The+Impacts+of+Construction+and+the+Built 

+Environment&oq=The+Impacts+of+Construction+and+the+Built+Environment&aqs=chrome..69i57.1320j0j7

&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8 [Accessed 20 January 2020].  

46. Dörnyei, Z. (2007): Research methods in applied linguistics. New York: Oxford University Press. 
47. Dowling, J. and Pfeffer, J. (1975): Organizational legitimacy: social values and organizational behaviour. Pac. 

Sociol. Rev., 18(1): 122-136. 

48. Ejiofor, N., Uchechi, A. A., and Ndidi, I (2018). Impact of Sustainable Construction on Environmental and 

Health Risk in Nigerian Construction Industry, J. Civil, Cons. Env. Eng., 3(4): 99-105. 

49. Enshassi,A., Kochendoerfer, B., and Rizq, E. (2014): An evaluation of environmental impacts of construction 

projects, Revista Ingeniería de Construcción, 29(3): 234-254.  

50. Ernst and Ernst (1978): Social responsibility disclosure, 1978, survey Ernst & Ernst. OH. Cleveland. 

51. Evangelinos, K., Skouloudis, A., Jones, N., Isaac, D., and Sfakianaki, E. (2016): Exploring the status of 

corporate social responsibility disclosure in the UK building and construction industry, Int. J. Glob. Env. Iss., 

15(4): 377-399.  

52. Eze, E. C., Seghosime, R., Eyong, O. P., and Loya, O.S. (2017): Assessment of materials waste in the 
construction industry: A view of Construction Operatives, Tradesmen and Artisans in Nigeria, Int. J. Eng. Sci., 

6(4): 32-47.  

53. Galea, N, Powell, A, Loosemore, M and Chappell, L. (2015): Designing robust and revisable policies for gender 

equality: lessons from the Australian construction industry. Constr. Manag. Econ., 33(5): 375-89. 



ISSN: 2320-5407                                                                                 Int. J. Adv. Res. 8(03), 21-35 

32 

 

54. García-Ayuso, M. and Larrinaga, C. (2003): Environmental disclosure in Spain: corporate characteristics and 

media exposure. Span J Financ Accoun., 115: 184-214. 

55. Global Data (2018). Global Construction Outlook to 2022: Q3 2018 Update. Online, available from 

https://store.globaldata.com/report/gdcn0010go--global-construction-outlook-to-2022-q3-2018-update/ 

[Accessed 25 January 2020].  

56. Global Reporting Initiative (2002): Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. Amsterdem: Global Reporting 
Initiative. Online, available from http://www.aeca.es/old /comisiones /rsc/ documentos_fundamentales_rsc/gri/ 

guidelines/gri_guidelines_ 2002.pdf  [Accessed 30 August, 2013]. 

57. Global Reporting Initiative (2019): G4 Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. Online, available from 

https://www2.globalreporting.org/standards/g4/Pages/default.aspx [Accessed 5 February 2020].  

58. Gray, R., Kouhy, R. and Lavers, S. (1995a): Corporate social and environmental reporting: A review of the 

literature and a longitudinal study of UK disclosure. Account Audit Accoun Journal.,  8(2): 47-77.   

59. Gray, R., Kouhy, R. and Lavers, S. (1995b): Methodological themes Constructing a research database of social 

and environmental reporting by UK companies. Account Audit Accoun Journal., 8(2): 78-101. 

60. Hackston, D. and Milne, M. J. (1996): Some determinants of social and environmental disclosures in New 

Zealand companies. Account Audit Accoun Journal., 9(1): 77-108. 

61. Hassan, A. (2012): Corporate Environmental Accountability in the Nigerian Oil and Gas Industry: The Case of 

Gas Flaring. PhD. Abertay University. https://rke.abertay.ac.uk/ws/portalfiles/portal/15697405/Hassan_2012_ 
Corporate_environmental_accountability_in_the_PhD.pdf [Accessed 08 February 2020].  

62. Hassan, A. (2019): Do renewable energy incentive policies improve performance of energy firms? Evidence 

from OECD countries, Org. Pet. Exp. Count.,: 1-25. 

63. Hassan, A. and Kouhy, R. (2015): From environmentalism to corporate environmental accountability in the 

Nigerian petroleum industry: Do green stakeholders matter? International. Int. J. Energy Sect. Manag., 9(2): 

204-226. 

64. Hassan, M. K. (2012): A disclosure index to measure the extent of corporate governance reporting by UAE 

listed corporations. J. Fin. Rep. Accou., 10(1): 4-33. 

65. Horton, S. (2006): New Public Management: its impact on public servants‟ identity. Int. J. Public Sect. Manag., 

19(6): 533-542. 

66. Hrasky, S. (2012): Carbon footprints and legitimation strategies: symbolism or action? Account Audit Accoun 
Journal., 25(1): 174-198. 

67. Ioannou, I. and Serafeim, G. (2014): The Consequences of Mandatory Corporate Sustainability Reporting: 

Evidence from Four Countries. Working Paper edition, USA: Harvard Business School, 1-34. 

68. Ibrahim, M. B. and Garba, T. (2015): Corporate social responsibility and financial performance in the Nigerian 

construction company. Int. Conf. Hum. Lit. Mangt., 15: 87-92. 

69. International Monetary Fund (2019): World economic outlook: Global Manufacturing Downturn, Rising Trade 

Barriers, online. Available from https://www.elibrary.imf.org/doc/IMF081/28248-9781513508214/28248-

9781513508214/Other_formats/Source_PDF/28248-9781513516165.pdf [Accessed 18 December 2019]. 

70. Jessop, A., Wilson, N., Bardecki, M., and Searcy, C. (2019): Corporate Environmental Disclosure in India: An 

Analysis of Multinational and Domestic Agrochemical Corporations. Sustainability., 11(4843): 1-33.  

71. Jiang, W.; Wong, J.K. (2016): Key activity areas of corporate social responsibility (CSR) in the construction 

industry: A study of China. J. Clean. Prod., 113: 850–860. 
72. Jun Do, S., Davey, H. and Coy, D. (2014):  Assessing Accountability of Organizations using the Internet to 

Report:  South Korean Local Government. J. Fin. Manag Pub. Serv., 12(1): 1-25. 

73. Kajola, S.O., Anene, E.C., and Desu, A.A. (2017): Corporate Social Responsibility and Financial Performance 

of The Nigerian Listed Firms, FUTA. J. Managt  Tech., 2(1): 71-82. 

74. Kondracki, N. I., Wellman, N. S. and Amundson, D. R. (2002): Content Analysis: Review of Methods and their 

Applications in Nutrition Education. J Nutr Educ Behav., 34(4): 224-230. 

75. KPMG (1999): KPMG International Survey of Environmental Reporting 1999. Online, available from 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/254796996_KPMG_ International_ survey_of_ 

environmental_reporting_1999 [Accessed 20 January 2020].  

76. KPMG (2002): KPMG International Survey of Corporate Sustainability Reporting 2002. Online, available 

fromhttps://www.researchgate.net/publication/254746739_KPMG_ 
International_Survey_of_Corporate_Sustainability_Reporting_2002 [Accessed 20 January 2020]. 

77. KPMG (2005): International Survey of Corporate Sustainability Reporting 2005. Online, available from  

http://www.theiafm.org/publications/243_International_Survey_ Corporate_ Responsibility_2005.pdf 

[Accessed 25 January 2020].  



ISSN: 2320-5407                                                                                 Int. J. Adv. Res. 8(03), 21-35 

33 

 

78. KPMG (2008): KPMG International Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2008. Online, available 

from http://s3.amazonaws.com/zanran_storage/www.kpmg.bg/  ContentPages/45691987.pdf[Accessed 20 

January 2020]. 

79. KPMG (2012): International Survey of Corporate Sustainability Reporting 2012. Online, available from    

https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2012/02/Corporate-responsiblity-reporting-2012-eng.pdf [Accessed 

20 January 2020]. 
80. KPMG (2013): International Survey of Corporate Sustainability Reporting 2013. Online, available from  

https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2013/12/corporate-responsibility-reporting-survey-2013.pdf 

[Accessed 20 January 2020]. 

81. KPMG (2015): International Survey of Corporate Sustainability Reporting 2015. Online, available from  

https://home.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2015/12/KPMG-survey-of-CR-reporting-2015.pdf[Accessed 20 

January 2020]. 

82. KPMG (2017): International Survey of Corporate Sustainability Reporting 2017. Online, available from  

https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/xx/pdf/2017/10/kpmg-survey-of-corporate-responsibility-reporting-

2017.pdf [Accessed 20 January 2020]. 

83. KPMG (2019): Sustainability reporting – 20 years on and more relevant than ever. Online, available from 

https://www.globalreporting.org/information/news-and-press-center/Pages/Sustainability-reporting-20-years-

on-and-more-relevant-than-ever.aspx [Accessed 5 February 2020].  
84. Krippendorff, K. (1980): Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology. Newbury Park: Sage 

Publications. 

85. Lanis, R. and Richardson, G. (2013): Corporate social responsibility and tax aggressiveness: a test of legitimacy 

theory. Account Audit Accoun Journal., 26(1): 75-100. 

86. Lee, K. (2015): Does Size Matter? Evaluating Corporate Environmental Disclosure in the Australian Mining 

and Metal Industry: A Combined Approach of Quantity and Quality Measurement. Bus Strategy Environ.,: 1-

15. 

87. Lim, B.T.H., and Loosemore, M. (2017): How socially responsible is construction business in Australia and 

New Zealand?, Procedia Eng., 180( 2017 ): 531 – 540. 

88. Lin X., Ho, M.F., and Shen, G.Q.P. (2018): Research on Corporate Social Responsibility in the Construction 

Context: A Critical Review and Future Directions, Int. J. Constr. Manag., 1(11): 1-34.  
89. Lin, X., Ho, C.M., and Shen, G.Q. (2017): Research on corporate social responsibility in the construction 

context: A critical review and future directions. Int. J. Constr. Manag.,: 1–11. 

90. Lindblom, C.K. (1994): The implications of organizational legitimacy for corporate social performance and 

disclosure. In: Critical Perspectives on Accounting Conference 1994. New York, NY.   

91. Lingard, H, Blismas, N and Stewart, P (2009): Corporate social responsibility in the Australian construction 

industry' In: Michael Murray and Andrew Dainty (ed.) Corporate Social Responsibility in the Construction 

Industry, Taylor and Francis Publishing Ltd, United States, 351-380. 

92. Lingard, H., Francis, V. and Turner, M. (2012): Work time demands, work time control and supervisor support 

in the Australian construction industry: An analysis of work-family interaction. Eng. Constr. Archit. Manag., 

19(6): 647-65. 

93. Lu, W.; Ye, M.; Chau, K.; Flanagan, R. (2018): The paradoxical nexus between corporate social responsibility 

and sustainable financial performance: Evidence from the international construction business. Corp. Soc. 
Responsib. Environ. Manag.,, 25(5): 1–9. 

94. Lu, W.; Ye, M.; Flanagan, R.; Ye, K. (2018): Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosures in International 

Construction Business: Trends and Prospects. J Constr Eng M., 142(1),  

95. Lungu, C. I., Caraiani, C. and Dascălu, C. (2011a): Research on corporate social responsibility reporting. Corp. 

Soc. Resp., 13(29): 117-131. 

96. Mahadeo, J. D. and Oogarah-Hanuman, V. (2011a): A Longitudinal Study of Corporate Social Disclosures in a 

Developing Economy. J. Bus. Ethics., 104(4): 545-558. 

97. Martinuzzi, A., Kudlak, R., Faber, C., and Wiman, A. (2011): CSR Activities and Impacts of the Construction 

Sector, RIMAS Working Papers, 1(2011): 1-30. 

98. Mohammed, S.D. (2016): Social and Environmental Disclosures: A Comparative Analysis of Listed Nigerian 

and UK Oil and Gas Companies, PhD Thesis, University of Abertay, Dundee, United Kingdom.  
99. Mohammed, S.D. (2018): Mandatory Social and Environmental Disclosure: A Performance Evaluation of 

Listed Nigerian Oil and Gas Companies Pre- and Post-Mandatory Disclosure Requirements. J. Fin.Accou., 6(2): 

56-68.  

100. Morgan, D. L. (1993): Qualitative content analysis: A guide to paths not take. Qual Health Res., 3: 112-121.   



ISSN: 2320-5407                                                                                 Int. J. Adv. Res. 8(03), 21-35 

34 

 

101. Morgan, G. and Smircich, L. (1980): The Case for Qualitative Research. Acad Manage Rev. 5(4): 491-500. 

102. Ofoegbu, G.N., and Megbuluba, A. (2016): Corporate Environmental Accounting Information Disclosure in the 

Nigeria Manufacturing Firms, Int. J. Manag. Sci. Bus. Res., 5(12): 208-220.  

103. Ogunmakinde, O.E., Sher, W., and Maund, K. (2019): An Assessment of Material Waste Disposal Methods in 

the Nigerian Construction Industry, Recycling, 4(13): 2-15.  

104. Onyali .C.,Okafor .T., and Egolum .P. (2014): An Assessment of Environmental Information Disclosure 
Practices of Selected Nigerian Manufacturing Companies, Int. J. Fin Accou., 3(6): 349-355. 

105. Owusu-Ansah, S. (1998a): The adequacy of corporate mandatory disclosure Practices on emerging markets: A 

case study of the Zimbabwe stock exchange. Middlesex University London, England. 

106. Oxford Dictionary (2013): Oxford English Mini Dictionary. 8 ed. UK: Oxford University Press. 

107. Parker, L. and Gould, G. (1999): Changing public sector accountability: Critiquing New Directions. Accou. 

For., 23(2): 109-135. 

108. Paul, M.M.J., Aigbavboa, C., and Aliu, J. (2019): Reviewing the negative impacts of building construction 

activities on the environment: The case of Congo. Online, available from https:// 

www.researchgate.net/publication/ 326018066_Reviewing_ the_Negative_Impacts_ of_ Building 

Construction_Activities_on_the_Environment _The_Case_of_Congo [Accessed 27 January 2020].  

109. Paul, M. (2006): The industrial revolution of the eighteenth century: An outline of the beginning of the modern 

factory system in England. Oxon: Routledge. 
110. Petrovic-Lazarevic, S. (2008): The Development of Corporate Social Responsibility in the Australian 

Construction Industry. Constr. Manag. Econ., 26(2): 93-101. 

111. Rasche, A. (2009): Toward a Model to Compare and Analyze Accountability Standards – The Case of the UN 

Global Compact. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag., 16: 192-205.   

112. Roberts, J. and Scapens, R. (1985):  Accounting systems and systems of accountability: Understanding 

accounting practices in their organizational contexts. Account. Organ. Soc., 10(4): 443-456. 

113. Roca, L. and Searcy, C. (2012): An analysis of indicators disclosed in corporate sustainability reports.  Clean. 

Prod., 20(1): 103-118. 

114. S & P (2019): ESG Industry Report Card: Building Materials And Engineering And Construction, online. 

Available from  https://www.spglobal.com/_media/documents/esg-industry-report-card-building-materials-and-

engineering-and-construction.pdf [Accessed 20 January 2020].   
115. SASB  https://www.sasb.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/NR0401_ProvisionalStandard_ 

ConstructionMaterials.pdf [Accessed 20 January 2020]. 

116. Schilling, D.R. (2013): Global Construction Expected to Increase by $4.8 Trillion by 2020. Online, available 

from https://www.industrytap.com/global-construction-expected-to-increase-by-4-8-trillion-by-2020/1483 

[Accessed 25 January 2020].  

117. Spangler, I. S. and Pompper, D. (2011): Corporate social responsibility and the oil industry: Theory and 

perspective fuel a longitudinal view. Public Relat. Rev., 37: 217-225. 

118. Spencer, L. et al. (2003): Quality in qualitative evaluation: A framework for assessing research evidence. 

Online, available from Http://www.Policyhub.Gov.Uk. [Accessed 21 February 2014]. 

119. Statistics solution (2019): Sample Size Formula https://www.statisticssolutions.com/sample-size-formula/ 

120. Suchman, M. C. (1995): Managing Legitimacy: Strategic and Institutional Approaches. Acad Manage Rev., 

20(3): 571-610. 
121. Sulaiman, M., Abdullah, N. and Fatima, A. (2014): Determinants of environmental reporting quality in 

Malaysia. Int. J. Econs & Mgmt., 22(1): 63-90. 

122. Suttipun, M. and Stanton, P. (2012): Determinants of Environmental Disclosure in Thai Corporate Annual 

Reports. Int. J. Accou Fin. Rep., 2(1): 99-115. 

123. Taylor, D. and Rosair, M. (2000): The effects of participating parties, the public and size on government 

departments‟ accountability disclosure in annual reports. Accoun, Account. Perf., 6(1): 77-98. 

124. Udo, U.E., Usip, E.E., and Asuquo, C.F. (2016): Effect of Lack of Adequate Attention to Safety Measures on 

Construction Sites in Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria, J. Earth Sci. Geo. Eng., 6(1): 113-121.  

125. United Nations Environment Programme (2019): 2019 Global Status Report for Buildings and Construction:  

Towards a zero-emissions, efficient and resilient buildings and construction sector. Online, available from 

https://wedocs. unep. org/ bitstream /handle /20.500.11822/30950/2019GSR.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 
[Accessed 20 January 2020].  

126. Usman, A.B., and  Amran, N.A.B. (2015): Corporate social responsibility practice and corporate financial 

performance: evidence from Nigeria companies, Soc. Resp. J., 11(4): 749-763. 



ISSN: 2320-5407                                                                                 Int. J. Adv. Res. 8(03), 21-35 

35 

 

127. Uwalomwa, U., and Uadiale, O.M. (2011): Corporate Social and Environmental Disclosure in Nigeria:  A 

Comparative Study of the Building Material and Brewery Industry, Int. J. Bus. Manag., 6(2): 258-264.  

128. Vollero, A., Conte, F., Siano, A., and Covucci, C. (2018): Corporate social responsibility information and 

involvementstrategies in controversial industries. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag., 26: 141–151. 

129. Vourvachis, P. (2007): On the use of content analysis (CA) in corporate social reporting (CSR): Revisiting the 

debate on the units of analysis and the ways to define them. In: British Accounting Association Annual 
Conference. 2007. British Accounting Association. 

130. Wahab, B. and Lawal, A. F. (2011): An evaluation of waste control measures in construction industry in 

Nigeria. Afr. J. Environ. Sci. Technol., 5(3): 246-254.  

131. Wang, X., Lai, W., Song, X., and Lu, C. (2019): Implementation Efficiency of Corporate Social Responsibility 

in the Construction Industry: A China Study, Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health., 15(200): 1-21. 

132. Wasara, T.M., and Ganda, F. (2019): The Relationship between Corporate Sustainability Disclosure and Firm 

Financial Performance in Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE) Listed Mining Companies. Sustainability, 

11(4496): 1-23.  

133. Weber, R. P. (1990): Basic content analysis. London: Sage, Publications 

134. Williams, S. M. (1999): Voluntary environmental and social accounting disclosure practices in the Asia-pacific 

region: an international empirical test of political economy theory. The Int. J. Accou., 34(2): 209-238. 

135. Williams, S. M. and Pei, C. H. W. (1999): Corporate social disclosures by listed companies on their web sites: 
an international comparison. The Int. J. Accou Edu. Res., 34(3): 389-419. 

136. Wilmshurst, T. and Frost, G. (2000). Corporate environmental reporting – a test of legitimacy theory. 

Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal. 13(1), 10-26.   

137. Wiseman, J. (1982): An Evaluation of Environmental Disclosures Made in Corporate Annual Reports. Account. 

Organ. Soc., 7(1): 53-63. 

138. Wolfe, R. A. (1991): The use of content analysis to assess corporate social responsibility. Res. Corp. Soc. Perf. 

Pol., 12: 281-307. 

139. World Economic Forum (2019): Future of Construction and Infrastructure. Online, Available from 

https://www.weforum.org/projects/future-of-construction [Accessed 25 January 2020].  

140. Xiong, B.; Lu, W.; Skitmore, M.; Chau, K.; Ye, M. (2016): Virtuous nexus between corporate social 

performance and financial performance: A study of construction enterprises in China. J. Clean. Prod., 129: 223–
233. 

141. Zeghal, D. and Ahmed, S. A. (1990): Comparison of Social Responsibility Information Disclosure Media Used 

by Canadian Firms. Account Audit Accoun Journal., 3(1): 38-53. 

142. Zhao, Z.Y.; Zhao, X.J.; Davidson, K.; Zuo, J. A (2012): Corporate social responsibility indicator system for 

construction enterprises. J. Clean. Prod., 29(30): 277–289.  

143. Zhao, Z.Y.; Zhao, X.J.; Zuo, J.; Zillante, G. (2016): Corporate social responsibility for construction contractors: 

A China study. J. Eng. Des. Tech., 14(3): 614–640.  


