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This study examines the influence of corporate governance on the extent of corporate social
responsibility and environmental reporting (CSER) in Libyan companies according to
legitimacy theory, using quantitative and qualitative methods. The variables used in this study
are government ownership, chief executive officer duality, board independence, and board
size. The study was conducted in Libya because this country has a unique political and
economic system. Moreover, the regime in Libya has influenced the nature of CSER, as has
Islamic factor. The quantitative data consist of 162 annual reports derived from 42 Libyan
companies. The qualitative data are obtained from 31 financial and information managers
from the largest Libyan companies, who expressed their perceptions regarding the influence
of the study variables on the extent of CSER. Results confirm that corporate governance
generally has no influence on the extent of CSER in Libyan companies, with the exception of
board size.

Keywords: Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Reporting; Libya, legitimacy
theory
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1. Introduction

Studies have examined the influence of corporate governance on the extent of corporate social responsibility
and environmental reporting (CSER) to understand the influence of corporate governance on CSER. Studies
on corporate governance and CSER are rarely conducted in emerging economies (Khan, Muttakin, &
Siddiqui, 2012; Judge, Douglas, & Kutan, 2008) is a significant research gap because of at least two
significant limitations: First, no known study has used mixed methods to examine the influence of corporate
governance on CSER. Second, studies on the influence of corporate governance on CSER have focused on
developed countries. Therefore, the results of these studies have varied in terms of the positive and negative
influences of corporate governance on CSER. Thus, the current study examines previous research on this
topic. It also extracts quantitative data on corporate governance and on CSER from the annual reports of a
sample that consists of Libyan companies. Moreover, it gathers data from public relations and financial
managers through interviews.

2. Literature Review and Study Framework

Corporate social responsibility has been defined in various ways by different authors. For instance, Mohr,
Webb, and Harris (2001) described it as “a company’s commitment to minimizing or eliminating any
harmful effects and maximizing its long-run beneficial impact on society”. Noyer (2008) defined
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) as:

“CSR is a concept whereby financial institutions not only consider their profitability and growth, but also
the interests of society and the environment by taking responsibility for the impact of their activities on
stakeholders, employees, shareholders, customers, suppliers, and civil society represented by Non
Government Organizations (NGOs) .

Many researchers provide evidence to define corporate governance, for example, Koh (2001)

“...the process and structure used to direct and manage the business and affairs of the corporation with
the objective of enhancing long-term value for shareholders and financial viability of the business”. p. 23.

The definition that was provided by the Malaysian High Level Finance Committee for Corporate
Governance (Committee, 1999):

“Corporate governance is the process and structure used to direct and manage the business and affairs of
the company towards enhancing business prosperity and corporate accountability with the ultimate
objective of realizing long-term shareholders value, whilst taking into account the interests of other
stakeholders”. p. 52.

Moreover, CSER can be improved through effective corporate governance, in which the
responsibility of a company toward society and the environment can be enhanced through the
suitable disclosure of CSER by strong managers (Zairi, 2000; Shahin & Zairi, 2007).
Literature provides evidence that corporate governance influences corporate reporting
(Shayuti, Chris, & David, 2009). For instance, Haniffa and Cooke (2005) reported that firms
disclose little information when the number of nonexecutive directors is high. Furthermore,
companies with concentrated ownership are not highly motivated to disclose much
information on their CSER activities (Reverte, 2009). By contrast, Fama and Jensen (1983)
determined that the presence of a large number of outside directors monitors management
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well. That is, diffused ownership encourages management to increase the level of CSER and
satisfy owners. Ownership is considered to be an important factor in determining the quantity
of CSER (Hassan, 2010).
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In addition, social and environmental disclosure has been confirmed as an element of good
corporate governance (Ontario Security Commission, 2002). The United Nations Global
Compact’s Report (2004) is concerned with the corporate social responsibility and
governance issues that can have a material effect on the financial performance of a company.
This recent report is one of many that study the relations between corporate social
responsibility and governance practices. The level and nature of convergence between
corporate governance and corporate social responsibility has been debated (Strandberg, 2005).
The Cadbury Report (1992) pointed out that high-quality corporate governance is reflected in
the quality of corporate social responsibility during development. Nonetheless, studies in this
area remain lacking despite the significance of corporate governance and its potential
influence on the participation of firms in CSER. Hence, no conclusion can be drawn about
the influence of corporate governance on the extent of CSER outcomes (EImogla, 2009).

The framework of legitimacy theory has been applied by many researchers (Ahmad, 2004; Deegan, 2002;
Deegan & Rankin, 1996) to companies that are “sensitive” toward social and environmental issues.
According to Deegan and Rankin (1996), legitimacy theory posits that CSER disclosure practices are
responsive to political, social, and economic pressures. Reverte (2009) also examined the determinants of
corporate social responsibility in listed firms in Spain, with emphasis on the influence of factors that are
relevant to legitimacy theory in relation to corporate social responsibility. Legitimacy theory is the most
commonly cited theory in social and environmental reporting studies (Gray, Kouhy, & Lavers, 1995).
Furthermore, Tilling (2004) believes that this theory facilitates the development of a powerful mechanism
for understanding voluntary social and environmental disclosure by companies. The theory is based on the
notion of a “social contract” that limits the activities of a company within societal constraints. According to
Gray, Owen, and Adam (1996), a company obtains support from stakeholders and continues to exist as
long as its activities are beneficial or are at least not harmful to society. “Legitimacy” is said to exist as
long as the activities of a company are congruent with societal expectations. Thus, a company should
voluntarily disclose its environmental accountability to the public in the absence of any mandatory
reporting.

Legitimacy theory consists of the following two basic ideas: firms must legitimize their activities, and this
legitimacy process benefits the firms somewhat. The first element is consistent with the argument that
CSER is linked to social pressure. In addition, the need for legitimacy is unequal across firms because of
the differences in the levels of social pressure encountered by firms and in the degrees of responses to this
pressure. These factors are determined by a number of elements that are potential determinants of CSER.
The second element shows that firms can expect to benefit from achieving legitimacy through CSER.
Therefore, legitimacy theory explains both the consequences and determinants of CSER (Hassan, 2010).
Figure 1 depicts the theoretical framework examined in the current study, which is based on legitimacy
theory. With reference to the framework, this study examines the effect of corporate governance (as
independent variables) on the CSER (as dependent variables). This study samples 42 firms and implies that
legitimacy theory is most relevant to the explanation of CSER practices. The next section discusses how
this study is conducted and explains the development of the hypotheses derived from the theoretical
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framework.
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Figure 1, Framework

3. Hypothesis Development
3.1 Government Ownership

The results of this study support the improvement of corporate governance, thus increasing
the level of disclosure. They are consistent with those of the study conducted by Chau and
Gray (2002). Private owners are mostly concerned with earning profit and not with CSER
issues. By contrast, governments are interested in promoting CSER programs (Mazurkiewicz,
2006); therefore, government-owned companies are highly involved in corporate social
responsibility activities because they are conscious of the surrounding communities
(Ndemanga & Koffi, 2009).

In addition, Cormier and Gordon (2001) determined that large government-owned companies
in Canada disclose more CSER information than privately owned companies do, as outlined
in legitimacy theory. In most countries, ownership is the element that most significantly
increases the level of corporate social disclosure (Belal & Owen, 2007). Furthermore, the
results of Ndemanga and Koffi (2009) indicated that government-owned companies assist in
preserving corporate social responsibility more than companies with spread ownership do.
Previous studies collated various comments concerning the influence of ownership and the
extent of CSER; for instance, that government ownership positively influences the corporate
social level in Malaysian firms (Amran & Devi, 2007; Ghazali, 2007). The findings of Said,
Zainuddin and Haron (2009) indicate that government ownership is positive influence on the
extent of corporate social responsibility. Thus, the influence of government ownership is
positive and significantly on the level of disclosure of CSER. On the other hand, some
research found a negative influence of ownership on CSER, For instance, the results of
Shamsul Nahar, Raihan & Mokhtar (2011) revealed that government-linked companies do not
have influence on the extent of corporate social responsibility disclosure. Thus, it is sensible
to reach the following hypothesis:

H1: Government ownership positively influences the extent of CSER.
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3.2 Board Independence

The board of directors is important in corporate governance, is responsible for firm
management, and is directly responsible for making and implementing corporate decisions
(Weir, 2001). The current study focuses on nonexecutive independent and non independent
directors instead of executive ones. The majority of the previous studies that investigated the
links between corporate governance and CSER indicate that board independence is an
important variable (Kilani, 1988; Mashat, Ritchie, Lovatt, & Pratten, 2005; Saleh, 2001). In
addition, independent directors represent the interests of other stakeholders; thus, they
influence CSER considerably (Haniffa & Cooke, 2005). Nonetheless, the findings of previous
studies on board independence vary. Some studies determined that this variable has a
significant positive influence on the extent of corporate social responsibility and voluntary
disclosure (Khan et al., 2012; Eugene, Cheng, Stephen, & Courtenay, 2006; Fama & Jensen,
1983; Harjoto & Jo, 2011; Ho & Wong, 2001; Norita & Shamsul-Nahar, 2004). By contrast,
Barako, Hancock, and Izan (2006), Eng and Mak (2003), and Gul and Leung (2004) reported
the negative influence of board independence on the extent of corporate disclosure. Therefore,
another hypothesis of the current study is as follows:

H2: Board independence positively influences the extent of CSER.
3.3 Board Size

The Commercial Code in Libya does not mention the size of the firm board. This variable is
left to the General Assembly. The board size recommended by the regulations of the Libyan
Stock Market (Corporate Governance Code) is between 3 and 11 members, and the majority
of the board should be composed of non-executive directors (Larbsh, 2010). With respect to
corporate governance, most government-owned companies have a 10-member board of
directors (US Report, 2011). The findings of Hassan (2010) indicate that board size is
significantly correlated with the level of CSER. Moreover, the variation in the numbers of
directors on the board produces different levels of CSER. These results confirm that a large
board can increase the disclosure of CSER. By contrast, previous studies negatively linked
board size to the extent of CSER disclosure. Moreover, Halme and Huse (1997) did not
observe a relationship between the number of board members and CSER. Therefore, our
hypothesis is as follows:

H3: Board size positively influences the extent of CSER.
3.4 CEO Duality

Chief executive officer (CEO) duality occurs when the chairman of the board also acts as the
CEO of the company. The dual functions of the CEO and of the chairman must be separated
as per corporate governance aims to ensure the independence of the board of directors
(Chaganti, Mahajan, & Sharma, 2007). Agrawal and Chadha (2005) emphasized that if a
CEO holds the position of chairman in “CEO duality,” then the influence of this executive
may limit the effectiveness of the board of directors in managing the company. In addition,
managers are important in that they guarantee the achievement of CSER endeavors (Nelson,
1998; Zairi, 2000). Adams (2002) demonstrated that internal elements are factors that
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influence corporate social responsibility. These elements generally include the identities of
the managers. Consequently, the role of CEO duality in guiding a company toward CSER is
extremely important. By contrast, Gul and Leung (2004) revealed that CEO duality is related
to a low disclosure level; thus ensuring the independence of the board to increase disclosure
by separating the chairman and CEO duties. The following hypothesis is proposed to test this
statement:

H4: CEO duality negatively influences the extent of CSER.
4. The Research Methods

Method The objective of the current study is to examine, understand, and explain the
influence of corporate governance on the extent of CSER in different sectors (manufacturing,
banking, insurance, services, engineering, and oil companies). The present study employed
quantitative and qualitative approaches. The quantitative approach was used to examine the
annual reports of companies between 2006 and 2012 and determine the influence of corporate
governance on the extent of CSER in Libyan companies. The content of texts was
categorized and analyzed systematically.

This study categorized and analyzed textual content systematically. The indices of the
Egyptian Institute of Directors, Standard & Poor’s, and CRISIL (S&P/EGX ESG, 2010) were
used for CSER. Specifically, the Egyptian Index was the first index in Arabic World to
categorize CSER activities into four groups (environment, employee information, community
investment, and customer and product) for Arabian countries. The CSER of each category
was analyzed based on the number of sentences and a “yes/no” or “1, 0” scoring methodology.
The subcategories acquired a score of 1 if information on the items was available and a score
of 0 if no information was disclosed. The aggregate score for each company was determined
by summing up the scores of 1 (Al-Tuwaijri, Christensen, & Hughes, 2004).

The qualitative methods supported the quantitative ones, deepened understanding, and
facilitated the application of the quantitative results to support the qualitative results
(Creswell, 2009). Interviews are the most commonly used method in qualitative studies
(Bryman & Bell, 2004). It is a data collection method in which the beliefs and thoughts of
selected participants regarding a particular issue are determined (Collis & Hussey, 2003). The
qualitative approach used in previous studies (Walker, 1985; Judd, Smith, & Kidder, 1991)
elicits information on important related issues through face-to-face interviews and provides
the interviewees with space for discussion. The interview questions in the current study were
specially designed by the researcher and were guided by the review of literature on CSER
practices. Interviews were conducted between March 2013 and June 2013 with a total of 31
public relations and financial managers from 31 sampled companies in different sectors.
Seven interviewees (23%) were financial managers and 24 (77%) were public relations
managers. Each interview lasted between 60 and 90 min, and responses were recorded in
notebooks and through tape recorders. These interviews enabled the researchers to deepen
their understanding of the important issues examined in the present study. Finally, the mixed
methods generated significant results and avoided social bias (Gorard & Taylor, 2004;
Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Kreuger & Neuman, 2006). In addition, this study analyzed
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the content of annual reports to generate quantitative research data.
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4.1 Sample and Data Collection

The objective of this study is to examine, understand, and explain the effects of corporate
governance on the extent of CSER in different sectors (manufacturing, banking, insurance,
services, engineering, and oil companies). Quantitative and qualitative research methods were
used to collect and analyze data. In the current study, the qualitative methods supported the
quantitative methods, deepened understanding, and facilitated the application of the
quantitative results to support the qualitative results. The public relations and financial
managers of Libyan companies were interviewed to enhance the validity of the data gathered
via qualitative research.

The sample represented six different sectors, which were in turn based on the classification
generated by the Libyan Public Control Office. These sectors were manufacturing, banking,
insurance, services, engineering, and oil companies. They were selected for this study
because they are considered the most important sectors in Libya (Mashat, 2005). The final
sample (population) for the current study included 42 Libyan companies across these sectors
(see Table 1). Specifically, it was composed of 12 (29%) manufacturing, 11 (26%) banking, 4
(10%) insurance, 1 (2%) services, 2 (4%) engineering, and 12 (29%) oil companies.

Table 1. Summary of Companies, Sectors and Annual Reports

Sectors Companies Percentage Annual Reports Percentage
Manufacture 12 29% 20 13%
Services 1 2% 5 3%
Engineering 2 4% 2 1%
Insurance 4 10% 15 9%
Qil 12 29% 73 45%
Banks 11 26% 47 29%
Total 42 100% 162 100%

Data from a six-year period (2006 to 2012) were analyzed quantitatively. The annual reports
used in this study were collected from company Web pages and/or by visiting the offices of
firms. The current study also categorized and analyzed textual content. The corporate
governance and extent of CSER were derived from the annual reports through in this manner
(Bayoud, 2012). The current study gathered information for the qualitative analysis through
face-to-face interviews with public relations and financial managers. The information
collected from literature reviews was used to formulate common questions for the
interviewees. A total of 31 managers were interviewed to determine their individual
perceptions regarding the influence of corporate governance on the extent of CSER in Libyan
companies. The data gathered from interviews with 4 public relations and 27 financial
managers (see Table 2).
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Table 2. Sample Profiles of Interviewees

Sector Name Financial Public Total  Percent
Managers Relations
Managers
Manufacturing 2 7 9 (29%)
Services 1 0 1 (3%)
Banks 1 10 11 (36%)
Insurance 1 2 3 (10%)
Engineering 1 0 1 (3%)
Qil 1 5 6 (19%)
Total 7 24 31  (100%)
Participation rate 23% 7% 100%

4.2 Empirical Model

Multivariate regression was utilized to explain and measure the degree of linkages among
variables (Hair et al.,, 2006). This study applied the following regression model in the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program to examine the influence of
corporate governance on the extent of CSER, as indicated in the following hypothesis:

CSER=a+B1GO +B2BI+B3BS+B4CEO +e (1)

Where: CSER refers to corporate social responsibility and environmental reporting and is
measured either by determining the number of sentences or by classifying “yes/no” or “1, 0”
as dependent variable. GO refers to government ownership. It has a value of “1” if the
government owns more than 50% of the shares and “0” otherwise. BI refers to board
independence and is measured by determining the proportion of independent nonexecutive
directors to the total number of directors on the board of the company. BS refers to board size
and is measured by counting the total number of directors in the company. CEO refers to
CEO duality and is dichotomous, with a value of “1” if the roles of the chairman and CEO
are combined and “0” if otherwise. e is the error term, and B denotes the coefficient of the
independent variables.

4.3 Analysis of the Interview

The qualitative data were analyzed in two steps. First, the interview transcripts were
classified by researchers into similar or different answers (Bayoud, 2012). Second, substantial
points were identified, and these points were then classified into two main contexts (Gillham,
2000). In addition, the first analysis process assigned a code to each transcript, and all of the
transcripts were reviewed more than once by researchers (Bayoud, 2012). Then, the authors
reviewed the tapes and transcripts to determine any information that was not emphasized
(Kamla, 2007). Furthermore, the researchers derived a set of categories that were
distinguished by statement headings (Gillham, 2000). This process was repeated more than
once to ensure that no categories and headings were missed (Hanafi, 2006). A sheet was used
as a matrix for each question to classify answers based on the headings (Gillham, 2000). In
addition, the researchers transcribed the entire interview to obtain the statements of the
interviewees (Gillham, 2000). To transcribe the data, the author categorized the interview

56 www.macrothink.org/jee



ISSN 2157-6092

\\ Macrothink Journal of Environment and Ecology
A I“Stitute " 2015, Vol. 6, No. 1

content into two groups based on similar or different responses (Gillham, 2000). The first
analysis process assigned a code to each transcript. Then, the researchers used a large sheet as
a matrix. The matrix sheets were classified according to heading and category (Bayoud,
2012).

5. Results
5.1 Quantitative Results
5.1.1 Descriptive Analysis

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics of all of the variables, including the study
population. The investigated Libyan companies contained between 14 and 40 independent
directors. Boards also consisted of a minimum of four members and a maximum of nine. The
scores of the types of industry and of CEO were either 1 or 0.

Table 3. Main Score and Variation of Data of each Study Variable

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
GO 0.660494 0.47501 O 1
Bl 26.94136 5.890667 14 40
BS 6.783951 1.140552 4 9
CEO 0.882716 0.317909 O 1
CSER 4654321 10.37994 0 1

GO: refers to government ownership, Bl: refers to board independence, BS: refers to board
size, CEO: refers to CEO duality.

5.1.2 Correlation Analysis

The Pearson’s correlation coefficients of the influence of corporate governance on the extent
of CSER are presented in Table 4. The correlations between some independent variables and
the CSER indices were significant and positive. Moreover, the correlation coefficient of
government ownership with CSER is positive at 0.242 at a p-value (significance level) < 0.05.
Similarly, the correlation coefficient of board independence with CEO duality is positive at
0.30. In addition, board size is positively correlated with CEO duality at 0.324, and CEO
duality is positively correlated with CSER at 0.165.

Table 4. Pearson’s Correlation Coefficients

Variable GO Bl BS CEO CSE
S R
GO 1

Bl -0.027- 1

BS -0.045- -0.051- 1

CEO -0.060- 0.301** 0.324** 1

CSER 0.242** 0.020 -0.030- 0.165* 1

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

57 www.macrothink.org/jee



ISSN 2157-6092

\\ Macrothink Journal of Environment and Ecology
A I“Stitute " 2015, Vol. 6, No. 1

5.1.3 Multivariate Regression Analysis

This study examined three models, namely, pooled Ordinary Least Squares (OLS), fixed
effect, and random effect models (see Appendices 1 and 2). The authors used the Hausman
specification test to determine the compatibility of either the random or the fixed effect model
with this work. The Breusch—Pagan or Lagrangian multiplier test was conducted to determine
the presence of random effects and whether to apply the pooled or the random model. The
Hausman test results showed the coefficients common to both models, as well as the
estimated difference between these models. Thus, this test was significant, and the random
effect model was used in this study (see Table 5). Social scientists apply the value of 0.05 as
the criterion for statistical significance. Therefore, some factors significantly influenced the
extent of CSER as per the observed significance value of less than 0.05. When board size
increases by one member, CSER disclosure increases by 2.333962, with p = 0.016. Thus, H3
is supported. Government ownership, board independence, and CEO duality positively but
insignificantly influenced the extent of CSER (4.522, p = 0.297; 0.073218, p = 0.8; and
1.538926, p = 0.763; respectively). Furthermore, considerable government ownership is
significantly associated with low levels of CSER disclosure by the sampled companies. Thus
H1, H2, and H4 are not supported.

Table 5. Results of Random Effect Model

Variables Coef  Std. T p
Err.
GO 4522 4.339 1.04 0.297
BI 0.073 0.288 0.25 0.8
BS 2.333 0.970 2.4 0.016
CEO 1.538 5.092 0.3 0.763
R? 0.205

GO refers to government ownership, Bl refers to board independence, BS refers to board size,
CEQ refers to CEO duality.

5.2 Qualitative Results
5.2.1 Influence of Government Ownership on the Extent of CSER

In this section, we obtained the perceptions of managers regarding the influence of
government ownership on the extent of CSER. Some interviewees emphasized that some
Libyan companies remain controlled by the government; in fact, the Libyan government
owns more than 50% of shares in these firms. Moreover, stakeholders cannot influence the
policies of government-owned companies. By contrast, the majority of stakeholders can
affect disclosure policies in private firms. Some financial managers mentioned that the
ownership structures of firms negatively influence the importance of disclosure and its
expected benefits. In addition, the interviewees generally agreed that government ownership
has no effect on the extent of CSER disclosure in the Libyan context. Twenty-one managers

58 www.macrothink.org/jee



ISSN 2157-6092

\ Macrothink Journal of Environment and Ecology
A I“Stitute " 2015, Vol. 6, No. 1

(68%) believe that this effect does not exist. Furthermore, the managers believe that
government ownership is not linked to the extent of CSER disclosure, as provided in the
following comment:

“There is no doubt that government ownership affects the extent of social and
environmental activities by negative influence”.

One manager stated that the private firms in the stock market report a higher level of
disclosure than public companies do regardless of age, size, and industry type because these
firms seek to satisfy the requirements of stakeholders, who consider the reporting of
information on social and environmental activities in the annual reports of a firm to be highly
beneficial to financial performance and to the increase in revenues. In addition, investors and
employees prefer to work in Libyan companies that often disclose CSER activities; however,
these results do not support the research hypothesis discussed in the third section, which
relates to this issue and emphasizes a positive influence between government ownership and
the extent of CSER. By contrast, these findings are consistent with the quantitative results,
which indicated that government ownership is either unrelated to the extent of CSER or the
effect is insignificant in Libyan companies.

5.2.2 Influence of Board Independence on the Extent of CSER

Expressed opinions differed significantly, but most interviewees observed that board
independence did not influence the extent of CSER in Libyan companies. In addition, this
variable did not influence the extent of CSER in Libya. The interviewees noted that board
independence does not contribute to the importance of CSER activities and its disclosure in
the Libyan context. Therefore, these findings support the quantitative results of this study,
which indicated that board independence did not influence the extent of CSER in Libyan
companies. However, these results do not support the research hypothesis discussed in the
third section, which relates to this issue and emphasizes the positive influence of board
independence on the extent of CSER.

5.2.3 Influence of Board Size on the Extent of CSER

The majority of the interviewees believe that board size can influence the extent of CSER
disclosure by a firm. Fifteen (48%) of the interviewees noted that the board size of Libyan
firms can definitely be influenced by a high level of CSER disclosure. Furthermore, 14 of the
interviewees (45%) believe that this effect is increasingly positive when board size is related
to a certain level of CSER. By contrast, only two financial managers (6%) believe that board
size influences the extent of CSER in theory, but not necessarily in practice. Three managers
(10%) indicated that board size likely has no effect on the extent of CSER disclosure in
Libyan companies. These results are consistent with the research hypothesis, which
postulates that board size positively influences the extent of CSER. Therefore, the findings
indicate that the qualitative data are consistent with the quantitative results in this respect.

5.2.4 Influence of CEO Duality on the Extent of CSER

Opinions regarding the influence of CEO duality on the extent of CSER disclosure vary, but
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most interviewees agreed that this effect is insignificant in Libya. Five (16%) of the financial
managers believe that CEO duality does not affect the extent of CSER disclosure. In addition,
10 (32%) of the public relations managers stated that CEO duality in Libyan companies does
not influence the extent of CSER. Therefore, they generally agreed that this effect did not
exist. Furthermore, four (13%) managers believe that CEO duality does not influence the
extent of CSER. By contrast, seven (23%) managers believe that this effect did exist.
Moreover, three (10%) financial managers believe that CEO duality positively influences the
extent of CSER disclosure in Libyan companies. The qualitative data results showed that
CEO duality has no influence on the extent of CSER. Hence, they are consistent with the
quantitative results. These findings are also consistent with the research hypothesis discussed
in the third section, which postulated that CEO duality negatively influences the extent of
CSER disclosure in Libyan companies.

6. Conclusion
6.1 Influence of Government Ownership on the Extent of CSER

The analysis results indicated that government ownership has no influence on the extent of
CSER. The qualitative findings showed that government ownership does not influence the
extent of CSER in Libyan companies. These results also support the quantitative study
conducted in this research. Thus, government ownership negatively affects the extent of
environmental and social activities in Libyan companies. Meanwhile, the majority of the
stakeholders can affect disclosure policies in private firms. This finding contradicts
legitimacy theory. From this perspective, Cormier and Gordon (2001) argued that
government-owned companies depend more on political and social support than private
companies do. Similarly, Tsang (1998) revealed that government-owned banks disclosed less
corporate social responsibility information than private banks did in his study on Portuguese
banks. Moreover, the survey findings of Mashat et al. (2005) suggest that a significant
proportion of the participants were not excited about the idea of collaborating with the public
sector to guarantee social responsibility. In addition, Sun, Tong and Tong, (2002) and Kathryn,
Dewenter and Malatesta (2001) revealed that public ownership is less efficient than private
ownership is. A number of studies support these findings and reported either no relationship
(Halme & Huse, 1997; Leung & Horwitz, 2004; Nagar, Nanda and Wysocki, 2003) or a
negative relationship (Hossain, Lin & Adams, 1994) between ownership and CSER. By
contrast, numerous studies detected the positive influence of government ownership on the
extent of CSER. For instance, Cormier and Gordon (2001) reported that government-owned
companies disclose more social information than private companies do in the Canadian
context. However, the quantitative and qualitative data results from the current study do not
support the research hypothesis, which indicates that government ownership positively
influences the extent of CSER. Nonetheless, the qualitative data results support the
quantitative data findings.

6.2 Influence of Board Independence on the Extent of CSER

The existence of independent directors was expected to enhance the disclosure of company
information, which is an expectation supported by Rosenstein and Wyatt (1990). In addition,
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the Malaysian Code on Corporate Governance (2007) revealed that the presence of an
independent director results in increased voluntary disclosure of information by firms.
Moreover, Adam and Hossain (1998) determined a significant positive relationship between
the proportion of independent directors and voluntary disclosure. The presence of
independent directors on corporate boards also improves the quality of disclosure (Forker,
1992; Chen & Janggi, 2001; Buniamin, Alrazi, Johari, & Abd Rahman, 2008). Khan et al.
(2012) and Eugene et al. (2006) observed a relationship between board independence and
voluntary disclosure. However, some previous studies suggested that board independence is
not an important variable and that it is not linked to CSER. Said, Zainuddin, and Haron (2009)
did not detect a significant relationship between board independence and the disclosure of
corporate social responsibility activities. Abdullah, Mohamad, and Mokhtar (2011) attributed
this insignificant relationship to the fact that board independence is not vital to decisions
regarding the disclosure of corporate social responsibility in Malaysian companies (Shazrul
& Mazlina, 2013). As per the analysis of the quantitative and qualitative data results, board
independence negatively influences the extent of CSER in Libyan companies. Nonetheless,
the findings from previous studies support the quantitative and qualitative data results of the
current study, which postulate that board independence did not influence the extent of CSER
in the Libyan context. However, these results do not support the research hypothesis that
infers the positive influence of board independence on the extent of CSER.

A\\ MacrOthlnk Journal of Environment and Ecology

6.3 Influence of Board Size on the Extent of CSER

We expected that board size may affect the extent of social and environmental activities of
companies given that Abdullah et al. (2011) revealed the influence of board size on the level
of social disclosure. The quantitative results of the current study showed that board size
significantly and positively influences the extent of CSER in Libyan companies. This finding
indicates that the greater the number of board members, the higher the tendency of companies
to disclose more CSER activities in their annual reports. Moreover, the findings of Hassan
(2010) indicate that board size has a significant relationship with the level of CSER. The
variation in the number of directors on the board produces different levels of CSER as well.
This finding confirms that a large board can increase the level of CSER. By contrast,
previous studies negatively linked board size and CSER disclosure. Halme and Huse (1997)
observed no significant relationship between board size and environmental disclosure. In
addition, Eugene et al. (2006) obtained a similar result for voluntary and environmental
disclosures. These results are consistent with the research hypothesis. In addition, the
qualitative and quantitative data results indicated the positive influence of board size on the
extent of CSER.

6.4 Influence of CEO Duality on the Extent of CSER

CEO duality increases the tendency of a company to report on CSER. The result is consistent
with those of the previous studies conducted by Ho and Wong (2001), Eugene et al. (2006),
and Barako et al. (2006), who observed no relationship between CEO duality and CSER.
However, these findings disagree with those of the studies conducted by Gul and Leung
(2004) and Forker (1992), who determined that the separation of roles significantly increases
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the amount of disclosure. In addition, Khan et al. (2012) and Eugene et al. (2006) detected the
relationship of board independence and CEO duality with voluntary disclosure. These results
are consistent with the research hypothesis. Moreover, the qualitative and quantitative data
results showed that CEO duality has no influence on the extent of CSER. Finally, the
quantitative and qualitative results of the current study revealed that corporate governance
generally does not influence the extent of CSER in Libyan companies, with the exception of
board size.
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Appendix 1. Results of Pooled OLS Model

Variables  Coef. SE t p
GO 7.368 2438 3.02 0.003
BI -0.121 0.154 -0.79 0.433
BS -0.270  0.899 -0.3 0.764
CEO 7.822 3.307 237 0.02

COMS -0.000 0.000 -1.21 0.229
COMA 0.110 0.081 1.36 0.177
Tl 3.867 2109 -1.83 0.069
R? 0.28

Appendix 2. Results of Fixed Effect Model
Variables Coef SE t p

GO (omitted)
BI 1.774 1.317 135 0.182
BS 3.304 1.207 2.74 0.008
CEO (omitted)

COMS -0.000 0.000 -0.69 0.495
COMA 0.712 0.225 3.15 0.002

Tl 0.628 2434 026 0.797
R 0.098
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