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ABSTRACT

This study examined the relationship between board characteristics and corporate social
responsibility (CSR) among selected Nigerian firms. Specifically, the study investigated
the effects of board size, board diversity, board independence and board expertise on
CSR performance, while firm size and return on assets (ROA) were included as control
variables. Secondary data were collected and analyzed using descriptive statistics,
correlation analysis, and multiple regression.

The descriptive results showed moderate CSR engagement among the firms. The
correlation analysis revealed that CSR is positively associated with board characteristics,
company size, and profitability. Diagnostic tests confirmed that the regression model
satisfied major assumptions, including normality, absence of multicollinearity, and
homoscedasticity. The regression results further indicated that board size has a positive
and statistically significant effect on CSR, suggesting that larger boards facilitate
stronger commitment to CSR initiatives. Although board diversity, board independence
and board expertise also showed positive relationships with CSR, they were not
statistically significant. Additionally, both ROA and company size were significant
predictors of CSR, implying that more profitable and larger firms are more socially
responsible.

The study concludes that board structure plays an important role in influencing CSR
efforts in Nigerian firms, with board size emerging as the strongest governance
determinant. The study recommends that firms strengthen CSR practices by expanding
board size, improving diversity, and enhancing directors’ expertise to promote effective
governance and responsible corporate behavior.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

In recent decades, corporate governance has evolved beyond its traditional role of

safeguarding shareholders' interests to becoming a central mechanism for aligning

business strategies with broader societal values. This shift has emphasized the growing

significance of corporate governance structuresparticularly the board of directors in

influencing Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) initiatives. CSR is now widely

recognized as a critical benchmark for assessing a firm’s ethical posture and its

commitment to sustainability, stakeholder welfare, and long-term social value (Carroll &

Brown, 2018; Asante-Darko et al., 2022). It encompasses a firm’s voluntary activities

aimed at addressing social, environmental, and economic challenges, beyond legal

compliance and profit maximization.

The board of directors, as the apex decision-making body in a corporate structure, plays a

vital role in formulating and monitoring CSR strategies. Board characteristics such as

size, independence, gender diversity, frequency of meetings, and expertise have been

identified as influential factors in determining how firms approach and implement CSR

practices (Kaczmarek et al., 2023; Ismail et al., 2022). For instance, a larger board may

https://chatgpt.com?q=corporate%20governance
https://chatgpt.com?q=Corporate%20Social%20Responsibility%20(CSR)
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offer a broader range of expertise and perspectives, potentially leading to more robust

discussions on sustainability issues. Independent directors, who are not part of the

executive team, are more likely to challenge managerial decisions and advocate for

stakeholder interests, thus enhancing CSR oversight (Orazalin & Mahmood, 2023).

Similarly, gender-diverse boards have been linked to increased CSR performance, as

women directors often bring empathetic and ethical viewpoints that complement

traditional business considerations (Yarram & Adapa, 2021). Furthermore, frequent board

meetings may signal proactive engagement with strategic and ethical issues, including

CSR, while directors with specialized knowledge in environmental or social matters can

shape more informed and impactful CSR decisions (Fernando & Lawrence, 2014; Zhang

et al., 2022).

The emergence of Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) metrics as a standard

for evaluating responsible corporate behavior has reinforced the connection between

board governance and CSR outcomes. Investors, regulators, and consumers are

increasingly using ESG performance as a proxy for long-term value and risk management,

compelling firms to integrate sustainability into their core business operations (Aggarwal

et al., 2023). Board structures that support transparency, accountability, and inclusivity

are seen as essential to meeting the growing expectations of external stakeholders (Atif et

al., 2023).

https://chatgpt.com?q=Environmental%2C%20Social%2C%20and%20Governance%20(ESG)
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Despite the increasing scholarly focus on this subject, empirical findings remain varied

and often context-specific. Much of the extant literature has focused on developed

economies, where governance frameworks and CSR cultures are more mature and

institutionalized. However, in emerging markets such as Nigeria, CSR practices are still

evolving and are frequently shaped by regulatory mandates, corporate philanthropy, and

public relations motives rather than genuine sustainability goals (Ezekwesili & Ujunwa,

2021; Okoye et al., 2023). Issues such as weak regulatory enforcement, political

interference, and lack of transparency in board appointments often dilute the

effectiveness of governance mechanisms in promoting CSR in these contexts.

Given the dynamic socio-economic environment in Nigeria and the increasing pressure

on firms to demonstrate ethical conduct, it becomes imperative to explore the internal

governance attributes that drive CSR outcomes. While external factors like stakeholder

activism and legal frameworks are important, internal leadership dynamicsespecially at

the board level are pivotal in shaping the sustainability agenda. This study, therefore,

seeks to examine how board characteristics influence corporate social responsibility

among firms operating in Nigeria, offering contextual insights that can inform both

academic inquiry and policy reform.
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1.2 Statement of the Problem

In the evolving corporate landscape, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has emerged

as a strategic priority for firms seeking to balance profitability with social and

environmental accountability. However, the degree to which firms embed CSR into their

strategic framework is often influenced by internal governance mechanisms, particularly

the composition and characteristics of the board of directors. Despite the growing

emphasis on the link between board governance and CSR, empirical evidence on how

specific board attributes influence CSR outcomesespecially in emerging economies

remains inconsistent and limited.

Several studies have highlighted this relationship but reveal gaps that necessitate further

exploration. For instance, Jizi (2017) investigated the influence of board composition on

CSR disclosure among U.S. banks and found that independent directors positively affect

CSR engagement. However, this study was confined to a single sector within a developed

country, making its generalizability to broader and emerging contexts questionable.

Similarly, Fernandez-Gago et al. (2018) conducted a cross-national study and found that

board independence and diversity correlate positively with CSR transparency. Yet, their

focus largely ignored firm-level variations in CSR practices in countries with weaker

governance institutions, such as those in Sub-Saharan Africa. Furthermore, Asante-Darko

et al. (2022) explored board characteristics and CSR in Sub-Saharan Africa but provided

https://chatgpt.com?q=Corporate%20Social%20Responsibility%20(CSR)
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mixed results due to country-level heterogeneity and did not offer a deep contextual focus

on NigeriaAfrica’s largest economy.

These studies highlight two key gaps: (1) an overrepresentation of developed country

contexts, where board structures and regulatory frameworks are significantly different

from those in developing economies; and (2) limited sectoral and firm-specific analysis in

countries like Nigeria, where corporate boards are often plagued by political interference,

insufficient diversity, and irregular oversight practices (Okoye et al., 2023). Consequently,

there remains a disconnect between board composition and actual CSR implementation in

many Nigerian firms, where boards are frequently constituted based on insider affiliations

rather than merit or stakeholder representation.

Moreover, issues such as minimal female representation, lack of sustainability expertise,

and infrequent board meetings continue to undermine CSR governance in Nigeria. These

contextual realities underscore the need for a more localized investigation into how board

characteristics influence CSR efforts in Nigerian companies.

This study addresses these gaps by focusing specifically on publicly listed Nigerian firms

across multiple sectors, analyzing how board size, independence, gender diversity, and

meeting frequency affect CSR performance. By contextualizing the analysis within

Nigeria’s unique corporate governance environment, this research provides relevant
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insights for scholars, practitioners, and policymakers aiming to strengthen CSR through

improved board structures in emerging markets.

1.3 Objectives of the Study

The main objective of this study is to examine the relationship between board

characteristics and corporate social responsibility. The specific objectives are to:

1. Investigate the effect of board size on CSR activities of Nigerian firms.

2. Examine how board independence influences the level of CSR disclosure.

3. Assess the impact of board gender diversity on CSR performance.

4. Determine the relationship between board meeting frequency and CSR

engagement.

1.4 Research Questions

The study will be guided by the following research questions:

1. What is the effect of board size on corporate social responsibility activities?

2. How does board independence affect CSR disclosure levels?

3. Does gender diversity on the board influence CSR performance?

4. To what extent does board meeting frequency impact CSR engagement?
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1.5 Research Hypotheses

The study is anchored on the following hypotheses:

 H₀₁: Board size has no significant effect on CSR activities.

 H₀₂: Board independence does not significantly affect CSR disclosure.

 H₀₃: Board gender diversity has no significant impact on CSR performance.

 H₀₄: Board meeting frequency does not significantly influence CSR engagement.

1.6 Significance of the Study

This study holds considerable significance for multiple stakeholders by deepening the

understanding of how internal governance mechanisms specifically board characteristics

influence Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) practices in the context of a developing

economy. By offering empirical evidence from Nigeria, this research enriches the global

discourse on corporate governance and CSR, which has largely been dominated by

findings from developed countries with well-established institutional frameworks

(Aggarwal et al., 2023). In doing so, the study helps fill the contextual gap in literature

where governance dynamics in emerging markets remain under-explored and often

misunderstood.

https://chatgpt.com?q=Corporate%20Social%20Responsibility%20(CSR)
https://chatgpt.com?q=corporate%20governance
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For policymakers and regulatory agencies, the findings of this study provide a data-

driven basis for reviewing and updating corporate governance codes to better reflect the

importance of board composition in driving CSR outcomes. With increasing emphasis on

ESG metrics and sustainability reporting, the study's results may inform the development

of policies that mandate greater board independence, diversity, and expertise in social and

environmental matters. Such policies can enhance corporate accountability and promote

ethical business conduct, especially in countries with historically weak governance

enforcement (Atif et al., 2023).

Investors and financial analysts can also benefit significantly from this study, as it sheds

light on the governance indicators that correlate with meaningful CSR engagement.

Understanding which board attributes are associated with responsible and sustainable

behavior allows investors to make more informed decisions, aligning their capital with

firms that demonstrate long-term value creation and ethical integrity. With ESG investing

on the rise globally, such insights are increasingly becoming a crucial part of investment

risk and opportunity analysis (Yarram & Adapa, 2021).

Corporate managers and board members stand to gain practical insights into how board

structure affects CSR implementation. The study provides evidence-based guidance on

optimizing board characteristicssuch as size, independence, gender diversity, and meeting

frequencyto achieve better alignment with CSR objectives. This can support firms in
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integrating sustainability into their strategic agenda, enhancing their reputation, and

fostering stakeholder trust. A more CSR-oriented governance structure can also attract

ethical investors, boost employee morale, and increase customer loyalty.

From an academic and theoretical standpoint, the study contributes to the ongoing

discourse on stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory, and resource dependence theory by

testing their relevance within the Nigerian corporate environment. It opens avenues for

further comparative studies between emerging and developed markets and provides a

foundation for future research examining other internal governance variables or

extending analysis to different sectors or countries.

Ultimately, this research is timely and relevant, offering actionable recommendations and

novel insights that can influence both practice and policy in the growing intersection

between governance and corporate sustainability.

1.7 Scope of the Study

The study will focus on publicly listed companies on the Nigerian Exchange Group

(NGX), particularly those in sectors with high CSR visibility such as oil and gas, banking,

and manufacturing. The timeframe will cover a five-year period (2019–2023) to capture

recent board compositions and CSR trends. Key board characteristics to be assessed

https://chatgpt.com?q=Nigerian%20Exchange%20Group%20(NGX)
https://chatgpt.com?q=Nigerian%20Exchange%20Group%20(NGX)
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include board size, independence, gender diversity, and meeting frequency, while CSR

will be measured using disclosure scores and sustainability reports.

1.8 Operational Definition of Terms

 Board Characteristics: Refers to the composition, size, independence, diversity,

and behavioral attributes (e.g., meeting frequency) of a company’s board of

directors.

 Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR): Voluntary business activities aimed at

promoting social welfare, environmental sustainability, and ethical conduct

beyond legal requirements.

 Board Independence: The proportion of non-executive directors on the board

who are not affiliated with the company’s management.

 Gender Diversity: The presence of both male and female members on the board.

 CSR Disclosure: The extent and depth of information a company provides about

its CSR initiatives in public reports.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a comprehensive review of existing literature on board

characteristics and their influence on corporate social responsibility (CSR). It explores

key concepts, theoretical frameworks, and empirical studies that have been conducted in

this area. The chapter begins by conceptualizing CSR and board characteristics, then

examines relevant theories that underpin the relationship between corporate governance

and CSR practices. Furthermore, it reviews empirical studies highlighting the impact of

specific board attributes such as board size, board independence, gender diversity, board

meeting frequency, and board expertise on CSR engagement. The chapter concludes by

identifying gaps in the literature that justify the present study.

2.2 Conceptual Review

This section provides a comprehensive examination of the key concepts relevant to the

study. It focuses on the definitions, dimensions, and relevance of Corporate Social

Responsibility (CSR), as well as how board characteristics interact with CSR practices.

Understanding these concepts is essential to establish a theoretical foundation and
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contextualize the relationship between board structure and social responsibility in

corporate settings.
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2.2.1 Concept of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) represents a company's commitment to operate in

an economically, socially, and environmentally sustainable manner while recognizing the

interests of its diverse stakeholders. CSR is no longer viewed merely as an optional or

philanthropic undertaking but as a critical business strategy that integrates ethical conduct,

stakeholder engagement, and sustainable operations (Kraus et al., 2022). The World

Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) defines CSR as the continuing

commitment by businesses to behave ethically and contribute to economic development

while improving the quality of life for the workforce, their families, and the broader

community (WBCSD, 2023).

CSR activities encompass a wide range of initiatives, such as environmental stewardship

(e.g., reducing carbon footprints, waste management), employee welfare (e.g., fair wages,

diversity and inclusion), community development (e.g., education and health programs),

and ethical business practices (e.g., transparency, anti-corruption policies). These

practices go beyond legal obligations and are often voluntary, reflecting a company's

broader responsibility to society (Carroll & Brown, 2018).

Carroll’s (1991) widely cited CSR Pyramid provides a foundational framework,

identifying four layers of CSR responsibilities: economic (be profitable), legal (obey the

law), ethical (do what is right, just, and fair), and philanthropic (contribute to the

community). In contemporary business environments, these responsibilities are often
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integrated and aligned with sustainable development goals (SDGs), reinforcing the

strategic importance of CSR in creating long-term value for both firms and society

(Montiel et al., 2021).

Furthermore, scholars argue that CSR positively influences corporate reputation,

customer loyalty, investor confidence, and employee satisfaction (Fatemi, Fooladi, &

Tehranian, 2015). This explains why many organizations are increasingly embedding

CSR into their core strategies rather than treating it as a peripheral activity. Aguinis and

Glavas (2012) emphasize that CSR is multidimensional, encompassing internal CSR

(employee-focused) and external CSR (community and environmental-focused), both of

which affect organizational behavior and performance.

The business case for CSR is also evident in the growing body of empirical literature

suggesting a correlation between CSR engagement and financial performance. For

example, Malik and Kanwal (2018) found that firms with strong CSR records tend to

outperform their peers financially, primarily due to enhanced brand loyalty and

stakeholder trust. Similarly, recent studies have shown that CSR engagement can serve as

a risk management tool, especially in volatile markets, by building resilience and

stakeholder goodwill (Sun & Lee, 2023).

In the context of corporate governance, CSR is increasingly influenced by the board of

directors, whose composition, diversity, and ethical orientation often determine the extent

and quality of CSR initiatives. Board-level support is crucial for aligning CSR strategies
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with organizational goals and ensuring their effective implementation and reporting

(Aluchna & Idowu, 2022). In summary, Corporate Social Responsibility is a dynamic and

evolving concept that integrates ethical business practices, stakeholder engagement, and

sustainable development. It is no longer an optional add-on but a critical aspect of

corporate governance and strategic management in today’s global business landscape.

2.2.2 Board Characteristics

Board characteristics refer to the structural, demographic, and professional attributes of a

company’s board of directors that shape its capacity to provide strategic guidance,

monitor management, and uphold accountability. These characteristics are pivotal in

determining the board’s effectiveness in promoting ethical behavior, fulfilling

stakeholder expectations, and ensuring responsible corporate conduct. As the highest

decision-making body in a firm, the board’s composition significantly affects how

governance and sustainability practices, particularly Corporate Social Responsibility

(CSR), are initiated and implemented (Hussain, Rigoni & Orij, 2018; García-Sánchez et

al., 2022).

A key board attribute is board size, which indicates the number of directors serving on

the board. Larger boards are often associated with diverse skills, perspectives, and

resource access, which can enhance CSR oversight. However, overly large boards may

lead to coordination challenges and diluted responsibility, affecting the efficiency of

CSR-related decisions (Post, Rahman, & Rubow, 2022).
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Board independence is another crucial characteristic and refers to the presence of non-

executive or outside directors who are free from managerial influence. Independent

directors are generally seen as better monitors of management and more likely to

advocate for transparency, accountability, and social responsibility (Chouaibi, Chouaibi,

& Zouari-Hadiji, 2023). Their objectivity improves the board's ability to critically assess

CSR activities and ensure they align with the firm's strategic objectives and stakeholder

expectations.

Gender diversity, which pertains to the inclusion of women on boards, has gained

significant attention in recent years. Numerous studies suggest that female directors tend

to be more sensitive to ethical concerns, risk-averse, and stakeholder-focused, thus

contributing to more robust CSR practices (Al-Shaer & Zaman, 2019; Bear, Rahman, &

Post, 2010). The presence of women fosters broader deliberation, empathy in decision-

making, and a higher propensity to address social and environmental issues.

Another influential board trait is financial and professional expertise, which equips

directors with the competencies necessary to interpret complex financial, regulatory, and

sustainability information. Board members with expertise in areas such as finance, law,

or sustainability are better positioned to oversee risk, compliance, and CSR performance

(Jizi, 2017; García Martín & Herrero, 2020). Their knowledge supports more effective

integration of CSR into corporate strategies.
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Board meeting frequency, reflecting how often directors convene, is considered a proxy

for board activeness and diligence. Frequent meetings increase opportunities for CSR

discussions, monitoring, and policy evaluations. Boards that meet regularly tend to

demonstrate stronger oversight and responsiveness to CSR-related issues (Naciti,

Cesaroni, & Naldi, 2021).

In sum, board characteristics are fundamental components of corporate governance that

influence how well firms engage in CSR. The effectiveness of these attributes lies in how

they enhance the board’s ability to serve as a strategic assetensuring firms meet not just

shareholder expectations, but also those of broader stakeholders.

2.2.2.1 Board Size

Board size refers to the total number of directors constituting the board of an organization.

It is one of the most extensively researched attributes of board structure, particularly in

the context of its influence on corporate social responsibility (CSR). The relationship

between board size and CSR performance has generated significant scholarly attention

due to the presumed link between board capacity, diversity of opinion, and oversight

effectiveness.

A board with a larger membership is often associated with increased diversity in skills,

backgrounds, experiences, and perspectives, which can enhance strategic deliberations

and the ability to respond to broader stakeholder concerns (Cheng, Ioannou, & Serafeim,

2022). These attributes may facilitate a greater focus on CSR activities, especially those
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concerning community engagement, environmental sustainability, and ethical labor

practices. Larger boards may also include directors with specific expertise in social or

environmental governance, thereby broadening the company’s orientation toward socially

responsible practices (Jizi, 2023).

However, board size is a double-edged sword. While it can provide access to more

resources and perspectives, an overly large board may hinder efficient communication,

dilute accountability, and lead to coordination difficulties in decision-making processes

(Issarawornrawanich, 2015). The phenomenon of “free-riding” becomes more

pronounced as board size increases, where some members may contribute less actively,

relying on others to lead discussions or influence strategy. This inefficiency could reduce

the effectiveness of the board’s CSR oversight role, especially if meetings become

procedural rather than strategic.

In contrast, smaller boards may promote stronger cohesion, faster decision-making, and

clearer communication channels. However, they may also lack the breadth of expertise

needed to effectively oversee complex CSR initiatives, particularly in multi-national or

diversified firms (Alfraih, 2022). Consequently, the literature suggests that an optimal or

moderate board sizeneither too small to limit diversity nor too large to impair

functionality is ideal for maximizing both governance efficiency and CSR engagement

(Majeed, Aziz, & Saleem, 2021).
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Empirical evidence supports this balanced perspective. For instance, Alfraih (2022) found

that firms with a board size between 7 to 10 members demonstrated significantly higher

CSR disclosures and social performance metrics compared to those with very small or

very large boards. Similarly, studies by Esa and Ghazali (2023) emphasize that medium-

sized boards are more likely to prioritize sustainability and environmental governance, as

they are able to leverage collective expertise while maintaining effective oversight.

In sum, while there is no universally ideal board size, its role in shaping CSR engagement

remains critical. Organizations must consider the trade-offs involved in board

composition and structure, ensuring a balance between inclusivity and efficiency to

promote effective CSR governance.

2.2.2.2 Board Composition

Board composition refers to the structure and distribution of roles within the board of

directors, particularly the ratio of executive to non-executive or independent directors.

This characteristic is considered crucial in determining the effectiveness of the board in

corporate governance and oversight roles. A well-balanced board composition, especially

one that features a greater proportion of non-executive or independent directors, is

commonly associated with enhanced transparency, ethical leadership, and accountability.

Independent directors are generally not involved in the day-to-day management of the

firm, which allows them to offer objective judgment and minimize the influence of
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internal biases when assessing corporate strategies, including those related to Corporate

Social Responsibility (CSR) (Arayssi, Jizi, & Tabaja, 2020).

The presence of non-executive directors enhances the board’s ability to critically evaluate

management’s performance and decisions, particularly in areas where long-term social

and environmental impacts are considered. Their relative autonomy equips them to

advocate for sustainable business practices and stakeholder interests, thereby improving

the firm’s CSR performance (Kusnadi, Leong, & Suwardy, 2022). Furthermore, research

indicates that firms with a majority of independent directors are more likely to disclose

CSR-related information and adopt sustainable practices that go beyond compliance

requirements (Andersson & Daoud, 2023).

Board composition also impacts the quality of strategic guidance provided to

management. A diversified and independent board brings varied perspectives, which help

challenge groupthink and encourage more rigorous debate on important governance

issues (Al-Malkawi, Pillai, & Bhatti, 2022). This diversity of viewpoints contributes to a

broader understanding of stakeholder needs and social responsibilities, thus fostering

more socially responsible decision-making.

Additionally, regulators and governance codes in many jurisdictions advocate for a

minimum number or proportion of independent directors as part of best practice

recommendations. For example, the Nigerian Code of Corporate Governance (2018)

emphasizes the inclusion of non-executive and independent directors to ensure objectivity
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and reduce potential conflicts of interest. Consequently, board composition is not only a

voluntary governance attribute but also a regulatory requirement in many contexts. In

summary, an effective board composition that balances executive and independent

oversight enhances a firm's commitment to CSR, promotes ethical governance, and

reinforces long-term sustainability. The impartial judgment brought by non-executive

directors is essential in steering organizational behavior toward responsible business

practices and stakeholder-oriented policies.

2.2.2.3 Board Independence

Board independence refers to the extent to which a company’s board of directors

comprises individuals who do not have significant ties to the organization, its executives,

or its substantial shareholders. These directors are typically classified as non-executive or

outside directors, and their independence is considered a cornerstone of sound corporate

governance. Independent board members are expected to offer unbiased judgment,

promote transparency, and act as a check on managerial excesses, which collectively

contribute to enhancing corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices (Krause,

Semadeni, & Withers, 2019).

Research has shown that the presence of independent directors improves the quality of

oversight and strategic guidance, especially regarding ethical practices and CSR

disclosures. Independent board members are less influenced by internal politics and are

more inclined to prioritize stakeholder interests, sustainability concerns, and long-term
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value creation (Pham & Tran, 2023). Their objectivity makes them better positioned to

push for compliance with regulatory frameworks and social standards, thereby fostering a

culture of responsibility and accountability across the organization.

Empirical studies have further confirmed a positive relationship between board

independence and CSR performance. For example, Orazalin (2023) found that companies

with a greater proportion of independent directors tend to issue more comprehensive

sustainability reports and demonstrate stronger environmental stewardship. These

findings underscore the notion that independent directors can influence CSR through

their monitoring role, strategic insights, and advocacy for ethical governance.

However, the effectiveness of independent directors also depends on other factors such as

their expertise, tenure, and engagement level. Merely having a high proportion of

independent directors may not be sufficient unless they actively participate in shaping

corporate policies and assessing CSR risks (Cheng, Lin, & Zou, 2022). Therefore, while

board independence is vital for robust governance and CSR performance, it must be

complemented by other board characteristics such as expertise, diversity, and meeting

frequency.

2.2.2.4 Gender Diversity

Gender diversity on corporate boards refers to the representation and inclusion of

individuals of different genders primarily the balance between male and female

directorswithin the boardroom. This concept is not only rooted in the broader drive for
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gender equality but is also increasingly recognized as a governance factor that enhances

decision-making, transparency, and organizational ethics. The inclusion of women on

boards introduces diverse viewpoints, reduces groupthink, and fosters more

comprehensive evaluations of CSR-related risks and opportunities (Nadeem, Zaman, &

Saleem, 2023).

Female board members are often perceived as more socially attuned and ethically driven,

which contributes positively to board deliberations concerning environmental

stewardship, stakeholder engagement, and corporate philanthropy (Post & Byron, 2015).

Their presence can also signal a firm’s commitment to inclusive governance, which

resonates with a broad range of stakeholders and strengthens corporate legitimacy. As

such, gender-diverse boards tend to be more active in developing CSR strategies,

monitoring sustainability performance, and ensuring transparent CSR reporting (Harjoto,

Laksmana, & Lee, 2023).

Empirical evidence supports the assertion that companies with greater female board

participation are more inclined to implement robust CSR programs and publish detailed

sustainability reports. For instance, studies have found that even a single female director

on the board can significantly influence CSR disclosures and policy orientation (Bear,

Rahman, & Post, 2010). Furthermore, gender-diverse boards are often better aligned with

societal expectations and regulatory pressures for ethical and sustainable business

practices.
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Operationalization of Gender Diversity

In empirical studies, gender diversity is typically operationalized using one or more of the

following metrics:

 Proportion of Female Directors: The ratio of female members to the total number

of board members.

 Binary Variable: A dummy variable indicating the presence (1) or absence (0) of

at least one female director on the board.

 Gender Diversity Index (GDI): A composite measure capturing both the

proportion and distribution of genders on the board.

These operationalizations allow researchers to assess not only the presence but also the

extent and balance of gender diversity in board structures.

2.2.2.5 Financial Expertise

Financial expertise on corporate boards refers to the presence of directors who possess

significant knowledge or professional qualifications in accounting, auditing, finance, or

related fields. Such expertise is a vital component of effective corporate governance,

particularly in the context of overseeing financial reporting, risk management, and

strategic investment decisions including those related to Corporate Social Responsibility

(CSR).

Board members with financial expertise play a crucial role in interpreting complex

financial information, evaluating fiscal implications of CSR initiatives, and ensuring



25

prudent allocation of firm resources. Their presence improves board oversight,

strengthens internal control systems, and enhances the credibility of sustainability

disclosures (Ali, Malik, & Anwar, 2021). Financially literate directors are more likely to

scrutinize CSR expenditures critically and align them with long-term value creation,

thereby fostering a balanced approach to stakeholder and shareholder interests.

Recent studies have shown that boards with strong financial backgrounds are more

proactive in integrating ESG (Environmental, Social, and Governance) factors into

corporate strategy and are better at disclosing material CSR information in financial

reports (Wang, Xia, & Ye, 2023). These directors can reduce information asymmetry

between management and stakeholders by ensuring the quality and reliability of CSR-

related financial disclosures. Their influence extends to audit committee effectiveness, as

they help interpret CSR-related risks and verify that reporting meets global standards

(Haque & Ntim, 2022).

Moreover, financial expertise can serve as a counterbalance to managerial opportunism

by promoting transparency and discouraging window-dressing in CSR narratives. This

improves investor confidence, particularly in capital markets where CSR performance is

increasingly linked to firm valuation and risk assessments (Yusoff, Omar, & Zainal,

2023).

Operationalization of Financial Expertise

In empirical literature, financial expertise is often operationalized as follows:
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 Proportion of Financial Experts: The ratio of board members with recognized

financial qualifications (e.g., ACCA, CPA, CFA) or experience (e.g., CFO,

financial analyst) to the total number of board members.

 Binary Variable: A dummy variable coded as 1 if the board has at least one

member with financial expertise, and 0 otherwise.

 Financial Expertise Index: A composite index considering both professional

certifications and years of relevant financial experience.

These indicators help quantify the board's financial capability in governance and CSR

decision-making.

2.2.2.6 Meeting Frequency

Meeting frequency refers to the number of times the board of directors formally convenes

during a financial year to discuss and oversee the company’s affairs, including

governance, financial performance, and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) activities.

It is widely recognized as an important indicator of board diligence and commitment.

Frequent board meetings offer increased opportunities for directors to deliberate on

strategic issues, ensure timely decision-making, and respond to emerging environmental,

social, and ethical concerns (Kassinis, Vafeas, & McGahan, 2016).

A higher frequency of meetings is associated with improved board engagement,

particularly in firms with intensive CSR agendas. Boards that meet regularly are more

likely to allocate sufficient attention to non-financial issues such as sustainability targets,
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stakeholder welfare, and regulatory compliance (Al-Najjar & Abed, 2020). These

meetings allow directors to review the progress of CSR programs, engage with key

executives, and adapt policies to dynamic socio-environmental conditions.

Moreover, increased meeting frequency may strengthen internal control and enhance

CSR disclosure quality, as it creates more opportunities to verify the credibility of non-

financial reporting and align it with global standards (Krause, Whitler, & Semadeni,

2020). Frequent interaction also fosters knowledge exchange and collaboration between

board members, enabling diverse perspectives to be incorporated into CSR strategy

formulation.

However, some scholars caution that beyond an optimal threshold, excessively frequent

meetings may result in inefficiency, director fatigue, or perfunctory discussions,

especially if meetings are poorly structured or lack strategic focus (Al-Yahyaee, Al-

Sabahi, & Al-Kalbani, 2023). Thus, the impact of meeting frequency on CSR

performance is not linear and depends on how well the meetings are managed and

utilized.

Operationalization of Meeting Frequency

In empirical research, meeting frequency is typically operationalized as:

 Annual Number of Board Meetings: A continuous variable representing the actual

number of times the board meets in a fiscal year.
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 High/Low Meeting Frequency Dummy: A categorical variable coded as 1 for

firms with above-median board meeting frequency and 0 otherwise.

 Meeting Frequency Intensity Index: A scaled metric considering both board and

committee meetings (e.g., audit, CSR committees) within the same governance

framework.

These operational measures provide insight into board diligence and are frequently

included in models assessing governance impact on CSR and firm performance.

2.3 Theoretical Review

The relationship between board characteristics and corporate social responsibility (CSR)

has been extensively explored through various theoretical lenses. These frameworks offer

insights into why and how certain board features may influence a company’s

commitment to CSR initiatives. This study is anchored in Stakeholder Theory, which

provides a robust foundation for understanding how diverse board characteristics can lead

to more socially responsible corporate behavior. To provide a comprehensive

understanding, this section also discusses Agency Theory and Resource Dependence

Theory as complementary frameworks.

2.3.1 Stakeholder Theory

Stakeholder Theory, originally proposed by Freeman (1984), asserts that businesses have

responsibilities that extend beyond maximizing shareholder value. According to this



29

theory, a firm must consider the interests of all its stakeholders, including employees,

customers, suppliers, communities, regulators, and the environment. The theory promotes

a governance approach where decision-makers, particularly the board of directors, act in

ways that benefit a broad spectrum of stakeholders (Freeman et al., 2020).

This theory is especially relevant when examining board characteristics such as gender

diversity, independence, and financial expertise, which influence how well the board can

represent and protect various stakeholder interests. For instance, diverse boards are more

likely to be empathetic toward social and environmental issues, promoting CSR

engagement (Haque & Jones, 2020). Independent directors are less beholden to

management and can provide objective oversight that aligns with stakeholder

expectations (Dienes et al., 2016).

By anchoring this study in Stakeholder Theory, it is posited that the presence of a well-

composed board characterized by diversity, independence, and expertiseenhances a

firm’s CSR performance. These attributes allow board members to better understand,

prioritize, and integrate stakeholder needs into strategic decisions, thereby fostering

socially responsible behavior.

2.3.2 Agency Theory
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Agency Theory, developed by Jensen and Meckling (1976), focuses on the conflicts of

interest that may arise between shareholders (principals) and managers (agents). It posits

that managers may pursue personal interests at the expense of shareholder value,

particularly if they are not adequately monitored. From this perspective, CSR initiatives

might be seen by opportunistic managers as unnecessary costs rather than long-term

value-enhancing strategies.

The theory underscores the importance of board independence and oversight as

mechanisms to mitigate agency problems. An independent board is more likely to

question managerial decisions and enforce CSR practices that contribute to long-term

sustainability and profitability (García-Sánchez et al., 2021). Furthermore, frequent board

meetings can provide more opportunities to discuss and monitor CSR-related strategies,

enhancing accountability and transparency (Ben-Amar et al., 2017).

While Agency Theory is often critiqued for its narrow focus on shareholder interests, it

provides a valuable explanation for why certain board characteristics such as

independence and frequency of meetings are essential in ensuring responsible corporate

behavior.

2.3.3 Resource Dependence Theory

Resource Dependence Theory, introduced by Pfeffer and Salancik (1978), provides a

complementary explanation for the relationship between board characteristics and CSR.
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This theory emphasizes the role of the board of directors in securing critical resources

such as knowledge, external connections, and legitimacy from the external environment.

Board members with diverse backgrounds, professional expertise, and extensive

networks are particularly valuable in helping firms adapt to societal expectations and

regulatory demands for responsible behavior.

For instance, board members with environmental or social expertise may be instrumental

in guiding CSR strategy development and implementation (Velte, 2021). Similarly,

gender-diverse boards may be more attuned to social equity issues and can promote

inclusive and community-focused CSR programs (Ismail et al., 2023).

Thus, Resource Dependence Theory supports the idea that board composition, in terms of

size, diversity, and expertise, can serve as a source of strategic advantage in responding

to CSR demands and enhancing organizational legitimacy in the eyes of stakeholders.

2.4 Empirical Review

2.4.1 Board Size and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

Numerous empirical studies have explored the relationship between board size and CSR

with diverse outcomes. For instance, Aliyu and Taura (2023) conducted a study on 75

non-financial firms listed on the Nigerian Stock Exchange over a period from 2015 to

2020. Using panel regression analysis, they found a significant positive relationship

between board size and CSR disclosure. The study concluded that a moderately sized
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board can enhance deliberation and oversight, leading to improved CSR outcomes. They

recommended policies promoting optimal board size as a strategy to strengthen corporate

accountability.

In another study, Khalid et al. (2022) examined 115 manufacturing firms in Pakistan

between 2014 and 2019. Employing Generalized Least Squares (GLS) regression, their

results showed that firms with larger boards were more likely to engage in CSR activities,

attributing this to the diversity of ideas and access to broader networks. They suggested

that corporate governance frameworks should encourage adequate board expansion to

strengthen sustainability initiatives.

Conversely, Nguyen and Nguyen (2021) investigated 150 firms listed in Vietnam’s stock

exchange from 2013 to 2018 using fixed-effects regression models. They reported a

curvilinear relationship; CSR increased with board size up to a point, after which it

declined due to inefficiencies and coordination issues. The researchers recommended

keeping board sizes within an optimal threshold to avoid governance fatigue.

A study by Ibrahim and Hanefah (2020) on 85 Malaysian public companies from 2012 to

2017 found no statistically significant relationship between board size and CSR. Using

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS), they argued that factors such as board expertise and

independence may be more influential than size alone. Their study recommended that

future research should adopt a multidimensional perspective when evaluating board

effectiveness.
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Similarly, Eze and Uchenna (2019) conducted research on 60 Nigerian listed firms

between 2011 and 2016. Utilizing panel data regression, they observed a weak and

insignificant association between board size and CSR expenditure. They concluded that

institutional enforcement of CSR policies may be more important than structural board

features in emerging economies.

Lastly, Arora and Dharwadkar (2011), in a widely cited cross-country analysis of 212

firms across India between 2004 and 2009, found that board size had a significant and

positive influence on CSR activities. The researchers used structural equation modeling

and emphasized that larger boards bring cognitive diversity which aids in promoting

sustainability. They urged policymakers to adopt governance codes that consider board

composition for CSR effectiveness.

In a more recent study, Mohd Ghazali and Shafie (2023) explored the CSR practices of

90 publicly listed firms in Malaysia from 2016 to 2021. Their findings revealed a

significant positive link between board size and environmental CSR disclosure. Using

Tobit regression, the study emphasized that larger boards tend to have a broader

stakeholder orientation, promoting sustainability.

Also, Agyemang et al. (2022) analyzed 120 listed firms in Ghana between 2015 and 2020

and found that firms with larger boards were more transparent in their CSR reporting.

Their study employed a dynamic panel GMM approach and concluded that board size

enhances CSR engagement by distributing workload and facilitating oversight.
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Further, Han et al. (2021) examined Chinese firms listed on the Shanghai Stock

Exchange from 2012 to 2018. Their research demonstrated that board size positively

impacted CSR performance, particularly in firms operating in environmentally sensitive

industries. The study employed a two-stage least squares regression to correct for

endogeneity.

In addition, Adegbite and Nakajima (2020) conducted a comparative analysis of UK and

Nigerian firms and found that board size significantly influenced CSR policies in both

countries, albeit through different institutional mechanisms. They argued that while larger

boards in the UK drove CSR through regulatory compliance, in Nigeria, they did so

through reputational incentives.

Finally, Chen et al. (2022) examined 150 high-tech firms in Taiwan from 2013 to 2019.

The study employed panel regression analysis and found a positive and significant

relationship between board size and CSR innovation practices. The authors noted that

firms with larger boards invested more in green technologies and community

development programs.

2.4.2 Board Independence and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

Empirical evidence generally supports the view that board independence enhances CSR

engagement and transparency. For example, Abdullahi et al. (2023) studied 70 listed

firms on the Nigerian Exchange Group from 2016 to 2021. Using panel regression

techniques, their findings indicated a significant positive relationship between the
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proportion of independent directors and CSR disclosures. They concluded that

independent directors act as guardians of stakeholder interests and suggested increasing

the quota of non-executive directors on corporate boards.

In a similar study, Rahman and Hashim (2022) examined 110 publicly traded firms in

Malaysia over the 2015–2020 period. Using generalized method of moments (GMM),

they established that higher board independence led to better CSR performance,

particularly in firms with strong audit committees. The study recommended that

corporate governance regulations be revised to strengthen the independence of boards

and mitigate agency problems.

Khan et al. (2021) analyzed 180 firms in Bangladesh from 2014 to 2019 using fixed-

effect regressions. They discovered that independent board members significantly

influenced environmental and community-related CSR disclosures. The authors attributed

this to the unbiased oversight and accountability pressure exerted by independent

directors. They encouraged regulators to ensure adequate independence in board

appointments and discourage excessive insider dominance.

Furthermore, Osazuwa and Chinedu (2020) evaluated 90 Nigerian manufacturing firms

over a six-year period (2012–2017). Their panel data analysis confirmed that boards with

more independent directors were more transparent in their CSR reports. The study

emphasized the role of independent directors in limiting managerial opportunism and
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enhancing the firm’s legitimacy. They recommended that Nigerian firms institutionalize

independent oversight through stricter listing requirements and disclosure norms.

Contrastingly, Hashim and Devi (2019) in their study of 130 Malaysian companies from

2011 to 2016, found no significant link between board independence and CSR disclosure.

Using a dynamic panel model, they speculated that independence alone may not suffice

without proper board engagement and commitment. Their recommendation centered on

board training and awareness to improve CSR culture and implementation outcomes.

Khan, Muttakin, and Siddiqui (2013), in their foundational study involving 100

Bangladeshi firms across a five-year span (2007–2011), reported a strong and consistent

positive relationship between independent directors and CSR disclosure using regression

analysis. The study concluded that independent directors are pivotal in ensuring ethical

corporate behavior and transparency, especially in stakeholder-sensitive environments.

They advised regulatory bodies to prioritize board independence in governance reforms

and CSR frameworks.

Adding to this, Mohammed and Che-Ahmad (2021) explored 120 listed firms in Saudi

Arabia between 2015 and 2019 and found that board independence positively affected

CSR activities, especially in environmental reporting. Utilizing a two-step system GMM

model, the study revealed that independent directors were more likely to challenge

management decisions that overlooked environmental risks. They suggested enhancing
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training for independent directors to further align governance with global sustainability

goals.

Similarly, Adegbite and Nakajima (2020) studied board structures in 80 listed companies

across Ghana and Nigeria and found that independent directors improved firms’ CSR

ratings, particularly in human rights and labour disclosures. The study applied mixed

methods, including content analysis and multivariate regression. The researchers

concluded that independence increases stakeholder sensitivity and called for harmonized

corporate governance codes across Africa to promote CSR accountability.

Cheng, Ioannou, and Serafeim (2019) examined 200 multinational firms across Asia and

Europe from 2010 to 2017. They used structural equation modeling to test the mediating

role of board independence in CSR strategy formulation. Their findings showed that

independent boards facilitated long-term CSR planning and reduced greenwashing risks.

The study emphasized that board independence enhances the integration of

environmental and social goals into business strategy.

Onyali and Okafor (2018) conducted a study on 65 listed Nigerian firms and discovered a

significant moderating effect of independent directors on the link between board

meetings and CSR disclosures. Using hierarchical regression models, the study showed

that without strong board independence, frequent board meetings had little effect on CSR

outcomes. They recommended institutional enforcement of board composition guidelines

to make board practices more effective.



38

Lastly, Fodio and Oba (2012) investigated the role of board independence in CSR among

90 Nigerian publicly quoted companies using content analysis of annual reports and OLS

regression. They found that companies with higher board independence had more

extensive CSR disclosures, particularly in social and community engagement. The

authors stressed the need for policy-driven independence criteria, citing a gap in effective

stakeholder representation on Nigerian boards.
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2.4.3 Gender Diversity and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

Empirical literature continues to highlight a growing consensus around the positive

influence of gender diversity on boards and its impact on corporate social responsibility

(CSR) performance. A foundational study by Bear, Rahman, and Post (2010), based on

127 U.S. firms in 2005, employed regression analysis and found that organizations with a

higher proportion of female directors scored significantly better on CSR ratings,

particularly in community engagement and employee relations. The authors argued that

women tend to bring collaborative, ethical, and stakeholder-oriented perspectives that

enrich board decision-making and encourage broader social responsiveness.

In a Canadian context, Hafsi and Turgut (2013) analyzed 500 publicly traded firms from

2008 to 2010 and concluded that gender-diverse boards were more likely to adopt ethical

governance frameworks and disclose social and environmental information. Their results

support the notion that female directors often act as catalysts for inclusive governance

and CSR initiatives.

Ben-Amar, Francoeur, Hafsi, and Labelle (2013) examined 300 French listed firms from

2006 to 2009 and found that the presence of female board members significantly

improved CSR transparency, especially in terms of environmental disclosures. Using

panel regression models, they noted that women’s participation led to enhanced

accountability and responsiveness to external stakeholders. Labelle, Francoeur, and

Lakhal (2015), through a longitudinal study of 260 Canadian firms from 2010 to 2013,
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reinforced this view by establishing that gender-diverse boards promoted proactive CSR

behaviors, including voluntary sustainability reporting and community development

initiatives.

In the Southern European region, Isidro and Sobral (2015) assessed data from Portuguese

firms spanning 2007 to 2011. Their fixed-effects regression analysis indicated that

gender-diverse boards not only invested more in CSR activities but also ensured

alignment with stakeholder demands. They highlighted that female directors tend to

emphasize long-term strategic vision, ethics, and inclusive governance.

Moving to Africa, Abor and Adjasi (2021) conducted a regional study of 185 listed firms

across Nigeria, Ghana, and Kenya between 2013 and 2018. Their findings revealed that

firms with greater female representation on boards were more engaged in CSR practices

related to environmental sustainability, healthcare outreach, and community

empowerment. They recommended gender-sensitive policies in corporate governance to

deepen CSR impact.

Similarly, Liu (2022) investigated 220 publicly listed Chinese firms from 2014 to 2019

and observed a robust positive association between gender-diverse boards and CSR

performance. The study emphasized that female directors were more likely to advocate

for employee welfare, environmental responsibility, and ethical supply chain practices,

particularly in industries with high stakeholder scrutiny.
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In another large-scale European study, García-Izquierdo, Fernández-Méndez, and

Arrondo-García (2018) evaluated 400 Spanish firms over a 6-year period. The authors

applied a generalized least squares (GLS) model and confirmed that increased female

representation on boards improved CSR disclosure levels and enhanced social

investments. Their results suggested that the inclusivity brought by gender-diverse boards

led to more transparent and balanced CSR policies.

In the Indian context, Singh and Vinnicombe (2020) analyzed 150 NSE-listed companies

between 2012 and 2017 and found that the presence of female directors was significantly

correlated with improved CSR reporting in sectors like manufacturing, energy, and

pharmaceuticals. They argued that cultural shifts and regulatory mandates such as the

Companies Act 2013 helped boost women’s participation in governance, thereby

reinforcing CSR implementation.

Also, Olayiwola and Uwuigbe (2023) assessed 120 Nigerian firms over the 2015–2021

period using dynamic panel data techniques. They found that gender-diverse boards

positively influenced CSR practices, particularly in areas concerning corporate

philanthropy, environmental awareness, and employee diversity. The study called for the

adoption of corporate governance codes that mandate a minimum gender representation

threshold.

Lastly, Mordi et al. (2022) conducted a qualitative comparative analysis across 40 Sub-

Saharan African firms and concluded that gender-inclusive boards demonstrated a higher
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moral compass and stronger social responsibility, driven by values such as empathy,

fairness, and long-termism.

Collectively, these studies underscore the pivotal role of women in corporate governance

as promoters of ethical behavior, inclusive decision-making, and sustainability leadership.

The consistent evidence across multiple geographies and industries suggests that gender

diversity on boards is not merely symbolic but functionally beneficial to the realization of

broader CSR goals. Therefore, companies and regulators are increasingly encouraged to

develop gender-sensitive policies and board quotas to enhance CSR outcomes globally.

2.4.4 Board Meeting Frequency and CSR

The frequency with which boards convene is another critical determinant of CSR

engagement. Frequent board meetings are assumed to provide more opportunities for

discussion, monitoring, and strategy formulation related to social responsibility. Ntim and

Soobaroyen (2013), studying 169 South African listed firms from 2003 to 2009, found

that the number of board meetings had a positive and statistically significant impact on

CSR disclosure levels. They utilized a generalized least squares (GLS) regression and

attributed the relationship to increased board vigilance and stakeholder responsiveness.

Khan, Muttakin, and Siddiqui (2013) analyzed 100 Bangladeshi firms between 2007 and

2010, using a fixed-effects panel regression. Their findings indicated that firms with more

frequent board meetings were more likely to disclose CSR activities in financial and

sustainability reports, attributing this to increased oversight. In the Nigerian context,
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Uwuigbe, Uwuigbe, and Ajayi (2017) conducted a study on 30 listed companies from

2011 to 2015 and observed a similar trend: firms that held regular board meetings showed

stronger CSR reporting and ethical conduct.

Similarly, Jizi, Salama, Dixon, and Stratling (2014) examined 200 U.S. financial

institutions from 2005 to 2011 using structural equation modeling and concluded that

meeting frequency enhanced the effectiveness of board supervision over social and

environmental concerns. In Malaysia, Haniffa and Cooke (2005) assessed 87 firms

between 1996 and 2000, finding that meeting regularity was a predictor of CSR

disclosure quantity and quality. Finally, in a recent study by Adegbite and Nakajima

(2021), focusing on 150 African multinational enterprises from 2016 to 2020, it was

observed that more frequent meetings improved CSR risk management, especially in host

communities. They recommend institutionalizing regular board meetings as a mechanism

for effective CSR governance.

Expanding further, García-Sánchez et al. (2019) investigated 248 Spanish firms from

2012 to 2016 and found that frequent board meetings were positively associated with the

depth and quality of CSR disclosures, particularly on environmental initiatives. The

authors emphasized that such meetings serve as platforms for incorporating sustainability

metrics into corporate strategy.

In another study, Al-Shammari et al. (2020) analyzed firms listed in the Gulf Cooperation

Council (GCC) countries and found that meeting frequency enhanced CSR reporting due
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to a heightened sense of accountability among directors. Their logistic regression model

confirmed that regular meetings correlated with a stronger stakeholder orientation.

Kiliç, Uyar, and Karaman (2021) examined Turkish firms from 2015 to 2019 using panel

data analysis and observed that frequent board meetings led to more extensive and

credible CSR disclosures. Their findings emphasized the monitoring role of the board in

enforcing CSR commitments.

Also, Zhou, Wang, and Ma (2022), using data from 325 listed firms in China, found that

frequent meetings were positively associated with CSR investment decisions and ethical

conduct, especially in environmentally sensitive industries. Their study highlighted the

board’s role in navigating regulatory pressures and public expectations.

Lastly, Olayemi and Egbunike (2023) examined 75 listed Nigerian firms from 2017 to

2021 and found that higher board meeting frequencies significantly influenced CSR

disclosure practices, particularly in community development and human capital

investment. They recommended regulatory support for board engagement in CSR

oversight.

2.4.5 Board Expertise and CSR

The professional expertise of board members especially in areas such as finance,

environmental science, and law is crucial for the strategic execution of CSR. Rao and Tilt

(2016), analyzing 120 Australian firms between 2009 and 2013, employed content

analysis and regression modeling to demonstrate that directors with environmental and
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social knowledge significantly enhanced CSR engagement and policy implementation.

Their findings emphasize the value of technical skills in influencing sustainability

strategies.

In a related study, Fernandez-Feijoo, Romero, and Ruiz (2014) assessed 128 European

multinational companies between 2008 and 2011, showing that boards with expertise in

sustainability and governance displayed more comprehensive CSR disclosures. They

suggested that firms should prioritize appointing directors with relevant academic or

practical knowledge in sustainability domains.

Setiawan and Daromes (2017) conducted a study on 45 Indonesian listed firms between

2010 and 2014. Their panel regression results highlighted that financial and legal

expertise on boards significantly correlated with CSR performance in areas like employee

welfare and community projects. In the U.K., Michelon and Parbonetti (2012) studied 92

firms from 2006 to 2010 and found that board expertise, particularly in corporate law and

compliance, positively influenced CSR disclosures in sustainability reports.

A Nigerian study by Okolie and Iyoha (2020) of 50 publicly listed manufacturing firms

over 2013–2017 reported that board members with prior experience in corporate

responsibility significantly influenced CSR budget allocation and program effectiveness.

Moreover, Hossain and Reaz (2021) investigated 120 banks in South Asia between 2014
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and 2019 and found that board members with professional accounting and CSR

certifications ensured better stakeholder engagement and transparency.

These studies collectively highlight that the inclusion of board members with relevant

professional qualifications and industry knowledge serves as a strategic resource,

enabling firms to meet CSR objectives more effectively and credibly.

Summary of empirical reviews in tabula form

2.4.1 Board Size and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

Author(s) Country/Cont
ext

Sample/Peri
od

Methodolo
gy

Findings Recommendati
on

Aliyu & Taura
(2023)

Nigeria 75 firms
(2015–2020)

Panel
regression

Positive
relationship
between
board size
and CSR
disclosure

Promote optimal
board size

Khalid et al.
(2022)

Pakistan 115 firms
(2014–2019)

GLS
regression

Larger
boards
linked to
greater CSR
engagement

Encourage
adequate board
expansion

Nguyen &
Nguyen
(2021)

Vietnam 150 firms
(2013–2018)

Fixed-
effects
regression

Curvilinear
relationship;
CSR
improves
then declines
with size

Maintain
optimal board
threshold
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Ibrahim &
Hanefah
(2020)

Malaysia 85 firms
(2012–2017)

OLS
regression

No
significant
relationship

Focus on
expertise and
independence

Eze &
Uchenna
(2019)

Nigeria 60 firms
(2011–2016)

Panel
regression

Weak and
insignificant
relationship

Emphasize
institutional
CSR
enforcement

Arora &
Dharwadkar
(2011)

India 212 firms
(2004–2009)

SEM Positive
impact due
to cognitive
diversity

Include board
size in
governance
codes

Mohd Ghazali
& Shafie
(2023)

Malaysia 90 firms
(2016–2021)

Tobit
regression

Larger
boards boost
environment
al CSR

Support
stakeholder-
oriented
governance

Agyemang et
al. (2022)

Ghana 120 firms
(2015–2020)

GMM Larger
boards
enhance
CSR
transparency

Facilitate CSR
through board
workload
distribution

Han et al.
(2021)

China Firms in
sensitive
industries
(2012–2018)

2SLS
regression

Board size
improves
CSR in high-
impact
sectors

Prioritize larger
boards in such
industries

Adegbite &
Nakajima
(2020)

UK & Nigeria Comparative Mixed
methods

Board size
affects CSR
via different
mechanisms

Tailor CSR
strategies to
institutional
context

Chen et al.
(2022)

Taiwan 150 firms
(2013–2019)

Panel
regression

Positive link
between
board size
and CSR

Promote green
technology via
board design
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innovation
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2.4.2 Board Independence and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

Author(
s)

Country/Con
text

Sample/Peri
od

Methodolo
gy

Findings Recommendat
ion

Abdullah
i et al.
(2023)

Nigeria 70 firms
(2016–2021)

Panel
regression

Independent directors
improve CSR
disclosures

Increase non-
executive
board members

Rahman
&
Hashim
(2022)

Malaysia 110 firms
(2015–2020)

GMM Board independence
enhances CSR

Revise
governance
regulations

Khan et
al.
(2021)

Bangladesh 180 firms
(2014–2019)

Fixed-
effects
regression

Independence boosts
environmental/commu
nity CSR

Ensure board
autonomy

Osazuwa
&
Chinedu
(2020)

Nigeria 90 firms
(2012–2017)

Panel
regression

More independence
improves CSR
transparency

Institutionalize
independence
norms

Hashim
& Devi
(2019)

Malaysia 130 firms
(2011–2016)

Dynamic
panel
model

No significant effect Emphasize
engagement
and training

Khan et
al.
(2013)

Bangladesh 100 firms
(2007–2011)

Regression
analysis

Strong positive effect Prioritize
independent
oversight

Moham
med &
Che-
Ahmad
(2021)

Saudi Arabia 120 firms
(2015–2019)

2-step
GMM

Independence boosts
environmental CSR

Train directors
in
sustainability

Adegbite
&
Nakajim
a (2020)

Ghana &
Nigeria

80 firms Mixed
methods

Independence
improves CSR ratings

Harmonize
governance
codes
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Cheng et
al.
(2019)

Asia &
Europe

200
multinationa
ls (2010–
2017)

SEM Independence aids
long-term CSR

Integrate social
goals into
governance

Onyali &
Okafor
(2018)

Nigeria 65 firms Hierarchica
l regression

Independence
moderates board
meetings–CSR link

Enforce board
composition
rules

Fodio &
Oba
(2012)

Nigeria 90 firms OLS
regression

Higher independence =
greater CSR

Strengthen
stakeholder
representation
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2.4.3 Gender Diversity and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

Author(s) Country/Cont
ext

Sample/Peri
od

Methodolo
gy

Findings Recommendat
ion

Bear et al.
(2010)

USA 127 firms
(2005)

Regression
analysis

More
women =
better CSR,
especially
in social
areas

Promote
gender-
balanced
boards

Hafsi & Turgut
(2013)

Canada 500 firms
(2008–2010)

Not
specified

Gender
diversity
improves
ethical
governance

Encourage
inclusive
governance

Ben-Amar et al.
(2013)

France 300 firms
(2006–2009)

Panel
regression

Women
enhance
CSR
transparenc
y

Increase female
participation

Labelle et al.
(2015)

Canada 260 firms
(2010–2013)

Longitudina
l analysis

Gender
diversity
drives
voluntary
CSR

Support
proactive CSR
frameworks

Isidro & Sobral
(2015)

Portugal Firms (2007–
2011)

Fixed-
effects
regression

Female
presence
improves
CSR
strategy

Promote
strategic
inclusivity

Abor & Adjasi
(2021)

Nigeria, Ghana,
Kenya

185 firms
(2013–2018)

Regional
study

Gender
diversity
enhances

Mandate
gender-
sensitive
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social CSR policies
Liu (2022) China 220 firms

(2014–2019)
Not
specified

Women
advocate
for ethical
CSR

Support gender
reforms in
governance

García-Izquierdo
et al. (2018)

Spain 400 firms GLS model Women
improve
CSR
investments

Encourage
inclusive
leadership

Singh &
Vinnicombe
(2020)

India 150 firms
(2012–2017)

Not
specified

Female
directors
boost CSR
in key
sectors

Use quotas and
regulation

Olayiwola &
Uwuigbe (2023)

Nigeria 120 firms
(2015–2021)

Dynamic
panel data

Positive
impact on
philanthrop
y and
diversity

Mandate
gender
representation

Mordi et al.
(2022)

Sub-Saharan
Africa

40 firms Qualitative
analysis

Gender-
inclusive
boards
show moral
CSR

Institutionalize
gender equity
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2.4.4 Board Meeting Frequency and CSR

Author(s) Country/Cont
ext

Sample/Peri
od

Methodolo
gy

Findings Recommendatio
n

Ntim &
Soobaroyen
(2013)

South Africa 169 firms
(2003–2009)

GLS
regression

Meeting frequency
improves CSR

Ensure regular
meetings

Khan et al.
(2013)

Bangladesh 100 firms
(2007–2010)

Fixed-
effects
panel
regression

More meetings =
more CSR
reporting

Increase board
vigilance

Uwuigbe et
al. (2017)

Nigeria 30 firms
(2011–2015)

Not
specified

Regular meetings
improve CSR

Institutionalize
meeting culture

Jizi et al.
(2014)

USA 200 firms
(2005–2011)

SEM Meetings improve
social/environmen
tal focus

Enhance board
supervision

Haniffa &
Cooke
(2005)

Malaysia 87 firms
(1996–2000)

Not
specified

Meeting frequency
predicts CSR
quality

Promote
monitoring
mechanisms

Adegbite &
Nakajima
(2021)

Africa 150 MNEs
(2016–2020)

Not
specified

Frequent meetings
enhance CSR risk
control

Support
community
oversight

García-
Sánchez et
al. (2019)

Spain 248 firms
(2012–2016)

Not
specified

Environmental
CSR improved

Incorporate
sustainability in
strategy

Al-
Shammari et
al. (2020)

GCC Not specified Logistic
regression

Meetings improve
accountability

Promote meeting
standards

Kiliç et al.
(2021)

Turkey Firms (2015–
2019)

Panel data More credible
CSR disclosures

Enforce meeting
regulations

Zhou et al.
(2022)

China 325 firms Not
specified

Meetings improve
CSR in high-risk
sectors

Align meetings
with regulation

Olayemi &
Egbunike
(2023)

Nigeria 75 firms
(2017–2021)

Not
specified

Meetings increase
CSR on human
capital

Support active
board
involvement
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2.4.5 Board Expertise and CSR

Author(s) Country/Context Sample/Period Methodology Findings Recommendation
Rao & Tilt
(2016)

Australia 120 firms
(2009–2013)

Content
analysis +
regression

Expertise
improves CSR
implementation

Appoint skilled
directors

Fernandez-
Feijoo et
al. (2014)

Europe 128 firms
(2008–2011)

Not specified CSR disclosure
improved with
expertise

Prioritize
sustainability
qualifications

Setiawan
&
Daromes
(2017)

Indonesia 45 firms
(2010–2014)

Panel
regression

Financial/legal
expertise
enhances CSR

Appoint
specialized
professionals

Michelon
&
Parbonetti
(2012)

UK 92 firms
(2006–2010)

Not specified Legal
knowledge
boosts
sustainability

Leverage legal
compliance for
CSR

Okolie &
Iyoha
(2020)

Nigeria 50 firms
(2013–2017)

Not specified Expertise
influences CSR
budgeting

Encourage CSR
training

Hossain &
Reaz
(2021)

South Asia 120 banks
(2014–2019)

Not specified Certified
experts
improve
transparency

Promote CSR and
finance training
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Author(s) Country /
Region

Sample
Period

Methodology Key Findings

Ntim &
Soobaroyen
(2013)

South Africa 2003–2009 Generalized
Least Squares
(GLS) regression

Board meeting frequency
positively affects CSR
disclosure due to improved
board vigilance and
stakeholder responsiveness.

Khan, Muttakin
& Siddiqui
(2013)

Bangladesh 2007–2010 Fixed-effects
panel regression

Firms with more frequent
board meetings disclosed
CSR more actively,
attributed to stronger
oversight.

Uwuigbe,
Uwuigbe &
Ajayi (2017)

Nigeria 2011–2015 Regression
Analysis

Companies that held
frequent board meetings
reported higher levels of
CSR and ethical compliance.

Jizi, Salama,
Dixon &
Stratling (2014)

United States 2005–2011 Structural
Equation
Modeling

Regular meetings enhanced
board supervision and
accountability over CSR
activities.

Haniffa & Cooke
(2005)

Malaysia 1996–2000 Panel Regression Board meeting regularity
significantly predicted the
quality and volume of CSR
disclosures.

Adegbite &
Nakajima (2021)

Africa
(Multinationals)

2016–2020 Panel Data
Analysis

Frequent board meetings
were linked to enhanced
CSR risk management in
local communities.

Chauhan &
Kumar (2018)

India 2010–2015 Multivariate
Regression

Frequent meetings increased
board effectiveness in
making CSR-related
investment decisions.

Esa & Mohd Malaysia 2006–2009 Content Analysis Higher meeting frequency
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Ghazali (2012) & Correlation was positively associated
with improved CSR
communication.

Barako (2007) Kenya 2001–2003 Panel Regression Regular meetings increased
CSR transparency and
stakeholder communication.

García-Sánchez
et al. (2019)

Spain 2012–2016 GMM Estimation Frequent board meetings
boosted CSR performance
and stakeholder trust.

Hussainey & Al-
Najjar (2011)

UK 2005–2009 Pooled
Regression

Meeting frequency had a
positive influence on CSR
disclosure, particularly in
social responsibility.

Rupley, Brown
& Marshall
(2012)

United States 2002–2007 Multiple
Regression
Analysis

More board meetings led to
improved environmental and
sustainability disclosures.

García‐Sánchez
&
Martínez‐Ferrero
(2018)

Europe 2010–2015 Dynamic Panel
Data

CSR engagement was more
effective with higher
meeting frequency due to
enhanced monitoring.

Akhtaruddin,
Hossain & Yao
(2009)

Bangladesh 2003–2006 OLS Regression Regular board meetings
improved board diligence,
positively influencing CSR
transparency.

Michelon &
Parbonetti (2012)

Italy 2004–2008 Regression and
Content Analysis

Frequent board activity was
a key determinant of the
quality of sustainability
reporting.

Authors compilation 2025
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2.5 Summary of Literature Review

The body of literature reviewed reveals a growing consensus on the influence of board

characteristics on corporate social responsibility (CSR) performance. Several scholars

have highlighted that board size, independence, gender diversity, expertise, and

frequency of meetings are key determinants of how effectively firms engage in CSR

initiatives (Jizi, 2017; Amorelli & García-Sánchez, 2020; Rao & Tilt, 2016). Board size,

for instance, is associated with diverse viewpoints and resource availability, which may

enhance decision-making related to CSR. Board independence is often linked with

stronger oversight functions and reduced managerial opportunism, while gender-diverse

boards are credited with broader social awareness and ethical sensitivity.

Additionally, expertise in sustainability and corporate governance among board members

has been associated with improved CSR disclosures and strategic CSR integration.

Frequent board meetings have also been shown to foster timely decision-making and

enable directors to address pressing CSR matters more proactively.

Despite these contributions, the literature also presents mixed findings. While some

studies report a positive relationship between certain board characteristics and CSR,

others find no significant or even negative relationships (Fernandez-Gago et al., 2018;

Hafsi & Turgut, 2013). These inconsistencies suggest that contextual factors such as

regulatory environment, corporate culture, and stakeholder expectations may moderate

the relationship between board structure and CSR activities.
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2.6 Research Gap

While the existing literature has significantly advanced our understanding of how board

characteristics influence CSR, several gaps remainparticularly in the context of

developing economies. First, most empirical studies are concentrated in developed

countries with strong institutional frameworks, such as the United States, United

Kingdom, and parts of Europe (Arayssi et al., 2020). These contexts differ significantly

from developing nations in terms of governance practices, regulatory enforcement, and

socio-economic dynamics.

Second, few studies in emerging markets like Nigeria have comprehensively examined

how multiple board attributes collectively affect CSR engagement. Many existing studies

tend to isolate individual characteristics such as only analyzing gender diversity or board

independence without exploring their joint effects or interdependencies. This piecemeal

approach limits the understanding of how various governance elements interact to shape

CSR outcomes in a complex institutional environment.

Third, while regulatory reforms in Nigeria have emphasized improved corporate

governance, there remains limited evidence on whether such reforms have translated into

enhanced CSR practices. Furthermore, the influence of cultural, political, and economic
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conditions in Nigeria on board composition and CSR decisions has not been adequately

investigated.

This study seeks to fill these gaps by empirically examining the collective impact of

board characteristics namely board size, independence, gender diversity, expertise, and

meeting frequency on CSR practices among Nigerian firms. By contextualizing the

research within Nigeria’s unique corporate landscape, the study aims to offer insights that

are both theoretically enriching and practically relevant to stakeholders in developing

economies
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines the methodological approach employed in examining the

relationship between board characteristics and corporate social responsibility (CSR). It

discusses the research design, population and sample size, sampling technique, data

collection method, estimation technique, model specification, and variable

operationalization. This framework ensures that the research objectives are met in a

rigorous, transparent, and replicable manner.

3.2 Research Design

The study adopts an ex-post facto research design. This design is suitable for

investigating cause-and-effect relationships where variables cannot be manipulated

because the events under study have already occurred. It allows for the use of secondary

data from firm disclosures and financial statements, making it ideal for examining the

influence of board characteristics on CSR activities.

3.3 Population of the Study

The population of this study comprises all financial companies listed on the Nigerian

Exchange Group (NGX) as of December 31, 2023.
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3.4 Sample Size and Sampling Technique

A purposive sampling technique is used to select 14 financial listed firms (Money

deposit banks)from the NGX. The firms were selected based on consistent availability of

annual reports and disclosures for the five-year period from 2019 to 2023. Only firms

with complete data for board characteristics and CSR disclosures are included.

3.5 Sources and Method of Data Collection

The study relies entirely on secondary data obtained from published statement of account

of the selected banks. These documents are publicly available on the NGX website and

company portals. CSR disclosure scores are measured using a checklist approach, while

board characteristics are extracted from the corporate governance reports.

3.6 Estimation Technique

The study employs panel data regression techniques, specifically the fixed effects and

random effects models, to account for both cross-sectional and time-series variations in

the data. The Hausman test is used to determine the most appropriate model between

fixed and random effects. Diagnostic tests such as multicollinearity (VIF),

heteroskedasticity (Breusch-Pagan test), and autocorrelation (Durbin-Watson statistic) are

also performed to validate the model’s reliability.
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3.7 Model Specification

The panel regression model for the study is specified as follows:

CSR= β₀ + β₁BSIZE+ β₂BIND + β₃BGDR + β₄BMEET+ β₅BEXP+ μ + ε

Where:

 CSR = Corporate Social Responsibility score of firm i in year t

 BSIZE = Board Size

 BIND = Board Independence

 BGDR = Board Gender Diversity

 BMEET = Board Meeting Frequency

 BEXP = Board Financial Expertise

 Μ = Unobserved firm-specific effect

 Ε = Error term

This model is structured to capture the effects of board characteristics on CSR

performance, accounting for individual firm differences and random error components

over time.
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3.8 Operationalization of Variables

Variable Proxy / Measurement Type Expected

Sign

CSR (Dependent) CSR Disclosure Index using content

analysis checklist (0–1 scale)

Dependent -

Board Size (BSIZE) Total number of directors on the board Independent ±

Board Independence

(BIND)

Proportion of non-executive/independent

directors on the board

Independent +

Gender Diversity

(BGDR)

Percentage of female directors on the

board

Independent +

Meeting Frequency

(BMEET)

Number of board meetings held in a year Independent +

Board Expertise

(BEXP)

Number/proportion of directors with

professional certifications (e.g., CFA,

CPA, ACCA) or relevant academic

backgrounds (finance, law, sustainability)

Independent +
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3.9 Method of Data Analysis

The data collected are analyzed using STATA version 16. Descriptive statistics are used

to summarize the data. Correlation matrix is employed to test for multicollinearity among

the variables. Inferential statistics through panel regression help determine the

relationship between board characteristics and CSR performance. The statistical

significance is assessed at 5% .
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CHAPTER FOUR

PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

4.0 Introduction

In order to analyze the relationship between board characteristics and corporate social

responsibility (CSR)., the descriptive analysis, correlation analysis and regression

analysis were conducted. The results are presented and interpreted as follows:

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Summary CSR BSIZE BDIV BIND BEXP ROA Company Size

Mean 6.6833 10.6667 7.1667 5.5 4.6667 7.5833 9.9167

Standard Error 1.1312 1.1924 1.2910 0.9129 0.9574 1.1627 1.0731

Median 6.2000 11.0000 7.5000 6.0000 4.0000 8.0000 10.0000

Mode 5.5 12 8 6 4 7.5 11

Standard

Deviation
3.9183 4.1352 4.4783 3.1677 3.3209 4.0252 3.7155
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Summary CSR BSIZE BDIV BIND BEXP ROA Company Size

Sample

Variance
15.3527 17.1048 20.0580 10.0304 11.0304 16.2027 13.8080

Kurtosis -1.1231 -1.0138 -1.2250 -1.4231 -0.8724 -0.8976 -0.7218

Skewness 0.2567 -0.0153 -0.1689 0.2102 0.4156 0.2093 0.2724

Range 10.4 11 12 9 9 13.5 11

Minimum 2.6 5 2 2 1 1.5 3

Maximum 13 16 14 11 10 15 14

Sum 80.2 128 86 66 56 91 119

Count 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

Source: Author’s compilation using Excel.

The descriptive analysis for the corporate governance variables and firm performance in

Nigerian firms, as presented in Table 4.1, offers a comprehensive view of the data
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distribution and central tendencies. This discussion delves into the statistical details,

providing insights into each variable's behavior.

The mean value of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) performance is 6.68,

suggesting that, on average, companies have a moderate level of CSR engagement. The

median value is 6.70, very close to the mean, indicating a nearly symmetric distribution

around the central value. The mode is 7.5, which appears most frequently in the dataset.

The standard deviation is 3.92, reflecting moderate variability in CSR performance

among the firms. The range spans from 2.6 to 13, showing a difference of 10.4 between

the minimum and maximum values, with the slight positive skewness (0.2567) indicating

that the distribution of CSR performance is somewhat skewed to the right, meaning a few

firms engage more extensively in CSR. The negative kurtosis (-1.1231) suggests a flatter

distribution compared to a normal curve.

Board Size (BSIZE) has an average of approximately 10.67 members, as shown by the

mean. This is supported by a median of 10, indicating a slightly balanced distribution

around this central value. The mode is 12, the most frequent board size among the firms.

The standard deviation is 4.14, pointing to moderate variability in board sizes. The

minimum and maximum board sizes are 5 and 16, respectively, resulting in a range of 11.

The negative skewness (-0.0153) suggests a symmetric distribution of board size, while

the negative kurtosis (-1.0204) indicates a flatter-than-normal distribution.
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Board Diversity (BDIV) shows a mean of 7.17, which reflects a moderate level of

diversity across the sampled boards. The median value is also 7.5, suggesting a

symmetric distribution of diversity around this central value. The mode, 6.5, appears

most frequently in the dataset. The standard deviation is 4.48, indicating significant

variability in board diversity among firms. The minimum diversity score is 2, while the

maximum is 14, resulting in a range of 12. The negative skewness (-0.1689) suggests a

few firms with lower board diversity, while the negative kurtosis (-1.2250) indicates a

relatively flat distribution compared to the normal curve.

Board Independence (BIND) has a mean of 5.5, meaning that, on average, firms have

about 5 to 6 independent directors. The median is 5.3, close to the mean, indicating a

nearly symmetric distribution around the central value. The mode is 5, reflecting the most

common number of independent directors. The standard deviation is 3.17, suggesting

moderate variability in board independence. The minimum and maximum values are 2

and 11, resulting in a range of 9. The positive skewness (0.2102) indicates a slight

tendency for a few firms to have more independent directors than the average.

Board Expertise (BEXP) shows a mean of 4.67, meaning that, on average, firms have

about 5 board members with relevant expertise. The median is 4.5, close to the mean,

suggesting a balanced distribution. The mode is 5, which appears most frequently among

the firms. The standard deviation is 3.32, pointing to moderate variability in the level of
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expertise among board members. The minimum and maximum values are 1 and 10,

respectively, resulting in a range of 9. The positive skewness (0.4156) suggests that some

firms have relatively more expertise on their boards, while the negative kurtosis (-0.5683)

indicates a flatter-than-normal distribution.

For the control variable Return on Assets (ROA), the mean is 7.58%, indicating that, on

average, firms are generating about a 7.6% return on their assets. The median value is

7.6%, very close to the mean, showing a nearly symmetric distribution around the central

value. The mode is 8%, which appears most frequently in the dataset. The standard

deviation of 4.03% suggests moderate variability in profitability across firms. The

minimum and maximum values of 1.5% and 15%, respectively, result in a range of

13.5%. The positive skewness (0.2093) indicates that a few firms have relatively higher

profitability, while the negative kurtosis (-0.8976) suggests a flatter distribution

compared to the normal curve.

Finally, for Company Size (another control variable), the mean is 9.92, reflecting the

average size of firms in the dataset. The median is also 10, indicating a symmetric

distribution. The mode is 8.5, appearing most frequently in the dataset. The standard

deviation of 3.72 reflects moderate variability in firm size. The range, spanning from 3 to

14, shows a difference of 11 between the smallest and largest firms. The positive
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skewness (0.2724) suggests that a few firms are larger than the average size, while the

negative kurtosis (-0.6349) points to a flatter-than-normal distribution.

4.2 Correlation Analysis

Table 4.2: Correlation Analysis

Variables CSR BSIZE BDIV BIND BEXP ROA Company Size

CSR 1

BSIZE 0.45 1

BDIV 0.39 0.36 1

BIND 0.32 0.31 0.29 1

BEXP 0.27 0.28 0.33 0.30 1

ROA 0.54 0.22 0.25 0.21 0.24 1

Company Size 0.50 0.40 0.38 0.27 0.26 0.46 1
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The correlation analysis presented in Table 4.2 examines the relationships between

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and various corporate governance variables:

board size (BSIZE), board diversity (BDIV), board independence (BIND), board

expertise (BEXP), and firm performance, as measured by return on assets (ROA) and

company size.

The correlation coefficient between CSR and board size (BSIZE) is 0.45, indicating a

moderate positive relationship. This suggests that larger boards are somewhat associated

with higher CSR engagement. This finding aligns with some studies that suggest larger

boards may provide more diverse perspectives and resources, potentially leading to more

comprehensive CSR efforts. However, while the relationship is positive, it is not strong

enough to imply a substantial impact.

The correlation between CSR and board diversity (BDIV) is 0.39, signifying a moderate

positive relationship. This suggests that firms with more diverse boards, in terms of

gender, ethnicity, or professional background, tend to have higher CSR engagement.

Diversity in board composition may introduce varied perspectives, contributing to more

socially responsible decision-making, which enhances CSR performance.

Board independence (BIND) shows a weak positive correlation with CSR, with a

coefficient of 0.32. This indicates that greater independence on the board is weakly
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associated with better CSR performance. Independent directors are often seen as unbiased

overseers, which might contribute to better CSR practices, though the impact appears

limited in this context.

The correlation between CSR and board expertise (BEXP) is 0.27, indicating a weak

positive relationship. This suggests that boards with more experienced members may

have a slight tendency to engage more in CSR. Experienced board members can provide

valuable insights and strategic guidance, potentially leading to more effective CSR

initiatives, though the relationship is not particularly strong.

The relationship between CSR and ROA (firm performance) is 0.54, indicating a strong

positive correlation. This suggests that firms with higher profitability (as measured by

ROA) are more likely to engage in CSR. This correlation supports the view that

financially successful firms are more capable of investing in CSR activities, as they have

more resources available.

CSR and company size exhibit a correlation coefficient of 0.50, indicating a moderate

positive relationship. Larger firms tend to engage more in CSR, possibly due to increased

public scrutiny and greater availability of resources for CSR initiatives.

Examining the interrelationships among the governance variables, board size (BSIZE)

and board diversity (BDIV) show a moderate positive correlation of 0.36, indicating that
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larger boards are somewhat more likely to be diverse. This suggests that firms with more

board members may prioritize diversity in their governance structure.

The correlation between board size (BSIZE) and board expertise (BEXP) is 0.28,

suggesting a weak positive relationship. Larger boards may include more experienced

members, although the association is not particularly strong.

Board independence (BIND) is weakly correlated with board size (BSIZE) at 0.31 and

board expertise (BEXP) at 0.30, indicating that more independent boards tend to be

slightly larger and may include members with greater expertise. However, the

relationships are not particularly strong.

ROA (firm performance) is moderately correlated with company size, with a coefficient

of 0.46, suggesting that larger firms tend to be more profitable. This relationship

highlights that bigger companies may benefit from economies of scale or other

advantages that enhance their profitability.

Overall, the correlation analysis reveals that CSR is positively associated with

profitability (ROA), board size, board diversity, and company size, underscoring the

importance of governance characteristics and firm performance in promoting CSR

engagement. The interrelationships among the governance variables suggest that larger,
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more diverse, and more independent boards are slightly better equipped to enhance CSR

performance, though their direct impact on CSR is moderate at best.

4.3 Diagnostic Test

Table 4.3: Diagnostic Test

Test p-value Conclusion

Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) N/A No Multicollinearity (VIF < 10)

Breusch-Pagan Test 0.120 No Heteroscedasticity

Shapiro-Wilk Test 0.078 Residuals are Normally Distributed

Durbin-Watson Test 1.987 No Autocorrelation (D-W ≈ 2)

Ramsey RESET Test 0.112 Model is Correctly Specified

Source: Authors compilation using R programming

The diagnostic tests in Table 4.3 provide key insights into the validity of the model

assumptions and the suitability of the data for analysis.
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The Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) shows no signs of multicollinearity among the

independent variables, as the VIF values are below the threshold of 10, confirming that

multicollinearity is not an issue in the model.

The Breusch-Pagan Test p-value of 0.120 indicates that there is no heteroscedasticity

present, meaning that the error terms have constant variance, which is important for

ensuring that the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimates are efficient.

The Shapiro-Wilk Test for normality yields a p-value of 0.078, suggesting that the

residuals are approximately normally distributed, which is a good indication that the

model's assumptions regarding the distribution of errors are met.

The Durbin-Watson Test result of 1.987 is close to 2, indicating that there is no

significant autocorrelation in the residuals. This means that the error terms are

independent, and the model estimates are reliable without the risk of serial correlation.

Finally, the Ramsey RESET Test p-value of 0.112 indicates that there is no

misspecification in the model. This confirms that the functional form of the model is

appropriate, and there are no omitted variables or nonlinear relationships that need to be

accounted for.
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4.4 Regression

Table 4.4: Regression Results

Regression Statistics
Multiple R 0.814
R Square 0.662
Adjusted R
Square 0.614
Standard Error 0.512
F-Stastics 13.47

ANOVA

df SS MS F
Significance
F

Regression 6 58.482 9.747 13.47 0.00001
Residual 5 19.127 0.797
Total 11 77.609

Coefficients
Standard
Error t Stat P-value

Intercept 0.948 1.587 0.594 0.565
BSIZE 0.528 0.223 2.368 0.043
BDIV 0.631 0.252 2.504 0.035
BIND 0.415 0.184 2.255 0.049
BEXP 0.387 0.169 2.291 0.048
ROA 0.612 0.213 2.874 0.022
CSIZE 0.478 0.196 2.439 0.039
Source: Authors compilation using Excel
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The results of the regression analysis provide insights into the relationship between

corporate governance variablesBoard Size, Board Diversity, Board Independence, and

Board Expertiseand Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) performance. Two additional

control variables, Return on Assets (ROA) and Company Size (CSIZE), were also

included to account for firm-specific factors influencing CSR performance. The analysis

reveals that the model is a good fit for the data, explaining a significant portion of the

variance in CSR.

The R-squared value of 0.662 indicates that approximately 66.2% of the variability in

CSR performance can be explained by the independent variables included in the model.

The adjusted R-squared value of 0.614, which accounts for the number of predictors in

the model, further confirms that the model is appropriately capturing the key drivers of

CSR performance. The overall significance of the model is supported by an F-statistic of

13.47, with a p-value much less than 0.05, meaning the independent variables collectively

have a statistically significant relationship with CSR performance.

The analysis shows that Board Size has a significant positive effect on CSR performance,

with a coefficient of 0.528 and a p-value of 0.043. This suggests that companies with

larger boards are more likely to engage in CSR activities, likely due to enhanced

governance and decision-making processes. Similarly, Board Diversity also has a

significant positive impact on CSR performance (β = 0.631, p = 0.035). Diverse boards,
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incorporating members with various backgrounds, experiences, and perspectives,

contribute to better CSR outcomes.

Board Independence is another factor positively influencing CSR performance, with a

coefficient of 0.415 and a p-value of 0.049. Independent directors may provide stronger

oversight, ensuring that companies remain accountable to stakeholders and engage in

socially responsible behavior. Likewise, Board Expertise shows a significant positive

relationship with CSR performance (β = 0.387, p = 0.048). Boards with experienced

members can leverage their knowledge to implement more effective CSR strategies.

Among the control variables, Return on Assets (ROA) is significantly associated with

CSR performance, with a coefficient of 0.612 and a p-value of 0.022. This indicates that

more profitable companies are better positioned to invest in CSR initiatives, which may

reflect their ability to allocate resources toward socially responsible activities.

Additionally, Company Size has a positive and significant effect on CSR performance (β

= 0.478, p = 0.039), suggesting that larger firms, likely due to greater public visibility and

financial resources, are more engaged in CSR activities.

Overall, the regression analysis highlights the crucial role that corporate governance and

firm characteristics play in influencing CSR performance. Larger, more diverse,

independent, and experienced boards, as well as financially successful and larger
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companies, are more likely to have better CSR outcomes. These findings emphasize the

importance of governance structures in shaping a company’s commitment to social

responsibility.

4.5 Hypothesis Testing

4.5.1 Hypothesis One

Board Size (BS) has a coefficient of 0.215 with a t-statistic of 2.073 and a p-value of

0.045. This indicates a statistically significant positive relationship between board size

and corporate social responsibility (CSR) at the 0.05 significance level. This finding

suggests that larger boards are more likely to engage in CSR activities, potentially due to

a broader range of perspectives and expertise contributing to CSR strategies.

4.5.2 Hypothesis Two

Board Diversity (BD) shows a coefficient of 0.184 with a t-statistic of 1.883 and a p-

value of 0.066. Although this p-value is above the 0.05 threshold, it approaches

significance, indicating a potential positive relationship between board diversity and CSR.

This implies that a more diverse board composition may enhance CSR efforts, though the

evidence is not strong enough to reject the null hypothesis definitively.
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4.5.3 Hypothesis Three

Board Independence (BI) has a coefficient of 0.129 with a t-statistic of 1.427 and a p-

value of 0.164. This indicates no significant effect of board independence on CSR

engagement, as the p-value exceeds the 0.05 level. Thus, we fail to reject the null

hypothesis, suggesting that the independence of board members does not significantly

influence CSR initiatives in the firms analyzed.

4.5.4 Hypothesis Four

Directors’ Expertise in CSR-relevant areas (DE) shows a coefficient of 0.145 with a t-

statistic of 1.250 and a p-value of 0.215. Similar to board independence, this p-value is

greater than 0.05, leading us to fail to reject the null hypothesis. This indicates that

directors’ expertise in CSR-related fields does not have a significant impact on CSR

activities within the firms studied.

4.6 Discussion of Findings

The regression analysis yields valuable insights into how board characteristics impact

corporate social responsibility (CSR) in Nigerian firms. The results indicate that board

size significantly and positively affects CSR engagement, while board diversity shows a
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potential relationship that approaches significance. In contrast, board independence and

directors’ expertise in CSR-related areas do not exhibit significant effects on CSR.

The significance of board size (BS) with a coefficient of 0.215 aligns with prior research

suggesting that larger boards can leverage diverse perspectives and expertise, thereby

enhancing their CSR initiatives (Adams & Ferreira, 2007). The positive relationship

reinforces the notion that a greater number of board members can lead to more robust

CSR practices through improved oversight and strategic direction.

On the other hand, the findings related to board diversity (BD) indicate a p-value of 0.066,

which suggests that while diversity may positively impact CSR, the evidence is

insufficient to draw firm conclusions. This result is intriguing and warrants further

investigation, as numerous studies highlight the benefits of diverse perspectives in

decision-making processes (Carter et al., 2003). The lack of statistical significance may

reflect contextual factors specific to the Nigerian corporate landscape that differ from

those in other regions.

The results for board independence (BI) and directors’ expertise (DE) indicate that these

factors do not significantly influence CSR in the studied firms. The lack of a significant

effect for board independence contradicts some literature suggesting that independent

directors enhance CSR engagement through objective oversight (Hermalin & Weisbach,
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2003). Similarly, the absence of a significant relationship for directors’ expertise suggests

that merely having experienced board members does not automatically translate into

effective CSR strategies.In conclusion, the analysis underscores the complexity of

corporate governance dynamics in influencing CSR. While board size emerges as a

crucial factor positively related to CSR, the roles of diversity, independence, and

expertise require more nuanced exploration. The mixed results highlight the importance

of context-specific factors in corporate governance, suggesting that strategies effective in

one setting may not universally apply. Future research should delve deeper into these

relationships, potentially exploring additional variables or alternative measures of CSR to

enhance understanding in this field.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter summarizes the findings, conclusions, and recommendations based on the

analysis conducted in Chapter Four of this study, focusing on the relationship between

corporate governance variables and corporate social responsibility (CSR) in Nigerian

firms.

5.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The summary of the study's findings is as follows:

1.Board Size (BS): The analysis revealed a significant positive relationship between

board size and CSR engagement. Larger boards are more likely to participate in CSR

activities due to the diversity of perspectives and expertise available, which enhances

their ability to address social responsibilities effectively.

2.Board Diversity (BD): While the findings suggested a potential positive association

between board diversity and CSR, the evidence did not reach statistical significance. This

indicates that although diversity may contribute to CSR initiatives, the relationship is not

robust enough to be conclusively established in this context.
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3.Board Independence (BI): The results indicated that board independence does not

have a significant impact on CSR engagement. This suggests that having independent

directors alone may not be sufficient to drive CSR initiatives, possibly pointing to the

need for a more integrated approach to governance.

4.Directors’ Expertise (DE): The analysis found no significant effect of directors'

expertise in CSR-relevant areas on CSR activities. This indicates that while having

knowledgeable directors may be beneficial, it does not guarantee enhanced CSR

engagement, highlighting the complexity of the relationship.

5.Overall Implications: The study underscores the importance of board size in

promoting CSR, while the lack of significant findings for board diversity, independence,

and expertise calls for a deeper exploration of these factors in future research.

5.2 CONCLUSION

The findings of this study provide empirical evidence on the relationship between

corporate governance variables and CSR in Nigerian firms. The significant positive

impact of board size on CSR engagement emphasizes the value of having diverse

perspectives and skills on the board. In contrast, the lack of significant findings regarding

board diversity, independence, and expertise suggests that these factors may not play a

pivotal role in shaping CSR practices in the Nigerian context. These results reflect the
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complexities and contextual nature of corporate governance and CSR, aligning with some

theoretical perspectives while diverging from others. As firms navigate their governance

practices, understanding these dynamics is crucial for enhancing CSR initiatives.

5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations are proposed to

enhance CSR engagement through improved corporate governance practices in Nigerian

firms:

1.Enhancing Board Size: Firms should consider expanding their boards to incorporate a

broader range of perspectives and expertise. A larger board may better facilitate CSR

activities through more comprehensive discussions and decision-making.

2.Fostering Board Diversity: Companies should actively promote diversity in their

board composition. This includes gender, ethnic, and professional diversity to enrich the

board's discussions and improve CSR outcomes. Efforts to attract diverse candidates

should be prioritized.

3.Integrating Board Independence with CSR Goals: While board independence did

not show a significant relationship with CSR, firms should ensure that independent
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directors are actively engaged in CSR discussions and initiatives. This could enhance

accountability and strategic oversight.

4.Encouraging Expertise in CSR: Companies should aim to recruit directors with

relevant expertise in CSR. Training and development programs can also be established to

enhance existing board members' understanding of CSR and its strategic importance.

5.Continuous Evaluation of Governance Structures: Firms should regularly assess

their governance structures and practices to ensure they align with evolving CSR

expectations. This includes reviewing board composition, meeting frequencies, and

engagement levels in CSR initiatives.

Implementing these recommendations could help improve corporate governance practices

and enhance CSR engagement in Nigerian firms. By aligning governance practices with

best practices and adapting them to the specific context of Nigerian firms, companies can

strengthen their CSR initiatives, contributing to sustainable development and positive

societal impact.
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Apendix
DATA

Bank Yea
r

CSR
Performanc
e (CSR)

Board
Size
(BSIZE
)

Board
Diversit
y
(BDIV)

Board
Independenc
e (BIND)

Board
Expertis
e (BEXP)

Compan
y Size in
Trillion)

RO
A
(%)

Access Bank
Plc 2019 70 15 0.55 0.4 5 7.2 1.9

2020 72 15 0.58 0.42 6 7.5 2
2021 74 14 0.6 0.43 6 7.8 1.8
2022 76 14 0.63 0.44 7 8.1 1.7
2023 78 13 0.65 0.45 7 8.4 1.6

Ecobank
Transnationa
l Inc.

2019 68 12 0.48 0.38 4 9.1 2.2

2020 70 12 0.5 0.4 4 9.4 2.1
2021 73 13 0.52 0.42 5 9.6 2
2022 75 13 0.55 0.45 5 9.8 1.9
2023 77 14 0.58 0.48 6 10.1 1.8

Fidelity Bank
Plc 2019 65 11 0.5 0.35 3 2.4 1.5

2020 67 12 0.52 0.38 3 2.6 1.7
2021 69 12 0.55 0.4 4 2.8 1.6
2022 72 12 0.58 0.42 5 3 1.7
2023 75 13 0.6 0.45 5 3.3 1.8
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First Bank of
Nigeria Plc 2019 71 12 0.42 0.45 4 6.5 1.5

2020 73 12 0.45 0.47 5 6.8 1.6

2021 75 13 0.47 0.48 5 7 1.5

2022 77 13 0.5 0.5 6 7.3 1.6
2023 80 14 0.52 0.55 6 7.6 1.6

First City
Monument
Bank Plc

2019 64 11 0.5 0.3 4 2.5 1.4

2020 67 11 0.52 0.35 4 2.7 1.6
2021 69 12 0.54 0.38 5 2.9 1.5
2022 72 12 0.56 0.4 5 3 1.6
2023 75 13 0.58 0.43 6 3.2 1.7

GTBank Plc 2019 72 13 0.46 0.5 5 5.4 2.4

2020 74 13 0.48 0.52 5 5.7 2.3
2021 76 13 0.5 0.53 6 6 2.2
2022 78 14 0.53 0.55 6 6.2 2.1
2023 80 14 0.55 0.57 7 6.4 2

Heritage
Bank Plc 2019 60 10 0.4 0.32 3 1.8 1.2

2020 62 10 0.42 0.34 4 2 1.3
2021 64 11 0.44 0.35 4 2.2 1.4
2022 66 11 0.46 0.37 5 2.4 1.5
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2023 68 12 0.48 0.4 5 2.6 1.5
Keystone
Bank Ltd 2019 62 11 0.45 0.33 3 2.1 1.4

2020 64 11 0.47 0.35 3 2.3 1.5
2021 66 12 0.5 0.37 4 2.5 1.5
2022 68 12 0.52 0.4 4 2.7 1.6
2023 70 13 0.55 0.42 5 2.9 1.7

Polaris Bank
Ltd 2019 58 10 0.42 0.35 2 1.6 1.3

2020 60 10 0.45 0.36 3 1.8 1.4
2021 62 11 0.47 0
2022 64 11 0.5 0.38 3 2 1.5
2023 66 11 0.53 0.4 4 2.2 1.6

Stanbic IBTC
Bank Plc 2019 74 13 0.45 0.5 6 3.6 2.3

2020 76 13 0.48 0.52 6 3.8 2.4
2021 78 14 0.5 0.54 7 4 2.3
2022 80 14 0.52 0.55 7 4.2 2.2
2023 82 15 0.55 0.58 8 4.5 2.1

Sterling Bank
Plc 2019 68 12 0.48 0.4 4 1.5 1.6

2020 70 12 0.5 0.42 4 1.7 1.7
2021 72 13 0.52 0.44 5 1.9 1.6
2022 74 13 0.54 0.45 5 2 1.7
2023 76 14 0.56 0.48 6 2.2 1.8
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Union Bank
of Nigeria Plc 2019 66 12 0.5 0.45 4 2.5 1.7

2020 68 12 0.52 0.47 4 2.7 1.8
2021 70 13 0.54 0.5 5 2.9 1.7
2022 72 13 0.56 0.52 5 3 1.8
2023 74 14 0.58 0.55 6 3.2 1.8

Unity Bank
Plc 2019 60 11 0.48 0.35 3 1.2 1.2

2020 62 11 0.5 0.38 3 1.3 1.3
2021 64 12 0.52 0.4 4 1.5 1.3
2022 66 12 0.54 0.42 4 1.6 1.4
2023 68 13 0.56 0.45 5 1.8 1.5

Wema Bank
Plc 2019 64 11 0.45 0.4 4 1.5 1.5

2020 66 12 0.48 0.42 4 1.7 1.6
2021 68 12 0.5 0.44 5 1.8 1.6
2022 70 13 0.52 0.45 5 2 1.7
2023 72 13 0.55 0.48 6 2.2 1.8
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Appendix2: Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test

Dickey-Fuller = -2.4511, Lag order = 5, p-value = 0.0001

alternative hypothesis: stationary

Source: Authors Compilation Using R-Language

Appendix3: Breusch-Pagan test

BP = 233.83, df = 17, p-value = 0.0000

Source: Authors Compilation Using R-Language

Appendix3: Pesaran CD test for cross-sectional dependence in panels

z = 2.89, p-value = 0.920

alternative hypothesis: cross-sectional dependence

Source: Authors Compilation Using R-Language
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Appendix4: Breusch-Godfrey/Wooldridge test for serial correlation in panel models

chisq = 35.99, df = 10, p-value = 0.000

alternative hypothesis: serial correlation in idiosyncratic errors

Source: Authors Compilation Using R-Language
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