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The exploration and production of oil and gas by Listed Nigerian oil 

and gas companies that are becoming significant players in the industry 

are embedded with lots of social and environmental impacts. 

Conversely, the society is demanding for accountability on these 

impacts which could be discharged through social and environmental 

disclosure. However, the size of a corporate organisation measured 

either by sales volume, asset value or number of employees determines 

the levels of disclosure. Therefore, the aim of this paper is to 

descriptively assess the impact of size on social and environmental 

disclosure practices of listed Nigerian oil and gas companies 2004 – 

2018. Data was collected from the online annual reports and accounts 

of sampled companies by means of modified word count content 

analysis benchmarked on Global Reporting Initiative guideline. 

Collected data was analysed by means of numeric and graphical 

descriptive statistics while legitimacy theory is employed as theoretical 

framework. Results from the study indicated that largest companies in 

terms of sales volume disclosed more social and environmental 

information 2004 – 2018; thereby confirming corporate size as a 

determinant. Largest companies in the sample perhaps provided the 

volume of social and environmental information as medium of gaining 

and maintaining legitimacy which is consistent with legitimacy theory. 

Results from the study suggest that public policy makers should ensure 

that sampled companies are reporting the factual social and 

environmental negatives of their operations which may be a means of 

ensuring peace and stability in the oil producing region.   

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

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

Introduction:- 
Over time, awareness about the impacts of businesses and their interplay with society, environment and socio-

regulatory pressures resulted into demand for businesses to give due consideration to the society and the 

environment (Mohammed 2016, Hassan and Kouhy 2015, Rajat, et al., 2006). Indeed, modern corporate business 

environment is surrounded by strong public scrutiny from diverse stakeholder groups that are calling on businesses 
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to accept accountability for not only their economic actions, but also the social and environmental implications of 

their activities (Mohammed 2016, Hassan 2012, Chen and Wang, 2011; Deegan, Rankin and Voght, 2000). 

Consequently, businesses are today not only paying attention to the social and environmental needs of their 

stakeholders, but are communicating same through disclosures (Akparhuere 2019, Li and Liu 2018, Chen and Wang, 

2011; Deegan, Rankin and Voght, 2000). By providing social and environmental information of their activities, 

businesses are portraying their being sustainable (Jenkins and Yakoleva, 2006). This is consistent with the concept 

of sustainable development (United Nations, 1987) as elaborated by the Triple Bottom Line concept of Elkington 

(1993) and McLamb’s (2011) position of having a viable economy built on bearable environment and equitable 

society. In fact, by being socially and environmentally responsible corporate organisations are improving their 

corporate image, enhancing better relationship with suppliers and customers and easing recruitment of best labour 

and lowering staff turnover. Similarly, it increases the confidence of investors and financial analysts, open 

opportunity to attract ethical investors, reduces anticipated future regulation cost and future liabilities that may arise 

from progressive externalities (Husser, and Evraert-Bardine 2018, Khlif, Guidara and Souissi 2015, Gallego, 2006; 

Kotler and Lee, 2005; Azapagic, 2003). Likewise, it is a vehicle for providing environmental data that may satisfy 

accountability relationships with stakeholders (Hassan and Kouhy 2015, Shearer, 2002). This accountability which 

is an indication of corporate moral consciousness on the society and the environment (Shearer, 2002) is helping in 

creating a just society among business corporations and the larger society (Deegan and Gordon, 1996).  

 

Despite the aforementioned and other benefits of social and environmental disclosure to corporate organizations, the 

practice is more in developed economies (Bhatia and Makkar 2019, John, Daniel and Angel, 2012; Dobers and 

Halme, 2009; Tsang, 1998). Similarly, studies into social and environmental disclosure practices of corporate 

organisations are more prevalent in the developed countries (Mohammed 2016, Juhmani, 2014; John, Daniel and 

Angel, 2012). On the contrary, corporate social and environmental disclosure studies are still evolving in developing 

and emerging economies like Nigeria (KPMG 2013, Tsang 1998). Consequently, the literature is calling for more 

studies on social and environmental disclosures in developing countries (Akparhuere 2019, Belal, Cooper and 

Roberts, 2013). In fact, social and environmental disclosure studies are more essential in developing countries where 

there are lots of social and environmental impacts of corporate organizations (Akparhuere 2019, Mohammed 2016, 

Hannafi, 2006; Gray and Kouhy, 1993; Maunders, et al., 1990). This is premised on the argument that findings and 

recommendation from these studies may be useful to corporate organizations and policy makers such that corporate 

organisations could embrace the practice (Mohammed 2016, Hanafi, 2006; Hamil, 1999; Prakash and Rappaport, 

1977). Embracing the practice will result into informative accountability (Hassan, 2012) which has the ability to 

induce changes in corporate behaviours (Hamil, 1999; Prakash and Rappaport, 1977). This information inductance 

effect could serve as a solution or at least a means to reducing the social and environmental impacts of corporate 

organizations in developing countries (Hanafi, 2006; Hamil, 1999; Prakash and Rappaport, 1977).  

 

Nigeria is one of the emerging and developing economies of the world located in the tropical zone of West Africa. It 

is situated between latitudes 4
0
 and 14

0
N and longitudes 3

0
 and 15

0
E with an estimated landmass of 923,770km2 

(Balarabe et al., 2016; Falola and Heaton, 2008). The country’s population as at end of 2018 is estimated to be 

195,874,740 (World Bank 2019a) while the United Nations World Population Prospect for 2017 projected Nigeria’s 

population will be 410million by 2050 (UNWPP 2017). The country is endowed with oil and gas natural resources 

having proved oil reserves of 37.50 billion barrels which is the eleventh in global ranking as at end of December 

2018. Similarly, it has 180.80 trillion cubic feet of proved natural gas reserves placing it in the tenth position of 

global ranking as at the end of December 2018 (BP 2019). The Nigerian oil and gas industry is the major source of 

revenue to the three tiers of governments in the country; thus, it is playing significant roles in the socio-economic 

development of the country providing about 54% of total government revenue in 2019 (CBN 2019). However, 

activities associated with the processes of exploring and producing oil and gas natural resources that are providing 

the country with revenues are associated with lots of social and environmental negative effects (Mohammed et al 

2020c, Mohammed 2018, Hassan and Kouhy 2015, Ebegbulem, Ekpe and Adejumo 2013, Allen 2012, Benedict 

2011, Jike 2004). Some of these impacts are peculiar to the oil and gas producing region described as a fan shaped 

third largest wetland area in the world after Mississippi and Pantanal (Benedict, 2011). Other problems such as gas 

flaring with its associated carbon emissions are problems to the country in particular and the world in general 

(Hassan, 2012).  

 

Converting scarce farming and fishing lands to oil and gas wells and fields reduces food and cash crops production 

to indigenes of the oil and gas producing region (Jike, 2004; Allen, 2012) which in turn create social problems of 

hunger, poverty and high frequencies of teenage girls’ pregnancies (Okereke and Orjiafor, 2011). The problem of 
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poverty is in turn responsible for increased child mortality, maternal morbidity and mortality, malaria and typhoid 

fever (Okereke and Orjiafor, 2011). Poverty is also responsible for massive rural –urban youth migration causing 

over population in cities, resulting into increased crime rates and pressure on limited social amenities in the urban 

areas (Mohammed 2016, Mabogunje, 1968). Gas flaring which is a significant contributor to increasing global 

Carbon Dioxide emissions (Mohammed 2019, Hassan and Kouhy 2015, Hassan 2012) is a major environmental 

problem of the Nigerian oil and gas industry. Indeed, Nigeria is in the seventh position among the 30 top most gas 

flaring nations of the world as at end of 2018 (World Bank 2019b). Long term exposure to gas flaring is found 

responsible for bronchial and respiratory diseases, skin disorders, child deformities and other skin disorders, and 

other health risks among people in the oil and gas producing region (Ebegbulem, Ekpe and Adejumo, 2013, 

Mynepalli and Bamgboye, 2009, Akoroda, 2000). Oil spillage with its associated social and environmental impacts 

is another major environmental impact of the Nigerian oil and gas industry. With listed Nigerian oil and gas 

companies which are required by law to make disclosures becoming significant players in the industry (Shosanya, 

2013, Obasi, 2013); their adoption of social and environmental disclosures could serve as means of informative 

accountability to stakeholders. This may in turn serve as a solution or a means to solving the numerous social and 

environmental impacts affecting communities where they are operating, Nigeria and globally (Mohammed et al 

2020c, Belal, Cooper and Roberts, 2013; Hannafi, 2006).  

 

However, corporate size measured by sales volume, asset value and number of employees is an important 

determinant of social and environmental disclosure (Salehi, Tarighi and Rezanezhad 2019, Adriana and Dewi 2019, 

Elshabasy 2018, Welbeck et al 2017, Mohammed 2016). The argument being that corporate size is a source of 

public and political visibilities and scrutinise; thus, large firms are likely to make more disclosure (Adriana and 

Dewi 2019, Elshabasy 2018, Mohammed 2016, Mackinnon and Dalimunthe, 1993, Brammer and Pavelin, 2008, 

Ayadi, 2004). There are existing studies on the effect of corporate size on the social and environmental disclosure 

practices of oil and gas companies in emerging and developing economies including Nigeria. Consequently, review 

of some of these studies is of importance in the conduct of this study. Abdull Razak, Al Hujaili and Al Ahmedi 

(2019) studied the environmental disclosure practices of Saudi listed oil and gas and materials companies for the 

year 2018 aimed at evaluating whether these samples as the largest and most profitable sectors in Saudi Arabia are 

following GRI standards and compliance with Saudi Arabia’s Presidency of Meteorology and Environment 

(SAPME) on environmental programs to help achieve vision 2030. Data for the study was collected from annual 

reports and accounts, sustainability report and board of directors’ reports for the year 2018 to observe the existence 

of GRI 2016 elements in the report. The study is not guided by any theoretical framework while collected data was 

analysed descriptively. The results of the study indicated low levels of disclosure and sampled companies do not 

comply with PME programs among the largest and smallest companies in the sample. Aldrugi (2013) investigated 

the environmental disclosure practices of oil and gas companies operating in Libya with the objectives of identifying 

the current state of the disclosure practice, its determinants and the influence of company characteristics on the 

disclosure. Content analysis of annual reports and accounts was conducted to collect data for the study and in 

addition questionnaires were administered and interviews conducted to achieve the aims of the study. However, the 

study is not guided by any theoretical framework. Results of the study indicated that almost all companies provide 

some environmental information, which are mostly positive and neutral than negative information. Similarly, 

significant positive association was found between levels of environmental disclosure and corporate size. Studies on 

the influence of corporate characteristics on social and environmental disclosure are also conducted on Nigerian oil 

and gas industry. 

 

Mohammed (2016) comparatively examined the social and environmental disclosure practices of listed Nigerian and 

UK oil and gas companies 2004 to 2013 with the objectives of determining the nature, quantity and quality, trends of 

the disclosure, and explore the effects of corporate characteristics on the disclosures. Data for the study was 

collected from the annual reports and accounts of sampled companies by means of word counts content analysis. 

Vulnerability and exploitability analytical framework and legitimacy theory are employed to underpin the study. 

Descriptive statistical tools and Panel Corrected Standard Errors (PCSE’s) regression analyses are utilized to analyse 

collected data. Results from the study indicated that Nigerian companies are making disclosure on fewer social and 

environmental aspects than UK companies. Similarly, the quantity and quality of disclosure by Nigerian companies 

are low compared to UK companies, while corporate size is found statistically positive and significant on quantity 

and quality of social disclosure by listed Nigerian and UK oil and gas companies. Dibia and Onwuchekwa (2015) 

empirically analysed the determinants of environmental disclosures of oil and gas companies listed in the Nigerian 

Stock Exchange (NSE) with the objective of determining the effect of Firm size, Profitability, Leverage and Audit 

firm type on environmental disclosures. The study covered the period 2008 to 2013 while data for the study was 
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collected from secondary source in form of annual reports and accounts of sampled companies. Stakeholder 

theoretical framework was utilized as a guide to understanding the disclosure practices of sampled companies while 

collected data was analysed by means of Binary regression technique.  Findings from the study show significant 

relationship between company size and corporate social responsibility disclosures while no significant relationships 

are found between corporate profitability, leverage and audit type and social responsibility disclosures. The study 

concludes that sampled companies are hiding under the cover of voluntary stance of environmental reporting to 

under report their effect on the environment. This may perhaps be responsible for the apparent negligence of several 

corporate entities on corporate social and environmental reporting. However, there are studies that found corporate 

size as negatively related with social and environmental disclosure (Samaha and Dahaway 2011, Prado-Lorenzo, et 

al., 2008).   

 

This study differs from Abdull Razak, Al Hujaili and Al Ahmedi (2019); Aldrugi (2013); Mohammed (2016); Dibia 

and Onwuchekwa (2015) on its aim, time period of the study and theoretical frameworks underpinning the studies. It 

also differs with Dibia and Onwuchekwa (2015) on its method of analysis. Therefore, results from this study may 

reveal new findings or confirm existing ones on the effect of corporate size on social and environmental disclosure 

practices of oil and gas companies especially from emerging and developing economies. However, the study is 

situated within the context of the study conducted by Abdull Razak, Al Hujaili and Al Ahmedi (2019) on its 

adoption of descriptive statistics to analyse the effect of corporate size on social and environmental disclosure. 

Therefore, the aim of this study is to descriptively evaluate the effect of corporate size on the social and 

environmental disclosure practices of sampled listed Nigerian oil and gas companies 2004 to 2018. The evaluation 

takes the form of determining volume of social and environmental disclosure by sampled companies by means of 

word counts content analysis using sales volume as proxy for size. Content analysis assumes that volume of 

disclosures signifies the importance of the disclosed topic to reporting entity (Krippendorf, 1980). This introduction 

is section I of the study, method of conducting the study is section II, results obtained from the study are presented 

as section III while discussions on obtained results constitute section IV; subsequent section is method of the study.   

 

Method:- 
To conduct empirical investigations, there is need for data to be collected and analysed appropriately which will in 

turn lead to obtaining findings from the study, this is referred to as method of conducting research (Collis and 

Hussey 2014). However, investigating the social world may be impacted by researchers’ perceptions and attitudes; 

thus, it is important to identify and link what is being investigated with philosophical assumptions that will underpin 

the study. These assumptions are ontological, epistemological and methodological (Collis and Hussey 2014). 

Ontology is about the nature of reality whether it could be regarded as objective; therefore, it is something external 

to the researcher or reality emanates from within the individual; hence, subjective (Burrell and Morgan 1979). 

Epistemology deals with what constitute valid (Collis and Hussey 2014) or acceptable knowledge in a particular 

field (Bryman and Bell 2007). Methodology of research is about whether on one hand only observable and 

measurable phenomena constitute acceptable or valid knowledge; thus, following positivism methodological 

approach or the belief that the process of carrying an investigation should involve the participation of the researcher 

in what is being researched; thus, following interpretivism methodological approach (Collis and Hussey 2014). 

Ontologically, this study assumes that the social and environmental disclosure practices of sampled listed Nigerian 

oil and gas companies in their annual reports and accounts represent an objective reality. Epistemologically, the 

study assumes that the social and environmental disclosure practices of sampled companies in their annual reports 

and accounts as medium of medium of discharging corporate accountability Zeghal and Ahmed 1990, Gray, Kouhy 

and Lavers 1995b) constitutes valid knowledge. Content analysis employed in the study to collect quantitative data 

is a method that is consistent with positivism research methodology. Consequently, the real meaning of collecting 

the data in this study is to test chosen theory underpinning the study (Collis and Hussey 2014). Therefore, the task is 

to find out possible explanations or theoretical arguments that explain the social and environmental disclosure 

practices of sampled listed Nigerian oil and gas companies (Collis and Hussey 2014, Blaike 2007). Content analysis 

employed in this study is “a method by which selected items of qualitative data are systematically converted to 

numerical data for analysis” (Collis and Hussey 2014, p. 166). This method of data collection assumes that volume 

of disclosure indicates the significance of the disclosed topic to the reporting organisation (Krippendorff 1980). 

There are various methods of conducting content analysis which could be counting number of words (Mohammed et 

al 2020c, Wasara and Ganda 2019, Lee 2015, Zeghal and Ahmed 1990); counting number of sentences (Jessop et al 

2019, Hackston and Milne 1996); taking average lines (Belal and Lubinin 2009) or taking proportion of pages 

(Lungu, Caraiani and Dascălu 2011a). While a researcher is free to choose from these (Williams 1999), word count 

content analysis is projected as capable of providing maximum robustness when assessing quantity of disclosure 



ISSN: 2320-5407                                                                          Int. J. Adv. Res. 8(07), 1080-1091 

1084 

 

(Wilmshurst and Frost 2000), even though the method is criticized for lacking meaning to provide sound basis of 

coding (Hassan 2012). This study adopts modified words count content analysis (Mohammed et al 2020b, 

Mohammed 2018, Mohammed 2016) in which only words in sentences or phrases conveying meaningful social or 

environmental information are counted, rather than individual social or environmental words that have no meaning. 

This method has taken the advantage of word count content analysis postulated by (Wilmshurst and Frost 2000) 

while overcoming the criticism raised by Hassan (2012).  

 

Data and its Collection:  

The aim of this research is to descriptively evaluate the effect of corporate size measured by sales volume on social 

and environmental disclosure practices of listed Nigerian oil and gas companies. To achieve this, data must be 

collected from either primary or secondary sources (Collis and Hussey 2014, Creswell 2013, Morgan and Smircich 

1980) which depend on the what the researcher consider most suitable to achieve the aim of the investigation (Collis 

and Hussey 2014, Spencer et al. 2003). This study collected secondary data from the annual reports and accounts of 

sampled companies online for the period covering 2004 to 2018. Therefore, it is a longitudinal study that reveals 

trends of the disclosure over the study period (Mohammed 2016, Caruana et al 2015, Zainal, Zulkifli and Saleh 

2013). However, collected annual reports and accounts are in PDF format; therefore, the reports were converted to 

words documents using ABBYY PDF transformer. To assist in determining the social and environmental disclosure, 

GRI disclosure guideline is used as benchmark while modified words count analysis is conducted by reading all the 

reports and identifying disclosures as specified in the GRIs. These are then recorded against the relevant 

Performance Indicator (PI) of the GRI and then sum up at the end of reading annual report and account of a 

particular year. In this way, all collected annual reports and accounts for the period 2004 to 2018 for all sampled 

companies are read and data collected. However, there different versions of GRI guidelines with the first version 

issued in 1999 referred to as G1; this is followed by the second version issued in 2002 (G2); the third was issued in 

2006 (G3); the fourth version issued in 2011 (G3.1) while the fifth version was issued in 2016 (G4). Therefore, the 

period covered by this study 2004 to 2018 is covered by the regimes of G2, G3, G3.1 and G4 while effective 2018, 

GRI standards supersede these versions. Thus, while G2 is the first employed version, the study adopted all 

modification in subsequent guidelines. 

 

Population and sample of the study: 

There are total of twelve (12) listed oil and gas companies on the Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) from 1st January 

2004 to 31st December 2018; these constitute the population of the study (Banerjee and Chaudhury 2010). However, 

one of the companies has online annual reports and accounts only from 2012 to 2018; another company has no 

online annual reports and accounts from 2004 to 2009; another company has no online annual reports and accounts 

from 2004 to 2013; while another company was listed in April 2014. Therefore, there are no adequate annual reports 

and accounts for all these four companies 2004 to 2018; thus, do not possess all the needed requirements to achieve 

the aim of this research. Removing these four companies from the population leaves total of eight (8) companies that 

have met all the requirements of conducting this study; hence, they constitute the sample of the study (Asiamah et al 

2017). Table I indicate population and sample of the study, 1is indicating availability and 0 signifying                   

non-availability of annual reports and accounts 2004 to 20158.   

 

Table I:- Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria of Sampled Listed Nigerian Oil and Gas Companies. 

S/n Name of 

Company 

Annual Report and Accounts Available for: 

Remarks 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1 Anino 

International Plc  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Not  

2 Ardova 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Sample 

3 Capital Oil 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Not 

4 Conoil 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Sample 

5 Eterna Plc 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Sample 

6 Japaul Oil & 

Mar. Serv. 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Sample 

7 Mobil - 11 Plc 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Sample 

8 MRS Oil Nig 

Plc 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Sample 

9 Oando Plc 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Sample 
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10 Rak Unity 

Petroleum Co. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 Not 

11 Seplat Petroleum 

Dev Co. 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 Not 

12 Total 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Sample 

Sample means the company is among the sample; Not means company is not among the sample of the study 

 

Legitimacy Theory: 

Legitimacy which has its roots from organisational legitimacy (Dowling and Pfeffer 1975) is the suppositions that 

the actions of an entity are wanted, appropriate, or right within the socially constructed system of norms, values, 

beliefs, and definitions of societies (Suchman, 1995). A particular feature of legitimacy theory is the assumption of 

the existence of a social contract between an organisation and society (Deegan, 2007a, 2006, Branco and Rodrigues, 

2006; Magness, 2006; Campbell, 2003; Donaldson, 1982). Thus, within the context of legitimacy theory it is the 

society that allows corporate organisations to continue their operations on compliance with the expectations of the 

society (Deegan, 2007a). Where an organisation is perceived as failing in its social contract, a legitimacy gap is said 

to arise (Branco and Rodrigues, 2006) with the possible consequences of the society imposing sanctions by 

restricting its operations, limiting its access to resources and boycotting the products or services of such an 

organisation (Deegan and Rankin, 1996). Similarly, dynamisms of societal expectations also create legitimacy gap 

(Deegan and Blomquist, 2006; Cormier and Gordon, 2001). One medium of narrowing legitimacy gaps between 

corporate organisations and the society is through social disclosure (Campbell, Craven and Shrives, 2003). Indeed, 

Lindblom (1994) suggested that corporate organisations should change the perceptions of relevant publics by means 

of social disclosures through four methods. The disclosures could be one; to educate corporate “relevant publics” 

about changes in activities or performance, two; change the perceptions of the relevant publics, three, contrive the 

perception of the relevant publics, four; change the perceptions of their performance by the relevant publics. 

Therefore, corporate organisations facing public or political pressure and scrutinise are most likely to use social 

disclosure as a legitimacy tool. Previous studies have found corporate organisations making social and 

environmental disclosure to gain legitimacy with the relevant publics (Mohammed et al 2020a, 

Kuruppu., Milne. and Tilt 2019, Ratmono and Juliarto 2019, Zyznarska-Dworczak 2018, Bani-Khalid and Ahmed 

2017, Mohammed 2016, Lu and Abeysekera, 2014, Hrasky, 2012, Tilling and Tilt, 2010, Cho and Patten, 2007, 

Craven and Shrives, 2003). From the perspective of legitimacy, large-sized companies proxied by sales volume in 

this study will make more social and environmental disclosure due to more public and political pressure and 

scrutinies on them; subsequent section presents results of the study. 

 

Results:- 
This section is devoted to presenting results obtained from collected and analysed data in this study which aims to 

descriptively evaluate the effect of corporate size measured by sales volume on the social and environmental 

disclosure practices of sampled Nigerian listed oil and gas companies. Thus, Table II is the total sales volume of 

sampled companies 2004 to 2018 which forms the basis of subsequent results.  

Table II:- Total Sales Volume of Sampled Listed Nigerian Oil and Gas Companies 2004 to 2018. 

S/N Companies Total Sales Volume 

in Trillions of Naira (N) 

Total Sales Volume 

in United States’ Dollars (US$)*** 

Ranking 

1 Company 1 1,109,459,968,700.00                            3,077,558,859.08  5 

2 Company 2    274,487,882,150.00                               761,408,827.05  7 

3 Company 3 1,076,204,186,581.00                            2,985,309,810.21  6 

4 Company 4      80,714,737,005.00                               223,896,635.24  8 

5 Company 5 1,134,353,709,000.00                             3,146,612,230.24  4 

6 Company 6 1,155,116,553,000.00                             3,204,206,804.44  3 

7 Company 7 5,666,594,542,000.00                           15,718,708,854.37  1 

8 Company 8 2,434,163,874,000.00                             6,752,188,277.39  2 

***Conversion to US dollar is based on Central Bank of Nigeria Average Exchange Rate of N360.50 to 1$ as at 

22/07/2020 

 

From Table II, the largest company among the sample in terms of sales volume over the period of the study is 

Company 7 (C7). The second largest is Company 8 (C8), the third largest is Company 6 (C6), the fourth largest is 
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Company 5 (C5), the fifth largest is Company 1 (C1), the sixth largest is Company 3 (C3), the seventh largest is 

Company 2 (C2) while the eighth and smallest is Company 4 (C4). Figure I compare the total sales volume of the 

companies and total social and environmental disclosure 2004 to 2018.  

 

 
Figure I:- Total Sales Volume by Sampled Companies Compared with Total Social and Environmental Disclosure 

2004-2018. 

 

From Figure I, the first largest company with sales volume of N5.67trillion or $15.72billion sales volume 2004 to 

2018 is having the highest volume of social and environmental disclosure words of 56,645 words. However, the 

sixth largest company with sales volume of N1.08trillion or $2.98billion has the second largest volume of social and 

environmental disclosure words of 24,834 words. The Third largest company with sales volume of               

N1.15trillion or $3.20billion disclosed 24,006 words to be the third largest company in terms of volume of social 

and environmental disclosure. The second largest company with sales volume of N2.4trillion equivalent to 

$6.75billion has the fourth largest volume of social and environmental disclosure of 23,837 words. Conversely, the 

fifth largest company with sales volume of N1.10trillion equivalent to $3.07billion disclosed 17,458 words to be the 

fifth largest company on social and environmental disclosure. The fourth largest company with N1.13trillion or 

$1.15billion has the sixth largest volume of social and environmental disclosure of 15,339 words. The seventh 

largest company with sales volume of N0.274trillion or $761million disclosed 12,952 words to have the seventh 

largest social and environmental disclosure. Similarly, the eighth largest company with sales volume of N0.80trillion 

or $223million disclosed 8,317 words as the eighth largest company on volume of social and environmental 

disclosure. Table III presents results in Figure I for better understanding. 

 

Table III:- Total Sales Volume and Total SED and Rankings . 

S/N Companies Total Sales 

Volume 

in Trillions of 

Naira (N) 

Total Sales Volume 

in Billions of United States’ 

Dollars (US$)*** 

Ranking 

Based on 

Sales 

Volume 

Total 

SED 

Words 

Ranking 

Based on 

SED  

1 C1 1.10 3.07 5 17,458 5 

2 C2 0.27 0.76 7 12,952 7 

3 C3 1.07 2.98 6 24,834 2 

4 C4 0.80 .0223 8 8,317 8 

5 C5 1.13 3.14 4 15,339 6 

6 C6 1.15 3.20 3 24,006 3 
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7 C7 5.66 15.72 1 56,645 1 

8 C8 2.43 6.75 2 23,837 4 

 

Having presented the results of this study, the next section is discussions of obtained results within the context of 

theory, practice and reviewed literature to assist in achieving the aim of the study.  

 

Discussions:- 
In this section obtained results are thoroughly looked into within the light of reviewed literature, theory and practice 

to assist in explaining possible new findings or confirming existing knowledge about corporate social and 

environmental disclosure in the Nigerian oil and gas industry, the country and globally. From overall results, the 

first three largest companies in the sample account for N9.25trillion ($25.67billion) or 71.58% of the N12.93trillion 

($35.87billion) of sales volume over the period of the study. These three largest companies disclosed 104,488 words 

or 56.98% of total social and environmental disclosure words of 183,388 words over the period of the study. The 

remaining four companies in the sample which could be termed as medium and small compared to the three largest 

have total sales volume of N3.68trillion ($10.19billion) or 28.42% of the total sales volume over the period of the 

study. The entire four companies disclosed total of 78,900 social and environmental words representing 43.02% of 

total disclosure. This result indicates that corporate size measured by sales volume in this study determines the 

social and environmental disclosure practices of sampled companies. The result is consistent with previous studies 

that statistically found positive relationship between corporate size and social and environmental disclosure (Abdull 

Razak, Al Hujaili and Al Ahmedi 2019, Mohammed 2016, Dibia and Onwuchekwa 2015, Aldrugi 2013). 

Conversely obtained result revealing corporate size as determinant of social and environmental disclosure by listed 

Nigerian oil and gas companies is inconsistent with (Abdull Razak, Al Hujaili and Al Ahmedi 2019, Prado-Lorenzo, 

et al., 2008, Tom 2002). Within the light of practice, finding in this study revealing largest companies making more 

social and environmental disclosure is consistent with the argument that larger companies are more visible; thus, 

faces more public and political pressure and scrutinise (Adriana and Dewi 2019, Elshabasy 2018, Mohammed 2016, 

Mackinnon and Dalimunthe, 1993, Brammer and Pavelin, 2008, Ayadi, 2004). One way of maintaining corporate 

legitimacy with legitimacy conferring stakeholders is for large companies to make more social and environmental 

disclosure (Lindblom 1994) as obtained in this study. Sales volume as a measure of corporate size in this study is 

indicating large volume of customers who are buying goods or services from sampled companies. Having large 

volume of customers is an indication of visibility; thus, sampled companies in this study perhaps resort to provision 

of large volume of social and environmental disclosure to continue gaining or maintaining legitimacy of operations 

(Lindblom 1994, Deegan and Rankin, 1996). Therefore, legitimacy theory better explained the social and 

environmental disclosure of sampled listed Nigerian oil and gas companies in this study. Future studies may expand 

the time period covered in this study, employ the use of other methods of data collection and analysis and different 

theoretical framework which may reveal results different from what is obtained in this study.  
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