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Abstract 

In recent times, corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices have received extensive 

attention from policymakers and academics worldwide. Corresponding with this attention is a 

rise in accountability expectations from stakeholders, largely to reduce the risks of corporate 

failure experienced in the past. As a result, firms have adopted CSR disclosure to signal 

accountability and legitimacy, as stakeholder expectations in this area have increased. CSR has 

been increasingly important since the 1990s alongside financial considerations as concerns 

relating to environmental, social, governance, and economic/financial concerns have grown in 

importance. Disclosure within CSR reports remains largely voluntary, unlike financial 

disclosure practice, which is highly regulated. CSR disclosure practice has advanced in the 

absence of a formal conceptual framework. This has meant a high degree of variation in 

content, assessment of content and terminology adopted. As a result, there is a lack of clarity 

surrounding the ‘norms’ that might be expected for CSR disclosure and ‘best practice’ 

assessment of content requirements, particularly the narrative compared to metrics. 

This study aims to challenge the notion under which CSR disclosure ‘quality’ has been 

primarily assessed through disclosure quantity (volume) (except limited studies that addressed 

both quality and quantity). Accepting the proposition that disclosure quantity and disclosure 

richness are two independent dimensions, this study has considered the need for a valid and 

generally acceptable ‘assessment’ criteria of CSR disclosure quality. Using the qualitative 

characteristics of the International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) Conceptual 

Framework for Financial Reporting (that is, relevance, faithful representation, 

understandability, comparability and timeliness), this study has developed a ‘CSR Disclosure 

Quality Index’ to assess the quality of CSR disclosure. This assessed level of CSR disclosure 

quality is related to a number of board characteristics to explore if these appear to impact CSR 

disclosure quality. 

As a result of the existing research gap on cross-country context perspectives, this study 

assesses CSR disclosure quality in Australia and Pakistan in the context of developed and 

developing countries, respectively. The CSR disclosure of the top 100 listed companies in the 

Australian Securities Exchange (ASX) and Pakistan Stock Exchange (PSX) in the period 2017–

2018 are adopted to assess the index developed. 

The results indicate both differences and similarities in CSR disclosure quality between both 

countries. For instance, overall results indicate that CSR disclosure of ASX industries is more 
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focused on the relevance, faithful representation, comparability and timeliness disclosure 

characteristics and less focused on understandability. Comparatively, the CSR disclosure of 

PSX industries addressed faithful representation and comparability less frequently and 

concurred with less focus on understandability. Interestingly both groups focus on relevance 

as an important ‘quality’ criterion. Overall, the CSR disclosure quality of the ASX sample was 

found to be better and ranked above-average in quality compared to the PSX sample that 

indicated average disclosure quality levels. 

The present study adopts regression analysis to assess whether a number of board 

characteristics appear to impact the CSR Disclosure Quality Index. Board independence and 

gender diversity were found to influence ASX companies. 

This study has significant theoretical and practical contributions. This study has provided a 

way to assess CSR disclosure quality focused on qualitative characteristics identified to be 

important within the conceptual framework. This index was tested against a sample of 

companies from a developed and developing country; it found that information relating to the 

quality of CSR disclosures is evidenced from this index. This index provides a way to further 

develop ‘quality’ disclosure and meet the research gap that has criticised quantity measures 

over quality measures. Additionally, this study also explored the implications of various board 

characteristics in influencing CSR ‘Quality’ disclosure in meeting accountability obligations.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

The present study explores the disclosure of corporate social responsibility (CSR) information 

from a disclosure quality perspective, compared to the more common volume/quantity 

perspective. Within the current study, an approach to a CSR disclosure quality assessment 

mechanism is developed—a CSR Disclosure Quality Index—and applied to a developed 

(Australia) and developing (Pakistan) country. The relevance of a number of board 

characteristics in influencing the level of CSR disclosure quality is also explored. This chapter 

provides the background and motivation for this study and sets out the study’s main research 

problem and aims. The later part of the chapter summarises the research approach adopted. 

1.2 Background 

Around the world, due in part to untoward events such as financial crises, social and 

environmental concerns and accountability, governance and remuneration scandals have 

fuelled demands for greater levels of transparency and accountability behaviours from 

corporate stakeholders (Kolk 2008). Over the last two decades, unethical corporate practices 

and a lack of accountability have contributed to the failures of several global and publicly listed 

companies from various industries. Examples of significant corporate failures include One. 

Tel, WorldCom Limited, and Satyam (telecommunications); Health International Holdings 

(HIH) (insurance); ABC Learning centres (childcare services); Harris Scarfe (retail); Ansett 

Airlines; Enron (energy and commodities) and Arthur Andersen (accounting and auditing 

services) (Ainslie 2006; Kavrar & Yılmaz 2017; Mirshekary, Yaftian & Cross 2005; 

Narayanaswamy, Raghunandan & Rama 2015; Rantanen 2007). These corporate failures occur 

in a mix of industry groups in both developed and developing countries. To safeguard against 

such situations in the future, corporate governance (CG) mechanisms, CSR and CSR reporting 

have received extensive attention from policymakers and academics worldwide (Rao & Tilt 

2016a). As a result, there have been increased demands from many stakeholder groups, 

including corporate investors, stock exchanges and civil society organisations, for greater 

accountability, monitoring and disclosure practices (Cormier & Magnan 2007). A major 

concern has been the accountability and management of corporate boards and the alignment of 

this accountability with the need to build and maintain the trust of all stakeholders. To 

demonstrate accountability, companies publicly disclose information, highlighting their 

financial and non-financial performance to their stakeholders (Akisik & Gal 2011). Corporate 
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disclosures support accountability and transparency, which assist in improving a company’s 

image and relationship with stakeholder groups (Robbins et al. 2003). In addition, CSR 

disclosure allows companies to address their perceived responsibilities towards society, where 

companies are (it is perceived) expected by stakeholders to address and reflect on the social 

and environmental impact of their activities. 

CSR and sustainability disclosure 1 , although mostly voluntary, has increasingly been 

undertaken by companies around the world. For example, a recent KPMG survey (2020) of 

Global Top 250 companies found an increase in reporting rates in 2020 (96%) from 2017 

(93%). Earlier in 2017, the KPMG survey for CSR disclosure also found a distinct increase in 

global companies providing CSR disclosure in 2017 (78% of companies) compared to 2015 

(65% of companies). Similarly, the findings of the sample of United States(US) N100 

companies have shown a substantial increase in providing sustainability disclosure, as 80 

companies out of 100 companies provided sustainability disclosure in 2020 compared to 75 per 

cent of companies in 2017. In addition to annual reports, we can observe an increasing number 

of companies publishing standalone CSR and sustainability reports (Hąbek & Wolniak 2016). 

CSR disclosure is predominantly non-mandatory in most countries, and companies are often 

allowed extensive freedom in selecting topics to report in the context of CSR. Consequently, 

while CSR disclosures might be expected to address the concerns of stakeholders, this may be 

limited to ‘cherry-picking’ topical aspects and be self-laudatory material to support public 

relations objectives (Milne & Gray 2013; Knebel & Seele 2015). CSR disclosure studies have 

also acknowledged that their quality is diverse despite the growth in CSR disclosures. The 

increasing trend of disclosing CSR information has not necessarily embraced what many may 

regard as required disclosure features: for example, focusing on relevance, credibility, 

accuracy. This is mainly due to deficiencies in the consistency and completeness of these 

corporate reports (Adams & Evans 2004; Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015). Merely 

increasing the length and volume of CSR disclosure does not ensure that information required 

by stakeholder groups is reported (Wolniak & Hąbek 2016). 

 
1  Although there are some differences in CSR and sustainability disclosure, the terms are often utilized 
interchangeably in research and practice (Montiel 2008). Sustainability is a broader area, with CSR considered a 
subset of it (Finch 2008). In this thesis, following Strand, Freeman and Hockerts (2015), both CSR and 
sustainability are used as umbrella concept, where ‘a broad concept or idea used loosely to encompass and account 
for a broad set of diverse phenomena’ (Strand, Freeman & Hockerts 2015, p. 2). This thesis is directed to develop 
a quality assessment index that assess the disclosures quality by use of assessment items that are focused to short 
term as well as long term considerations. 
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While there are differences in corporations’ motivations for voluntary CSR disclosure, there 

are now many guidelines available for companies to enhance the quality of their disclosed 

information. For example, disclosure guidelines/standards provided by the Global Reporting 

Initiative (GRI) and Integrated Reporting Council have recommended companies address the 

qualitative attributes of disclosed information including, relevance, faithful 

representation/reliability, completeness, consistency, comparability, understandability, 

conciseness and timeliness. This suggests that although corporate disclosures responded to 

stakeholders’ expectations for accountability and transparency, this has not necessarily 

addressed disclosure quality. It is reasonable to anticipate that stakeholder groups would expect 

quality CSR disclosure. If this does not happen as expected, a ‘credibility gap’ may develop 

between stakeholder groups and the company. This may impact the ‘legitimacy’ of the 

company in the eyes of stakeholder groups. 

Corporate boards would appear to have an important role in this regard. As part of the 

company’s governance structure, the board of directors would be expected to offer advice (and 

support) in identifying the direction of CSR strategy and disclosure and influence CSR 

disclosure practices and the quality of disclosures. Stakeholders’ demands for monitoring and 

accountability of corporate practices may be directed to the corporate board and senior 

management. Corporate boards and senior management become the focus for CSR disclosure 

as part of CG development. The responsibility of corporate boards includes responsibility for 

CSR disclosure. In reporting, the focus has been on the quantity of disclosure rather than the 

quality of disclosure. It would seem important to consider the board’s influence on the quality 

of CSR disclosure compared to the quantity of CSR disclosure. 

CSR disclosure (and actions) has become important for the company to show it is fulfilling its 

accountability obligations to stakeholders. Therefore, researchers have also conducted CSR 

disclosure assessments. Most of the existing CSR literature has studied what and how much is 

disclosed (Ben-Amar & Chelli 2018; Lee 2017; Post, Rahman & Rubow 2011). A small 

number has explored the measurement and assessment of CSR disclosure quality (for example, 

Botosan 2004; van Beest, Braam & Boelens 2009; Chakroun et al. 2014). However, the 

dominant focus of CSR studies has been on the volume and/or content of CSR disclosure. This 

means a gap exists in this area of research regarding assessing the CSR disclosure quality, 

albeit challenging, in a situation where CSR reports appear to provide incomplete disclosure 

compared to stakeholder expectations (Wolniak & Hąbek 2016). Beretta and Bozzolan (2008) 

argued that disclosure quantity and richness are two independent dimensions; the present study 
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will focus on the aspect of ‘richness’ in seeking to address the issue of disclosure quality. This 

study has addressed the research gap noted by Helfaya and Whittington (2019) and has 

developed a direct and more comprehensive measure of CSR disclosure quality. 

Similar to developed countries, CSR disclosures are appearing in developing countries. This 

was evidenced in the KPMG survey (2020), where several developing countries including 

Pakistan, India, Taiwan and Malaysia, were ranked among the top 10 countries out of 52 sample 

countries to address CSR and sustainability disclosures in annual reports. A slightly higher 

propensity was found for these disclosures in the annual reports of developing countries (above 

90%) compared to developed countries such as the US, UK, France and Finland (less than 

88%). This indicates that developing countries have started to embrace CSR and sustainability 

disclosure practices and frameworks initially established in developed countries. Although 

developing countries are increasingly adopting CSR disclosure practices, there is a related 

concern about whether increased adoption is linked to disclosure quality. 

1.3 Main Objectives of the Study 

This study addressing the issue of CSR disclosure quality will focus on four main objectives: 

1) to explore the meaning of and characteristics that reflect CSR disclosure quality; 

2) to develop a valid and generally acceptable ‘assessment’ criteria of CSR disclosure 

quality; 

3) to evaluate if the attributes of CSR disclosure quality adopted (for example, relevance, 

faithful representation, understandability, comparability and timeliness) are similar 

between a developed and developing country; and 

4) to examine the consistency of this study’s findings with prior board diversity and CSR 

disclosure studies. 

1.4 Motivation for this Study 

The main motivation for this study is to contribute to the calls in current research that there is 

a need to move from a focus on CSR disclosure quantity to quality to better meet stakeholder 

needs of accountability and transparency. To assess the level of accountability and transparency 

in companies, it is important to place more emphasis on disclosure ‘quality’ compared to 

‘quantity’. Previous studies on disclosure quality (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1) addressed 

issues to a limited extent. They considered the assessment criteria adopted, which remained 

subjective and ambiguous, and the use of the proxy-based measures alone to assess disclosure 
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quality. Disclosure quality remains subjective and context-dependent and cannot be assessed 

more accurately simply by applying proxy-based measures. A more direct and comprehensive 

quality measure is desirable (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2). Also, a number of disclosure quality 

assessment studies only emphasised disclosure themes (‘what’) and the amount of disclosure 

(‘how much’) and did not extend to an assessment of the qualitative characteristics of 

information (Chauvey et al. 2015). Several disclosure studies have noted the lack of CSR 

disclosure quality based on information characteristics such as relevance, neutrality, 

completeness, credibility and timeliness (Baalouch, Ayadi & Hussainey 2019; Knebel & Seele 

2015). To achieve this, the present study will focus on the issue of ‘quality’ based on the well-

established, internationally recognised Conceptual Framework for Financial Reporting 

developed by the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) and will be referred to as 

the International Conceptual Framework (ICF). The present study assesses whether the 

qualitative characteristics identified could be adapted to provide a valid assessment of CSR 

disclosure quality. This study will also reflect on these characteristics in terms of a cross-

section of industries and compare a developed to a developing country. This is in response to 

calls to address the research gap of limited cross-country CSR disclosure quality studies, 

particularly from a developed and developing countries perspective (Cynthia & Ruth 2008; 

Ghazali 2007; Kansal, Joshi & Batra 2014; Welmilla et al. 2011). The KPMG survey (2020) 

reports favourable disclosure trends in developing countries relating to sustainability 

disclosure, which provides an interesting opportunity to research CSR disclosure quality from 

a cross-country perspective and compare disclosure quality with a developed country. Based 

on the rationales developed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.9), the context of this study is Australia (a 

developed country) and Pakistan (a developing country). In both countries, the provided 

disclosure recommendations and guidelines for listed companies in the relevant stock 

exchanges (that is, the Australian Securities Exchange (ASX) and Pakistan Stock Exchange 

(PSX)) support the selection of the research context of this study (as discussed in Chapter 2, 

Sections 2.10 and 2.11). 

Further, many studies have shown that board characteristics are related to disclosure. However, 

disclosure is measured mainly by quantity or indirectly through proxy-based measures of 

quality (Dwekat et al. 2020; Issa & Fang 2019; Muttakin & Subramaniam 2015). This 

highlights the relevant research contribution to find the association between board 

characteristics and disclosure quality, as assessed through a more robust (that is, a direct and 

comprehensive) measure of disclosure quality. The present study aims to develop a CSR 
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disclosure quality index as a better disclosure quality measure. Therefore, it is opportune to 

explore whether CSR disclosure quality is affected by board characteristics (gender diversity, 

board independence, female chairperson, female chief executive officer (CEO) and board size) 

and company characteristics (profitability, liquidity, leverage and size). 

In the next section, the research questions underlying this study are noted and discussed further 

in the respective chapters within the thesis. 

1.5 Research Questions 

In this study, research questions were developed to address the research gaps as noted for 

developing a disclosure quality index and conducting the CSR disclosure quality assessment 

within sample companies in a developed and developing country. 

1.5.1 Research Question—Developing a CSR Disclosure Quality Assessment 

To develop a better disclosure quality assessment, it is important to first understand the concept 

of ‘Quality’ (covered in Chapter 3, Section 3.2): a multidimensional term that is context-

specific. It can be measured in various ways and from various perspectives, including the 

quantity, depth and breadth of content covered (that is, variety and number of topics). In 

contrast to disclosure quantity, a more common measure of disclosure quality, this study 

provides an emphasis on ‘richness of disclosure’, and the extent to which the information 

provided will aid users in appreciating the social and environmental impact of corporate 

activities (Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015). Prior studies have suggested that disclosure 

quality can be assessed by considering the qualitative characteristics of relevance, verifiability, 

neutrality, comparability and clarity of the information (Chauvey et al. 2015). CSR reporting 

is relatively new compared to financial reporting, for which there is a well-developed reporting 

framework. As part of the financial reporting framework, the ICF includes guidelines 

identifying qualitative characteristics indicative of ‘quality’ information, which is adopted to 

support the development of an acceptable index for CSR quality disclosure. The overarching 

research question of this study is: 

To what extent can the qualitative characteristics identified within the ICF be 

applied to develop an assessment of CSR disclosure quality and applicable to 

both developed and developing countries? 



7 

1.5.2 Development of the Research Questions to Assess CSR Disclosure Quality 

The CSR Disclosure Quality Index is developed from the five qualitative characteristics as per 

the ICF-provided essential (relevance and faithful representation) and enhancing 

(understandability, comparability and timeliness) characteristics. A three-step developmental 

process is adopted to develop the CSR Disclosure Index. To prepare the initial draft of the 

index, the first step requires the development of CSR disclosure themes and relevant evaluation 

items and criteria. In the next step, this initial draft of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index is 

reviewed through feedback from expert CSR researchers. Finally, expert reviews are sought to 

develop a final workable draft of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index. 

Having developed the CSR Quality Disclosure Index, the next phase of the study is to apply 

this index to a sample of companies from a developed (Australia) and developing (Pakistan) 

country. Applying the index will offer insights into the quality of CSR disclosures in each 

country and highlight differences. The study will also explore whether a number of board 

characteristics impact the quality of CSR disclosures identified in applying the index. The 

following research questions are developed to apply the CSR Disclosure Quality Index. 

1) What is the level of quality of information disclosed by ASX companies, as measured 

by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index? 

2) What is the level of quality of information disclosed by PSX companies, as measured 

by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index?  

3) Are there differences in CSR disclosure quality between the ASX and PSX samples? 

4) Do we find that board characteristics such as gender diversity, independence, board size 

and presence of a female chairperson or/and female CEO are associated with CSR 

disclosure quality? 

1.6 Methodological Approach 

The major aim of this study is to develop a CSR Disclosure Quality Index and apply it to a 

sample of companies listed in Australia and Pakistan. A mixed-methods research approach is 

adopted where the index development is qualitative and scoring items in the Disclosure Quality 

Index is quantitative. The index development is qualitative by relying on the themes derived 

from the corporate report. The scoring is quantitative in the allocation, based on the ICF’s 

qualitative characteristics and GRI recommendations, of Likert Scale rankings to various theme 

comments. The selection of CSR items in the index to reflect the qualitative characteristics is 
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guided by prior disclosure literature, standards developed by the GRI and the AA1000 

assurance guidelines. In the second stage, the Disclosure Quality Index is applied to assess the 

CSR disclosure quality of listed companies in both Australia and Pakistan. To apply the index, 

content analysis of publicly available information in the annual corporate reports is undertaken. 

Content analysis is used to test the association between board characteristics (gender diversity, 

independence, board size, female chairperson or/and female CEO) and the quality of CSR 

disclosure. To test whether there is an association between these board characteristics and CSR 

disclosure quality, correlation, univariate and multivariate regression analysis is conducted. 

This thesis comprises 10 chapters, as outlined below. 

1.7 Thesis Outline 

• Introduction—This chapter identifies the background of the research area, motivation 

for the study, research questions related to CSR disclosure quality and the preparation of 

a CSR Disclosure Quality Index.  

• Literature review and theoretical support—The second chapter discusses the two 

research gaps in CSR disclosure quality assessment. Literature that has considered CSR 

disclosure is discussed, and the relationship between CSR and CG addressed. Second, 

CSR disclosure frameworks are considered. Third, CSR disclosure is considered from the 

contexts of developed and developing countries. Finally, it discusses the support adopted 

from system theories (Legitimacy theory, Stakeholder theory and Institutional theory) to 

enhance our understanding of the findings of this study.  

• CSR disclosure quality assessment and the CSR Disclosure Quality Index—The third 

chapter presents the concept of disclosure quality and the assessment of CSR disclosure 

quality. A research framework is identified, and a three-step process is adopted to develop 

the CSR disclosure quality index.  

• Board characteristics impact on CSR disclosure quality—In this chapter, the potential 

impact of board characteristics on the extent of CSR disclosure quality is identified. The 

role of systems theories in helping to understand the impact of these characteristics in 

assisting the business to meet accountability expectations is also discussed. The 

hypotheses underlying this study are developed.  
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• Research methodology—This chapter discusses research methodology, focusing on 

developing the quality index and later testing in a sample of companies from Australia 

and Pakistan and making subsequent comparisons. Further, to assess the impact of board 

characteristics on CSR disclosure quality, a regression model is developed.  

• Results—The results of this study are provided in two chapters. First, Chapter 6 presents 

the descriptive results of applying the CSR Disclosure Quality Index to listed companies 

across 10 industry groups, in the context of Australia as a developed country and Pakistan 

as a developing country. The CSR disclosure quality results of the company, as well as 

industry perspective, are presented. Second, Chapter 7 presents the results of the impact 

of board characteristics on CSR disclosure quality. 

• Discussion—Linked to the previous two results chapters (Chapters 6 and 7), a detailed 

discussion of the research findings is presented in Chapter 8. The chapter commences 

with a discussion of CSR disclosure quality in listed companies in Australia and Pakistan, 

followed by a discussion of the association between board characteristics and CSR 

disclosure quality in both countries. Finally, a discussion of system theories (legitimacy, 

stakeholder and institutional theory) is considered to assist in understanding the 

implications of the findings. 

• Conclusion—This final chapter (Chapter 9) considers the suitability of the CSR 

Disclosure Quality Index developed. Comparisons between a developed and developing 

country and the implications of different board characteristics are discussed. Possible 

implications for companies and policymakers in Australia and Pakistan are also 

considered. The contribution of present research, limitation and future research 

recommendations are provided. 

  



10 

 

Chapter 2: Literature Review and Theoretical Support 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter introduces the concepts of voluntary corporate disclosure and, in particular, CSR 

disclosure. It explores the various CSR disclosure frameworks adopted in developed and 

developing countries and reviews prior CSR studies linking CG and CSR disclosure 

practices.The research gap explored in this study is discussed and referenced in the context of 

developed and developing countries. The theories adopted in this study are identified and 

discussed: legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory and institutional theory. 

2.2 Corporate Disclosure 

Corporate disclosure refers to the external publication of information related to a company’s 

activities. Corporate disclosures are divided into two main categories: mandatory reports, 

which are required by regulations, and voluntary disclosure, where management can exercise 

discretion over the type and content of disclosure (Fattah & Hassan 2008). Corporate disclosure 

practices are influenced by many factors, both external and internal to the organisation. 

External regulators set mandatory disclosure requirements, whereas voluntary disclosure 

requirements are determined through the company’s internal governance mechanisms. The 

board of directors would normally play a substantive role in supporting and, at times leading, 

the direction of voluntary disclosures in addition to ensuring mandated requirements are met. 

The discretion of the corporate board can significantly affect the content of any discourse. In 

particular, voluntary disclosures could be perceived to have a potentially harmful effect on the 

company and are likely to be avoided (Dimitropoulos & Asteriou 2010). 

2.2.1 Voluntary CSR Disclosures 

Voluntary disclosures have been defined as ‘free choices on the part of company management 

to provide accounting, and other information deemed relevant to the decision needs of users of 

their annual reports’ (Meek, Roberts & Gray 1995, p. 555). While it is difficult to find a 

commonly agreed definition, the definition of CSR provided by Carroll in 1979 has been cited 

more frequently than other definitions (Kim, Kwak & Koo 2010). According to this definition, 

CSR involves the conduct of a business so that it is economically profitable, law-abiding, 

ethical and socially supportive. To be socially responsible means that ‘profitability and 
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obedience to the law are foremost conditions when discussing the firm’s ethics and the extent 

to which it supports the society in which it exists with contributions of money, time and talent’ 

(Carroll 1999, p. 608). 

The Commission of the European Communities (2001) defined CSR as ‘a concept whereby 

companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their business operations and in their 

interactions with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis’ (COTEC 2001, p. 8). Similarly, the 

‘Prince of Wales Business Leader Forums’ described CSR as ‘Open and transparent business 

practices based on ethical values and respect for employees, communities, and the 

environment. It is designed to deliver sustainable value to society at large, as well as to 

shareholders’ (IBLF 2005). This particular definition encourages business transparency and 

considers the interest of overall stakeholders rather than focusing on the profitability approach 

considering only investors.  

To support the CSR case and encourage companies to increase their CSR practices, Vives 

(2008) has recommended that companies should go whenever possible beyond mandated 

requirements to embrace voluntary CSR practices (and, in so doing, embrace a wider view of 

accountability). There are many reasons to make voluntary disclosures, such as seeking to 

increase investors’ confidence, better inform stakeholders and perhaps reduce the risk or cost 

of litigation between stakeholders and the company. Benefits commonly cited include 

increased acceptability in society and developing a stronger positive public perception that 

issues relating to social responsibility activities are effectively managed (Gray, Kouhy & 

Lavers 1995; Wilmshurst & Frost 2000). CSR disclosure can support the accountability 

expectations of corporate stakeholders. This makes a strong business case for voluntary CSR 

practices, as already reflected in prior studies (Azim, Ahmed & Islam 2009; Barako, Hancock 

& Izan 2006; Yusoff, Ahman & Darus 2019). Increasing awareness of social and environmental 

issues by stakeholders (Muttakin, Khan & Subramaniam 2015) and investors’ preferences for 

socially responsible investment (Brimble, Vyvyan & Ng 2013) mean that companies are 

expected to make CSR disclosures. Therefore, compared to other voluntary disclosure 

categories, the CSR disclosure category has successfully gained the attention of researchers 

and institutions globally (Ali et al. 2016; Rahim & Vicario 2015). Today we might consider 

CSR activity and disclosure to be a part of CG and a part of addressing risk within a CG 

framework (Chan, Watson & Woodliff 2014; Sahut, Peris-Ortiz & Teulon 2019). The next 

section looks briefly at CG. 
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2.3 Corporate Governance 

CG has been defined as ‘a system by which companies are directed and controlled’ (Cadbury 

1992, p. 14). The OECD expanded this definition and described CG as ‘a system, consisting of 

rights and responsibilities of the corporate board, management, shareholders and a large 

number of stakeholders’ (OECD 1999). 

It would therefore appear that CG is part of the system that makes a company (through the 

direction of the board and senior management) responsible for the rights of stakeholders of the 

company, which may include employees, customers, society, the environment and 

shareholders’ (owners) rights. The CG system should help ensure that the company operates 

more responsibly towards the shareholders (owners) and other relevant stakeholders. CSR 

disclosure is tied to this system and requires attention within the CG system based on societal 

expectations. Reinforcing this view of a CG system, as mentioned by Cadbury, is that a 

company needs to hold an equilibrium between financial and social goals and between 

individual and collective goals (Iskander & Chamlou 2000). A CG system is therefore expected 

to ensure a company’s responsibilities towards an individual and society. As stressed by Oh, 

Chang & Kim (2018), the concept of CG complements CSR through its relationship with 

individuals and social responsibilities.  

In today’s global environment, CG becomes more complex and dynamic due to increasing 

corporate responsibilities through boards for complying with rigorous governance standards 

and managing transparency and disclosure demands of stakeholders through corporate 

disclosures (Fung 2014). Given CG challenges, companies are mainly governed by the 

corporate board and senior management; the former is a legal requirement that arises from 

compliance with standards mandated by regulation (government legislation and stock exchange 

requirements) (Hermalin & Weisback 2003). To develop an understanding of the complexity 

of CG and CSR demands on companies and boards, the interconnection between CG and CSR 

and CSR frameworks is discussed. 

2.3.1 Convergence Between CG and CSR Frameworks for Disclosure 

The global financial crisis, social and environmental concerns, the importance of meeting 

accountability obligations and remuneration-related scandals have fuelled stakeholder 

demands for higher levels of transparency and a demonstration of accountability by companies 

(Kolk 2008). These CSR- and CG-related demands have resulted in a convergence of both 
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fields (Rahim & Alam 2014), CSR frameworks have been linked with CG to ensure 

organisational responsibility towards social and environmental demands of the larger 

community to manage these demands (McBarnet 2009).  

As a result, the complexity of organisations has also increased and resulted in new 

organisational accountabilities in the form of regulations, listing requirements by stock 

exchanges, codes, and various guidelines and standards like the GRI and IRF, which increase 

the demands for corporate disclosure (International Integrated Reporting Committee [IIRC] 

2011). There is an increase in interest from market regulators worldwide to improve corporate 

disclosure as it is one facet of CG (Fung 2014). This can be evidenced by the increase in 

sustainability disclosure–related instruments: from 180 instruments in 2013 to about 400 

instruments in 2016 (Bartels et al. 2016). These disclosure instruments comprise voluntary 

disclosure directives and other initiatives involving the codes, recommendations and standards 

of best practices, such as social labelling and investor reporting (for example, ISO 26000: 2010, 

14000 and SA8000). Further, there is a recent drive in some countries to make CSR disclosure 

mandatory to some extent, either through the government or the listing regulations of stock 

exchanges. For example, mandatory CSR requirements were introduced by the Indian 

Government in 2019 by amending the Companies Act 2013. Further, the UN-supported 

Sustainable Stock Exchange Initiative (SSE), as a group of 96 global partner exchanges in 

2020, reflects the interest of stock exchanges to improve CG and CSR disclosure. These partner 

exchanges consider the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)2 through a number of social 

and environmental targets. 

The practices of CG and CSR usually complement an organisation’s objectives. Neither CG 

nor CSR can be considered an independent and static phenomenon (Devinney, Schwalbach & 

Williams 2013). Today it is important to embed CSR in CG, as the developments in CG norms 

have also considered CSR to be an essential component (Neal & Cochran 2008). A better 

internal CG mechanism in the company becomes a prerequisite to developing a higher-level of 

CSR stakeholder communication (Li & Zhang 2010). Differences in developed and developing 

countries are found in the convergence of CSR and CG. For example, Rahim and Alam (2014) 

noted that the pace of CSR and CG convergence is slower in emerging economies due to a lack 

of organisation in non-government and civil society groups and ineffective and (at times) 

 
2 The SDGs, forming part of the UN agenda, are detailed extensively online. See, for example, 
www.sdgs.un.org/goals. 
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corrupt regulatory groups. However, CG elements have a vital role in promoting the legitimacy 

of the organisation through CSR disclosure. CG and CSR convergence has resulted in corporate 

senior management addressing perceived ethical considerations towards stakeholders in 

developed and developing countries (Khan, Muttakin & Siddiqui 2013). CSR concerns are 

addressed in many of the CG guidelines and recommendations (Zaman et al. 2020) (for 

example,  in the fourth edition of the ASX guidelines (2019) and the third edition of the 

Securities and Exchange Commission of Pakistan (SECP) guidelines (2017)). Disclosure 

frameworks have been developed and adopted to address the CSR disclosure concerns of 

stakeholders; these are discussed in the following section. 

2.4 The CSR Disclosure Frameworks 

Two types of frameworks highlight CSR disclosures. One type concerns limited mandatory 

regulations. However, most types reflect voluntary codes or guidelines, often regarding 

national or international standards (for example, the UNGC and the GRI) (Ioannou & Serafeim 

2016).  

Realising the importance of CSR disclosures, many governments and non-government 

institutions have developed CSR frameworks. Along with the government, many stock 

exchanges have also increased their interest in CSR disclosure, and this increase is particularly 

noteworthy from 2013–2016 (Bartels et al. 2016, p. 9). Both government and non-government 

institutions link approaches to their objectives and societal demands with varying emphasis on 

voluntary, mandatory or hybrid disclosure frameworks. An earlier study by Bartels et al. (2016) 

developed for partner organisations (for example, KPMG, GRI, UN Environmental Program) 

noted that since 2013, the total number of mandatory and voluntary CSR disclosure instruments 

(regulations, disclosure directives, guidelines, standards and principles) has rapidly increased 

worldwide. There were approximately 400 sustainability disclosure instruments in 64 

countries. Compared to mandatory requirements, voluntary CSR instruments have increased 

more rapidly since 2013 (Bartels et al. 2016, p. 9). Along with governments, stock exchanges 

have been seen to actively promote CSR disclosure requirements. Notably, the CSR 

instruments issued by stock exchanges have doubled since 2013, and most of these are 

voluntary and are appearing from emerging markets (Bartels et al. 2016). Developing countries 

have been motivated by capital and foreign direct investment, focusing on the importance of 

sustainability practices undertaken in developed countries (Jamali & El Safadi 2019; Sharma 

2019). Globalisation trends have increased stakeholders’ CSR disclosure expectations. In 
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response, governments, regulatory authorities and stock exchanges have introduced CSR 

disclosure requirements for companies. These requirements have influenced companys’ 

strategic business decision-making and overall governance in seeking to meet stakeholder 

expectations. For instance, due to increases in the expectations of CSR disclosure,  companies 

cannot risk undermining responsible business practices, such as meeting accountability 

obligations (Ojasoo 2016). To better cope with these demands, a board needs to understand the 

CSR disclosure framework(s) applicable to their industry and make appropriate disclosure 

decisions. 

There are many global reporting frameworks for CSR disclosure, including the GRI, UN 

Global Compact (UNGC) and OECD guidelines (Chen & Bouvain 2009; Golob & Bartlett 

2007; Vouros et al. 2020). Compared to other guidelines, the GRI has gained the greatest 

acceptance: 75 per cent of the world’s 250-largest companies and 63 per cent of the world’s 

100-largest  companies in 49 countries used the GRI in 2017 to develop their disclosures 

(KPMG 2017). The GRI also set the first global standards for sustainability reporting in 2016, 

‘the GRI Standards’. Before introducing the GRI Standards, the ‘G4 Guidelines’ were the 

world’s most extensively adopted sustainability reporting disclosure framework (Furlong 

2016). Other frameworks such as the UNGC, OECD guidelines and AA1000 Standards have 

also been followed for disclosure. The next section will discuss the GRI, the UNGC and OECD, 

and AA1000 guidelines and consider which of these is more appropriate to use to develop a 

more comprehensive assessment of disclosure quality.  

2.4.1 The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

The GRI is an independent international organisation working in collaboration with the UN 

and other supporting organisations. The GRI was set in 1997 and is one of the leading 

organisations in developing a comprehensive CSR and sustainability reporting framework. The 

GRI guidelines were developed over time, commencing in 1997. The first public version was 

released in 2000, and guideline updates provided in 2002, 2006, 2011, 2013 before the GRI 

Standards were released in 2016.These standards are consistent with the UNGC and ISO 26000 

(Valeri 2019). Based on a standardisation objective, the GRI Standards have been developed 

to be adopted by companies irrespective of their size, location or nature (GRI 2016).From the 

earlier GRI G4 Guidelines, all core concepts and disclosures are included in the GRI Standards 

and supported by simpler and more understandable language for clear requirements and a more 

flexible structure (GRI 2018).The main disclosure framework of the GRI Standards (2016) 
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comprised six themes, divided into two groups: Universal Standards and Topic-specific 

Standards. There are three themes in both groups, each with a GRI-specified code. The three 

disclosure themes of the Universal Standards are the foundation (GRI101), general disclosures 

(GR102) and management approach (GR103). Similarly, the three disclosure themes for Topic-

specific Standards are economic (GRI 200), social (GRI 300) and environment (GRI400). The 

foundation (GRI101) requires basic information regarding the company providing disclosure. 

Similarly, general disclosures (GRI102) require information on the corporate profile, strategy, 

stakeholder engagement, integrity and ethics, and reporting practices. The management 

approach (GRI 103) requires detail on the basic approach used to handle the material topics. 

The specific standards for economic (GRI200), social (GRI 300) and environment (GRI 400) 

themes are mainly required to provide performance disclosure on several indicators of CSR, 

including: 

1) economic: the company’s overall returns, workers’ compensation, community 

investments and charities, and payments made to governments and capital providers; 

2) social: labour, human rights, society, and product responsibility. sub-dimensions of 

these include: 

a) labour: various employment practices and suitable working environments, 

employee turnover and total employees, training, practices related to diversity and 

equal opportunities, employees’ relationship with management; 

b) human rights: non-discriminatory policies, child labour, and local rights; 

c) society: influences on surrounding communities, anti-corruption policies, lobbying, 

and offerings to political parties and politicians; 

d) product responsibility: consumer health & safety, labelling of products and services, 

responsible promotion, and consumer privacy. 

3) environment: land, air, water, energy consumption, emission of hazardous gases, eco-

systems, waste etc. 

As one of the main sources of items included in the Disclosure Quality Index, the GRI 

Standards are discussed further in the next chapter.  

2.4.2 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Guidelines for 

Multinationals 

The OECD was established in 1976 and advocates for ethical business practices, particularly 

among multinational firms. The OECD guidelines are different to the GRI guidelines, based 
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on the responsibility for implementation. These guidelines are referred by governments to 

multinational companies operating in or from following countries. In contrast, in the case of 

the GRI, these are directed at companies to choose whether and to what degree to adopt the 

standards. Nevertheless, as with the GRI, the OECD guidelines’ main focus is promoting 

corporate accountability through the practice and disclosure of a set of acceptable business 

practices. Since their inception in 1976, these guidelines have been updated five times, with 

the most recent guidelines provided in 2011. To augment the OECD guidelines (2011), the 

OECD introduced the ‘Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Business Conduct’ in 

2018.These guidelines encourage companies to support CSR contributions and recognise that 

corporate activities can have adverse impacts concerning CG, consumers, bribery, environment 

and human rights (OECD 2018). 

The OECD guidelines have gained in acceptability. As of 2018, 48 countries were adhering to 

these guidelines (Kaufmann, Bonucci & Kessedjian 2018). Consistent with relevant laws and 

recognised standards at the international level, the guidelines recommend corporate disclosure 

of business responsibilities focused on broad areas including labour and human rights, 

industrial relations, environment, consumer awareness, competition, taxes, corruption and 

disclosures (Gennari & Salvioni 2019). The implementing companies have been advised to 

execute intense responsibility within all CSR areas (DBA 2015).  

2.4.3 United Nations Global Compact (UNGC) Principles 

One of the principles-based frameworks for global CSR-related reporting is the UNGC. The 

UNGC was developed in 1999, an initiative of the United Nations (UN). It consists of 10 

principles in total for labour and human rights, anti-corruption and environmental protections. 

Companies can use the UNGC principles to develop responses to global CSR challenges 

(Humbert 2019). Like the OECD guidelines, UNGC’s 10 principles guide companies and 

especially multinationals on CSR matters. The companies can consider the UNGC principles 

as a central guide and develop CSR disclosure items corresponding to them. Companies are 

expected to provide an annual progress report on UNGC principles concerning their 

performance (DBA 2015). The UNGC is the largest CSR-related initiative globally, followed 

by more than 14000 companies in 166 countries to have a practical framework for their 

responsibilities and commitments towards stakeholders (Kurz 2020; UNGC 2020). 
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Among the 10 principles, two deal with human rights concerns. The first principle advocates 

respect for internationally recognised human rights in the workplace and the community. The 

second is to promote human rights without any abuse of these rights. There are four labour-

specific principles; the first focuses on freedom of association and collective bargaining. The 

second and third principles support eliminating all forms of forced labour and child labour, 

respectively. The last principle supports the elimination of any form of discrimination. There 

are three principles associated with the environment. The first environmental principle 

encourages companies to take precautionary environmental approaches. The second and third 

principles advocate initiatives to deal with environmental challenges in a more responsible way 

and promote environmentally friendly technologies. The last UNGC principle encourages 

companies to work against all sorts of corrupt practices.  

2.4.4 AccountAbility Principles and Guidelines 

The AccountAbility Principles for Sustainable Development were released as the AA1000 

AccountAbility Framework Standard in 1999 (AccountAbility 2008). Initially, AA1000 

focused on three principles: materiality, completeness and responsiveness. These standards 

were subsequently reviewed in 2003 (AA1000 Assurance Standard), 2005 (AA1000 

Stakeholder Engagement Standard) and 2008 (AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard). 

The revision of the standard in 2008 comprised three principles: the foundation principle of 

inclusivity and the principles of materiality and responsiveness. Interestingly, completeness is 

not encompassed as an AccountAbility Principle in 2008 yet remains vital to sustainability 

assurance as it indicates the extent to which the three principles have been attained 

(AccountAbility 2008). In 2018, a further modification to the AA1000 AccountAbility 

principle (AA1000AP) was completed. The revision to the AA1000AP (2018) was ‘to provide 

organisations with a practical set of internationally accepted guiding principles with which they 

can assess, manage, improve and communicate their accountability and sustainability 

performance’ (AccountAbility 2018, p. 12). At present, there are four principles in the 

AccountAbility 1000 Standard: inclusivity, materiality, responsiveness and impact 

(AccountAbility 2018). The main aim of these principles is to encourage companies to involve 

people in all decisions impacting them (inclusivity), ensure decision-makers recognise and are 

aware of the concerns that matter most to stakeholders (materiality), to remain transparent in 

their actions (responsiveness) and to monitor, measure and remain accountable for actions 

affecting the organisational environment (impact). The AA1000 framework was predominantly 
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developed to offer guidance on how accountability in organisations can be improved through 

effective stakeholder engagement (Kurt 2019). 

2.4.5 Similarities and Differences in CSR Disclosure Frameworks 

The comparative analysis of these disclosure frameworks (the GRI, UNGC, OECD and 

AA1000 Standards) is expected to provide a basis for a more comprehensive disclosure 

framework and relevant mechanism for discourse assessment, particularly in terms of quality. 

For instance, there are some similarities in the guidelines and standards provided by the GRI 

(G4, GRI Standards) and the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises. For example, 

both of these guidelines are voluntary and encourage accountability and responsibility, 

developed from the input of multiple stakeholders and are designed to be relevant at a global 

level. Similarly, the AA1000 Standards are voluntary, encourage accountability and 

responsibility and recommend that companies undertake stakeholder engagement.  

There are also differences between the GRI and the OECD Guidelines for Multinational 

Enterprises. For example, the OECD guidelines are approved by governments, whereas the 

GRI is a non-government institution (GRI 2017; ILO 2019). In addition, the OECD guidelines 

have a special focus on multinational enterprises, while the GRI applies to all 

organisations.Finally, the OECD guidelines fail to provide performance indicators that can 

assist in developing performance assessments. In contrast, the GRI is much more 

comprehensive because the GRI’s performance indicators can measure performance against 

the OECD guidelines (GRI 2017; ILO 2019).  

As noted by Bartels et al. (2016), the GRI guidelines are based on widely used CSR reporting 

standards that include normative frameworks and international CSR norms (that is, The UNGC, 

UN Business and Human Rights Guiding Principles, International Labour Organization 

Conventions and OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises) (ILO 2019). Also, the GRI 

and AA1000 Standards approaches are linked and support each other (Hohnen & Potts 2007). 

For instance, the AA1000 Assurance Standard was explicitly designed to increase the 

verifiability of disclosures and works well with the GRI Standards.The GRI has received a 

wide acceptance for CSR disclosures all over the world, and it is often stated as the global 

standard (Gamerschlag, Möller & Verbeeten 2011). For this reason, most prior studies (Garcia-

Torea, Fernandez-Feijoo & de la Cuesta 2016; Yadava & Sinha 2016) have selected the GRI 

guidelines to develop their related measures (that is, GRI-based indices) to evaluate CSR-

related disclosure or make cross-company comparisons. The GRI Standard development 
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process involved collaboration with roughly 30 international disclosure frameworks and 

organisations, including the OECD, UNGC and the UN Environment Program (GRI 2020). 

The GRI Standards are consistently accepted in developed and developing countries as 

developed and approved by the Global Sustainability Standards Board, an independent 

operating unit of sustainability experts (GRI 2020).  

One limitation of the GRI Standards is their specific attention to the needs of large 

organisations (Ferreira Quilice et al. 2018). Apart from this limitation, the GRI Standards being 

universal and comprehensive, may be used to develop an assessment framework of CSR 

disclosure. It would be appropriate to consider the GRI indicators in developing a CSR Quality 

Disclosure Index. First, the GRI Standards (discussed in detail in the next chapter) and the 

accompanying indicators have a high degree of global legitimacy. Many companies have 

adopted them as appropriate to their business (Levy, Szejnwald Brown & de Jong 2010). 

Secondly, the GRI provides the most extensive coverage on the three dimensions of CSR 

compared to other frameworks such as the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, 

UNGC, AA1000S, ISO 9000 and DJGSI (Perrini 2005). This also reflects that GRI Standards, 

in combination with other disclosure frameworks like the ICF, can, where required, be 

considered to develop a comprehensive assessment of CSR disclosure quality. Both of these 

disclosure frameworks, applicable to developed and developing countries, were adopted in 

CSR disclosure studies.  

The state of CSR disclosures in developed and developing countries is explored in the 

following section.  

2.5 CSR Disclosure in Developed, Developing and Cross-Country Contexts 

In both developed and developing countries, companies follow CSR due to mandatory 

(regulations/listing requirement) and/or voluntary responsibility. The following is a brief 

discussion on the CSR disclosure developments and CSR studies undertaken in developed, 

developing and cross-country contexts. The discussion of developed counties is followed by 

the developing and cross-country contexts.  

Over the years, there have been substantial developments concerning CSR disclosure in 

developed countries. For instance, recently, a growing number of regulations require 

companies to disclose social, environmental and governance aspects (Ioannou & Serafeim 

2016). For example, Italy and Germany enacted mandatory requirements for CSR disclosure 
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in 2016 and 2017, respectively (Mion & Loza Adaui 2019). Stock exchanges and other 

regulatory government institutions have made CSR disclosures mandatory in many other 

developed European countries, including the UK, Belgium, Denmark, France, Norway and the 

Netherlands; in Asia including Hong Kong and Japan; and in North America, including Canada 

(David 2015). A number of countries such as the US, UK, Australia, France and Denmark have 

increased CSR regulations; however, the overall approach in some countries remains voluntary. 

For instance, reporting is sometimes a mandatory requirement for polluting and large-scale 

industries only. A particular example is the case of Denmark, where CSR is mandatory for only 

large-scale companies. Therefore, Danish companies must follow the Danish Financial 

Statement and Accounting Act for CSR disclosure when crossing to specific revenue and 

employment threshold, as specified in the EU Directive on non-financial reporting. However, 

while it is mandatory to disclose specific information, the companies still have discretion 

regarding the kinds of socially ‘responsible’ practices linked to their core business (Jackson et 

al. 2020). Further, the mandatory requirements do not require any external verification or 

specific formats to be followed by companies.  

Western developed countries have fostered the development of CSR and disclosure practices 

(Welmilla et al. 2011), and these phenomena have spread from the developed Western world 

to the East (Jamali & El Safadi 2019). As CSR disclosure is an accepted practice in many 

developed countries, most CSR disclosure studies have been conducted in the context of 

developed countries. This includes studies in the US (for example, Giannarakis, Konteos & 

Sariannidis 2014; Giannarakis 2014; Jizi 2017; Jizi et al. 2014; Mallin & Michelon 2011; 

Mallin, Michelon & Raggi 2013; Post, Rahman & Rubow 2011; Rupley, Brown & Marshall 

2012), UK (for example, Hassan 2010; Helfaya & Moussa 2017; Liao, Luo & Tang 2015) and 

Australian contexts (for example, Lim, Matolcsy & Chow 2007; Rao & Tilt 2016; Rao, Tilt & 

Lester 2012). The quantity or volume extent of disclosure have remained the dominant research 

focus rather than the quality of disclosure; only a limited number of studies assess disclosure 

quality in the context of developed countries (for example, Helfaya & Moussa 2017; Jizi 2017; 

Jizi et al. 2014; Mallin, Michelon & Raggi 2013). 

After outlining the state of CSR disclosure in developed countries, it is relevant to explore CSR 

developments in developing countries. Progress towards CSR disclosures has been slower in 

developing countries. Jamali et al. (2017) found that, in general, CSR-related practices in 

developing countries have been far less advanced compared to Western developed countries. 

However, developing countries need to support the increasing CSR demands established for 
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their social acceptability and globalisation requirements (Lau, Lu & Liang 2016). For instance, 

competition for capital has pushed developing countries to incorporate advances that require 

higher standards and guidelines relating to companies’ environment and social conduct 

(Williams & Aguilera 2008). This increase of interest in CSR disclosure in developing 

countries is reinforced by globalisation; demand for socially responsible investment is also 

mentioned by prior studies (Muttakin, Khan & Subramaniam 2015). Bartels et al. (2016) found 

that regulatory authorities and stock exchanges are active in issuing CSR guidelines. This 

shows developing countries are following practices that have evolved in developed countries 

(Mallin 2013). After a long struggle, in many developing countries, there have been some 

changes in CSR disclosure, and they have adopted CG to support CSR disclosure. There are 

both mandatory and voluntary CSR disclosure requirements from governments and stock 

exchanges in developing countries (KPMG 2015).  Examples of mandatory regulations include 

the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (2017), Oman (2016), and India (2013). For voluntary disclosure, 

these include the Bursa stock exchange in Malaysia (2017) and Pakistan’s SECP (2019). Since 

2009, many developing countries (for example, China, India, South Africa and Malaysia) have 

introduced mandatory disclosure requirements relating to environmental, social and 

governance matters. All have implemented these requirements either through the listing rules 

of stock exchanges or related government regulations (Ioannou & Serafeim 2016). 

For example, the Indian Government mandated CSR and CSR disclosure through the Company 

Act (2013), which requires companies to publish CSR reports in India (Guha 2020). In another 

example, the South African Government revised the King III recommendations and in 2017 

introduced those of King IV, which provides a set of voluntary principles and leading practices 

(Ferguson 2019). Although CSR disclosure is still voluntary under South Africa’s ‘apply or 

explain’ regime, it is a mandatory requirement for companies listing on the Johannesburg Stock 

Exchange (JSE) (Natesan 2020). According to the European Corporate Governance Institute 

(ECGI 2016), many developing countries (for example, Brazil, Slovenia, the Philippines and 

Pakistan) have introduced codes and guidelines for best CG practice. They have made 

recommendations for social and environmental-related disclosures. For example, the SECP 

developed its CG code in 2012 and CSR disclosure directive in 2013 applicable to companies 

listed on stock exchanges within the country (SECP 2012, 2013). In 2017, the SECP also 

revised the CG code developed for listed companies in Pakistan that encourages companies to 

provide voluntary CSR disclosure (SECP 2017). While there have been steady developments 

regarding CSR disclosure, CSR regulation and voluntary recommendations in developing 
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countries, some developing countries are still far behind on CSR. The institutions that promote 

CSR practices are weak in developing countries compared to the developed countries (Jamali 

& Mirshak 2007).  

As CSR disclosure frameworks are gradually growing in developing countries, so is CSR 

disclosure research. For instance, some CSR studies are conducted in the context of developing 

countries, including Malaysia (Haniffa & Cooke 2005; Janggu et al. 2014; Ho & Taylor 2013; 

Said, Omar & Abdullah 2013; Yusoff et al. 2016), Pakistan (Majeed, Aziz & Saleem 2015; 

Sharif & Rashid 2014), Bangladesh (Khan, Muttakin & Siddiqui 2013), China (van Staden & 

Chen 2010), South Africa (Ntim, Opong & Danbolt 2012; Ntim & Soobaroyen 2013b) and 

Kenya (Barako & Brown 2008). Most of these studies have considered the assessment of CSR 

quantity; very few research CSR disclosure quality (Janggu et al. 2014). 

Similar to CSR disclosure studies in developing countries, there is very limited research in the 

cross-country context compared to CSR research in developed countries (Branco et al. 2014; 

Michelon & Parbonetti 2012). And within this limited cross-country context, the disclosure 

studies on developed and developing countries, from the perspective of CSR disclosure quality, 

are rarer still. For example, studying in a developed (Australia) and developing country (South 

Africa) context, de Villiers and Alexander (2014) considered both the quality and quantity of 

CSR disclosure. They found similar disclosure patterns in both countries and some differences 

in CSR contexts. Further, de Villiers and Alexander (2014) found management’s commitment 

to CSR and corporate characteristics do not essentially determine CSR disclosure. Similarly, a 

study by Fernando (2013) considered the quality of CSR disclosure in the context of developed 

(New Zealand) and developing (Sri Lanka) countries. It found the quality of environmental 

disclosure less advanced as compared to the quality of social disclosure. Also, the personal 

values of senior managers in Sri Lanka had more influence on CSR disclosure than the values 

of managers in New Zealand. Further, they found the country’s economic development to be a 

good predictor compared to the personal values of management in advancing CSR practices. 

Similarly, Islam et al. (2011) selected Australia as a developed country context and Indonesia 

as a developing country context. They found that Australian companies provided more CSR 

disclosure than companies in Indonesia. Overall, more cross-country studies have selected the 

developed country’s context and compared CSR disclosure practices across these developed 

countries.  
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A number of possible gaps in research can be recognised to advance CSR disclosure quality 

research. To address the identified research gaps effectively, stakeholders’ expectations for 

‘accountability’ linked to CSR disclosure quality are discussed first, followed by the role of 

boards in addressing stakeholders’ expectations.  

2.6 CSR Disclosure and Corporate Accountability 

The concept of CSR generally describes a more responsible way of managing business 

processes to create an overall positive impact on stakeholders, communities and the 

environment, in a manner exceeding the financial and legal requirements of the company (Jo 

& Harjoto 2011; Katmon et al. 2019). As noted above, there is an increase in mandatory and 

voluntary CSR developments in developed and developing countries. Subsequently, through 

their corporate board and senior management, companies are anticipated to make more 

accountable decisions, responding to the demands and expectation of stakeholders. This 

phenomenon has promoted the accountability expectations of stakeholders and requires 

companies to adopt accountability behaviours such as CSR disclosure (Merkl-Davies & 

Brennan 2017). Consequently, there is a rise in the number of socially responsible investment 

indices and the use of CSR reports as part of an annual financial or separate standalone report 

(García-Sánchez & Martínez-Ferrero 2018). 

The recent studies of García-Sánchez, Hussain et al. (2019) and Garcia-Torea, Fernandez-

Feijoo and De La Cuesta (2020) have stated that CSR reporting has increased over time, yet 

the quality of these reports to provide decision-useful information has declined. This suggests 

that while companies have responded to stakeholders’ expectations for accountability and 

transparency through disclosure, this has not necessarily addressed the aspect of disclosure 

quality which would seem important, perhaps more important than quantity. There are several 

reasons for this lack of CSR disclosure quality. One reason is a preference towards long and 

excessive narrative CSR disclosures mainly to build a positive image rather than ensure the 

quality of CSR disclosure, aiming for accountability to stakeholders (Ioannou & Serafeim 

2015; Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015). Another reason is the voluntary nature of 

disclosures and the associated lack of monitoring mechanisms linked to the application of CSR 

disclosure frameworks. For instance, it is observed that although the number of companies 

claiming to follow the international CSR disclosure principles and guidelines (such as, of the 

UNGC and OECD) has increased, there are deficiencies in monitoring mechanisms to ensure 

companies have implemented the practices as disclosed in CSR reports (Cantu Rivera 2013; 
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Tamvada 2020). Companies are not only required to disclose relevant and timely CSR 

information, they must also ensure that this information is reliable and faithfully represented 

(Garcia-Torea, Fernandez-Feijoo & De La Cuesta 2020; Merkl-Davies & Brennan 2017). 

Therefore, it is reasonable to anticipate that stakeholder groups would expect quality CSR 

disclosure. If this does not happen as expected, a ‘credibility gap’ may develop between 

stakeholder groups and the company. This may impact the company’s ‘legitimacy’ in the eyes 

of stakeholder groups. 

To seek the required support of organisational stakeholders, companies are expected to provide 

accountability through quality CSR disclosure, strengthening organisational legitimacy. CSR 

researchers have undertaken assessments of CSR disclosures by addressing the growing 

concerns of stakeholders relating to corporate accountability (Hąbek & Wolniak 2016; Helfaya 

& Whittington 2019; Katmon et al. 2019). The dominant focus of CSR studies has been on the 

volume and/or content of CSR disclosure (Baalouch, Ayadi & Hussainey 2019). Most existing 

CSR literature has studied what and how much is disclosed (Ben-Amar & Chelli 2018; Lee 

2017; Post, Rahman & Rubow 2011). This indicates a gap in research relating to the assessment 

of CSR disclosure quality, which is also a more challenging task in a situation where CSR 

reports appear to provide incomplete disclosures compared to stakeholder expectations 

(Wolniak & Hąbek 2016). Several studies have revealed the serious lack of commitment by 

companies to ensure CSR disclosure quality. For example, Baalouch, Ayadi and Hussainey 

(2019) and Knebel and Seele (2015) found that the CSR disclosure of companies was missing 

the relevance, neutrality, completeness and credibility aspects of information quality. It is 

necessary to adhere to the requirements of both company and stakeholders to reduce the 

credibility gap, support the interests of stakeholders and discharge the companies’ 

accountability. Therefore, it is appropriate to further the research scholarship on disclosure 

assessment by developing a more direct and comprehensive measure of CSR disclosure quality. 

Companies are expected to focus on CSR disclosure quality for accountability reasons, and 

senior management and the board of directors have an important role in ensuring if companies 

are meeting the expectations of stakeholders. The board is the focal component of a company’s 

governance structure and is expected to offer advice and support for CSR disclosure. The board 

is responsible for identifying the direction of CSR strategy and disclosure, influencing CSR 

disclosure practices, and impacting the quality of CSR disclosures. Therefore, through quality 

CSR disclosure, a company's accountability provides an important lens to assess the role and 
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impact of the corporate board. As discussed earlier, in reporting, the focus has been on the 

quantity of disclosure rather than the quality of disclosures. Therefore, it is important to 

consider the board's influence on the quality of CSR disclosure compared to the quantity of 

CSR disclosure, as quantity may not reflect quality. The role of the board and its impact on 

CSR disclosure is discussed next.  

2.7 The Board and its Impact on CSR Disclosure 

In the past, CG guidelines emphasised boards’ responsibility and accountability to shareholders 

only, but these are now extended towards stakeholders and society more broadly (Rao & Tilt 

2016a). Previous disclosure studies have also supported the perspective of a board’s extended 

responsibilities to stakeholders, mainly for accountability reasons (Jamali, Safieddine & 

Rabbath 2008; Kolk & Pinkse 2010). Due to their key role in governance, corporate boards are 

required to ensure if companies meet the CSR expectations of stakeholders (Jizi 2017; 

Mackenzie 2007). Boards of directors can play an important role in providing the information 

required by users for decision-making. Therefore, the corporate board is duly responsible for 

eliminating the credibility gap, which results from any mismatch of disclosure information and 

users’ disclosure quality-related expectations of the information provided. Consequently, 

various scholars (for example, António, Lima & Russell 2017; Cheng 2006; Donnelly & 

Mulcahy 2008; Eng & Mak 2003; Gul & Leung 2004) have frequently discussed a need to 

study board composition and its impact on corporate disclosure.  

Baalouch, Ayadi and Hussainey (2019) and Johnson, Schnatterly and Hill (2013) suggest that 

the composition of the board will impact a variety of corporate outcomes, including CSR 

disclosures (both quantity and quality). Therefore, to better understand the board’s impact on 

CSR disclosure, it is important to first understand the composition of the board. The board of 

directors is a moderately small, interconnected group that creates a link between stakeholders 

and firm management, entrusted with the firm’s functioning (Leblanc & Gillies 2010; Monks 

& Minow 1995). Generally, corporate boards are composed of two groups: executive directors, 

having contractual bonding with the company as they are required to participate in the 

company's management, and non-executive directors,3 who are supposedly independent of the 

company (Fuente, Sánchez & Lozano 2017). Che-Adam, Lode and Abd-Mutalib (2020) and 

 
3 To denote director’s independence in a broader context the terms non-executive directors and independent 
directors are used interchangeably in this study.  
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Formigoni et al. (2020) have recently provided evidence of a positive relationship between a 

higher proportion of non-executive directors and CSR and environmental disclosure.  

Boards of directors work in groups; ideally, all board members are expected to have significant 

involvement in corporate strategic decision-making processes (Pugliese et al. 2009). This has 

led researchers to study the impact of board diversity on corporate outcomes (Katmon et al. 

2019; Pucheta-Martínez & Gallego-Álvarez 2019). It is important to acknowledge that a 

board’s diversity can increase group performance through enhancing decision-making 

capacities. Still, conversely, it may undermine group performance if it results in the rise of 

group conflicts (Erhardt, Werbel & Shrader 2003). From the perspective of various board roles, 

diverse boards have been found to support organisational outcomes with increased access to 

resources, information and levels of independence required to control and monitor management 

(Wahid 2012). Board diversity ultimately results in a broader capacity to understand 

complexity in corporate environments, enhance board independence and monitoring capacities 

in the interests of stakeholders and a stronger desire for more corporate disclosure (Carter, 

Simkins & Simpson 2003). Board diversity may significantly contribute to the board decision-

making process, which requires the collective efforts of all individual directors.  

In group decision-making processes, individual directors should support and respect other 

group members’ capabilities to seek synergy and creativity (Forbes & Milliken 1999).The 

human differences in individual and physiological dimensions can also be a major cause of 

variation in board preferences of companies. Thus the impact of these differences is worth 

exploring. Board diversity is expected to influence CSR disclosure, the reason being their 

ability to impact on CSR practices of the company (Rao 2016). Recent CG codes and 

guidelines, such as the SECP (2017), have recommended companies consider board 

composition and core competencies and diversity of directors. This is the main reason for their 

responsibilities widening in recent times as, in addition to the economic interest (that is, the 

primary interest of shareholders), a significant increase in society’s social and environmental 

interests has been observed (Abeysekera 2010; Gray 2006a; Kaul & Luo 2016). Based on this, 

it is reasonable to expect boards to promote CSR disclosure quality rather than quantity from 

stakeholders’ perspectives.  

The board plays a vital role by developing a strategic direction that helps a company legitimise 

its behaviours in society, particularly through various CSR practices and reporting (Katmon et 

al. 2019; Khan, Muttakin & Siddiqui 2013). To balance the interests of stakeholders, an 
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appropriate board composition is necessary to devise or implement applicable instruments (for 

example, guidelines, codes) of CG and related recommendations for CSR disclosure (García 

& Sánchez 2010). Earlier studies have investigated the influence of board characteristics on 

voluntary corporate CSR disclosure, finding board composition an important determinant of 

disclosure (for example, Donnelly & Mulcahy 2008; Haniffa & Cooke 2002; Kent & Stewart 

2008; Leung & Horwitz 2004; Rouf & Abdur 2011b; Rao & Tilt 2016b; Samaha et al. 2012). 

Board characteristics studies may provide important insights to enhance our understanding of 

CSR disclosure quality from the perspective of an accountability expectation from 

stakeholders. 

2.8 Research Gaps—CSR Disclosure Quality Assessment in the Cross-country 

Perspective 

Prior CSR disclosure studies have highlighted two main research gaps. The first and more 

prominent research gap is the lack of consideration towards CSR disclosure quality (Hąbek 

2017). Studies over the past 15 years, as summarised in Appendices 3–5, have placed more 

emphasis on CSR disclosure quantity than quality. Many of these studies appear to equate 

quantity of disclosure with quality, suggesting that higher levels of disclosure indicate higher-

quality, which may not be the case. Similarly, most studies place less emphasis on developing 

an appropriate quality assessment instrument to assess disclosure quality. Addressing this gap 

is challenging in situations where CSR reports appear to provide incomplete disclosure 

compared to stakeholder expectations (Wolniak & Hąbek 2016). Identification of this 

disclosure quality-related research gap is also aligned with earlier CSR disclosure studies (for 

example, Adams, Dando & Swift 2003; Hąbek & Wolniak 2016; Husillos, González & Gil 

2011; Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015), which highlighted the absence of some required 

disclosure quality attributes, like relevance, reliability and completeness in CSR reports. 

Consequently, as Toms (2002) noted, the findings of CSR assessment research can be 

inconclusive if based on disclosure quantity alone and could effectively undermine disclosure 

quality.  

There is a gap in the prior disclosure quality literature, for which it is recommended to advance 

a more practical and commonly acceptable disclosure quality framework and assessment 

instrument (Baalouch, Ayadi & Hussainey 2019). Similarly, a recent study by Helfaya and 

Whittington (2019) has also highlighted the need directly measure CSR disclosure quality in 

contrast to proxy-based measures of quality adopted in prior CSR disclosure literature. For 
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instance, Giannarakis (2014a, 2014b) has used Bloomberg’s social and environmental 

disclosure score as a proxy for disclosure quality. These proxies may have some limitations as 

they are used to indirectly assess the CSR disclosure quality rather than directly. One approach 

to developing a direct and more reliable measure of CSR disclosure quality is to create a 

‘Disclosure Index’ that can assess the qualitative disclosure characteristics identified in 

disclosure frameworks like the ICF. The ICF is effective as it is already acknowledged in 

developed and developing countries.  

The second research gap is related to CSR disclosure quality from a cross-country perspective. 

Velte (2017) conducted a review of studies exploring CSR disclosure quantity and quality and 

found a lack of empirical studies on CSR conducted from a cross-country perspective. As 

discussed above, there are limited cross-country studies on developed and developing countries 

and CSR disclosure quality in particular. In developed countries, there are more studies in the 

context of the US and UK compared to other developed countries. Several prior studies have 

highlighted the limited CSR disclosure assessment research. They have called for future 

researchers to consider a cross-country perspective in the expectation of a significant 

contribution to CSR disclosure studies in pursuing research in the context of developed and 

developing countries (Ghazali 2007; Kansal, Joshi & Batra 2014; Welmilla et al. 2011; 

Williams & Aguilera 2008).  

The perspective of developing countries is important for many reasons. For many years, 

developing countries have adopted the codes and guidelines set in developed countries. 

However, concerns remain in the adoption of ‘Western’-inspired codes and guidelines (Uddin 

& Choudhury 2008) and the suitability of their recommendations. Countries from developing 

and emerging markets imitate practices of developed nations (Samaha et al. 2012). These 

developing countries have adopted CG codes and CSR disclosure guidelines from developed 

countries. Hence, it is interesting to assess CSR from the perspectives of a developing country 

adopting ‘Western’-inspired guidelines. For instance, differences in the extent of arrangements 

and awareness for CSR between developed and developing countries can trigger adoption 

issues linked to Western guidelines, leading to differences in the emphasis on CSR disclosure. 

Earlier, Rao, Tilt and Lester (2012) and Jamali and El Safadi (2019) recommended that findings 

be compared between developed and developing countries. Acknowledging that some 

differences are expected in CSR disclosure practices in developed and developing countries 

due to the imitation of CSR disclosure frameworks from developed countries, this study will 

be based on these two main research gaps. To accommodate the first research gap, a disclosure 
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quality assessment index of CSR disclosure will be developed. The second research gap will 

be considered by applying this quality index to assess disclosure quality for a sample of 

companies in a developed and developing country. In preparing a quality index and testing it, 

it is opportune to study the association of board characteristics on CSR disclosure quality, 

which also has focused on quantity based on prior literature (Ahmad, Rashid & Gow 2017; 

Aslam et al. 2018; Javaid Lone, Ali & Khan 2016). Linked to the second research gap, the 

following section will discuss the rationale for selecting particular countries as sample groups 

for this study. 

2.9 Rationale for the Contexts of Australia and Pakistan 

The following discussion provides rationales for selecting particular regions and countries in 

this study. The Asia-Pacific is one region with many CSR reporting countries, and reporting 

within this region is no different to Europe (KPMG 2017). CSR reporting in the Asia-Pacific 

region has noticeably improved in recent years. It is now ranked second after the Americas 

regarding the number of companies that provided CSR reporting (KPMG 2017). Therefore, it 

is opportune to study countries in the context of the Asia-Pacific region. Based on the cross-

country context, Australia was selected as a developed country given the history of non-

financial corporate reporting evidenced in annual reports from as early as the 1880s.4 Similarly, 

the long history of corporate reporting and recommendations provided by the ASX makes 

Australian companies a good choice for study. 

There are number of choices for a developing country in this region. According to the UN 

(2015), the South-Asian region is highly populated, with the top three being Pakistan, India, 

and Bangladesh. Therefore, in selecting a developing country, a South-Asian country would 

seem appropriate. A selection among these three would be more desirable due to the large 

representation for the area of interest (CSR) relating to society. Among these three countries 

(Pakistan, India and Bangladesh), Pakistan has been chosen as a developing country case for 

this research for the following reasons. First is the existing CG system in Pakistan and a positive 

response to the World Bank’s recommendation of transparency, social responsibility and 

advancing the responsibilities of boards in the country (Sophastienphong & Kulathunga 

 
4 Guthrie and Parker (1989) when analysing nonfinancial contents of an Australian steel company (Broken Hill 
proprietary company ltd.) found evidence of reporting on non-financial aspects since 1880. 
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2009).5 The SECP (2017) recently revised the CG guidelines and provided recommendations 

to companies on board composition, core competencies and diversity of directors. The second 

reason to select Pakistan as a case is to contribute to the reliability of research.From a research 

point of view, the accessibility of reliable data is enhanced when the researcher has access to 

and knowledge of data sources, without any language barrier. As English is one of the official 

languages of Pakistan, companies correspond with stakeholders in English. Pakistani-listed 

companies also publish their reports in Urdu and English, making a native-speaking researcher 

more desirable to overcome any reliability issues. The third reason is the need for increased 

research on this topic within Pakistan and other developing countries. Several earlier studies 

by Chapple, Slager and Herzig (2014), Fatima (2017) and Mahmood, Kouser and Masud 

(2019) identified a lack of research linked to CSR in Pakistan. Therefore, more research is 

required, especially in CSR disclosures that facilitate the culture of transparency and 

accountability.  

A further rationale for this study to compare a developed and developing country and consider 

the implications of a developing country adopting Western guidelines relates to the adoption 

of CSR disclosure. Pakistan follows a CG code that has been adopted from developed 

countries, such as the UK and other common law countries (SECP 2012). It recommends CSR 

disclosures through voluntary guidelines (SECP 2013) similar to other developed countries. 

Further, there are similarities in governance structure from a comparative perspective: a single-

tier board in both Australia and Pakistan6 (Elizabeth 2007; Sabri & Duc 2014). 

2.10 Contextual Background of Australia 

Developed and developing countries can be differentiated based on several developmental 

indicators. A developed country is characterised as any sovereign state with economic and 

technological developments, a high gross domestic product (GDP), no political instability, a 

higher Human Development Index (HDI) and industrialisation (WPR 2020). Economic and 

other development indicators of Australia for 2018, as provided by the World Bank, show 

Australia as a developed country. For example, Australia has a GDP of US$1.434 trillion, a 

 
5 The World Bank’s 2009 report on CG in the South-Asian region ranked Pakistan at the top of countries in the 
region and successful in investment strategies. The report recommended improvements in the areas of 
transparency, social responsibility and advancing the responsibilities of boards (Sophastienphong & Kulathunga 
2009). In response, Pakistan issued the code of CG (2012) and disclosure guidelines (2013). 
6 Boards have no divisions in terms of a supervisory board, so the same board performs all board-related functions. 
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GDP growth ratio of 2.9 per cent and an HDI of 0.8 (out of 1). Value added by the industrial 

sector is 24 per cent of GDP. Australia had 25 million inhabitants in 2018 (WPR 2020). 

In a recent KPMG survey (2020), an increase in sustainability disclosure among ASX 100 

companies (98% of companies) is noticed compared to 2017 (93% of companies). This increase 

can be attributed to ASX guidelines for CG since Australian companies recommended 

improving corporate disclosure in the KPMG survey of 2017. 

In Australia, the ASX Corporate Governance Council introduced the fourth edition of its ASX 

guidelines in 2019. These ASX guidelines and others introduced earlier (2014) are voluntary 

(ASX 2014, 2019). Recognising corporate disclosure and essential aspects of CG, the ASX 

(2019) guidelines also support social and environmental disclosures where companies have to 

provide some explanation if they do not provide the required disclosures (ASX 2019). These 

ASX recommendations require companies to act ethically and responsibly in their dealings 

with stakeholders and the environment (ASX 2019). These guidelines detail CSR aspects in 

Principle 3, which clearly outlines the obligation for a company ‘to act ethically and 

responsibly’. For this, the company needs to go beyond compliance with legal requirements 

and remain honest and sustain its integrity values (ASX 2019). In particular, these guidelines 

have recommended the corporate board lead ethically and responsibly. The guidelines also 

encourage companies to meet community expectations by achieving or striving to achieve the 

status of ‘corporate citizenship’. The ASX guidelines have recommended that companies 

ensure they cover the following to achieve corporate citizenship: 

1) respect employees’ human rights;   

2) create a safe and anti-discriminatory work environment; 

3) act responsibly towards the environment; 

4) deal fairly and honestly with corporate customers and suppliers; and 

5) deal only with those corporate partners that demonstrate similar ethical and 

responsible business practices.  

These guidelines have also encouraged companies to provide quality CSR disclosure 

information to stakeholders. Principle 6 of these guidelines deals specifically with the quality 

of disclosures, where companies are directed to provide timely and balanced information to 

stakeholders. Further, mainly from the disclosure quality perspective, companies are 

recommended to develop performance disclosures, irrespective of any positive and negative 

information (ASX 2019). 
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The above findings of the KPMG survey related to an increase in the level of CSR reporting. 

Additionally, the disclosure recommendation introduced for ASX companies makes Australia 

an interesting case to study from the perspective of CSR disclosure quality.It is important to 

explore the recent state of CSR disclosure quality. Namely, where prior studies (for example, 

Adams & Frost 2007; Tilt 2001) have found that Australian companies have selectively 

reported in many instances where unfavourable information is avoided or selectively presented. 

The next section will assess and provide the rationale for selecting Pakistan as a developing 

country. 

2.11 Contextual Background of Pakistan 

Contrary to the case of Australia, economic indicators of Pakistan for the year 2018 provided 

by the World Bank show Pakistan as a developing country. For example, Pakistan has a GDP 

of US$314.59 billion, a GDP growth ratio of 5.8 and an HDI of 0.39 (out of 1). The value 

added by the industrial sector is 18 per cent of GDP.Further, as per the OECD, Pakistan 

received official development assistance from 2018–2020 (required for all developing and 

underdeveloped countries) (OECD 2020). From the OECD (2020) report, Pakistan is ranked 

in the lower-middle income to upper-middle income countries. Also, World Bank statistics 

show the country had a US$1198 per capita income in 2019.  

According to the World Bank (2018), the population of Pakistan exceeds 212 million, and it is 

the sixth-highest populated country in the world. Though a low-income country, its large 

population provides a large consumer market for local and multinational companies operating 

in the South-Asia region.Besides an attractive consumer market, it is interesting to study 

companies' current CSR setting and role in Pakistan. For instance, in prior studies (Ashraf 

2018; Malik 2014; Scamardella 2015; Shahid et al. 2020; Umair, Björklund & Petersen 2015), 

it was found that companies in Pakistan operate in the context of several CSR issues, including 

unfair wages, child labour, human rights abuses and poor living conditions. Similarly, as per 

the World Bank’s report for environmental analysis, being the seventh-most impacted country 

by global warming provides Pakistan with non-ideal environmental conditions for companies 

operating in the region (World Bank 2019). According to a recent study (Fatima 2017), for a 

long time in Pakistan, the concept of CSR was considered too idealistic as companies from all 

industries were too underdeveloped to effectively discharge their CSR responsibilities 

embodied in the definition of CSR.  



34 

It is important to explore the historical development of CSR practices in the country to 

understand the state of CSR in Pakistan.The concept of CSR gained currency in Pakistan with 

the SECP introducing the CG code in 2002. For example, this particular code addresses CSR 

practices and the importance of truthfulness and ethical responsibilities (SECP 2002). The 2003 

introduction of the UNGC later provided a lift to CSR efforts in Pakistan. The principal 

regulatory institution, the SECP, revised the CG codes in 2012 and 2017 (SECP 2017). Also, 

the SECP introduced the first CSR disclosure guidelines in Pakistan in 2013. In these 

guidelines, the SECP has directed listed companies to disclose information on companies’ 

environmental protection measures, corporate philanthropy, welfare schemes and community 

investments, energy conservation, welfare spending for the underprivileged, consumer 

protection measures, poverty reduction efforts, health and occupational safety. 

In Pakistan, CSR initiatives were adopted from developed counties like the UK, with 

standardised best practices mostly directed to public limited companies initially (Javaid Lone, 

Ali & Khan 2016). The SECP has developed these voluntary guidelines to link global 

developments and national CSR practices (Mirza & Aslam 2017). The CG code of Pakistan 

has been influenced by the guidelines and recommendations issued by common law countries 

(for example, the UK) (SECP 2012). Through voluntary CSR guidelines, the SECP vows to 

form a corporate culture that is more socially and environmentally responsible (Ahmad et al. 

2015). The SECP requires the corporate board to design, approve and execute CSR policies 

(Javaid Lone, Ali & Khan 2016). They are therefore expected to perform a role to facilitate the 

CSR disclosure quality. The board needs to determine CSR risks and opportunities, as they are 

responsible for reviewing and approving CSR disclosures for internal and external stakeholders 

(SECP 2013). These guidelines recommend that companies have CSR committees to govern 

the overall extent of CSR disclosure and ensure that these have followed CSR reporting 

frameworks. These guidelines also direct companies on the source of reporting, content and 

quality of CSR disclosure. According to SECP (2013), to ensure quality content, the CSR 

disclosure should contain material information concerning CSR activities and policies. To 

facilitate the comparability of CSR disclosure, these guidelines have recommended developing 

CSR disclosures based on yearly comparisons of CSR objectives and their implementation, 

along with available opportunities and associated risks (SECP 2013, p. 6). Further, it is 

recommended that the information disclosed is supported through the descriptive and monetary 

disclosures required for compliance with disclosure guidelines or standards by industry 

regulators (SECP 2013).  
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In addition to the aforementioned government efforts and institutions, many other non-

government and international organisations such as the Responsible Business Initiative, UN 

Development Program (UNDP) and Pakistan Centre for Philanthropy (PCP) promote CSR 

practices across Pakistan (Yunis, Durrani & Khan 2017).  

Although clear direction has been provided in Pakistan regarding CSR disclosures, prior studies 

have also highlighted the lack of CSR disclosure awareness and selective practices by Pakistani 

companies without any proactive and long-term CSR approaches (Khuhro et al. 2015; Yunis 

2009). Most companies in Pakistan are inclined to disclose their philanthropic activities as 

CSR. However, philanthropic giving is just one aspect of CSR (Fatima 2017). One reason for 

Pakistan disclosing more philanthropic activities is that it follows the Islamic principles of 

giving to charity as a Muslim majority country. Prior research by the PCP in 2018 found that 

about 1 per cent of GDP is allocated for charity in Pakistan, which is comparable to developed 

countries. For example, in Canada, it is around 1.2 per cent, and 1.3 per cent in the UK— 

Pakistan gives twice as much to charity than India, a more populated country (Amjad & Ali 

2018). The higher disclosures of philanthropic giving as a consideration of the main CSR 

activity by companies is confirmed in the findings of the earlier studies. These explain why the 

primary CSR arrangement of developing countries and mainly Muslim countries takes the form 

of charitable donations (Jamali & Mirshak 2007; Jamali & Sdiani 2013; Visser 2008). The 

literature shows that CSR is a relatively new area in Pakistan; thus, the role of institutions, 

business and academics in most developing countries is necessary (Lund-Thomsen, Lindgreen 

& Vanhamme 2016; Memon et al. 2014). Companies in Pakistan have not fully internalised 

CSR practices yet, and CSR practices are enforced mainly by outside factors (SDPI 2002).  

CSR generally requires the companies to go above the legal requirements, yet companies rarely 

go beyond this level in Pakistan. There have been past instances of environmental pollution, 

mediocre working conditions and industrial accidents regarding the brand ‘Nike’ in Pakistan 

(Lund-Thomsen & Coe 2015). One reason for such cases is that as an important external force, 

the law is not very effective in Pakistan’s case. For instance, Pakistan is similar to neighbouring 

developing countries like Bangladesh and India, which have relatively weak law enforcement 

(Adams et al. 2007; Ashraf & Ghani 2005; Kansal, Joshi & Batra 2014). A study by Fatima 

(2017) found that in the absence of any strong external enforcement, companies operating in 

less developed countries such as Pakistan are rarely motivated for holistic voluntary CSR 

practices. As earlier mentioned, there are still many CSR roadblocks in Pakistan, such as a 
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preference for shareholder interests and learning of skills for senior managers to juggle the 

interests of all stakeholders (Fatima 2017). 

Having decided on the context of this study, it is now necessary to discuss the theoretical 

support available to enhance understanding of the findings. 

2.12 Conceptual Framework 

Systems theories have been commonly adopted in exploring CSR disclosure and include 

legitimacy, stakeholder and institutional theories (Fernando & Lawrence 2014). Systems 

theories consider the organisation part of a broader social system, and corporate actions such 

as CSR disclosure are influenced by and influence society (Deegan 2002). The present study 

has also selected systems theories to increase understandings of the findings of CSR disclosure 

quality linked to the contexts of developed and developing countries. Variations in CSR 

disclosure quality can be understood by the combination of legitimacy, stakeholder and 

institutional theories. These theories are connected and provide complementary and 

overlapping perspectives (Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002). Several studies have also adopted 

a more positive accounting perspective, relying on, for example, agency theory (de Villiers & 

Alexander 2014; Janggu et al. 2014; Jizi et al. 2014; Khan, Muttakin & Siddiqui 2013; Khan 

2010; Michelon & Parbonetti 2012). CSR researchers often adopt a multiple theory approach 

to enhance understanding (Jude 2013; Yusoff et al. 2016). A major reason for this approach 

has been to include broad and complementary perspectives to understand the nature of and 

motivations for CSR disclosure and to recognise that any one theory is unlikely to offer 

complete insights (Chen & Roberts 2010; Cormier, Gordon & Magnan 2004; Haque, Deegan 

& Inglis 2016; Jain & Jamali 2016; Reverte 2009).  

2.12.1. How these theories will assist in understanding CSR disclosure quality 

The perspectives of system theories (legitimacy, stakeholder and institutional theories) may 

enhance our understanding of why management chooses to report CSR information, 

particularly attending to the disclosure quality. Disclosure studies (Anwar & Malik 2020; 

Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015; Zhang et al. 2020) have found differences in CSR 

disclosure quality is related to managerial motivations, which can be considered from the 

perspective of system theories. Different industries and the nature of their economic activity 

have been found to influence the extent of CSR disclosure (Boutin-Dufresne & Savaria 2004) 

and CSR disclosure quality. Legitimacy theory may assist in understanding the motivation of 
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management to address society’s changing expectations in acquiring and/or maintaining 

legitimacy through CSR disclosure quality.  

Stakeholder theory may assist in understanding the influence different stakeholder groups may 

have on CSR disclosure. This is likely related to perceived social and environmental risks 

associated with the economic activity of companies (Amor-Esteban et al. 2019). According to 

stakeholder theory, stakeholders will have more CSR concerns in industries that have (or are 

perceived to have) more impact on them and the environment in which they live. These 

stakeholder concerns will increase the demand and expectation of corporate accountability, as 

linked to CSR disclosure quality. The stakeholder theory perspective will assist in 

understanding if CSR disclosure responds to a wide group of stakeholders (the ethical branch) 

or more powerful stakeholders (the managerial branch)—such as shareholders where the 

interest may be tied to mandatory compliance and shareholder returns. Consequently, overall, 

there are differences in stakeholders’ pressures on companies operating in different industries. 

Further, the level of responsiveness to these pressures also varies from company to company 

(Helmig, Spraul & Ingenhoff 2013), thus causing variations in CSR disclosure quality. Finally, 

institutional theory might offer understandings if the level of industry pressure and 

management response varies across companies and industry groups for CSR disclosure quality. 

2.12.2 Concepts from Legitimacy theory 

All companies in this study are expected to have legitimacy concerns. Their interdependence 

on society requires a social contract, emphasising the company’s need for a licence to operate 

in society (Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002). The companies of Australia and Pakistan, selected 

from different industries, might have some differences in their legitimacy needs. For instance, 

companies in environmentally sensitive and publicly visible industries can have greater 

legitimacy needs and are expected to provide more CSR disclosure quality and vice versa. To 

meet accountability and transparency expectations, management can develop CSR disclosure 

information exhibiting the qualitative characteristics (relevance, faithful representation, 

understandability, comparability and timeliness) as recommended in generally accepted 

disclosure guidelines. In general, there can be differences in the legitimacy expectations of the 

wider community in Australia as a developed country and Pakistan as a developing country. 

For instance, it is more likely that companies in Pakistan can risk having a large volume of 

CSR disclosures and support their disclosures on soft claims (that is, with a lack of evidence), 

so it becomes difficult to verify disclosure. Also, there can be instances where companies 

purposefully decided not to provide the expected level of voluntary disclosures: for example, 
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when judging disclosure to be an unsuitable strategy to challenge the threat of legitimacy or in 

cases where prior disclosures have made a situation worse (de Villiers & van Staden 2006). 

According to the legitimacy theory perspective, companies’ reluctance to provide CSR 

disclosure indicates that companies want to save themselves from further scrutiny (de Villiers 

& van Staden 2006). 

Similarly, through a number of board characteristics, companies in both countries might seek 

legitimacy from society at large. Thus, several propositions linked to board diversity are 

explored. For instance, the appointments of female and independent directors provide the 

company with a ‘status’ that supports their social contract (Terjesen, Couto & Francisco 2016). 

A proactive legitimation strategy may see a company appoint a female chairperson and female 

CEOs (Halliday, Paustian-Underdahl & Fainshmidt 2021); the enhanced support may have a 

favourable impact on CSR disclosure quality. The board’s size might also positively impact 

CSR disclosure quality (Guerrero-Villegas et al. 2018). 

2.12.3 Concepts from Stakeholder theory 

It is expected that companies in Australia and Pakistan will respond to the CSR disclosure 

expectations of stakeholders. As these disclosures aid in meeting expectations and present more 

accountability to many stakeholders (Gray, Owen & Adams 1996), they are needed to manage 

stakeholder demands, particularly influential stakeholders. Companies operating in a 

developed country may experience different demands from stakeholders in a developing 

country. For instance, companies in developed countries may face more powerful stakeholder 

groups and may thus provide more CSR disclosure quality than developing countries.  

The board of directors has an important role in ensuring CSR disclosure meets accountability 

needs arising from stakeholder expectations. This can be influenced by the structure and 

composition of the board. To manage stakeholder demands, the company might choose to 

implement a more gender-diverse and independent board that addresses stakeholder’s 

expectations. This choice may positively impact CSR disclosure quality. Similarly, a company 

can appoint a female chairperson and CEO to signal they are concerned about minority interests 

and stakeholders overall. Acquiring stakeholder support will positively impact their collective 

perception and overall corporate reputation (García-Meca & Palacio 2018).  
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2.12.4. Concepts from Institutional theory 

In each country, companies will have various organisational, environmental or institutionalised 

standards impacting their organisational structures, strategies, culture and behavioural changes 

(DiMaggio & Powell 1983; Pfeffer & Salancik 1978). Management of different industries in 

Australia and Pakistan may have dissimilar influences on CSR disclosure quality. Therefore, 

institutional theory is important to understand differences in CSR disclosure quality and any 

impact on board-level practices in both countries. Consequently, the concept of ‘institutional 

isomorphism’ will be employed to understand the findings of this study. Institutional 

isomorphism relates to the pressures of institutions and societal expectations (Dacin, Oliver & 

Roy 2007). In both countries, it is expected that the management of companies will consider 

institutional and societal pressure to be important, as companies that fail to follow new 

practices, particularly those adopted by others in the same sector, would risk losing their 

legitimacy (Unerman & Bennett 2004). Under institutional isomorphism, legal or regulatory 

mechanisms force a company to act in the direction of stakeholders and general society 

(DiMaggio & Powell 1983).  

In this study, the two institutional isomorphism concepts of ‘coercive’ and ‘normative’ 

isomorphism are adopted. Coercive isomorphism arises from the critical or more powerful 

stakeholders; thus, organisations must fulfil these stakeholders' expectations. Deegan (2014) 

proposes that coercive isomorphism focuses on powerful stakeholders and thus is related to the 

managerial perspective of stakeholder theory. Along with isomorphic pressures, companies can 

be influenced to provide CSR disclosure quality due to ‘normative’ isomorphism. Companies 

representing a field (that is, Industrials, Materials) can feel pressure to follow the professional 

norms and practices of that industry. 

It is expected that companies may provide higher-quality CSR disclosure to better deal with 

institutional pressures arising from various sources such as stock exchanges and other 

regulatory institutions like the securities exchange commission (Christensen, Hail & Leuz 

2019). Such institutional pressures may differ between companies, industries and countries. It 

is expected that the institutional and coercive isomorphic pressures are higher in developed 

countries and the environmentally sensitive and more publicly visible industries. Companies 

in Pakistan might have less CSR disclosure quality as they face less institutional and coercive 

pressures. Similarly, companies from environmentally sensitive industries and highly publicly 

visible industries have higher-quality CSR disclosures than other industries. Also, some 
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companies may be influenced in both countries due to normative isomorphism, as they must 

adhere to an industry norm of high CSR disclosure quality expectations. 

With the drive to reform CG and CSR, corporate boards in both countries are likely to be 

influenced by the listing rules of stock exchanges and regulatory institutions. For instance, 

companies in Pakistan may perceive overwhelming pressure to comply from other powerful 

bodies like listing stock exchanges to gain legitimacy (DiMaggio & Powell 1983). Therefore, 

companies in Pakistan may have more coercive pressure to appoint more female and 

independent directors on boards, impacting CSR disclosure quality.  

Islam and Deegan (2008) note that companies are inclined to adopt and maintain certain 

activities and practices, including specific disclosure to stakeholders, and address powerful 

stakeholders’ expectations.  

2.13 Summary 

In this chapter, the two research gaps of CSR disclosure quality assessment in the perspective 

of developed and developing countries are determined from a review of prior CSR disclosure 

studies. The justification of establishing the CSR research in the context of Australia and 

Pakistan are supported along with their respective contexts. Finally, the main reasons for using 

systems theories (legitimacy, stakeholder, and institutional theories) are explained to 

understand the findings of this study.  
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Chapter 3: Disclosure Quality Assessment and the CSR Disclosure Quality 

Index 

3.1 Introduction 

The question of disclosure quality and the development of a ‘CSR Disclosure Quality Index’ 

is discussed in this chapter. Baalouch, Ayadi and Hussainey (2019) stressed the need to explore 

the ‘CSR disclosure quality’ gap in CSR disclosure studies that have focused on quantity 

measurements. They have recommended the desirability of exploring an acceptable disclosure 

quality framework and assessment instrument. In the next section (Section 3.2), disclosure 

quality and the associated challenges are discussed, followed by a review and discussion of the 

limitations of the existing approaches of disclosure quality assessment. In Section 3.3, the 

different disclosure guidelines and frameworks available to develop a Disclosure Quality Index 

are discussed. Section 3.4 briefs the alignment of different disclosure frameworks used to 

develop a quality assessment index proposal in the subsequent section. Section 3.5 introduces 

the research framework developed and adopted to address the research gaps in this study. 

Section 3.6 directs the process to develop and test a quality index. Finally, Section 3.7 presents 

the main draft of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index as it will be used to apply in the next stage 

of this study. 

3.2 Disclosure Quality and Assessment Challenges 

In addressing the notion of ‘disclosure quality’, it is first important to think about what ‘quality’ 

might infer. ‘Quality’ mirrors the attributes and characteristics that can measure the level of 

excellence in something (Oxford English Dictionary 2010), for example, in a disclosure. In this 

case, the question becomes ‘how to measure the excellence of a disclosure?’ To understand 

this, we need to think about the types of disclosures required and the information content that 

these disclosures should contain. ‘Disclosure’ is the act of communicating information to users, 

often referred to as stakeholder engagement (Devin & Lane 2014). In disclosure, companies 

release information relating to their activities: performance, policies and programs. Disclosure 

may be mandatory, but a substantive part of reporting is voluntary. Companies disclose 

information to many stakeholders as part of stakeholder dialogue to address their information 
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needs. Disclosure has two aspects—quantity (volume) and quality (depth and richness) for use 

by stakeholders in their decision-making processes. 

There is no standard definition of ‘disclosure quality’ (Baalouch, Ayadi & Hussainey 2019). 

This lack of a standard definition has made disclosure quality difficult to assess, as disclosure 

quality assessment is accomplished by methods other than those used to measure quantity 

(Scaltrito 2015). If disclosure quality is high, what is it that we might expect? Disclosure is 

high-quality if it transmits more value relevance to concerned and outside parties. Moreover, 

it is subject to external audit (Brammer & Pavelin 2008). According to Ane (2012), the 

usefulness of any disclosed information for its users will determine its quality.In the case of 

CSR disclosure, the ‘quality’ can be referred to as the ‘richness of disclosure’, as the extent to 

which the information provided will aid users to appreciate the social and environmental impact 

of corporate activities and develop reasoning about a company’s CSR approach (Michelon, 

Pilonato & Ricceri 2015). Similarly, if the information disclosed is reliable and can hold 

management accountable for the impact of their decisions, it can be regarded as being of high 

quality (Hooks & van Staden 2011). Prior studies have deliberated the question of high-quality 

disclosure entailing the characteristics of relevance, verifiability, neutrality, comparability, and 

clarity of the information (Chauvey et al. 2015). However, what is clear, is that the idea of 

high-quality disclosure has a strong element of subjectivity and can be expected to vary 

between stakeholders, dependent on their need for information of different types.  

Studies have identified information that would reflect quality. Brammer and Pavelin (2008) 

stated that companies need to ensure higher-quality disclosure specifically to suit corporate 

strategy and meet stakeholder expectations regarding CSR impacts. To ensure that disclosure 

is streamlined, voluntary compliance to CSR reporting should be based on globally accepted 

standards and guidelines. It has been suggested that this will increase the quality and 

transparency of CSR disclosure (Brammer & Pavelin 2008; Chauvey et al. 2015). A major 

reason for adopting widely acceptable standards is that they have a clear objective to advance 

voluntary reporting frameworks and raise CSR disclosure practices to a level equivalent to 

financial reporting with general acceptance, comparability and auditability embedded (Perez 

& Carlos 2017). The next section provides a review of CSR disclosure quality assessment 

studies.  



43 

3.2.1 A Review of Relevant Prior Disclosure Quality Assessment Studies 

The assessment of CSR disclosure quality is important, but at the same time, it has remained 

the most difficult task in the CSR research (Ehsan et al. 2018). A major reason for this is that 

CSR is a multidimensional concept with disclosure comprising information about various and 

diverse activities and achievements such as performance, targets and initiatives across 

economic, environmental and social issues. Consequently, the assessment of CSR disclosure 

quality requires appropriate and sophisticated methods.  

Early CSR disclosure quality studies have adopted various approaches in assessing disclosure 

that range from simple to complex. As Beattie, McInnes and Fearnley (2004) classified, these 

CSR disclosure assessment approaches belong to subjective and semi-objective categories. 

Mainly subjective approaches contain analyst ratings, and the semi-objective category contains 

textual analysis and disclosure indices. Some researchers, instead of using a single approach, 

considered multiple approaches in their research. For example, Bachoo, Tan and Wilson (2013) 

used a multimethod approach where they combined the analyst rating approach and self-

developed indices to assess the disclosure quality of companies in Australia. For assessment, 

they used quality scores as provided by the rating agency (Corporate Analysis Enhanced 

Responsibility, or CAER) and self-developed quality disclosure indices for environmental 

disclosures adopted from the index of Clarkson et al. (2008). 

While the quantity of disclosure measure is relatively easy, although its calculation is 

questioned at times, others have adopted more complex approaches to assess disclosure quality. 

For example, Cormier, Magnan and Van Velthoven (2005), Meng et al. (2014), Toms (2002) 

and van Staden and Hooks (2007) used a thematic and interpretative content analysis approach 

to assess the contents related to specific CSR topics. Assessing CSR disclosure quality directly 

has remained a challenging task; therefore, CSR disclosure studies have generally selected the 

‘extent’ of disclosure to measure quality (for example see, Beretta & Bozzolan 2008; Jizi 2017; 

Kalu, Buang & Aliagha 2016; Patten & Zhao 2014; Radu & Francoeur 2017; Urquiza, Abad 

Navarro & Trombetta 2009). A semi-objective approach comprised of disclosure indices is 

preferred to assess the extent of CSR disclosure. In the semi-objective approaches, usually, 

assessment is not based on all the sections of text. A list of items is developed in the semi-

objective approaches to check their presence in the specific sections of the text before the 

assessment (Beattie, McInnes & Fearnley 2004). Disclosure indices studies can be seen in the 
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very early CSR or environmental reporting studies (Freedman & Wasley 1990; Ingram & 

Frazier 1980; Wiseman 1982). 

While prior researchers were interested in assessing CSR disclosure quality, they opted for a 

binary index approach due to its convenience and ability to make a quick assessment. To 

measure the disclosure levels, the approach required developing a checklist and scoring system 

to count the checklist items. A large body of CSR disclosure studies (for example, Fekrat, 

Inclan & Petroni 1996; Guthrie & Parker 1990; Hackston & Milne 1996; Patten 1991; Patten 

2002) developed binary indices, following Wiseman’s (1982) approach to quantify disclosure 

quality. In addition to binary indices, some researchers have incorporated ordinal measures to 

assess the quality of specific disclosures. This has reduced the inherent issues of reliability in 

the binary approach to assess disclosure quality. For example, in addition to the presence and 

absence of an item or theme, they also considered whether disclosure content has any specific 

nature of information such as quantitative or monetary items or indicators. Similarly, some 

studies have considered proxy-based measures to assess the quality of CSR disclosure. Though 

many proxies have been related to CSR disclosure quality, several studies have used the 

‘application level of GRI guidelines’ as the only criteria to access CSR disclosure quality. For 

instance, Legendre and Coderre (2013) used the G3 Guidelines to develop CSR disclosure 

quality criteria. Their quality measure considered disclosure on ‘application levels’ with the 

GRI guidelines. Using the seven application levels of G3, they determined the quality with a 

score (1 as lowest = undeclared level, and 7 as highest = A+). This approach relies merely on 

the application level of the GRI as the sole criterion to determine the level of disclosure quality. 

Other studies have extended the criteria items and considered two or more items as proxies to 

assess the CSR disclosure (Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015). For example, del Mar Miras-

Rodríguez and Di Pietra (2018) adopted two criteria to assess CSR disclosure quality 

(determined as credibility and usefulness) using proxy measures of GRI application and 

issuance of assurance reports. 

A number of the approaches discussed have considered disclosure using measures such as 

volume and disclosure occurrence, adopting a self-developed checklist of items. In contrast to 

these earlier assessment approaches, few studies (Beattie, McInnes & Fearnley 2004) have 

considered disclosure quality a function of multiple dimensions. Consequently, studies looking 

to assess disclosure quality have considered disclosure breadth, depth and time as important as 

disclosure quantity (Helfaya & Whittington 2019). Some studies sought to assess the breadth 

and depth of CSR disclosure (for example, Al-Tuwaijri, Christensen and Hughes (2004); 
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Cormier, Ledoux and Magnan (2009); Cormier, Magnan and Van Velthoven (2005). The 

assessment approach used in these studies was an improvement on binary disclosure indices. 

These studies have advanced disclosure assessment approaches using a quality rating scale 1–

3, where the highest rating was given to disclosure for monetary, quantitative items or 

indicators. In these rating systems, assessment has been 0 for non-disclosure, 1 for non-specific 

qualitative disclosures, 2 for specific qualitative disclosures, and 3 (the highest rating) for the 

quantitative disclosures of each disclosed item. That CSR disclosure quality assessment 

techniques are less advanced compared to disclosure quantity and have led to a call for 

researchers to look towards better assessment techniques. Many researchers have extended 

earlier approaches to assess disclosure quality. One example is Brammer & Pavelin (2006); 

they used a method incorporating disclosure ‘decision’ and disclosure ‘quality’ for assessment. 

In addition to counting the number of disclosed environmental items, they added a binary 

measure to assess the disclosure decision: whether sample companies have disclosed any of 

the six environmental items or not. While each of the disclosure quality assessment approaches 

does have benefits, there are also limitations. The following section will discuss the limitations 

of the CSR disclosure quality assessment techniques, representing a need to develop a better 

assessment technique. 

3.2.2 The Need for an Appropriate CSR Disclosure Quality Assessment Technique 

There are concerns with CSR disclosure quality assessment techniques adopted: the many 

variations that have been developed and the variety of criteria adopted has, at times, been 

subjective and ambiguous. The analyst rating approach raises several concerns. Although the 

analyst rating approach benefits from researcher expertise and provides conformity value in 

terms of robustness of findings, the availability of external and independent CSR/sustainability 

and environment rating agencies is a major limitation. Further, Cheung, Jiang and Tan (2010) 

and Healy and Palepu (2001) have expressed concerns about individual analyst and panel 

biases in developing ratings. Another limitation is that this approach mostly provides the 

opportunity to analyse the large sample sizes adopted primarily in developed countries. This 

approach is less practical in developing countries with an absence or lack of CSR/sustainability 

and environment rating agencies. 

Further, this approach may have limitations when assessing overall CSR disclosures if ratings 

are only available for one dimension of CSR, such as the environmental or social dimension. 

Similarly, while the disclosure proxies consider quality to some extent, these do have some 
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limitations linked to the direct representation of assessment. Therefore, disclosure proxies 

cannot be considered a comprehensive approach to measuring disclosure quality (Beattie, 

McInnes & Fearnley 2004; Hassan & Marston 2010). Disclosure quality is subjective and 

context-dependent; thus, it cannot be assessed simply from proxy-based measures. Assessment 

needs to be based on the range of themes covered: the time period, the credibility of information 

and, where possible, a quantitative or monetary measure of disclosure (Helfaya & Whittington 

2019). 

Similarly, thematic and interpretative content analysis assessment techniques have their 

limitations. For instance, thematic and interpretative content analysis is often based on reading 

and assessing all the disclosure text. Therefore, the overall assessment process remains labour 

intensive and suitable only for small sample sizes. This approach implies that the results are 

not easily generalisable to the broader population. 

To overcome the concerns regarding subjective rating and proxy-based approaches, a number 

of studies have adopted the disclosure indices approach. The disclosure indices approach is 

ranked as a relatively objective approach compared to analyst ratings (Hassan & Marston 

2010). However, these studies raise other concerns, especially where a binary index is 

developed to assess the quality of disclosure. The main problem with a binary index is similar 

to the proxy measures, such as in the mechanism to assess CSR disclosure quality. For instance, 

in binary indices, quality is assessed in relation to particular items being present.However, 

these cannot be taken to ensure quality as items can be general or rhetorically disclosed. 

Therefore, the main problem with the binary scale approach is a very limited assessment of 

quality. This approach excludes the coverage of disclosure themes in reports and the relevance, 

reliability and completeness of the content (Helfaya & Whittington 2019). While some 

disclosure indices studies have applied multiple measures and used a weighted or unweighted 

index, there are still limitations. For example, a disclosure index can be developed to assess 

disclosure themes—‘what’—and the amount of disclosure—‘how much’. However, this 

assessment mostly remains useful to company executives only, where the overall disclosure 

lacks the other qualitative characteristics of information that stakeholders mostly expect 

(Chauvey et al. 2015). 

The disclosure indices studies based on weighting schemes appear both subjective and 

ambiguous (Hooks & van Staden 2011). Other studies supporting a similar approach have 

specified quality evaluation criteria and designed their own scoring schemes. These studies 
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have provided a higher score for disclosing specific attributes of item(s) in contrast to the 

disclosure of more volume or other comparable features of these item(s). For example, Cormier 

and Gordon (2001) valued items more highly that were specifically described, in contrast to 

items noted in general terms, as did Hooks, Coy and Davey (2002). While several prior studies 

have suggested that ‘disclosure quantity’ can be adopted as a proxy of quality, this approach 

has been questioned (Hooks & van Staden 2011). 

Some studies that have assessed the breadth and depth of CSR disclosure have limitations in 

the criteria adopted. For example, to assess CSR disclosures Hąbek and Wolniak (2016) 

selected rank one (a lower rank) ‘some but little information’ was disclosed concerning an 

individual criterion developed in their study. Similarly, at rank two, they considered disclosures 

that have disclosed ‘most important aspects' concerning an individual criterion. Subjectivity is 

implicit, and decisions will be made differently depending on how each individual interprets 

‘some’, ‘little’, ‘most important and ‘less important. How are ‘some’ or ‘little’ assessed? This 

raises serious concerns about the reliability of the assessment by evaluators based on their 

interpretation. 

Overall, it is concluded that disclosure quality assessment is a difficult task, and while existing 

assessment techniques claim to assess quality, they have many inherent limitations. Based on 

this, the next section establishes support for a comprehensive CSR disclosure quality index. 

3.2.3 The CSR Disclosure Quality Index 

Disclosure quality is an attempt to measure the ‘meanings’ of ‘what is written’ in a disclosure. 

The quality of a disclosure depends on multiple aspects, such as its content, credibility, 

presentation and quantity. This means that disclosure quality cannot be accurately assessed if 

just one aspect is considered, such as disclosure quantity or presentation (Hassan 2018; Helfaya 

& Whittington 2019; Radu & Francoeur 2017). This presents the need for an assessment 

mechanism to assess all possible disclosure aspects. The development of a quality index is a 

way to address this ‘measurement issue’ (Hooks & van Staden 2011). A disclosure index can 

only be a better solution if it contains a range of items to assess disclosure characteristics, 

including its relevance, reliability, completeness, understandability and timeliness. For 

validity, a quality index needs to be composed of viable items that can be evaluated on a scoring 

scheme developed using clear criteria indicative of ‘quality’. The analysis of disclosure quality 

can be linked to calculating a ‘quality score’ and adopted to specify the level of disclosure 

quality (Hąbek 2017). 
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Given the issues raised earlier with the reliance on quantitative measures of CSR, proxy 

approaches adopting quantity measures for quality and the quality measures adopted, this study 

moves forward to consider an alternative approach. It will assess the quality of CSR disclosures 

embracing the guidelines and standards available and focusing on the qualitative characteristics 

identified within the ICF to form a CSR Disclosure Index. The Disclosure Index is adopted as 

it is considered a more objective approach and can provide the capability to assess the range of 

disclosure characteristics of CSR disclosure. A more practical disclosure index will also 

support the disclosure comparisons based on companies, industries and countries. Thus, to 

develop a more comprehensive and multidimensional disclosure quality index, the next section 

discusses a number of guidelines and standards useful in identifying types of CSR information 

needed to develop a comprehensive disclosure quality index.  

3.3 Disclosure Guidelines, Standards and Frameworks 

The CSR disclosures are largely voluntary, and measures can be expected to be based on the 

types of information required by decision-makers as perceived by management. A number of 

corporate reporting frameworks comprise disclosure guidelines and standards useful in 

identifying the types of CSR information that should be reported. These are discussed in this 

section. 

3.3.1 The Global Reporting Initiative Guidelines and Standards 

Internationally the GRI is one of the most reputed and applied CSR guidelines and standards 

by companies (Nikolaeva & Bicho 2011). The GRI reporting guidelines are regarded as a 

comprehensive sustainability reporting framework (GRI 2014). These guidelines were first 

developed in 1997, made publicly available from 2000 and released as standards in 2016. These 

standards are consistent with the UNGC and ISO 26000 (Valeri 2019). 

All core concepts and disclosures are now included in the GRI Standards supported by simpler 

and more comprehensible language for clear requirements and a more flexible structure (GRI 

2018). The latest GRI Standards identify principles from which to define report contents and 

to ensure the quality of information disclosed (Valeri 2019). It contains four principles to define 

reporting content and six principles to ensure the quality of reporting. The focus of these 

principles is shown in Table 3.1 and Table 3.2.  

Table 3.1 identifies four major principles to define the type of content that ideally should appear 

within a report. The first principle, ‘Stakeholder Inclusiveness’, recommends a brief response 
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to meet stakeholders' realistic expectations and interests. The second principle, ‘Sustainability 

Context’, recommends reports about performance in three dimensions of sustainability—

financial/economic, social and environmental disclosure. The third principle, ‘Materiality’, 

recommends identifying and reporting on all material topics. Under the Materiality principle, 

all topics with potentially important impacts on economic, social and environmental aspects 

that might affect stakeholder decisions and assessments should be disclosed. The final principle 

is to ensure the ‘Completeness’ of disclosures. This can be ensured by providing sufficient 

disclosure on the three content principles to facilitate performance assessment grounded on 

economic, social and environmental impacts. 

Table 3.1 

GRI Principles for defining report content 

Principle Focus of principle 

1. Stakeholder 

Inclusiveness 

Endorses finding stakeholders and explaining how the company is 

responding to their reasonable expectations and interests. 

2. Sustainability 

Context 

Endorses performance disclosure in the broader context of 

sustainability. 

3. Materiality Endorses the disclosures of significant economic, social and 

environmental impacts or the aspects of the disclosure that can 

influence the decisions of stakeholders and assessments. 

4. Completeness Endorses sufficient disclosure on material aspects and their boundaries 

relating to a specific period to facilitate performance assessment 

grounded on economic, social and environmental impacts. 

 

A number of principles are put forward, identifying qualitative characteristics that content 

might be expected to possess in CSR disclosure. Table 3.2 identifies the six principles 

important in addressing the quality of reporting undertaken. These are not dissimilar to those 

we will discuss in the context of accounting information. In the context of ‘balance’, there is 

an emphasis on the belief that both positive and negative information should be reported for 

disclosures to be believable. This information should, as far as possible, be free from bias. This 

is to ensure that reporting is appropriately ‘balanced’ and conducive to enhancing users’ 
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decisions. It is important to present the facts and interpret these facts, with interpretations 

clearly distinguished (Diouf & Boiral 2017).  

‘Comparability’ between and within companies in reviewing performance is also an important 

principle (GRI 2006). In addition, consistency is considered an important attribute linked to 

comparability, understood in the sense that the same practices are adopted across time, with 

departures appropriately reported (IIRC 2019). In terms of CSR reporting, comparability would 

imply that information disclosed regarding companies’ economic, social, and environmental 

performance can be compared over time within the company and across other companies within 

the same sector (Diouf & Boiral 2017). Accuracy requires that disclosures be free from material 

errors and rests on the nature of the information disclosed and its usefulness to decision-makers 

(GRI 2006). Companies must ensure that ‘the qualitative statements in the report are valid 

based on other reported information and other available evidence’ (GRI 2006, p. 15).  

Timeliness is linked to the usefulness of the information. To make informed decisions, 

information is required by stakeholders in a timely manner (as soon as possible after the event) 

to be useful in decision-making and occur at regular intervals (GRI 2006 p. 16). Clarity relates 

to understandability. The information must be clearly expressed, accessible and usable by 

concerned stakeholders in decision-making. Reporting should only emphasise the level of 

information needed by stakeholders to ensure clarity. Therefore, any content comprising 

unnecessary and needless details, jargon or acronyms that possibly limit user understanding 

must be avoided (GRI 2006). Reliability, the final principle, relates to the trustworthiness of 

the information. Independent external assurance is usually adopted to give this sense of 

reliability and trustworthiness of what is largely voluntarily disclosed by management to 

stakeholders (Diouf & Boiral 2017). 

Table 3.2 

GRI Principles for defining report quality 

Principle Focus of principle 

1. Balance To disclose positive and negative aspects for a rational assessment of 

the overall performance of the company. 

2. Comparability To disclose information consistently, which facilitates users’ analysis 

of changes in the company’s performance over time and support 

analysis concerning other organisations in the same sector. 
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3. Accuracy The disclosed information must be adequately correct and detailed for 

users to evaluate corporate performance. 

4. Timeliness To provide disclosure on a regular schedule to facilitate timely 

information for users. 

5. Clarity To provide disclosures in an understandable and accessible manner to 

users.  

6. Reliability To gather, record, collect, analyse and disclose information, aside from 

reporting procedures, in a manner that can be scrutinised and set the 

quality and materiality of disclosures.  

3.3.2 International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) 

The IASB is responsible for advancing and publishing the International Financial Reporting 

Standards (IFRS), including the ICF (IFRS 2018). The IASB comprises representatives from 

around the world. While they develop IAS member countries and countries adopting IAS 

implement, monitor and enforce them. The IASB issued the revised ICF for Financial 

Reporting in March 2018. Of particular interest in this study are the qualitative characteristics 

identified. It is these characteristics that CSR indicators will be matched with to form the CSR 

Disclosure Index. Qualitative characteristics have been characterised as Fundamental/Essential 

(that is, relevance and faithful representation) and Enhancing (comparability, 

understandability, verifiability and timeliness) (IFRS 2018, p. 6). These characteristics underlie 

decision-useful information and are discussed below. 

3.3.1.1 Essential qualitative characteristics 

The essential characteristics are those deemed the most important and required in all disclosed 

information. These are the characteristics of relevance and faithful representation. 

1) Relevance: Disclosed information is relevant if it has the ability to influence or change 

decisions made by users. Information can impact a user’s decision if it allows them to 

make new estimates or confirm or correct their previous estimates (IASB 2018). 

Relevance can be ensured by involving users in reporting through stakeholder dialogue, 

to determine what is important to them (Kamala 2014). 

2) Faithful representation: Information that is neutral, complete and free from material 

misstatements is more reliable and a faithful representation. Neutrality refers to 
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objective and unbiased information that does not overly impact users (IASB 2018). 

Completeness is achieved by avoiding any bias, selectivity or omission in disclosure 

information (IASB 2018). Freedom from error involves the truthful representation of a 

phenomenon and evading omissions or errors (IASB 2018). 

Both relevance and faithful representation are essential for information quality. According to 

the AASB (2015), ‘both essential qualitative characteristics make the information useful for 

decision-making. Neither a faithful representation of an irrelevant phenomenon nor an 

unfaithful representation of a relevant phenomenon helps users make good decisions’ (AASB 

2015, p. 15). Therefore, any information of quality must possess both these essential 

characteristics. This is the main reason why both these characteristics (with others) are 

considered important criteria for developing a disclosure index. To develop an assessment of 

disclosure quality in this study, the Disclosure Index has adopted both essential characteristics, 

and information on disclosure items derived from the GRI and AA1000 indicates the presence 

of this characteristic. 

3.3.1.2 Enhancing qualitative characteristics 

The four ‘enhancing’ qualitative characteristics are comparability, understandability, 

verifiability and timeliness. The enhancing qualitative characteristics can improve the 

usefulness of information, but they cannot make non-useful information useful (IFRS 2019). 

1) Understandability: Understandability refers to the quality of information that allows 

users, who have a reasonable education, to understand its meaning and avoid 

misconceptions (IASB 2008). Once disclosure information is categorised, classified and 

presented in a concise manner, understandability shall improve. The presentation must be 

supported by tables and graphs that improve users’ understanding (van Beest, Braam & 

Boelens 2009). Understandability contributes to the readability of a report by avoiding 

more scientific as well as technical terms where possible, or by providing explanatory notes 

of the terms; using simple, unambiguous words; selecting a more logical reporting 

structure; using straightforward sentences and presentation styles; providing appropriate 

graphics and pictures in addition to text and providing a glossary (Kamala 2014).  

2) Comparability: Comparability is the capability of quality information that permit users 

to recognise similarities and differences among two sets of economic phenomena. It aids 

users to recognise any trends and analyse company performance over time. The information 

must be consistent to facilitate comparability. The same accounting policies and procedures 
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must be practised, either from time to time within a single company or in a single period 

across the companies (IASB 2008). 

3) Timeliness: Timeliness requires information to be provided within the required or 

earlier timeframe. If information is not timely, it loses its capacity to influence decisions 

(IASB 2008). Although timeliness is an ancillary characteristic of relevance, alone, it 

cannot make information relevant (IASB 2018). Any relevant information offered sooner 

can only improve its ability to impact decisions. Timeliness can be ensured by providing 

disclosures at fixed intervals or following a regular cycle (Kamala 2014). 

In addition to the characteristics of understandability, comparability and timeliness, the IASB 

also recommends ‘verifiability’: stated data and information must be independently verifiable 

from an objective viewpoint (IASB 2008). Verifiability is required to declare to users that the 

reported information faithfully denotes the phenomena it purports to represent. Therefore, it 

requires disclosing fundamental assumptions, approaches to gathering information and other 

factors and situations that support the disclosure (Kamala 2014). 

All these enhancing characteristics of information not only increase the effectiveness of any 

information that possesses the essential characteristics, but they are also necessary for each 

enhancing characteristic. For instance, the understandability of disclosed information is 

increased if it is easily comparable and current compared to information that lacks these 

characterises. Similarly, with the essential characteristics, all enhancing characteristics will be 

used to develop an assessment of disclosure quality in this study. A Disclosure Index is 

developed that has adopted both essential characteristics and enhancing characteristics where 

information on disclosure items derived from the GRI and AA1000 indicates the presence of 

these characteristics. Once all of these qualitative characteristics of information are satisfied, 

the quality of disclosure for users of the information will be ensured. These disclosure 

characteristics are also supported in the other frameworks of non-financial disclosure 

information, such as integrated reporting, which is discussed next. 

3.3.3 International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) 

As an international alliance of stakeholders, the IIRC is able to encourage communication 

among these stakeholders. This resulted in the first draft of the International Integrated 

Reporting Framework in 2013. This framework contains guiding principles applied jointly and 

individually to prepare and present integrated reports. The principles adopted similar principles 

common to the types of information that various guidelines and standards identify as important 
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in assessing the ‘quality’ of information.The quality of information is identified as important 

to stakeholders in decision-making.The guiding principles of the IIRC are: 

 strategic focus and future orientation (‘An integrated report should provide insight into the 

organization’s strategy, and how that strategy relates to the organization’s ability to create 

value in the short, medium, and long term and its use of and effects on its capitals’ (IIRC 

2013)); 

 connectivity of information (‘An integrated report should show, as a comprehensive value 

creation story, the combination, interrelatedness, and dependencies between the 

components that are material to the organization’s ability to create value over time’ (IIRC 

2013)); 

 stakeholder responsiveness (‘An integrated report should provide insight into the quality of 

the organization’s relationships with its key stakeholders and how and to what extent the 

organization understands, takes into account, and responds to their legitimate needs, 

interests, and expectations’ (IIRC 2013)); 

  materiality and conciseness (‘An integrated report should provide concise information that 

is material to assessing the organization’s ability to create value in the short, medium, and 

long term’ (IIRC 2013)); 

  reliability and completeness (‘An integrated report should include all material matters, 

both positive and negative, in a balanced way and without material error’ (IIRC 2013)); 

and 

 consistency and comparability (‘The information in an integrated report should be 

presented on the basis that is consistent over time and in a way that enables comparison 

with other organizations to the extent it is material to the organization’s own value creation 

story’ (IIRC 2013)). 

As mentioned above, the ‘guiding principles’ are recommended individually in the GRI, IASB 

and IIRC. Common characteristics appear in each, adding support to the adoption of the 

qualitative characteristics of the ICF. Therefore, next is discussed the key alignment found in 

the guiding principles of GRI, IASB and IIRC, with reference to the qualitative characteristics 

of the ICF. 

3.4 Principal Alignment Between the Recognised Disclosure Frameworks 

The qualitative characteristics of information (essential/fundamental and enhancing) identified 

within the ICF are consistent with other guidelines such as the GRI and IIRC (see Table 3.3). 
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There are five characteristics (relevance, faithful representation, understandability, 

comparability, timeliness) that information should possess to allow effective decision-making. 

Table 3.3 shows there is alignment in the principal guidelines of the comparability and 

timeliness aspects. 

Table 3.3 

Alignment in the recognised reporting frameworks 

Qualitative characteristics of information 

IASB (CF) GRI IIRC 

Relevance, Materiality Materiality Materiality 

Faithful representation, 

Complete, Free from 

material error, Neutrality 

Reliability, Completeness, 

Accuracy, Balance 
Reliability, Completeness  

Understandability Clarity Conciseness 

Comparability Comparability Comparability 

Timeliness Timeliness   

 

This review has identified the characteristics considered important indicators of the quality of 

information made available to stakeholders for decision-making purposes. A link has also been 

drawn between the various characteristics identified within a number of guidelines and the 

qualitative characteristics identified within the recently updated ICF (2018). The ICF will be 

adopted in the development of a quality CSR index in this study. A major reason for choosing 

the qualitative characteristics of the ICF, compared to others, is the wide acceptance and 

adoption of this framework and the importance of the identified characteristics for information 

provided to stakeholders. According to the IFRS Foundation (2019), more than 140 countries 

have adopted this framework. The qualitative characteristics of ICF have provided a strong 

base to support financial and non-financial guidelines and standards, like the GRI and 

integrated reporting. The consensus by various standard-setting organisations on desirable 

qualitative dimensions increases the generalisability and applicability of the proposed index. 

In the next section, this index is developed. 
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3.5 Framework to Develop and Test the CSR Disclosure Quality Index Based on the 

International Conceptual Framework 

In previous sections, the notion of quality, interpretations of ‘quality’ and lack of a universal 

meaning attributed to ‘quality’ and qualitative characteristics were discussed. It was found that 

there are common qualitative characteristics identified among the various guidelines that have 

been developed, suggestive of the characteristics that would reflect ‘quality’ in the information 

reported to stakeholders for decision-making purposes. As noted, this study will adopt the 

qualitative characteristics as identified in the ICF (1989) but reflected in the other guidelines 

as shown in Table 3.3, where commonalities are noted. Chauvey et al. (2015), Botosan (2004) 

and Solomon (2000) have previously suggested that the qualitative characteristics of the ICF 

might provide a more reliable framework for assessing disclosure quality. These qualitative 

characteristics embedded in the ICF provide a foundation from which the present study can 

develop a CSR Disclosure quality Index to assess the quality of CSR disclosures by companies 

in Australia (as a developed country) and Pakistan (as a developing country). A research 

framework as presented in Figure 3.1 is adopted for the development and application of the 

disclosure index. The overall research framework comprises three main stages. At stage one, a 

response to the first research gap linked to the assessment of CSR disclosure quality is 

developed. A ‘Quality Index’ to assess the quality of CSR disclosure is developed by adopting 

the qualitative characteristics of the ICF and Global standards such as the GRI (2016) and the 

AccountAbility AA1000 Standards and Principles (2018). A systematic process to develop a 

disclosure quality index is adopted in this study, as discussed in detail in the next section. 
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Figure 3.1 

Research framework of study 
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Once the index has been developed, it will be applied in stage two, adopting a sample of 

companies from Australia (a developed country) and Pakistan (a developing country). A 

content analysis of CSR disclosure data from ASX and PSX companies is then undertaken and 

reported in Chapter 5. Part of stage two is to consider the impact of board characteristics on 

CSR disclosure quality discussed in Chapter 4. A number of board characteristics are 

considered: gender diversity, board independence, female chairperson, female CEO and board 

size are selected to assess their association CSR disclosure quality.  

Stage three is the final stage. At this stage, the concepts of systems theories (legitimacy theory, 

stakeholder theory, and institutional theory) are adopted to assist in understanding the findings 

of this study. In subsequent chapters, the collected data and results are discussed, and systems 

theories will be incorporated to assist our understanding. Chapter 9 concludes the study. In the 

next section, the development of the disclosure quality index is discussed. 

3.6 Development and Application of the CSR Disclosure Quality Assessment Index 

The CSR Disclosure Quality Index of this study was developed in three steps, as shown in 

Table 3.4. The detail of each step is discussed next.  

3.6.1 Step 1: Development of Index Items and Evaluation Criteria 

Five tasks were completed in this step. First, CSR disclosure themes were identified from the 

GRI and AA1000 Standards. Prior CSR Disclosure Index studies were also reviewed. 

Secondly, a checklist of items derived primarily from the GRI was developed corresponding 

to each CSR disclosure theme previously identified. Third, an initial inventory of 20 CSR 

disclosure themes supported by more than 50 evaluation items was created. Each CSR 

disclosure theme and relevant items were matched and placed under the five corresponding and 

relevant ICF qualitative information characteristics. Finally, an evaluation criterion for each 

disclosure level in a five-point Likert Scale was developed for each CSR disclosure theme, and 

suitable items were populated under each evaluation criteria. This step led to the initial draft of 

the Disclosure Quality Index and its components. The index comprises CSR disclosure themes 

that reflect the five qualitative information characteristics of ICF. Each characteristic is 

assessed on five disclosure evaluation levels (that is, 0 for the lowest level and 4 for the highest 

level) through relevant CSR disclosure items. 



59 

Table 3.4 

Three steps to develop CSR Disclosure Quality Index in this study 
 

 

Step 1: Development of index items and evaluation 

criteria: 

1. identify CSR disclosure themes; 

2. develop a checklist of disclosure items based on GRI 

items, AA1000, prior literature; 

3. identify an appropriate number of themes; 

4. identify an appropriate items evaluation criterion; and 

5. develop an initial index draft. 

Step 2: Refinement of initial index draft: 

1. develop ongoing iterative internal reviews; 

2. develop modification and prepare second index draft; and 

3. conduct external reviews of second index draft. 

Step 3: Finalisation of index: 

1. develop final working draft of the index.  

 

3.6.2 Step 2: Refinement of the Initial Draft of the Index 

In the second step, three main tasks were completed. These tasks include ongoing iterative 

internal reviews and modifications required to prepare the second index draft, followed by 

external reviews of the second draft. The main purpose of this last step was to ensure that items 

and criteria have validity by taking expert advice from researchers working and publishing 
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extensively in the CSR area. Once a preliminary draft was prepared, it was reviewed with the 

supervisory team. Some items were deleted, merged or separated through an intensive, iterative 

and thorough review process. For example, in the initial draft under the relevance category, an 

item named ‘description of CSR targets’ was deleted (that is, as a base for the comparability 

category). In the final draft, ‘CSR improvements disclosure’ was merged with the CSR 

performance category. A second draft of the index was informed by this process. The second 

draft of the index was then externally reviewed with CSR experts outside the University of 

Tasmania (UTAS). In selecting experts to review the approach taken, criterion was adopted 

including that the expert possessed a PhD qualification, was experienced in both academia and 

preferably with involvement in industry consultancy, was publicly recognised for CSR research 

contributions, and worked in a university.After scrutiny, eight experts were contacted by email 

and requested to participate (see Appendix 6), while a number of visiting academics were also 

asked for input. Adjustments for feedback were made after a discussion of recommendations 

with the supervisory team.  

3.6.3 Step 3: Finalisation of Index 

With Step 2 complete and the draft framework amended to take account of the 

recommendations from experts, the final draft of the index was prepared. Table 3.5 shows the 

CSR disclosure categories representing disclosure characteristics, while Table 3.6 shows the 

finalised draft of the index ready for pilot testing on a sample of companies from a developed 

(Australia) and developing (Pakistan) country.  

3.7 Main Components of the Final Draft of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index 

Following the ICF, the Disclosure Quality Index has adopted the two essential and three 

enhancing characteristics as shown in Table 3.5. The essential characteristics are relevance and 

faithful representation, while the enhancing characteristics are understandability, comparability 

and timeliness. All these five disclosure categories are linked to 14 CSR Disclosure Index items 

as criteria to assess CSR disclosure quality.  

The ‘relevance’ characteristics on the index are represented by six criteria for CSR items, 

namely: CSR strategy disclosure(s), description of CSR risk, evidence of stakeholder 

engagement, discussion of economic performance, discussion of social performance, and 

discussion of environmental performance. Similarly, ‘faithful representation’ is represented by 

three criteria items: CSR assurance, disclosure of favourable information, and disclosure of 

unfavourable information. There are two criteria for understandability characteristics, namely 
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clarity of written information and clarity of visual information (graphs and tables). Similarly, 

the comparability characteristic is represented by two criteria categories: comparability of 

performance and consistency of performance disclosure. The final enhancing characteristic, 

timeliness, has only one criterion category: currency of the information. 

Table 3.5 
CSR Quality Index Disclosure characteristics for information and corresponding judgement criteria 

Essential characteristics of 

information 

Judgement criteria 

1. Relevance 1. CSR strategy disclosure(s); 

2. description of CSR risks; 

3. evidence of stakeholder engagement; 

4. discussion of economic performance; 

5. discussion of social performance; 

6. discussion of environmental performance. 

2. Faithful Representation 7. CSR assurance; 

8. disclosure of favourable information; 

9. disclosure of unfavourable information. 

Enhancing characteristics of 

information 

Judgement criteria 

3. Understandability 10. clarity of written information; 

11. clarity of visual information: graphs and tables. 

4. Comparability 12. comparability of performance; 

13. comparability of performance. 

5. Timeliness 14. currency of the information. 

 

3.7.1 Relevance Disclosure Characteristic 

Six criteria were selected to judge the relevance characteristic for information reported as a 

measure of the quality of disclosures. These are: CSR strategy disclosure(s); CSR risks; 

stakeholder engagement; and economic, social and environmental performance.  
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3.7.1.1 CSR strategy disclosure(s) 

‘CSR strategy disclosure’ is required for CSR information to be of high quality. Van Staden 

and Hooks (2007) commented that a high-quality CSR disclosure contains a complete story of 

corporate impacts and performance through disclosure comprised of organisational CSR 

strategies, progress and interrelated influences. In a study of EU countries, Hąbek and Wolniak 

(2016) noted that ‘CSR strategy’ was the highest-rated sub-indicator for the relevance category 

by stakeholders. Amparo et al. (2015) also found that stakeholders expect companies to 

disclose information about CSR strategy and the development of CSR disclosures they are 

interested in.  

It is expected that disclosures will consist of a clear release of ‘vision’, ‘mission’, ‘objective’, 

‘goals’ and ‘policies’ to meet the accountability demands of stakeholders, while disclosures 

comprising clear statements of CSR values, objectives and goals are required (Adams 2004). 

Prior CSR disclosure studies by Hąbek (2017), Wolniak and Hąbek (2016), Brammer and 

Pavelin (2008), Joseph and Taplin (2011), Daub (2007), Chauvey et al. (2015) have also 

provided strong support to include the CSR strategy.  

3.7.1.2 Description of CSR risks 

Discussion of CSR risk is considered relevant information for decision-makers as awareness 

of CSR-related obligations, risks and opportunities are important for effective economic, 

environmental and social accountability (Baumgartner 2014). This responsibility to be alert to 

and report on CSR risks and opportunities allows companies to develop their positive image to 

stakeholders. Ballou et al. (2012) remarked that CSR risks are value-relevant and linked to 

future corporate performance. The disclosure of CSR risks and opportunities becomes a 

recommended item for the index as such disclosures have predictive value for users. Various 

institutions recommended the inclusion of CSR risks and risk management disclosures, 

including the IIRC, the American Sustainability Accounting Standard Board and the Global 

Sustainability Standard Board (Truant, Corazza & Scagnelli 2017). The ASX requires 

companies to disclose material exposure to ‘environmental and social sustainability risks’ and 

their strategy to manage and mitigate risk. Most prior standards and guidelines expect 

companies to provide CSR risk disclosure comprising a comprehensive and actionable risk 

management plan. Detailed information on CSR risks and their possible impacts will enhance 

the capability of report users to develop more valid predictions to inform their decisions.  
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3.7.1.3 Evidence of stakeholder engagement 

The disclosure of information about ‘stakeholder engagement’ is important to a CSR 

Disclosure Quality Index. Engagement is necessary to ensure CSR obligations are met. As 

Belal (2002) noted, stakeholder identification and engagement are part of meeting 

accountability obligations. This importance has been noted by many researchers, including 

Kaymak and Bektas (2017), Sangle (2010) and Green & Hunton‐Clarke (2003). In sum, this 

criterion is grounded in identifying whether companies have identified key stakeholders, 

disclose relevant information to them and identify the nature of engagement. A two-way 

engagement between the company and stakeholders supports accountability expectations. 

3.7.1.4 Discussion of economic performance 

Where possible, there also needs to be disclosure relating to the economic aspects of CSR 

activities. Together with all business activities, there can be financial impacts that need to be 

disclosed. Well-known rating agencies and databases that evaluate the reputation of companies, 

such as KLD (Kinder, Lydenberg and Domini), the Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI) and 

Fortune, consider economic performance as one of their criteria in their assessment of CSR 

performance of companies. Performance disclosure on economic matters is an important part 

of CSR as an indicator of an organisation’s CSR commitment. It has been argued that economic 

disclosures are more ‘objective’ measures and better able to reflect a company’s CSR progress 

and will therefore increase the quality of disclosures (Krismiaji, Aryani & Suhardjanto 2016). 

This criterion is grounded in companies disclosing information about economic performance 

either in a ‘general’ sense or on more ‘specific’ indicators.  

3.7.1.5 Discussion of social performance 

CSR should also encompass the social dimension, a broad category including employees, 

customers, suppliers and a generic reference to society. Cuganesan (2006) has remarked that 

employees are the main source of innovation and competitive advantage, and therefore 

corporate initiatives are largely dependent on the effective management of this stakeholder 

group. Prior studies (Van der Laan Smith, Adhikari & Tondkar 2005; Patten 2002) have 

frequently mentioned the disclosure of quantitative performance indicators regarding 

employees and customers. Workplace and customer-focused disclosure categories are deemed 

essential to increase the usefulness of disclosures and are addressed in various international 

standards and guidelines like the UNGC and OECD. Correspondingly, Deegan (1997) 

remarked that non-financial disclosures, such as CSR disclosures, have received increased 



64 

demand due to the expected benefits of social and environmental activities, having a strong 

emphasis on product safety and the quality of product categories. Overall, the company should 

disclose social performance that assists stakeholders in evaluating company practices.  

3.7.1.6 Discussion of environmental performance 

Companies are expected to disclose the environmental impact arising from corporate activities. 

Deegan (1997), along with others, has highlighted the demands of environmental disclosure 

activities for stakeholders. To better respond to stakeholders’ disclosure demands, prior studies 

have found companies voluntarily disclosed environmental information on the impact of their 

activities on the overall environment and various mechanisms to manage these impact (Deegan 

and Rankin 1996; Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995; Hackston & Milne 1996).  

3.7.2 Faithful Representation Disclosure Characteristic 

Three main CSR disclosures were selected to embrace faithful representation: CSR assurance, 

disclosure of favourable information and disclosure of unfavourable information.  

3.7.2.1 CSR assurance 

There has been an increase in demand for voluntary assurance from stakeholders to increase 

the perceived reliability of voluntary disclosures (Perego & Kolk 2012). Similarly, research by 

Kolk et al. (2002) identified an increase in requests for CSR assurance where assurance acted 

as a ‘catalyst’ for effective and constructive stakeholder dialogue. Many organisations have 

been found to voluntarily assure their sustainability reports by an independent third party, 

increasing stakeholders’ confidence in their sustainability reports (Hodge, Subramaniam & 

Stewart 2009; Hummel & Schlick 2016). It has been argued that an awareness of the extent 

and scope of external assurance will increase stakeholders’ confidence in the reliability and 

accuracy of the information disclosed. CSR assurance is grounded in the independence of the 

assurer, the nature of the assurance report and the effectiveness of the assurance process. Part 

of the assessment is to identify whether the company has an internal or external mechanism for 

CSR assurance and the nature of the assurance process undertaken.  

3.7.2.2 Disclosure of favourable (and unfavourable) information 

CSR reports, like other communication, should offer balanced and unbiased information, where 

the facts provided are not overemphasised or understated in an effort to engender a favourable 

or unfavourable stakeholder response (Jhunjhunwala 2014). This suggests that both favourable 
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and unfavourable information should be reported. What should be disclosed is that which 

faithfully represents the CSR disclosure. For instance, stakeholders must be able to assess the 

nature of the information disclosed. Patten (2005) argued that there was a tendency to mislead 

information users by emphasising positive information compared to negative information. 

Prior research by Deegan and Rankin (1996) also commented on the tendency for reporting 

companies to ignore bad news in terms of environmental performance and focus on positive 

information. Any potential corporate conduct that has or had a potentially unfavourable impact 

on CSR practice is regarded as unfavourable or a negative incident (Hahn & Lülfs 2014). The 

disclosure of ‘unfavourable’ information regarding CSR incidents is an important item for CSR 

disclosure quality evaluation. CSR disclosures are expected to deliver a comprehensive and 

balanced representation of corporate actions (Hahn & Lülfs 2014). Many companies generally 

disclose little negative evidence, while disclosing more positive information (Deegan 2014). 

Acknowledging this, reporting guidelines such as the GRI have recommended that companies 

report negative CSR aspects and positive aspects to ensure balanced disclosure. To establish 

trust with stakeholders, the company can disclose thoughts, intent or actions on how to confront 

or avoid the negative aspect in the future (Hahn & Lülfs 2014). The disclosure of both positive 

and negative incidents should be obligatory for developing qualities of balance and faithful 

representation. 

3.7.3 Understandability Disclosure Characteristic 

There are two CSR disclosure characteristics selected to demonstrate understandability: clarity 

of written information and clarity of visual information for graphs and tables.  

3.7.3.1 Clarity of written information 

The quality of written disclosure needs to be relevant content required by stakeholders (Courtis 

2004). The nature of communication is important, as hard-to-read description is equally 

difficult to understand (Clarke, Hrasky & Tan 2009). To evaluate readability, prior studies have 

found that corporate disclosure primarily comprised narratives that were difficult for users to 

read and understand (for example, Courtis 2004; Rutherford 2003). Companies may intend to 

make the content difficult to read. Rutherford (2003), for example, referenced earlier studies 

(Jones 1994, 1996), where corporate management itself acted in biased ways and were 

responsible for making disclosures more difficult to read and understand appropriately for 

stakeholders. Several recent studies working on similar strands have discussed this 

opportunistic behaviour of companies. For example, Wang, Hsieh and Sarkis (2018) observed 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10551-013-1801-4#auth-Regina-L_lfs
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10551-013-1801-4#auth-Regina-L_lfs
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10551-013-1801-4#auth-Regina-L_lfs
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that companies use complex words to reduce the adverse impacts of any inferior information. 

For sending positive messages, they use simple language that is easier for users to process. 

Another recent study by Smeuninx (2018) mentioned the propensity of companies not to 

present a clear assessment of performance and choose contents that are difficult to read and 

contain bias to accommodate the company’s reputation. Most reporting guidelines, such as the 

GRI, have recommended that companies provide disclosures in an understandable manner. 

This means that while reading CSR reports, a user should be able to find information with little 

effort (GRI 2011).  

The criterion to assess the index item ‘clarity of written information’ under the 

‘understandability’ characteristic is facilitated by adopting a readability score. Assessing this 

criterion can be facilitated by adopting the Flesch Reading Ease Score. Recent research by 

Velte (2018) has used Flesch Reading Ease Scores to assess the readability of report content, 

with bands 0–50 representing difficulty, 51–70 moderate difficulty, 71–90 representing easy 

and 91–100 very easy-to-read. Following these bands, the assessment criteria for ‘clarity of 

written disclosure information’ is developed, and the company’s intent to develop very easy-

to-read content is assessed. The criterion can be applied to sample content extracted from the 

most common and visible sections (for example, message of CEO/chairperson) of the reports. 

3.7.3.2 Clarity of visual information: graphs and tables 

The clarity of ‘visual information’ is recommended as an important item to be included in the 

CSR Disclosure Quality Index. Management can deliberately increase written complexity of 

disclosure content, while companies can conceal facts through visual information, such as only 

providing favourable graphs, tables and other visuals (Cho, Michelon & Patten 2012a, 2012b). 

The quality of CSR disclosure can be increased through a suitable description of the content in 

the form of figures, graphs and diagrams (Amparo et al. 2015). The presentation of CSR data 

is reinforced by Rämö (2011); the quality of CSR disclosure increases with information 

supported by graphs, charts, and diagrams, as these are more clearly understood and easier to 

compare. Beattie and Jones (2000) support disclosure through graphs as they can disclose 

information more immediately and directly. Users are more capable of remembering visual 

patterns compared to text (Beattie & Jones 1999). Quality depends on what is being disclosed 

and the manner of the visual disclosure. To evaluate the clarity of ‘visual information’, a 

criterion is developed to appraise the intent to increase the disclosure clarity through tables and 

graphs for favourable and unfavourable information. 
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3.7.4 Comparability Disclosure Characteristic 

Two main CSR disclosures were selected to embrace comparability. These are comparability 

of performance and consistency of performance. Both are interlinked. The comparability and 

consistency of CSR information are included in the CSR Disclosure Quality Index. Users of 

CSR information would be interested in comparisons of CSR performance both within and 

outside the company. Dragomir (2012) and Langer (2006) revealed that stakeholders and 

socially responsible investors would develop comparative analyses of companies to assess the 

progress of companies’ CSR-related activities. CSR reporting guidelines, such as the GRI, 

recommend that companies disclose CSR performance information in a way that allows users 

to analyse changes over time and relative to other companies (GRI 2015a). This reflects that 

CSR performance disclosure is important for stakeholders. Therefore, a yearly CSR 

performance comparison section would allow stakeholders to analyse significant changes in 

the company's performance over time. Moreover, a performance comparison across the year 

can provide an idea about the consistency of a company. Companies need to include 

performance information on various industrial benchmarks to cover the comparability 

characteristic in disclosure quality more comprehensively. For the information user, it is 

essential to review comparative information as it provides a clear understanding of a company’s 

existing and future position within an industry (Cohen et al. 2012). Therefore, a quality CSR 

report should provide disclosures that allow users to assess the CSR performance of a company 

over time and compare its performance with others in the same sector (Diouf & Boiral 2017). 

To facilitate comparability, it is important to preserve the consistency for disclosing selected 

methods, the reporting layout and explanations of the methods and assumptions used to prepare 

information (GRI 2015b).  

3.7.5 Timeliness Disclosure Characteristic 

Information must be reported in a timely way for it to have meaning to users. The disclosure 

of up-to-date information gives the impression of greater accuracy and truthfulness than 

outdated information (Rosenström & Lyytimäki 2006). The ability of a company to disclose 

timely information is an indicator of its competence for disclosure quality. It is expected that 

users will consider recent CSR information to be more valuable than past information. It is 

argued that stakeholders can develop an idea about the quality of disclosure by apprehending 

the duration gap between a reporting period and the end of the financial year. A high duration 

gap will reduce the usefulness of available information for decision-making. Diouf and Boiral 
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(2017) stressed two essential features of disclosure timeliness: disclosure frequency and 

periodicity to aid stakeholders access and compare information with other organisations. This 

criterion focuses on the gap between the close of a financial year and the issuance of CSR 

disclosures in an annual or separate CSR report.  

These characteristics and criteria adopt a Likert Scale, shown in Table 3.6 and will form the 

basis from which the quality index is determined and an assessment made of the ‘quality’ of 

CSR disclosure. There are five levels in the Disclosure Index. The lowest level is scored as 0 

and corresponds to there not being a reference in reports to relevant items. The next level is for 

items representing the use of general narrative and scored as 1. The third level is for items that 

are supported with clear ‘aims and intentions’ and scored as 2. The fourth level on the index 

represents the disclosure items supported with more concrete ‘actions and process’ and is 

scored as 3. Level five is the highest; it considers the relevant achievements and outcomes and 

is scored at 4.  
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Table 3.6 

Finalised version of CSR Quality Disclosure Index 

 Quality Characteristics  0 1 2 3 4 

Focus of CSR Disclosure 

No References General Narrative 2 + Aims and Intentions 2 + 3 + Actions and Process 2 + 3 + 4 + Achievements and Outcomes 

CF—Relevance      
1. CSR Strategy 

Disclosure(s) No 
Disclosure  

Too general/feel-good statement(s) 
disclosed for CSR vision and (or) 
mission with no actionable statement/no 
description. 

A discussion of CSR vision (mission) is 
linked with CSR goals and (or) 
objective(s) without disclosure of CSR 
strategy. 

A discussion of CSR vision (mission) is linked 
with CSR goals and (or) objective(s). 
References actions to be taken or taken to 
achieve CSR strategies, goals and (or) 
objectives. 

Discussion of CSR vision (mission) is linked with 
CSR goals and (or) objective(s). References actions 
to be taken or taken to achieve CSR strategies, goals 
and (or) objectives. CSR performance expectation is 
aligned to any or multiple SDGs. 

2. Description of 
CSR Risk  No 

Disclosure 
Motherhood risk statement—no 
actionable CSR risk statement/no 
description of CSR risk(s). Importance of 
overall CSR risk management disclosed 
only. 

Limited discussion of  CSR risk(s) and the 
importance of risk management. Specific 
CSR risk categories are disclosed without 
any risk management mechanism. 

Discussion of CSR risk(s), the importance of 
risk management, and how CSR risks are 
assessed (potential and probability for loss).  

Discussion of CSR risk(s) and importance of risk 
management and how CSR risks are to be assessed 
(potential and probability for loss). Identification of 
the impact of each risk category and contingency 
actions in line with appropriate risk standards are 
highlighted. 

3. Evidence of 
Stakeholder 
Engagement 

No 
Disclosure 

General feel-good statements about 
concern for stakeholder, where 
overall/general stakeholder categories 
identified without mention of any 
engagement process. 

Identification of main stakeholders but no 
indication of active/actual engagement. 
Mechanisms in place for one-way 
communication only. 

Evidence of active/actual stakeholder 
engagement. Identification of stakeholders 
with an indication of their relative importance 
and actions to understand the information they 
would be interested in. 

References mechanisms of interactive and 
two-way dialogues (that is, focus groups and 
public listening sessions) that provide direct 
channels to receive stakeholder 
recommendations and feedback. 

Evidence of active/actual stakeholder engagement. 
Identification of stakeholders with an indication of 
their relative importance and actions to understand 
the information they would be interested in.  

References mechanisms of interactive and two-way 
dialogues (that is, focus groups, public listening 
sessions) that provide direct channels to receive 
stakeholder recommendations and feedback.  

Discussion of stakeholder engagement outcomes 
(that is, key topics and concerns raised) and 
evidence of the implementation of stakeholder 
recommendations and improvements achieved. 

4. Discussion of 
Economic 
Performance 

No 
Disclosure 

General feel-good statements about 
economic CSR performance without 
disclosure of economic CSR performance 
indicators. 

Reference to specific economic 
performance indicators that cover the 
capital flows between different 
stakeholders, without any discussion of 
the company’s direct/indirect economic 
impact on society. 

Reference to specific economic performance 
indicators that cover capital flows between 
different stakeholders. 

A discussion of the company’s measurable 
direct and (or) indirect economic impact(s) on 
society and how the company manages these 
impacts to achieve improved outcomes. 

Reference to specific economic performance 
indicators that cover the flow of capital between 
different stakeholders. 

A discussion of the company’s measurable direct 
and (or) indirect economic impact(s) on society and 
how the company manages these impacts to achieve 
improved outcomes. In addition, reference to 
external frameworks or benchmarks (that is, GRI, 
IASB and AA1000 )is provided. 
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5. Discussion of 
Social 
Performance 

No 
Disclosure 

General feel-good statements about social 
CSR performance without disclosure of 
social CSR performance indicators. 

Reference to specific social performance 
indicators with no discussion of the 
company’s impact on either internal or 
external stakeholders. 

Reference to descriptions of specific social 
performance indicators. A discussion of 
valuation of company’s social impact(s) on 
stakeholders and how it manages these impacts 
to improve social outcomes. 

Reference to descriptions of specific social 
performance indicators. A discussion of valuation of 
company’s social impact(s) on stakeholders and how 
it manages these impacts to improve social outcomes. 
In addition, reference to external frameworks or 
benchmarks (that is, GRI, IASB, AA1000) is 
provided. 

6. Discussion of 
Environmental 
Performance 

No 
Disclosure 

General feel-good statements about 
environmental CSR performance without 
disclosure of environmental CSR 
performance indicators. 

Reference to specific environmental 
performance indicators with no discussion of 
the company’s impact on either internal or 
external stakeholders. 

Reference to descriptions of specific 
environmental performance indicators. A 
discussion of valuation of company’s 
environmental impact(s) on stakeholders and 
how it manages these impacts to improve 
environmental outcomes. 

Reference to descriptions of specific environmental 
performance indicators. A discussion of valuation of 
company’s environmental impact(s) on stakeholders 
and how it manages these impacts to improve 
environmental outcomes.In addition, reference to 
external frameworks or benchmarks (that is, GRI, 
IASB, AA1000) is provided. 

CF—Faithful 
Representation 

No References General Narrative 2 + Aims and Intentions 2 + 3 + Actions and Process 2 + 3 + 4 + Achievements and Outcomes 

1. CSR assurance 
No 
Assurance 

Reference to internal 
assurance/verification process but no 
external assurance report provided. 

Reference to limited assurance report 
where either independence capacity of 
assurance practitioner is not specifically 
mentioned in report or assurance report is 
addressed to restricted users (that is, 
shareholders). 

Reference to limited assurance report by 
independent assurance practitioner 
(specifically mentioned in report) and 
addressed to the world at large—some 
references to performed work provided by 
assurers. 

Reference to ‘reasonable’ level assurance report from 
independent assurance practitioner addressed to the 
world at large. Further references to detail of 
assurance standard used verified information from 
specific sections/page numbers and summaries of 
performed work provided by assurers. 

2. Disclosure of 
Favourable 
Information 

No 
Disclosures 

General reference to positive CSR 
development where no specific incident(s) 
is disclosed. 

Reference to specific positive CSR 

incident(s) with disclosure of outcome(s). 

Reference to positive CSR incident(s) with 
disclosure of outcome(s). Further discussion of 
specific actions/measures that have resulted 
from these incident(s). 

Reference to positive CSR incident(s) with 
disclosure of outcome(s). A discussion of specific 
actions/measures that have resulted from these 
incident(s). In addition, reference to a comparative 
discussion, comprising before and after impacts of 
actions that resulted from the specific incidents for 
specific stakeholders. 

3. Disclosure of 
Unfavourable 
Information 

No 
Disclosures 

General reference to negative CSR 

incident(s). 

Reference to specific negative CSR 
incident(s) with disclosure of its 
consequence(s). 

Reference to negative CSR incident(s) with 
disclosure of its consequence(s). A discussion 
of response to negative incidents is provided.  

Reference to negative CSR incident(s) with 
disclosure of its consequence(s). A discussion of 
response to negative incidents is provided. In 
addition, reference to comparative discussion of 
impacts, comprising before and after specific 
responses taken for specific stakeholders. 

CF –Understandability No References General Narrative 2 + Aims and Intentions 2 + 3 + Actions and Process 2 + 3 + 4 + Achievements and Outcomes 
1. Clarity of 

Written 
Information 

A readability 
score within 
0–30 band on 
Flesch 
Reading Ease 
Index 

A readability score in the 31–60 band on 
Flesch Reading Ease Index 

A readability score in the 61–80 band on 
Flesch Reading Ease Index 

A readability score in the 81–90 band on Flesch 
Reading Ease Index 

A readability score in the 91–100 band on Flesch 
Reading Ease Index 
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2. Clarity of Visual 
Information: 
Graphs and 
Tables 

No Visual 
Information 

Graphs (and) or tables displays no 
legend, and axis. 

Graphs (and) or tables of favourable 
trends/results only for any two domains of 
CSR (economic/social/environment). 

Graphs (and) or tables of favourable 
trends/results only for all domains of CSR 
(economic/social/environment). 

References to unfavourable graphs (and) or tables in 
addition to favourable trends for any two domains 
of CSR (economic/social/environment) 

CF –Comparability No References General Narrative 2 + Aims and Intentions 2 + 3 + Actions and Process 2 + 3 + 4 + Achievements and outcomes 
1. Comparability 

of Performance No 
Comparison 
of CSR 
performance, 
as CSR 
indicators 
discussed for 
the current 
accounting 
period only. 

Intracompany comparison of CSR 
performance and indicators of the current 
and preceding accounting period. 

Intracompany comparison of CSR 
performance and indicators of the current 
and several preceding accounting periods.  

Intracompany comparison of CSR 
performance, indicators of the current and 
several preceding accounting periods 
compared with set targets.  

Intracompany comparison of CSR performance, 
indicators of current and several preceding 
accounting periods compared with set targets. 
Further, the CSR performance indicators are shown 
relative to industry averages or best practice. 

2. Consistency of 
Performance 
Disclosure  

An 
undisclosed 
variation in 
prior year’s 
performance 
indicators 
type or 
relevant 
reporting 
standards, 
where over 
half the 
performance 
areas/topics 
are changed 
from last 
year’s 
disclosure. 

An undisclosed variation in prior year’s 
performance indicators type or relevant 
reporting standards, where only few 
performance areas/topics are changed 
from last year’s disclosure. 

Change(s) of relevant reporting standard 
or revisions in a few performance 
topics/figures is adopted and mentioned in 
notes. 

Change(s) of relevant reporting standard or 
revisions in a few performance topics/figures 
is adopted and mentioned in notes, with 
justified reasons based on the value of changes 
provided to readers. 

Higher consistency of performance disclosure 
indicator types and reporting standard is highlighted 
by disclosing no significant and unnecessary 
changes. 

CF –Timeliness No References General Narrative 2 + Aims and Intentions 2 + 3 + Actions and Process 2 + 3 + 4 + Achievements and outcomes 

1. Currency of the 
Information 

Release time 
is not easy to 
identify on 
annual/separa
te reports. 

More than six-month time lag from the 
end of financial year to CSR report 
(annual/CSR/sustainability). 

A time lag of 3–6 months from the end of 
financial year to CSR report 
(annual/CSR/sustainability). 

A time lag of fewer than three months from 
the end of financial year to CSR report 
(annual/CSR/sustainability). 

No time lag between ending of financial year and 
CSR report (annual/CSR/sustainability). 
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3.8 Application of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index 

In this chapter, the CSR Disclosure Quality Index has been formally developed and will be 

applied in Chapter 5, while the results will be presented and discussed in subsequent chapters. 

This chapter has sought to explore the meaning of and characteristics that reflect CSR 

disclosure quality and develop valid and generally acceptable ‘assessment’ criteria of CSR 

disclosure quality.  

3.9 Summary 

In this chapter, the concept of disclosure quality and the assessment of CSR disclosure quality 

is discussed. A research framework is identified, and a three-step process is adopted to develop 

the CSR disclosure quality index.  



73 
 

 

 

Chapter 4: Board Characteristics’ Impact on CSR Disclosure Quality 

4.1 Introduction 

The last chapter discussed the rationale behind developing the Disclosure Quality Index and 

the Index fundamentals developed. In this chapter, an approach to exploring the impact of 

various board characteristics on the extent of identified CSR Disclosure Quality is identified. 

The role of the board linked to CSR disclosure quality as an accountability expectation is 

discussed. Systems theories are discussed to assist understanding the impact of these 

characteristics in meeting accountability expectations of stakeholders in CSR disclosure.  

4.2 Board of Directors and Accountability 

The dominant purpose of business activities has been argued to increase profit. This has 

changed to be the pursuit of profit in a more socially responsible way (Dias, Lima Rodrigues 

& Craig 2017). Increasing attention from media, government, non-government bodies and 

other relevant stakeholders towards CG and CSR has also shifted the traditional board 

preference to include more than just shareholders’ interests. Now, in addition to shareholders, 

the interests of other stakeholders are added to the concerns of the board (Fuente, Sánchez & 

Lozano 2017; Mallin, Michelon & Raggi 2013). The board is expected to exercise a monitoring 

function and offer advice to corporate management in areas such as risk management and 

disclosure responsibilities, of which CSR disclosure (de Villiers & van Staden 2011; Hassan, 

Saleh & Ibrahim 2020). For this, members of the board of directors are expected to possess 

relevant knowledge, skills and bring legitimacy. It is expected this will motivate companies to 

develop a governance structure able to meet the interests of critical stakeholders (Mallin, 

Michelon & Raggi 2013; Zattoni 2011). This suggests that companies need to rethink the board 

composition previously chosen to defend shareholders’ interests to meet broader concerns. The 

board is responsible for monitoring, controlling, advising, and providing accountability to 

stakeholders, including shareholders. Boards use corporate disclosures, such as CSR 

disclosures, as a tool to discharge accountability to stakeholders. In recent years CSR 

disclosures have increased (Riaz et al. 2020). This increase in disclosure has not necessarily 

reflected actual corporate performance, as information provided may be a management 

response to perceived stakeholder needs or trivial adjustments for disclosure quality, creating 
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the appearance of meeting accountability obligations (Adams & Evans 2004; Gray 2006b; 

Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015; Zhang, Shan & Chang 2020). This raises the issue of the 

credibility of CSR disclosures. Recent studies have found that the board's composition is a 

major determinant in achieving stakeholder accountability expectations through voluntary CSR 

disclosure (Che-Adam, Lode & Abd-Mutalib 2020; Katmon et al. 2019).  

A diverse board is expected to positively impact the achievement of the board’s responsibilities 

(monitoring, control and advise managers), such as meeting the accountability expectations of 

stakeholder groups (Liao, Luo & Tang 2015). Hassan, Saleh and Ibrahim (2020) asserted that 

a more diverse board would have a greater awareness of the demands of the diverse segments 

of society; therefore, it will seek to address these demands. Several board characteristics, such 

as gender diversity and independence, have attracted increased attention from researchers and 

formally incorporated into business practices. For example, in terms of board gender diversity, 

Norway and other European countries were among the first to set female board quotas. In 

addition, publicly listed companies in Australia must disclose gender diversity on the board 

and at senior management levels (Ahmed et al. 2017; Geys & Sørensen 2019). Similarly, 

regarding board independence, in 2017 the SECP made it mandatory for listed companies to 

have at least one-third of total board members or minimum of two independent directors on the 

board (SECP 2017).  

Researchers have noted that most studies have explored the impact of board diversity 

characteristics concerning the volume and the extent of voluntary and CSR disclosures. 

Nonetheless, the quality of these CSR disclosures need to be assessed (Rao & Tilt 2016b; 

Wolniak & Hąbek 2016).  

4.3 Board Diversity Characteristics and CSR Disclosure Quality 

The nature of board responsibilities involves collaborative work, and this benefits from 

directors with various characteristics who are anticipated to have significant involvement in 

corporate strategic decision-making processes (Pugliese et al. 2009). It is anticipated that a 

more diverse board will improve the board’s decision-making capabilities compared to a 

homogeneous board (Ayuso & Argandoña 2009; Katmon et al. 2019). The impact of board 

diversity characteristics has been embraced in earlier CSR disclosure quality research (de 

Villiers, Naiker & van Staden 2011; Katmon et al. 2019; Pucheta-Martínez & Gallego-Álvarez 

2019). Many board diversity characteristics have been examined in the extant research, such 
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as gender, age, tenure, educational level, ethnic background, board independence, multiple 

directorships, female chairperson, female CEO and board size (Beji et al. 2020; Fuente, 

Sánchez & Lozano 2017; Khan, Imran, Khan, Ismail & Senturk 2019; Pham Hanh Thi & Tran 

Hien 2019). However, age, educational level, ethnic background and multiple directorships 

were not considered in this study due to limited publicly available information in Pakistan.  

To examine the impact of various board aspects on CSR disclosure quality (assessed using 

presence of the ICF’s qualitative characteristics), this study engages a mix of commonly 

explored board characteristics: gender diversity, independence, female chairperson, female 

CEO and size. It is anticipated that the various board characteristics will interact. For instance, 

the impact of gender diversity may be felt not only in terms of differences between genders, 

but differences may also be affected by a female chairperson and CEO. This may work towards 

positively impact the female directors’ board independence and women’s board participation  

(Wang & Kelan 2013). Board size can have implications as a larger board can embody greater 

diversity within a board. For example, gender and independence may be impacted by the board 

size. The following are some explanations for expecting that selected board characteristics will 

have a positive impact on the ‘essential’ disclosure characteristics, such as the relevance and 

faithful representation of CSR disclosure.  

Higher gender diversity in corporate boards may increase the relevance and reliability of CSR 

disclosures, as females have different personality traits and values from male counterparts 

concerning CSR matters (Aldamen, Hollindale & Ziegelmayer 2018; Rao & Tilt 2016b; Rao, 

Tilt & Lester 2012). Also, female directors can be more attentive to social and environmental 

activities (Hafsi & Turgut 2013; Isidro & Sobral 2015; Liao, Lin & Zhang 2018); and their 

unique leadership style may contribute more to CSR disclosure quality (Liu 2018). For 

instance, an increase in the number of female board directors increases the expectation of 

diverse board room discussions about stakeholder expectations (Nekhili et al. 2017). Diverse 

and knowledgeable discussions of stakeholder expectations are more likely to contribute to the 

relevance aspect of CSR disclosure quality. The relevance aspect of CSR disclosure quality 

embraces disclosures on CSR strategy, CSR risks, stakeholder engagement and overall CSR 

performance. An increase in female board directors has supported the relevance aspect of CSR 

disclosure quality compared to male directors; female directors have been found to possess a 

broader stakeholder orientation (Shaukat, Qiu & Trojanowski 2016). Rao and Tilt (2016a) 

found more gender diversity on the board also increases the board’s emphasis on strategic 

stakeholder interests and long-term support for CSR policies and practices. Prior board 
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diversity studies have supported female directors’ effectiveness in the stakeholder engagement 

process and related outcomes (Pucheta-Martínez, Bel & Olcina 2018; Zhang, Zhu & Ding 

2013). Both CSR risks and performance disclosures contribute to the relevance of CSR 

disclosures being positively impacted by an increase in female directors (Ben-Amar & 

McIlkenny 2015; Hollindale et al. 2019).  

Independent non-executive directors, independent of management, are expected to endorse the 

‘relevance’ characteristic in CSR disclosure. Independent board members are expected to 

embrace the broader interest of stakeholders and try to align these interests with the company. 

Beji et al. (2020) have referred to the interest of independent directors in CG practices and their 

support in developing CSR and sustainability policies and practices for broader stakeholder 

groups. Several studies have provided evidence of a link between independent board directors 

and increased CSR disclosure (Khan, Muttakin & Siddiqui 2013; Khan 2010). The presence of 

more independent directors on boards has positively contributed to CSR risk disclosures. 

Studies have found independent directors add networking capabilities to the board and can 

support other executives with access to outside resources and the experience of a more diverse 

background and industry experience, reducing the chance of overlooking potential CSR risks 

and opportunities (Alshareef & Sandhu 2015; García-Sánchez, Gómez-Miranda, et al. 2019). 

Alipour et al. (2019a) found that boards with more independent directors disclosed high-quality 

environmental risk information compared to boards with fewer independent directors. 

Independent directors were found to be in favour of stakeholder engagement as most have high 

stakeholder orientation with links to the community, media and other parties with legitimate 

interests in company operations (García-Sánchez, Cuadrado-Ballesteros & Sepulveda 2014; 

Rupley, Brown & Marshall 2012; Sial Muhammad, Chunmei & Khuong Nguyen 2019). 

Independent directors on boards in addition to gender diversity have a more persuasive 

influence on the disclose of CSR performance and support high quality CSR disclosure (Beji 

et al. 2020; García‐Sánchez & Martínez‐Ferrero 2017; Melón-Izco, Ruiz-Cabestre & Ruiz-

Olalla 2020).  

Board characteristics are expected to also result in greater CSR disclosure, reflecting faithful 

representation. Some studies have found the credibility of CSR disclosure increases with 

gender diversity on boards, finding female directors have a greater propensity to seek to limit 

the risk of not ensuring adequate CSR disclosures and have a greater interest in CSR assurance 

(Boulouta 2013; Liao, Lin & Zhang 2018). Similarly, the presence of independent directors is 

more likely to engender reliable and balanced disclosures linked to reputation concerns 
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(García‐Sánchez 2020; Zaman et al. 2018). The involvement of independent board members 

increases CEO monitoring and decreases the chances of others in management pursuing 

personal interests (Alipour et al. 2019a), resulting in increased reliability of CSR information. 

It is anticipated that when the board and management announce favourable performance results 

as expected by stakeholders, there will be no need to manage impressions and adjust reporting 

quality. As with increased relevance, it is expected these board characteristics would enhance 

the ‘faithful representation’ of CSR information disclosed. It is anticipated that similar 

expectations would be found for the ‘enhancing’ qualitative characteristics: understandability, 

comparability and timeliness. 

Greater gender diversity and independence on the board will discourage companies from 

providing complex, less concise, non-comparable and outdated information to stakeholders 

(Bear, Rahman & Post 2010; García-Sánchez, Suárez-Fernández & Martínez-Ferrero 

2019).That is, information that is hard to understand cannot be compared across time nor made 

available in a timely manner. García, Suárez and Martínez (2019) found that gender diversity 

at the international level was linked to sustainability disclosures that were more reliable, 

comparable and balanced. They found that female directors were more oriented to disclose 

quantitative and verifiable information and preferred to decrease the tone of optimism in 

disclosures. Similarly, the inclusion of independent directors has been found to reduce the 

presentation of CSR disclosure, focusing only on positive impressions of activities rather than 

disclosing performance against reality. In particular, independent directors appear to be a 

controlling mechanism on the board to limit the use of graphical distortions in disclosures 

(Mather & Ramsay 2007). Jain and Zaman (2020) found that boards composed of more female 

and independent directors significantly reduced irresponsible CSR behaviour by management 

in the USA.  

Similarly, other aspects of boards, such as their size, are expected to support high-quality CSR 

disclosure. For instance, more independent directors, though an increase in board size, is 

expected to increase the monitoring of management, improve CSR disclosure, reduce reported 

manipulation of performance and increase the timeliness of corporate disclosure to 

stakeholders (Beekes & Brown 2006; El‐Masry & Abdelsalam 2008; Hirschey, Smith & 

Wilson 2015).  

In sum, the selected board characteristics are expected to support high-quality voluntary CSR 

disclosures (Lagasio & Cucari 2019; Melón-Izco, Ruiz-Cabestre & Ruiz-Olalla 2020).  
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4.4 Systems Theories and Board Characteristics 

This chapter considers the influence that board characteristics may have on CSR disclosure 

quality and the role systems theories may play to assist in understanding these influences. Prior 

literature suggests that more female directors, a female chairperson or CEO and independent 

directors on corporate boards may impact the ‘quality’ of CSR information reported to 

stakeholders (Ellwood & Garcia-Lacalle 2015; Katmon et al. 2019; Wasiuzzaman & Wan 

Mohammad 2020). 

4.4.1 Legitimacy Theory in Understanding the Role of Board Characteristics in the Decision 

to Report CSR Information 

The board of directors is responsible for ensuring that appropriate disclosures are made to 

provide CSR information to stakeholders. This may be understood from the perspective of 

legitimacy theory as management would be expected to provide CSR disclosures to ensure, in 

the first instance, that they gain legitimacy and then can maintain legitimacy.  

Companies are expected to meet their commitment to society (specifically their community) as 

a part of their social contact, including providing quality CSR disclosure in response to 

increasing social and environmental awareness. Corporate boards have a responsibility to guide 

CSR disclosures to meet society's expectations as part of their monitoring and advisory roles 

(Rao & Tilt 2016). It is anticipated that the board of directors will oversee ‘quality CSR 

disclosures’ as an important strategic way to address social and environmental issues. These 

build legitimacy and support the maintenance of, and if required, repair legitimacy (Alrazi, de 

Villiers & van Staden 2015; Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002; O’Donovan 2002). The board of 

directors is expected to ensure that the disclosure of CSR information meets the qualitative 

characteristics for information provided—consistent with those identified in the conceptual 

framework. Prior studies have investigated several board characteristics that supported the need 

for quality CSR disclosure and, in turn, legitimacy-seeking behaviours of the organisation 

(Formigoni et al. 2020; García-Sánchez, Suárez-Fernández & Martínez-Ferrero 2019).  

It is expected that board characteristics, in particular female and independent directors, will 

support higher-quality CSR disclosure in response to a company’s continuous need to remain 

legitimate. A quality CSR disclosure to show legitimacy to stakeholders is important, as 

sometimes a company’s activities, while not having any negative social and environmental 

impacts, still result in companies’ failure to provide accountability through appropriate 

disclosures (Newson & Deegan 2002). Because of greater interest in social activities, female 
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directors will disapprove disclosure manipulations and are more likely to prefer CSR disclosure 

quality (Luo et al. 2017). Female directors have been found to choose transparent and high-

quality information to address stakeholders’ accountability expectations and reduce chances of 

legitimacy gaps (Tamimi & Sebastianelli 2017; Wasiuzzaman & Wan Mohammad 2020). 

Similarly, the presence of independent directors has been found to support organisations’ 

objectives beyond profit maximisation. It will more likely encourage CSR disclosure quality 

as a source of conformity of corporate decisions and social expectations (Prado-Lorenzo & 

Garcia-Sanchez 2010). Prior studies have suggested that the appointment of female and non-

executive independent directors contributes positively to improvements in CSR disclosure to 

meet stakeholder expectations (Amorelli & García-Sánchez 2020; Fuente, Sánchez & Lozano 

2017; Pucheta‐Martínez, Bel‐Oms & Olcina‐Sempere 2019). Consistent with this, it is 

expected in this study that board characteristics will impact CSR disclosure quality as they 

address the company’s legitimacy needs and provide a means of enhancing accountability to 

stakeholders. Therefore, boards with greater gender diversity and independence to better 

respond to stakeholders’ legitimacy concerns will be more determined to provide quality CSR 

disclosures, which is consistent with the qualitative information characteristics of ICF.  

In sum, legitimacy theory can be adopted to assist in understanding the role that different board 

characteristics might play in the decision to make ‘quality’ CSR disclosures. 

4.4.2 Stakeholder Theory in Understanding the Role of Board Characteristics in the 

Decision to Report CSR Information 

The responsibility of a board to provide quality CSR disclosures as an accountability 

mechanism can be understood from the perspective of stakeholder theory. Stakeholder theory 

refers to how companies respond to the pressure imposed by their stakeholders, described as 

‘any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s 

objectives’ (Freeman 1984, p. 46). CSR disclosure can be seen as an accountability mechanism 

adopted by the board in response to stakeholder expectations, irrespective of the expectations 

of the more powerful stakeholders (Gray, Owen & Adams 2009). The quality of disclosure 

information is an important consideration regarding accountability to stakeholders. It will 

encourage the board to address the ‘qualitative information’ characteristics (consistent with the 

ICF) in CSR disclosure. The quality of CSR disclosure is essential for boards to develop better 

relationships with their stakeholders, as companies are dependent on them for resources. CSR 

disclosure quality is of interest to the board as it ensures more conformity of corporate decisions 

and social expectations (Prado-Lorenzo & García-Sánchez 2010). Thus, boards need to 
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consider more relevant and high-quality CSR disclosures to meet stakeholder expectations and 

facilitate stakeholder engagement. Numerous board characteristics have been found to support 

the company’s need for accountability through quality CSR disclosure as they facilitate the 

development of long-term relationships with their stakeholders. For instance, female and 

independent board directors provide an enhanced monitoring mechanism that endorses high-

quality disclosures to stakeholders (Al-Qahtani & Elgharbawy 2020; Ntim & Soobaroyen 

2013a). Female and independent directors, contributing varying perspectives and experiences, 

will support better risk evaluations by reflecting information that a wider group of stakeholders 

would be interested in (Adams, Almeida & Ferreira 2005; Fernández‐Gago, Cabeza‐García & 

Nieto 2018; García-Sánchez, Suárez-Fernández & Martínez-Ferrero 2019). The greater 

stakeholder orientation of female and independent board directors will impact the CSR 

disclosure quality by reinforcing the increase in stakeholder engagement, which will also 

increase the credibility of CSR disclosure.  

Developing more relevant and reliable CSR disclosures is a challenging task for the board, 

which can benefit from more female and independent directors. Female and independent 

directors are more successful in balancing the diverse and, at times, conflicting stakeholder 

interests (Al-Shaer & Zaman 2016; Michelon & Parbonetti 2012; Ntim & Soobaroyen 2013b). 

Consistent with this, it is expected in this study that CSR disclosure quality (reflecting the ICF 

qualitative characteristics) will provide a more effective mechanism to build and maintain long-

term stakeholder relationships and that boards with higher gender diversity and independence 

will enhance the corporate response to stakeholders’ accountability expectations.  

Thus, in this study, stakeholder theory can assist in understanding the role of board 

characteristics to develop a quality CSR disclosure as it will effectively respond to changing 

stakeholders’ expectations and increase access to the required resources. 

4.4.3 Institutional Theory as a Means to Understand the Relevance of Board Characteristics 

in ‘Quality’ CSR Disclosure 

Institutional theory can be employed in this study to assist in understanding the role that various 

board characteristics might play in the decision to make ‘quality’ CSR disclosures. Institutional 

theory offers a way to understand how board characteristics such as gender diversity and 

independence can better respond to accountability pressures in both developed and developing 

counties. Company structures and practices are shaped in response to various institutional 

pressures (Haque, Deegan & Inglis 2011); the quality of CSR disclosure (consistent with ICF 
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recommendations) can be considered one of these. A high-quality CSR disclosure can respond 

to many isomorphic pressures, like those of institutions and society that require boards have 

more stakeholder accountability. High-quality disclosure can be a response to coercive 

isomorphism (for example, the requirements of the regulatory institutions), normative 

isomorphism (for example, more similar disclosure quality levels to industry rivals) and 

mimetic isomorphism (for example, match the disclosure quality level to another benchmark 

company). The characteristics of a board can enhance the response to these accountability 

expectations linked to the CSR disclosure quality, consistent with ICF qualitative information 

characteristics. For instance, the more diverse a board, the more females and independent 

directors with unique attributes and roles can develop better responses in the form of more 

relevant and reliable CSR disclosure. Liao, Lin and Zhang (2018) found that female directors 

usually have more interest in providing assurance of disclosure. Similarly, the appointment of 

more independent and non-executive directors is found to increase the level of more reliable 

and balanced disclosures (Zaman et al. 2018).  

Differences in the value expectations of societies like those found in developed and developing 

countries are linked to accountability, resulting in differences in female and independent 

directors' impact on CSR disclosure quality. However, females more highly consider quality 

of life over material success (Mora 2013). This makes them act on the significance of more 

reliable and relevant CSR disclosure for stakeholders. Due to their various executive-level 

experiences in a specific industry, independent and non-executive directors can provide more 

valuable input for the overall board to develop a more relevant CSR disclosure.  

Consistent with the above discussion, in this study, it is expected that board characteristics will 

enhance the board’s response to various institutional pressures operating in both developed and 

developing countries. Responding to institutional forces, a board with more female and 

independent directors will have higher CSR disclosure quality, consistent with the ICF 

qualitative characteristics. Variation in institutional pressures will be differences in the level of 

CSR disclosure quality of companies and the related role of board characteristics in the 

developed country (Australia) and developing country (Pakistan). 

In sum, institutional theory can be adopted to assist in understanding the role that different 

board characteristics might play in the decision to make ‘quality’ CSR disclosures. 
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4.4 Developing Hypotheses on the Impact of Board Characteristics on CSR Disclosure 

Quality 

Board composition literature identifies demographic and structural variables that are relevant 

to addressing CSR quality disclosure. Variables of independence, membership of boards, 

gender composition of boards, presence of a female chairperson or female CEO and board size 

(Coffey & Wang 1998; Frias‐Aceituno, Rodriguez‐Ariza & García‐Sánchez 2013; Post, 

Rahman & Rubow 2011; Webb 2004) are adopted to explore the role of board characteristics 

in decisions relating to CSR disclosure quality. 

4.4.1 Gender Diversity Relationship with CSR Disclosure Quality 

Board diversity literature has found that females exhibit less self-interested behaviour than 

males on the board, arguing that gender diversity on boards improves decision-making and 

board effectiveness (Coffey & Wang 1998; Frias‐Aceituno, Rodriguez‐Ariza & García‐

Sánchez 2013). Other studies argue psychological and personal qualities that a female director 

typically possesses include relationship maintenance, stronger idea generation and higher 

moral and ethical atonements (Brown, DAH & Brown, DL 2001; Hisrich & Brush 1984; Rosen 

1995). The female director’s higher sensitivity to society’s needs has resulted in companies 

achieving better social demands (Galbreath 2016)—essential for developing an effective CSR 

strategy (Konrad et al. 2006). The perspective of gender diversity on boards can also support 

organisations securing legitimacy and better understand the needs of a wider stakeholder group. 

CSR disclosure studies have found an increase in CSR and environmental reporting if three or 

more female directors are on the board (Bear, Rahman & Post 2010; Frias‐Aceituno, 

Rodriguez‐Ariza & García‐Sánchez; Webb 2004). Female directors contribute to board 

decision-making, offering educational, personality and psychological characteristics. For 

example, female board members were more likely than their male counterparts to have PhD 

degrees (Hillman, Albert & Harris 2002). Brieger et al. (2017) argued that gender diversity is 

imperative, and females in leadership roles are increasing. Boards are becoming increasingly 

gender-diverse due to an increased realisation of a link between gender diversity and corporate 

benefits, including effective CG practices, stronger stakeholder orientation and CSR disclosure 

(Hafsi & Turgut 2013; Kakabadse et al. 2015). 

Overall, female directors may have greater influence to increase the effectiveness of the board’s 

role and responsibilities. For instance, female directors have better monitoring capabilities as 

they are believed to readily engage their intellectual skills to make more independent inquiries 
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(Bilimoria & Wheeler 2000; Elizabeth 2007; García, Suárez & Martínez 2019). A female 

director would bring diverse expertise, skills and experiences that can enhance a board’s 

advising and CSR capabilities (Galbreath 2016; García-Sánchez, Suárez-Fernández & 

Martínez-Ferrero 2019). It has been argued that female directors have better perceptions of 

social, community and environmental matters. Therefore, companies need to address wider 

stakeholders’ concerns, and their need for organisational legitimacy will garner support from a 

gender-diverse board (Srinidhi, Gul & Tsui 2011). Gender diversity in boards is expected to 

induce more CSR improvements, such as the quality of CSR disclosure. Consistent with prior 

research findings (Al-Shaer & Zaman 2016; Barako & Brown 2008; Bear, Rahman & Post 

2010; Khan, Imran, Khan, Ismail & bin Saeed 2019; Liao, Luo & Tang 2015; Rupley, Brown 

& Marshall 2012; Zhang, Zhu & Ding 2013), this study expects to find a positive association 

between a board’s gender diversity and CSR disclosure quality. The following hypothesis 

relating to gender diversity and CSR disclosure quality is posed:  

H1: There is a positive association between the proportion of female directors on the board 

and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

4.4.2 Board Independence Relationship with CSR Disclosure Quality 

Board independence has been argued to be important for boards in the performance of their 

roles (Carter, Simkins & Simpson 2003). For example, the board of directors has a monitoring 

role that includes asking questions of the CEO and other top management on behalf of 

shareholders. The independence of a board has been achieved in two ways; appointing non-

executive directors and reducing CEO duality (Bear, Rahman & Post 2010; Galbreath 2010; 

Webb 2004). The executive directors are employed in a full-time capacity by the company and 

might be expected to have different values and incentives to a non-executive director. Non-

executive directors have no direct association with the company or management. He or she 

may be in a better position to act neutrally in decision-making and monitoring of ongoing 

activities (Coffey & Wang 1998; Donnelly & Mulcahy 2008). Non-executive and independent 

directors being less affiliated to corporate management might be expected to encourage 

companies to provide voluntary information to stakeholders (Eng & Mak 2003; Katmon et al. 

2019).  

Prior disclosure studies have provided support for a higher proportion of independent board 

directors, decreasing agency cost and exerting pressure on managers to disclose more 

information (Shamil et al. 2014). Corporate boards with a large proportion of independent 
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directors can better align corporate actions with stakeholder interests and are more likely to 

moderate conflicts of interest between different stakeholders (Alipour et al. 2019a). Support 

for independent directors and their possible impact on CSR disclosure can be established. They 

are generally less devoted to corporate economic and financial performance (Ibrahim & 

Angelidis 1995) and more concerned with CSR (Bansal, Lopez-Perez & Rodríguez-Ariza 

2018; Webb 2004). It has been argued that the organisation will seek independent directors to 

confirm the congruence between corporate decisions and social standards and legitimacy, as 

they can pressure management to provide high-quality CSR (Bansal, Lopez-Perez & 

Rodríguez-Ariza 2018; Michelon & Parbonetti 2012).  

Earlier studies have found a positive relationship between board independence and the quantity 

and quality of CSR and environmental disclosures (Barako & Brown 2008; Liao, Luo & Tang 

2015; Post, Rahman & Rubow 2011; Rupley, Brown & Marshall 2012). The following 

hypothesis in relation to board independence is posed:  

H2: There is a positive association between the proportion of independent directors on 

the board and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

4.4.3 Female Leadership Roles and Relationship to CSR Disclosure Quality 

Earlier research (Brammer, Millington & Pavelin 2007; Harrison & Coombs 2012) argued that 

compared to male, top female leaders were more successful in integrating multiple stakeholder 

and shareholder interests. Studies have supported females’ significant and positive impact in 

top leadership roles on corporate decision-making, corporate outcomes, and social performance 

(Ellwood & Garcia-Lacalle 2015; Malik et al. 2020). Although there is an expected positive 

impact of both leadership positions, a female CEO and female chairperson, a study by Kang, 

Ding and Charoenwong (2010) provided evidence of the high acceptability of a female for a 

chairperson’s role compared to CEO. They found a more positive market reaction when a 

female is placed in independent roles such as the chairperson than a management position. The 

appointment of a female chairperson and CEO has indicated greater interest in conflict 

management and found to be positively associated with CSR reporting (Furlotti et al. 2019). 

Jiang and Akbar (2018) found that companies with female chairs or CEOs favour CSR matters 

and considerations.  

Therefore, the following hypotheses are posed: 
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H3: There is a positive association between the female chairperson and the 

characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

H4: There is a positive association between the female CEO and the characteristics of 

CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

4.4.4 Board Size Relationship to CSR Disclosure Quality 

Board size refers to the total number of members on a corporate board. Board size can have 

implications for CG and CSR practices. The increase in board size can impact the effectiveness 

and efficiency of the board as a larger size may slow board decision-making and increase the 

chances of a lack of unanimity (Rao, Tilt & Lester 2012). On a larger board, directors can 

exhibit free-riding behaviour and avoid responsibilities, allowing control to reside with a few 

board members. This could negatively impact CSR activities and disclosure (Ntim & 

Soobaroyen 2013b). Overall results of the impact of board size on CSR disclosure are mixed. 

Some studies (Esa & Anum Mohd Ghazali 2012; Rao, Tilt & Lester 2012) have found a 

significant and positive relationship between board size and CSR disclosure, while others have 

found a significant but negative relationship (Said, Zainuddin & Haron 2009; Yasser, Al 

Mamun & Ahmed 2017). Similarly, some disclosure studies have also reported the 

insignificant impact of board size (Katmon et al. 2019; Yekini et al. 2015). Given the mixed 

results from prior research, this study does not predict a direction for the association between 

board size and CSR disclosure quality. The following hypothesis of board size is posed: 

H5: There is an association between board size and the characteristics of CSR 

disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

4.5 Summary 

This chapter discussed the potential impact of a number of board characteristics, and the 

potential of these characteristics to influence the ‘quality’ of CSR disclosure. Quality is to be 

assessed in terms of meeting the qualitative characteristics identified within the ICF. The 

hypotheses developed will be tested adopting a sample of companies from a developed and 

developing country.  
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Chapter 5: Research Methodology 

5.1 Introduction 

This study has developed a CSR Disclosure Quality Index to assess the CSR disclosure quality 

of sample companies in Australia and Pakistan. For the implementation of the index, this 

chapter will detail the research methods. Further, this chapter will consider how to 

operationalise the index results testing approach discussed in Chapter 4. For this purpose, the 

impact of board characteristics on CSR disclosure quality is considered. 

The main research question in this study is:  

To assess to what extent can the qualitative characteristics identified within the ICF be 

applied to develop an assessment of CSR disclosure quality and applicable to both 

developed and developing countries?  

This question underlies the research objectives of this study discussed earlier, which were: 

1) explore the meaning of and characteristics that reflect CSR disclosure quality; 

2) develop a valid and generally acceptable ‘assessment’ criteria of CSR disclosure 

quality; 

3) evaluate if the attributes of CSR disclosure quality adopted such as relevance, faithful 

representation, understandability, comparability and timeliness are similar between a 

developed and a developing country; and 

4) examine the consistency of this study’s findings with prior board diversity and CSR 

disclosure studies. 

While Objectives 1 and 2 have been discussed in Chapter 3, Objectives 3 and 4 are the focus 

of the present chapter. 

This chapter addresses the application phase of developing the Disclosure Quality Index. Four 

supplementary questions are posed in this context: 

1) What is the level of quality of information disclosed by ASX companies, as measured 

by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index? 
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2) What is the level of quality of information disclosed by PSX companies, as measured 

by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index?  

3) Are there differences in CSR disclosure quality between the ASX and PSX sample? 

4) Do we find that board characteristics such as gender diversity, independence, board size 

and presence of a female chairperson or/and female CEO are associated with CSR 

disclosure quality? 

To apply the CSR Disclosure Quality index to address the supplementary research questions, 

a five-stage process is followed (see Figure 5.2) and is discussed next.  

Figure 5.1 shows the initial two stages of this study’s research framework, where at stage one 

the CSR Disclosure Index was developed. This index was developed adopting the five ICF 

qualitative characteristics and uses the disclosure assessment criterion developed primarily 

from the GRI to apply to CSR disclosures of sample companies in Australia and Pakistan.
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2. Five individual disclosure 

characteristics Indices  

 

Figure 5.1 

Two-stage research framework and link of research questions of the study 
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Figure 5.2 presents the main concepts linked to five-stage process adopted in this study to 

calculate the CSR disclosure quality to address the four supplementary research questions. 
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Five stages of CSR Disclosure Quality Assessment 
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In the five-stage process, a CSR Disclosure Index (developed in Chapter 3) was used to 

calculate the disclosure scores of five disclosure characteristics of the index at stage two. The 

application of the criteria developed for the five qualitative characteristics (relevance, faithful 

representation, understandability, comparability and timelines) provided the individual 

disclosure scores. At stage three, these scores were used to develop five indices: 1) relevance 

index (RI), 2) faithful representation index (FI), 3) understandability index (UI), 4) 

comparability index (CI), and 5) timeliness index (TI). When calculated for each sample 

company, all these indices gave an assessment of CSR disclosure quality. At stage four, a 

cumulative score of CSR disclosure quality—referred to in this study as the Total CSR 

Disclosure Quality Index score (TCSRDQI)—was calculated through the five indices scores 

developed in the last step. At the final stage (stage five), the assessment score of CSR disclosure 

quality was used to analyse the disclosure quality at the company and industry levels. For this, 

a disclosure quality ranking system based on the developed classification scheme was used to 

find the highest-quality disclosures and the lowest-quality disclosures. The following section 

will cover the research design and method used to address the study’s research questions.  

5.2 Research Design and Method 

This study adopts a mixed-methods research design. Index development is qualitative, while 

scoring items in the disclosure index is quantitative. It is qualitative in relying on the themes 

derived from the corporate report and quantitative in their allocation and based on CF 

qualitative characteristics and GRI recommendations. Likert Scale rankings are used for 

various theme comments. 

The following sections describe the research method used to assess and calculate the CSR 

disclosure quality. In this study, a quantitative analysis is applied through the content analysis 

technique (discussed next in detail). Before discussion of the content analysis, the research 

sample and data sources are briefed in the next section. 

5.2.1 Research Sample Size and Time 

To respond to the research (and supplementary) questions posed in this study, a sample of 

companies was chosen from the ASX and the PSX. The population of this study was selected 

from listed companies in the ASX 200 index (in June 2019) and all PSX companies (412 

companies in June 2019). From these, a sample of the top 100 firms based on market 

capitalisation in both Australia and Pakistan capital markets was chosen. Earlier CSR 

disclosure studies conducted by Rao and Tilt (2016) and Alotaibi and Hussainey (2016) 



91 

explored the impact of board characteristics on CSR disclosure, selecting a sample of the 

highest market capitalisation companies. Others focused on listed companies as they are 

expected to more likely engage in CSR disclosure resulting from stakeholder expectations 

(Akhtaruddin & Rouf 2012; Ghazali 2007; Muttakin, Khan & Subramaniam 2015; Rao, Tilt & 

Lester 2012). Listed companies are more inclined to adopt CG guideline recommendations that 

encourage firms to provide CSR disclosures and recommend that companies ensure board 

diversity and independence. A complete list of the top 100 companies based on market 

capitalisations from Australia and Pakistan across all the sectors is available in Appendix 7 

(see Appendices 7.1–7.4). For comparison reasons, the sample from both countries is based on 

the sector association identified by the Global Industry Classification Standard. There are 10 

groups in this classification: Consumer Discretionary, Consumer Staples, Energy, Financials, 

Health Care, Industrials, Materials, Real Estates, Telecommunications Services and Utilities.  

The period of study is 2017–2018 for both countries and was chosen as CSR content was 

readily available for this period. The selected period has also allowed a four to five-year time 

gap for company management to adopt recommended CG and CSR disclosure 

recommendations, as recommended in Australia and Pakistan from 2013–2014 by the 

respective stock exchanges. 

Comparability characteristics, one of the main criteria on the CSR Disclosure Quality Index, 

required the availability of the previous year’s CSR disclosure (the comparability criterion 

requires the comparison of disclosure items for the previous year). Thus, although this study 

considered a two-year period (2017–2018), it will need CSR reports over three years (2016–

2018).7 

The requirement of the three years’ CSR disclosure data for each ASX 100 company has shrunk 

the ASX 100 companies to only 57 companies in the final sample since companies will need 

to have disclosed consecutively for three years. In some cases, companies published CSR data 

in 2016, but CSR data for either 2017 or 2018 is not found. Likewise, in some cases, data for 

either 2017 or 2018 is available but unavailable for 2016. Similarly, in Pakistan, almost all 

companies provided CSR data in their annual reports; therefore, 94 companies are selected as 

the final sample for Pakistan. The sample of both countries comprises companies from 10 

 
7 Only one category in the CSR Disclosure Quality Index, ‘comparability’ for year 2017 and CSR disclosures of 
2016 need to be considered. 
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sectors and industries. The final sample of both countries is 151 companies with their available 

CSR data from 2016 to 2018. From the perspective of the self-developed database for all the 

CSR and CG variables of this study, intensive laborious efforts are required. Beattie and 

Thomson (2007) have noted that analysing the disclosure contents requires intensive labour 

work; therefore, it will limit the sample size. The distribution of the study sample is presented 

in Table 5.1. The study periods (that is, 2017–2018) have equal sample distribution.  

Table 5.1 

Distribution of ASX and PSX sample across industries in 2017–18 

Industry Group 

Initial 
ASX 

sample 

Final 
ASX 

sample 

Initial 
PSX 

sample 

Final 
PSX 

sample 

Consumer 
Discretionary 9 3 9 8 

Consumer Staples 5 2 3 3 

Energy 7 5 8 7 

Financials 19 8 31 30 

Health Care 7 4 2 2 

Industrials 13 6 7 6 

Telecommunication 
and IT Services 7 3 5 5 

Materials 19 14 22 21 

Real Estate 10 9 3 2 

Utilities 4 3 10 10 

Total  100 57 100 94 

 

5.2.2 Collection of Corporate Reports 

The data sources for this study are secondary and contain publicly available CSR data. At the 

initial step, three years’ CSR disclosures (that is, 2016–2018) of ASX 100 and PSX 100 

companies are accessed and download in PDF format. After access and collection of reports, it 

was revealed that in almost all of PSX 100 companies’ cases, there were no separate CSR, 

sustainability or other related reports available. Therefore, upon finding CSR data within 

annual reports, it was decided to include annual reports only for PSX 100 companies. In ASX 
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cases, in addition to annual reports, most companies provided a separate CSR or (and) 

sustainability report. These reports are considered as in ASX annual reports sample companies 

(those have developed separate reports) have provided these data references. To access 

corporate reports for Australian ASX 100 companies, the provided database in the UTAS 

Library, Morningstar Premium, is used. In the case of Pakistan, companies’ annual reports are 

accessed from online stock exchange databases. In addition to databases, missing reports (if 

any) are collected from the companies’ websites. 

In this study, it is also necessary to collect the data for all CG and firm-level control variables. 

For this, corporate annual reports and individual company websites were used. Also, in some 

cases where required information was missing or unavailable in annual reports, online 

databases like Bloomberg, Data Analysis Premium by Morningstar and Reuters are used. For 

this, all hand-collected data required intensive efforts that comprised assessing, reading and 

recording. For example, for the board diversity variable in this study, the gender of directors 

was identified via their name and reading the director profiles. Once gender was noted, the 

numbers were confirmed with provided pictures of directors. In cases where pictures of 

directors were missing, disclosed pronouns (that is, his/her) were relied on to make a 

determination. The total number of female and male directors were cross-evaluated with the 

board size data. Similar to this, data for the other required independent and control variables 

was collected.  

5.2.3. Content Analysis 

This study adopts content analysis to identify the quality of CSR disclosure based on the criteria 

developed. Content analysis has commonly been adopted in earlier CSR disclosure studies (Ali, 

Frynas & Mahmood 2017; Kennedy Nyahunzvi 2013; Lock & Seele 2016; Rao & Tilt 2016a). 

Content analysis is a relatively unobtrusive, convenient research process, and with regard to 

disclosure practices, collects data from actual reports to stakeholders (Allen 2017; McGraw & 

Katsouras 2010). This study adopted a content analysis of CSR disclosures to identify the 

‘quality’ information identified and discussed earlier to develop the index and reflect on what 

‘quality’ means in the context of qualitative characteristics. In this way, data is collected via a 

Likert Scale to identify the ‘quality’ of issues reported. The disclosed CSR information will 

reflect the importance and willingness of corporate management to ensure disclosure quality 

(Branco & Rodrigues 2006; Krippendorff 2004).  



94 

All the data was collected using NVivo 12 qualitative data analysis software. Information 

relating to CSR information within reports of sample companies for 2017 and 2018 was 

imported into NVivo. Two databases were prepared to separate the Australian and the Pakistani 

data to allow comparisons between a developed and developing country in analysis. Samples 

of the databases adopted are shown in Appendices 8.1 and 8.2.A data collection and coding 

process was developed within NVivo, and decision rules (see Table 5.2) were adopted to 

enhance reliability. These decision rules provided the coder with a guide for the specific score 

to be given to each disclosure item upon meeting conditions. The understandability 

characteristics as also required to calculate the band of the Flesch Reading Ease Index. The 

online readability assessment calculators are used to develop an assessment of each report. 

Each decision criterion used for coding were revisited before and after the pilot study, and any 

identified discrepancies were adjusted. For example, while assessing differences between 

coders after the pilot stage, a difference was found in the overall score for the ‘relevance’ 

category. Upon checking, an ambiguity was noticed in the decision rule of one of the evaluation 

items of disclosure: ‘Evidence of Stakeholder Engagement’. The decision rule for the highest 

rank (score 4) required greater clarity. After discussion, the decision criterion was revised and 

improved by adding a condition to identify disclosures about ‘achievements’ on a specific and 

identifiable item. 

Table 5.2 

Decision Rules for coding CSR disclosure 

Index Items Score Coding Rule 

1.Relevance Disclosure Characteristics  

 

 

 

 

Strategic CSR 

disclosure(s) 

0 Non-CSR-based mission, vision, objectives and goals disclosed. 

1 CSR-based/linked vision disclosed. 

1 CSR-based/linked mission disclosed. 

1 CSR-based/linked goal(s) disclosed. 

1 CSR-based/linked objectives(s) disclosed. 

1 Too general/feel-good statement(s) for any or all of the following CSR-based items; 

mission, vision, objectives and goals are disclosed. 

2 CSR strategy/reference to strategic action is not disclosed. 

3 CSR strategy/reference to strategic action is disclosed. 
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4 References a link to CSR strategy/strategic action and future performance expectation 

regarding SDGs are disclosed. 

 

 

Description of CSR 

(Economic, Social, 

Environment) Risks 

 

0 Only non-CSR risks (for example., business/operations-risks)are disclosed. 

1 The overall CSR risk(s) disclosed in general terms. 

2 Any or multiple ‘Specific CSR’ risk(s) (Economic, Social, Environment) categories are 

disclosed. 

2 CSR risk(s) are identified. 

2 Importance of CSR risk management disclosed. 

2 No means to mitigate CSR risk disclosed. 

3 Detailed CSR risk assessment disclosed. 

3 The potential and probability of loss(es) are disclosed. 

4 Impact(s) of each CSR risk category disclosed. 

4 Contingency action(s) as per recognised risk management standard. 

 

 

 

Evidence of 

Stakeholder 

Engagement 

0 Neither stakeholders and nor stakeholder’s engagement are disclosed. 

1 Overall/general stakeholder categories identified. 

1 A general feel-good statement regarding stakeholders is disclosed. 

1 Stakeholder’s engagement process is undisclosed. 

2 Specific ‘Key’ stakeholders are identified. 

2 Stakeholder engagement process based on ‘one-way’ communication disclosed only. 

3 Stakeholder engagement process based on interactive and two-way dialogues disclosed. 

4 Discussion of stakeholder engagement outcomes is disclosed through key topics, concerns 

raised, implementations of recommendations and achieved improvements. 

 

 

 

Discussion of CSR 

Performance 

0 CSR performance aspect is undisclosed. 

1 The overall CSR performance (no specifics, that is, Social, Environment) is disclosed. 

2 Specific CSR performance indicators are disclosed. 

2 No discussion of any impacts on stakeholders. 

3 A discussion of any impacts on stakeholders. 

3 A management approach for the impacts of stakeholders is disclosed. 

4 Initiatives adopted to improve CSR performance are disclosed; 

OR 
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Reference(s) to external frameworks or benchmarks, such as GRI, IASB, AA1000 is 

disclosed 

2.Faithful Representation Disclosure Characteristics 

 

 

CSR Assurance 

 

0 No assurance statement is provided. 

1 Reference to an internal verification only is provided. 

2 Assurance statement is provided but limited to only a specific part of the report. 

2 Addressed to restricted users (management or shareholders) only. 

3 A limited assurance by independent assurance practitioner addressed to multiple recipients. 

4 A reasonable level of assurance is provided. 

 

 

 

Disclosure of 

Favourable 

Information  
 

0 No positive CSR incident is disclosed. 

1 Positive CSR incident(s) but no outcome(s) value are disclosed. 

2 Positive CSR incident(s) with outcome(s) value are disclosed. 

3 A discussion of specific actions/measures resulted in the Positive CSR incident(s). 

4 Comparative discussion, comprising before and after impacts of specific actions/measures 

taken is provided. 

 

 

Disclosure of 

Favourable 

Information  

 

0 No negative CSR incident(s) are disclosed. 

1 Negative CSR incident(s) discussed without disclosure of a value of its consequence(s). 

2 Negative CSR incident(s) discussed with disclosure of a value of its consequence(s). 

3 A discussion of response to negative CSR incidents is disclosed. 

4 Comparative discussion of impacts, comprised of before and after the ‘specific’ responses 

taken for specific ‘stakeholders’, is provided. 

3. Understandability Disclosure Characteristics 

 

Clarity of Written 

Information 

0 A readability score within 0–30 band on Flesch Reading Ease Index. 

1 A readability score within 31–60 band on Flesch Reading Ease Index. 

2 A readability score within 61–80 band on Flesch Reading Ease Index. 

3 A readability score within 81–90 band on Flesch Reading Ease Index. 

4 A readability score within 91–100 band on Flesch Reading Ease Index. 

 

 

 

0 No graphs and tables of CSR information. 

1 Graphs (and) or tables are confusing (no legend, axis, title) 

or;  

Graphs (and) or tables provide no comparative information.  
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Clarity of Visual 

Information: Graphs 

and Tables 

2 Graphs (and) or tables for favourable trends/results in any two domains of CSR 

(economic/social/environment) are only provided 

3 Graphs (and) or tables of favourable trends/results in all domains of CSR 

(economic/social/environment) only are provided 

4 References to unfavourable graphs (and) or tables in addition to favourable trends for any 

two domains of CSR (economic/social/environment) are provided. 

4.Comparability Disclosure Characteristics 

 

 

Comparability of 

Performance 

 

0 CSR indicators discussed for the current accounting period only (No comparison of CSR 

performance). 

1 Intracompany comparison of CSR performance provided based on indicators of current and 

preceding periods. 

2 Intracompany comparison of CSR performance indicators of current and preceding periods, 

linked to relative to set targets. 

3 ‘Intercompany’ comparison of CSR performance indicators without industry 

benchmarking. 

4 ‘Intercompany comparison provided by benchmarking the CSR performance indicators 

relative to industry averages and the best practice. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Consistency of 

Performance 

Disclosure 

0 Undisclosed changes in the prior year identified references of variation either in the type of 

performance indicators, topics or reporting standards used. 

1 Reference to ‘explained notes’ of changes in reporting standard of the prior year. 

Reference to ‘explained notes’ of changes in the type of performance indicators used in the 

year prior. 

Reference to ‘explained notes’ of changes of CSR topics reported in the year prior.  

Reference to ‘explained notes’ of revisions in performance figures reported in the year prior.  

2 Reference to ‘justified reasons’ in notes, changes in reporting standard of the year prior.  

Reference to ‘justified reasons’ in notes, changes in the type of performance indicators used 

in the year prior. 

Reference to ‘justified reasons’ in notes, changes of CSR topics reported in the year prior. 

Reference to ‘justified reasons’ in notes, for revisions in performance figures reported in 

the year prior. 

3 Reference to discussion notes on the ‘value of new changes’ in reporting standard. 

Reference to discussion notes on the ‘value of new changes’ in the type of performance 

indicators. 

Reference to discussion notes on the ‘value of new changes’ of CSR topics reported in the 

year prior. 
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Reference to discussion notes on the ‘value of new changes’ for revisions in performance 

figures reported in the year prior. 

4 Disclosure of minor or no changes of; performance disclosure indicator types and reporting 

standard from the year prior. 

5. Timeliness Disclosure Characteristics 

 

The Currency of the 

Information 

 

0 Unidentifiable release time for annual/separate reports. 

1 More than six-month time lag at the end of the financial year and CSR report 

(annual/CSR/sustainability). 

2 More than three months and less than six months’ time lag between the end of the financial 

year and CSR report (annual/CSR/sustainability). 

3 Less than three months’ time lag between the end of the financial year and CSR report 

(annual/CSR/sustainability). 

4 No time lag between the end of the financial year and CSR report 

(annual/CSR/sustainability). 

 

As shown in Table 5.2, the decision rules for coding, were developed following the five main 

disclosure categories (relevance, faithful representation, understandability, comparability and 

timeliness). Each CSR disclosure item was developed on the Disclosure Index. Each of these 

disclosure categories was further sub-categorised. For example, the relevance disclosure 

category is sub-categorised into disclosures: strategic CSR disclosure, description of CSR 

(Economic, Social, Environment) risks, evidence of stakeholder engagement and discussion of 

CSR performance. All disclosure decision rules, embracing all disclosure index items, guide 

the coder to assess and score the sample disclosures. These rules assist the coders in extracting 

the required information for CSR disclosures and code into relevant categories. Using these 

decision rules during the coding process, the coder can improve decisions about what is 

relevant and irrelevant for coding of specific disclosure item of the index. All these categories 

can be scored and aggregated to develop a final score to represent CSR disclosure quality. 

Before conducting the main study, the pilot study was first initiated, as discussed next.  

5.3 Pilot Study Phase 

A pilot study was undertaken to check the validity and reliability of coding and make 

appropriate adjustments as required. Ten companies were randomly selected across the six 

major industries based on their market capitalisation. The student researcher then coded 10 
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corporate reports. The pilot phase provided an opportunity to gain experience and refine the 

coding process. Two postgraduate students (one from economics and the other accounting) 

were asked to voluntarily participate in the pilot study as research assistants. Before the coding 

process, they were provided with training in a formal session, and the coding process for one 

CSR report using the coding rules was demonstrated. Next, each research assistant 

independently coded the same ten CSR reports using the decision rules. After completing the 

coding, the student researcher reviewed the coding process and quality scores for the CSR 

disclosures of both research assistants. Any differences between the research assistants were 

reviewed, and changes were made to coding rules where necessary to increase reliability. Only 

minor differences were noted, and adjustments were made to raise clarity and ensure items 

were not missed or misinterpreted. 

This study adopts Krippendorff’s Alpha, the error percentage, to measure the inter-coder 

reliability between the two research assistants’ coding. Table 5.3 provides the details of the 

agreement per category. The Krippendorff’s Alpha coefficient for each disclosure 

characteristic of the index ranges between 0.90 to 0.96. Following Rao and Tilt (2016a), as all 

the values of Krippendorff’s Alpha remained above 0.90, it shows a high level of agreement 

on coding. This result shows no statistically significant inter-coder differences in the scores 

given by the coders. Coding was not changed as the pilot study did not indicate a need for 

modification. 

Table 5.3 

Inter-coder reliability using Krippendorff's Alpha 

Disclosures Characteristics Percentage of Agreement  

6. Relevance 0.92 

7. Faithful Representation 0.90 

8. Understandability 0.96 

9. Comparability 0.93 

10. Timeliness 0.95 

 

In sum, numerous steps were taken to ensure the reliability of the findings in this research. For 

instance, the disclosure index and its criteria were reviewed by expert researchers; later, the 
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reliability of the process of data collection as required by the index was ensured through a pilot 

study.  

5.4 Conduct of the Main Study 

The main study was then conducted, extending the coding process to the full sample. The 

student researcher performed the coding of the full study sample. CSR disclosure of each 

company in the final sample of both countries was first imported into the NVivo databases 

developed for each country. The coding decision rules (Table 5.2) were used to code data into 

relevant nodes. The instant coding technique while reading content, as supported in NVivo, 

also enhanced data recording and management reliability. Once the CSR data collection and 

recordings were completed, the next step was to calculate the CSR disclosure scores of the 

sample. 

5.4.1. CSR Disclosure Quality Calculation and Scores 

The purpose of setting up a coding framework for CSR quality disclosure is to establish a 

process leading to the calculation of disclosure scores. These scores are necessary to establish 

the level of CSR quality disclosure across the qualitative characteristics and, in total, for the 

sampled companies and industries.  

As discussed earlier (Figure 5.2), a five-stage process responds to the supplementary research 

questions identified, which in turn will allow a discussion of the overriding research question. 

Data collected will permit discussion of CSR quality disclosure across the total sample, the 

individual samples from a developed and developing country, and comparisons between the 

two and each company sampled by company and industry. As represented with Total CSR 

Disclosure Quality Index scores (TCSRDQI), the CSR disclosure quality in this study is 

composed of five disclosure indices scores as shown in the calculation Table 5.4. Each 

component index represents the individual disclosure characteristics developed on the CSR 

Disclosure Quality index in this study. 
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Table 5.4 

CSR disclosure quality score calculation 

 

The next section discusses how the scoring of CSR disclosure of sample companies is 

undertaken in this study. 

5.4.2. Record Score Sheet 

A record score sheet is prepared for the CSR disclosure calculations to act as a guide to ensure 

the completeness of the scoring process. Table 5.5 illustrates how this record sheet will be 

scored. The evaluation of quality disclosure is based on disclosure items under each qualitative 

Main Categories on 
the Disclosure Index 

Sub-categories Developed on 
Disclosure Index 

Maximum Possible 
Score on Each Main 

Index Category 

(Disclosure 
levels = 4) x (Number 

of sub-categories) 

Scoring formulas of Sub-
category and Main 

Category of the 
Disclosure Quality Index 

1. Relevance 

1) CSR strategy disclosure(s) 
2) Description of CSR risk 
3) Evidence of stakeholder 

engagement 
4) Discussion of economic 

performance 
5) Discussion of social 

performance 
6) Discussion of 

environmental performance 6 x 4 = 24 

Relevance index (RI) score  

= Actual Disclosure score 
obtained / 24 

2. Faithful 
Representation 

1) CSR assurance  
2) Disclosure of favourable 

information  
3) Disclosure of unfavourable 

information 3 x 4 = 12 

Faithful Representation 
index (FI) score = Actual 
Disclosure score 
obtained / 12 

3. Understandability 

1) Clarity of written 
information  

2) Clarity of visual 
information: graphs and 
tables 2 x 4 = 8  

Understandability index 
(UI) score = Actual 
Disclosure score 
obtained / 8 

4. Comparability 

1) Comparability of 
performance  

2) Consistency of performance 
disclosure 2 x 4 = 8 

Comparability index (CI) 
score = Actual Disclosure 
score obtained / 8 

5. Timeliness 
1) Currency of the information 1 x 4 = 4 

Timeliness index (TI) 
score = Actual Disclosure 
score obtained / 4 

Total CSR Disclosure QUALITY Index (TCSRDQI) Score RI + FI + UI + CI + TI 
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characteristic rated on a Likert Scale ranging 0–4, with 4 representing the higher-level of 

quality. In the case of Company 1, there are six items under the relevance characteristic deemed 

reflective of relevance—the company can achieve a score of 24 (reflecting very high-quality 

disclosure) or as low as 0 (where disclosure is deemed very low-quality).It is anticipated most 

companies would not fall at either extreme. Therefore, the fictional score allocated to Company 

1 in Table 5.5 reaches a score of 20. That is, 20 out of a maximum of 24 for all criteria in this 

category, reflecting differences for each criterion. In comparison, Company 2 appears to make 

disclosures of quite low-quality, gaining an overall score of 10 out of a maximum of 24. In this 

way, across the sample of companies, the quality of CSR disclosures can be identified and 

discussed. 

Table 5.5 
Example of the scoring process 

Index Items Company 1 Company 2 

ICF- Relevance Disclosure Characteristic   

Strategic CSR Disclosure 3 1 

Description of CSR Risks (Economic, Social, Environment) 3 2 

Evidence of Stakeholder Engagement 3 1 

Discussion of Economic CSR Performance 3 3 

Discussion of Social Performance 4 2 

Discussion of Environmental CSR Performance 4 1 

RELEVANCE Score 20 10 

 

A spreadsheet was developed to record and calculate the CSR disclosure scores for all 

companies in the final sample. CSR disclosure quality scores of each company for the industry 

were calculated, and a sample sheet showing all the items to be recorded is shown in Appendix 

9.  

5.5 Research Model and Variables 

The final research objectives of this study related to examining the consistency of the 

assessment of CSR disclosure findings (assessed from the disclosure index developed) against 

prior CSR disclosure studies. For this, exploring the impact of various board characteristics on 

CSR disclosure quality is needed. A linear regression model was developed to look at the 
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association between board characteristics and CSR disclosure quality. The continuous nature 

of the CSR disclosure quality scores as a dependent variable (that is, as measured from the 

disclosure index) with five independent and control variables was adopted to consider the 

relationships required for this study.A multiple linear regression was adopted. Corresponding 

to the prior board characteristics and CSR disclosure studies (Ahmad, Rashid & Gow 2017; 

Rezaee et al. 2020), the standard Ordinary Least Square (OLS) method is employed to calculate 

the best possible estimations. A number of OLS assumptions (that is, normality, 

multicollinearity, autocorrelation, homoscedasticity) were employed to assess if these are true 

for this study. Following prior research (Amorelli & García-Sánchez 2020; de Villiers, Naiker 

& van Staden 2011; Rao & Tilt 2016b), this study adopts the following model to examine the 

association between board characteristics variables (that is, gender diversity, independence, 

female chairperson, female CEO and board size) and CSR disclosure quality.  

TCSRDQI = β0 + β1Gendrdivit + β2Independit + β3 Femchairit + β4 FemCEOit + β5 Bsizeit + β6 

Profit + β7FrmLevit + β8FrmLiqit + β09 Comsizeit + ∑5
k=1 β10INDit + ɛ 

Where, i represents the company, and t = time as the sample year (that is, 2017–18), the intercept 

is β0, β1 – β10 are coefficients and ɛ is the error term. TCSRDQI = CSR disclosure quality is the 

dependent variable. 

TCSRDQI = CSR disclosure quality and is the dependent variable. It is an aggregate measure 

developed from five disclosure indices. The calculation mechanism of these indices is provided 

in detail in Section 5.4.  

Table 5.6. provides the measures of all the independent and control variables as used in the 

regression model.  

Table 5.6 

Measurement of independent and control variables 

Independent Variables Symbol Calculation 

Gender Diversity Gendrdiv Proportion of female board of directors to 
total directors in the board 

Board Independence Independ 
Proportion of independent and non-
executive directors to total directors in the 
board 

Female Chairperson Femchair 1 if the chairperson of the board is female, 0 
otherwise  

Female CEO FemCEO 1 if the CEO is a female, 0 otherwise.  
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Board Size Bsize Total number of board members 

 

Control Variables Symbol Calculation 

Profitability: Return on Assets 
(ROA) Prof ROA = Earnings after-tax/Total assets  

Company Leverage: Financial 
Leverage FrmLiq Total debt / Total assets 

Company Liquidity: Current Ratio FrmLiq Current assets/Current liabilities 

Company Size Comsize Natural log of Total assets at the end of the 
year  

Industry Classification IND 
Dummy variables for the ten industry 
groups of Global Industry Classification 
scheme 

Error Term ɛ ɛ 

 

In this study, following the above measures of dependent, independent and control variables 

(Table 5.6), the required calculations are compiled in a spreadsheet. These variables with their 

complete record sheet for the entire study sample are all provided in Appendices 10–12. 

5.5.1 Independent Variables: Board Characteristics 

The following board characteristics are selected based on the extant literature to assess their 

impact on CSR disclosure quality, thus discussed next. 

5.1.1.1  Gender diversity 

Prior research has examined the impact of the gender diversity of boards on CSR and voluntary 

disclosures (Donnelly & Mulcahy 2008; Haniffa & Cooke 2002; Kent & Stewart 2008; Leung 

& Horwitz 2004; Rouf & Abdur 2011b; Rao & Tilt 2016b; Samaha et al. 2012).Following 

previous studies (González et al. 2020; Rao, Tilt & Lester 2012), this study uses the proportion 

of female board members as its measure for board’s gender diversity.  

5.1.1.2 Board independence 

The second independent variable is board independence. Independent directors are expected to 

affect the CSR disclosure quality. Following prior research (Akhtaruddin et al. 2009; Chen & 

Jaggi 2000; Rouf 2011), this study measures board independence as the proportion of 

independent non-executive directors to the total directors on the board. 
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5.1.1.3 Female chairperson and CEO 

The presence of a female chairperson and CEO are two independent variables for top female 

leadership in a company. It is expected that female directors, while leading the boards, can 

enhance board decision-making, and therefore have a significant impact on CSR disclosure 

quality. Following prior research, this study measures top female leadership using dummy 

variables (Amran et al. 2014; Khan & Vieito 2013). Two separate dummies are created for 

each variable (female chairperson and female CEO). The presence of a female CEO and 

chairperson is expected to have a positive association with the CSR disclosure quality. 

5.1.1.4 Board size 

The last test variable in this study is board size. Prior research has discussed the impact of 

board size on CSR and voluntary disclosures (Said, Zainuddin & Haron 2009; Yasser, Al 

Mamun & Ahmed 2017).Consistent with prior research (Jizi 2017; Jizi et al. 2014; Said, 

Zainuddin & Haron 2009), this study measures board size as the number of directors on the 

board. 

5.5.2 Control Variables 

In examining the association between board characteristics and CSR disclosure quality, there 

are some factors that prior research shows having a relationship to CSR disclosure quality. To 

control the effect of these factors, all are included as control variables in the regression model. 

In this sense, their influence on the independent variables will be considered. In this study, 

firm-level variables are controlled for in examining the association between board 

characteristics and CSR disclosure quality.  

First, this study controls for a firm’s profitability. Prior research shows that CSR disclosure is 

costly; thus, profit-reporting companies are more likely to be concerned with CSR disclosure 

quality (Alipour et al. 2019b). Managers of profitable firms are more likely to engage in CSR 

disclosure to sustain their status and increase their compensation (Moneva & Llena 2000). 

Profitable companies use CSR disclosure quality as a strategic tool (Haniffa & Cooke 2005). 

Companies with good performance will increase the CSR disclosure quality as they need to 

show their contribution to societal expectations in seeking to avoid regulations or show that 

there is no need for regulations (Cho & Patten 2007; Li et al. 2013). Prior research (Cheung, 

Jiang & Tan 2012; Jizi et al. 2014) has supported the positive association of CSR disclosure 

quality and profitability. Following prior research (Haniffa & Cooke 2005; Jizi et al. 2014; Rao 
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& Tilt 2016b; Said, Zainuddin & Haron 2009), this study uses ROA to measure profitability 

and predicts a positive association between profitability and CSR disclosure quality.  

After profitability, firms’ financial leverage is controlled. Firms with higher financial leverage 

are likely to use CSR disclosure to send information to stakeholders concerned about CSR 

disclosure quality (Sulaiman, Abdullah & Fatima 2014). Recently, Bae et al. (2019) found CSR 

information can reduce the market share losses of companies with high financial leverage. The 

CSR disclosure provides support to the weak financial position of a highly leveraged company 

to easily retain customers and save it from the adverse behaviours of competitors. Further, 

CSR-oriented companies will have a wider investor base and low levels of litigation risk (Gao, 

Li & Ma 2020). A number of studies have found a positive leverage impact on the quality of 

CSR and environmental disclosure quality (Alotaibi & Hussainey 2016; Sulaiman, Abdullah 

& Fatima 2014). Financial leverage is measured using a total company debt to total company 

assets ratio. A positive association is expected between financial leverage and CSR disclosure 

quality. 

This study also controls for liquidity as firms with more liquid assets are more likely to signal 

their stronger position to meet their obligations to stakeholders, thus incentivising them to 

engage in high-quality CSR discourse (Hapsoro & Sulistyarini 2019).Similarly, Abd-Elsalam 

and Weetman (2003) argued that managers of highly liquid companies would provide more 

voluntary information to distinguish their companies from others with low liquidity. One can 

also argue that firms with low liquidity will provide more disclosures to gain the confidence of 

outsiders. Results from prior research regarding the impact of liquidity on CSR disclosure 

quality is inconclusive: some studies find a positive association between liquidity and aspects 

of voluntary CSR disclosure quality (El‐Masry & Ezat 2008; Samaha & Dahawy 2010). Others 

find no impact of liquidity on disclosure quality (Alotaibi & Hussainey 2016; Aly, Simon & 

Hussainey 2010; Elzahar & Hussainey 2012). Following prior studies (Aly, Simon & 

Hussainey 2010; Nazari, Hrazdil & Mahmoudian 2017), this study measures liquidity as a ratio 

of current assets to current liabilities. Given the mixed findings in prior research, this study 

does not predict the direction for an association between liquidity and CSR disclosure quality. 

In addition, firms’ size is controlled for and measured by the natural log of total assets at the 

end of the year. Larger companies have higher visibility and are under higher scrutiny from the 

public; they are more likely to engage in the provision of high-quality CSR reports (Cormier 

& Gordon 2001; Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015). Smaller companies may fear increasing 
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their disclosures, which may be detrimental to their competitive position (Ho & Taylor 2013). 

Most prior studies (Adel et al. 2019; Alotaibi & Hussainey 2016; Brammer & Pavelin 2008; 

Dias, Lima Rodrigues & Craig 2017; Katmon et al. 2019; Liao, Luo & Tang 2015; Sulaiman, 

Abdullah & Fatima 2014) provided evidence supporting the positive impact of firm’s size on 

CSR disclosure quality. Thus, following these findings, a positive association is expected 

between firm size and CSR disclosure quality.  

It was needed to control for industry effects as the industry type impacts CSR disclosure quality 

(Wang, Song & Yao 2013). The companies have a certain level of uniqueness in their 

respective industries, and this can lead to differences in their propensity to provide disclosures 

(Dye & Sridhar 1995). This affects the quality of CSR disclosure. Such differences in 

preference of disclosure among industries are reasonable. For instance, companies from 

extractive and chemical industries will be more likely to have greater environmental concerns 

than Consumer Industries preferring to disclose information on customer and labour 

considerations (Haniffa & Cooke 2005). Prior studies have observed this propensity among 

companies. It has been found that oil and chemical industries belonging to high environmental 

risk-oriented sectors have provided better disclosures than other industries (da Silva Monteiro 

& Aibar-Guzmán 2010; Fernández-Feijóo-Souto, Romero & Ruiz-Blanco 2012). Therefore, 

the critical effects of a company’s economic activities can impact the perceptions of overall 

society, and in turn, influence dissimilar industries to select different information to disclose. 

A legitimacy theory perspective supports the proposition that industry classification impacts 

CSR disclosure quality as companies operating in more sensitive industries are interested in 

maintaining their reputation by improving their accountability and visibility to outsiders (Chan, 

Watson & Woodliff 2014). This study has used the industry classification according to the 

Global Industry Classification code to recognise differences across industries. Using this 

classification scheme, all 10 sample industry sectors are divided into the five industry 

classifications provided in Table 5.6. The following expectations about industries are 

developed by observing the findings of prior studies (that is, Haniffa and Cooke (2005); Ho 

and Shun Wong (2001)); companies that operate in environmentally sensitive industries 

disclose more on CSR than companies in less-sensitive industries. Based on this, the main 

expectations about Industrials, Materials, Energy and Consumer Discretionary, Consumer 

Staples and Health Care are to provide more CSR disclosure as they operate in more 

environmentally sensitive industries. Similarly, other industries such as Real Estate, 
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Telecommunications and IT, and Utilities are expected to have less CSR disclosure quality as 

they operate in a non-environmentally sensitive industry. 

5.6 Summary 

In this chapter, the components of research design and research method are covered. First, the 

population, sample, data sources of this study are discussed. Next, the process and application 

of content analysis for calculating the CSR Disclosure Index are discussed. Finally, to find the 

impact of board characteristics on CSR disclosure quality, the regression model is developed, 

and related measures of all variables (dependent, independent and control variables) are 

informed.  
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Chapter 6: CSR Disclosure Quality 

6.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the CSR Disclosure Quality Index is applied to a sample of ASX and PSX 

companies, and comparisons are made between the two as a developed and developing country. 

These results of CSR disclosure quality are based on sample years 2017–2018 and in the 

context of Australia and Pakistan. The present chapter considers the first three supplementary 

research questions:  

1. What is the level of quality of information disclosed by ASX companies, as measured 

by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index? 

2. What is the level of quality of information disclosed by PSX companies, as measured 

by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index?  

3. Are there differences in CSR disclosure quality between ASX and PSX sample? 

This chapter addresses these questions, considering the results found by applying the CSR 

Disclosure Quality Index developed. In the first instance, supplementary research questions 

one and two are explored in the context of the qualitative criteria forming the base of this index. 

These results are then explored by industry group in each country in the context of a ranking 

system developed. The ranking system seeks to identify higher from lesser quality disclosure 

industry groups. The comparisons are made on the number of companies falling into each 

industry group and rank in the samples. Finally, the mean distributions (and standard deviation 

distributions) by industry group for each of the ASX and PSX industry groups are considered. 

Supplementary research question three is explored, comparing the results found at each stage—

disclosures under the five qualitative characteristics, disclosures based on the ranking system 

and the mean and standard deviation distributions. In doing this, it is possible to provide 

insights into the quality of CSR disclosure in a developed and developing country and make 

comparisons between the two. 



110 

6.2 Disclosure Scores Across the Five Characteristics in the Quality CSR Disclosure Index 

ASX and PSX companies were sampled based on market capitalisation (details shown in 

Appendices 7.1–7.4). Sampled companies were from 10 industry sectors: Consumer 

Discretionary, Consumer Staples, Energy, Financials, Health Care, Industrials, Materials, Real 

Estate, Telecommunications and IT and Utilities. A disclosure score calculation sheet was 

prepared in Microsoft Excel (Appendix 10) to calculate disclosure scores for each category, 

company and industry sector. The descriptive results for average disclosures scores prepared 

from the data of sample companies for the 2017 and 2018 periods are discussed in this section. 

Table 6.1 to Table 6.5 present the results of individual disclosure characteristics scores of ASX 

and PSX companies as by industry. 

6.2.1.a. Disclosure Score for Relevance 

In Table 6.1, the disclosure scores for relevance (average of 2017–18) in Australia and Pakistan 

are presented. The maximum score that could be obtained was 24 for the relevance category 

by each company based on the CSR ‘Disclosure Quality Index’. 

Table 6.1 

Relevance characteristics disclosure score of ASX and PSX industry sectors 

Maximum Possible 
Scores = 24 Australia: ASX Pakistan: PSX 

Industries  Mean 
 Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. Mean 

 Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. 

Consumer 
Discretionary 19.17 2.61 17.00 22.00 9.20 4.43 2.50 16.50 

Consumer Staples 21.25 1.06 20.50 22.00 7.52 7.38 3.00 16.00 

Energy 16.10 5.31 7.50 20.50 13.30 4.00 6.00 17.50 

Financials 18.26 2.59 14.00 22.00 7.57 4.26 1.00 18.00 

Health Care 15.00 3.71 10.50 18.50 10.00 7.78 4.50 15.50 

Industrials 19.09 2.10 16.50 21.50 9.07 3.69 5.50 15.00 

Materials 19.25 2.27 14.50 21.50 10.78 4.49 2.50 19.00 

Real Estate 12.23 5.67 1.50 20.50 4.00 1.42 3.00 5.00 

Telecommunication & 
IT 14.34 5.86 8.00 19.50 6.70 4.25 2.00 12.00 

Utilities 17.50 1.62 16.00 19.00 9.55 4.40 2.50 17.00 
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In reviewing the results, it can be seen that relevant items of CSR are disclosed by industry 

sector mean disclosures across Australia and Pakistan. In the case of Australia, the ASX 

companies within Consumer Staples ranked most highly with mean scores of 21.25 out of a 

maximum of 24 possible. This was followed closely by companies within three industry 

sectors: Materials, Consumer Discretionary and Industrials with mean disclosure scores of 

19.25, 19.17 and 19.09, respectively. Interestingly, the industry sectors making the least 

relevant disclosures were in Real Estate (12.23) and Telecommunication and IT (14.34). In 

reviewing the standard deviation, it can be noted in several industry sectors, the variation 

between companies was quite high (Energy 5.31, Real Estate 5.67, Telecommunication and IT 

5.86). 

In the case of Pakistan, the PSX companies within the Energy industry ranked most highly with 

mean scores of 13.30 from a maximum of 24 possible. This was followed by companies within 

Materials (10.78) and Health Care (10). Similar to ASX, the PSX companies in the Real Estate 

and Telecommunication and IT sectors were making the least relevant disclosures with a mean 

disclosure score of 4 and 6.7, respectively. In reviewing the standard deviation, a high variation 

is noted between PSX companies (Health Care 7.78 and Consumer Staples 7.38) compared to 

ASX companies.  

6.2.1.b. Disclosure Score for Faithful Representation 

In Table 6.2, the disclosure scores for faithful representation in Australia and Pakistan are 

presented. The maximum score obtained for the faithful representation category by each 

company based on the CSR ‘Disclosure Quality Index’ was 12. 

In reviewing the results, faithful representation items of CSR are disclosed by industry sectors’ 

mean disclosures of companies in Australia and Pakistan. In the case of Australia, the ASX 

companies within the Consumer Staples sectors again provided evidence of more quality 

disclosure as they ranked most highly with mean scores of 9.5 out of 12. This was followed 

more closely by companies within the Industrials sector with mean scores of 9.4. Conversely, 

the companies in the Health Care (3.5) sector were making the least reliable disclosures. In 

particular, the lowest disclosure quality of companies in Real Estate (5.1) and 

Telecommunications and IT (5.3) was consistent with their lowest relevance disclosure. There 

was also a variation indicated between responses within industry sectors, suggesting a mixture 

of quality disclosures in the companies making up the Telecommunications and IT (4.6), 

Energy (4.1) and Utilities (3.4).  
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Table 6.2 

Faithful representation characteristics disclosure score of ASX and PSX industry sectors 

Maximum Possible 
Scores = 12 Australia: ASX Pakistan: PSX 

Industries  Mean 
 Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. Mean 

 Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. 

Consumer 
Discretionary 8.0 2.2 5.5 9.5 0.6 0.6 0.0 1.5 

Consumer Staples 9.5 1.4 8.5 10.5 1.3 2.3 0.0 4.0 

Energy 5.8 4.1 2.0 11.0 2.3 2.1 0.0 6.0 

Financials 8.1 1.7 5.0 10.0 0.7 1.0 0.0 3.5 

Health Care 3.5 1.5 2.0 5.5 2.5 1.4 1.5 3.5 

Industrials 9.4 2.3 5.0 11.0 0.8 1.0 0.0 2.5 

Materials 7.5 2.1 3.5 11.0 1.3 1.9 0.0 6.5 

Real Estate 5.1 2.5 1.0 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Telecommunication 
and IT 5.3 4.6 2.0 10.5 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.5 

Utilities 5.8 3.4 3.0 9.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 2.5 

 

In the case of Pakistan, the disclosure quality results of faithful representation were consistent 

with the relevance disclosure scores. PSX companies within the Health Care sector also 

provided evidence of high-quality disclosure in the whole sample as ranked most highly with 

mean scores of 2.5. This was followed closely by companies within the Energy sector with a 

mean disclosure score of 2.3. The mean disclosure scores of most of PSX sectors and in 

particular, Real Estate, Telecommunication and IT and Utilities provided evidence of the 

lowest disclosure quality. In reviewing the standard deviation, it can be noted that an overall 

low variation between companies ranged between 0 to 2.3.  

6.2.1.c. Disclosure Score for Understandability 

In Table 6.3, the disclosure scores for understandability in Australia and Pakistan are presented. 

The maximum obtainable score by each company for the understandability category based on 

the CSR ‘Disclosure Quality Index’ was 8.In all cases and for both countries, this characteristic 

appears to have rated quite low, with most industry groups in both countries achieving scores 

of less than 4.5 out of 8 (ASX companies) and 1.6 out of 8 (PSX companies). 
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Table 6.3 

Understandability characteristics disclosure score of ASX and PSX industry sectors 

Maximum Possible 
Scores = 8 Australia: ASX Pakistan: PSX 

Industries Mean 
Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. Mean 

Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. 

Consumer 
Discretionary 4.34 1.16 3.00 5.00 0.51 0.52 0.00 1.00 

Consumer Staples 4.25 0.36 4.00 4.50 1.00 0.58 0.50 1.50 

Energy 3.80 1.49 1.50 5.00 1.64 1.04 0.50 3.00 

Financials 4.07 1.03 2.50 5.00 0.78 0.71 0.00 2.50 

Health Care 3.13 1.04 2.00 4.50 0.50 0.71 0.00 1.00 

Industrials 4.42 0.88 3.00 5.00 1.00 0.67 0.50 2.00 

Materials 3.97 1.39 1.00 5.00 1.50 1.17 0.00 4.00 

Real Estate 3.11 1.25 0.50 4.50 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 

Telecommunication 
and IT 2.34 2.37 0.50 5.00 0.80 0.45 0.00 1.00 

Utilities 2.33 2.03 0.50 4.50 0.85 0.76 0.00 2.50 

 

In reviewing the results, it can be seen that understandability items of CSR are disclosed by 

industry sector mean disclosures of companies in Australia and Pakistan. In the case of 

Australia, the ASX companies within the Industrials sector provided the highest disclosure 

quality with mean scores of 4.42 out of 8. This was followed closely by companies in the 

Consumer Discretionary (4.34), Consumer Staples (4.25), Financials sectors (4.07). On the 

other hand, the mean disclosure scores of companies in the Utilities sector (2.33) provided 

evidence of the least-understandable disclosure quality. The companies in the Utilities and 

Telecommunication and IT sectors were found to have the greatest variation, based on the 

standard deviation, between companies (2.03 and 2.37 respectively).  

The mean disclosure scores of PSX companies for understandability items was much lower 

than ASX companies. PSX companies within the Energy sector provided the highest disclosure 

quality with mean scores of 1.64 out of 8 (in itself, not particularly high with a standard 

deviation of SD 1.04). Companies in the Materials (mean 1.5) were the next highest. Scores 

generally suggest low-quality understandability disclosures in all PSX industry sectors. 

Companies in the Consumer Discretionary, Financials, Health Care, Telecommunication and 

IT and Utilities sectors had the least easy-to-understand disclosures. In reviewing the standard 
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deviation, it can be noted the variation between companies was high in Energy and Materials 

sectors. 

6.2.1.d. Disclosure Score for Comparability 

The disclosure scores for comparability in Australia and Pakistan are presented in Table 6.4. 

The maximum obtainable score by each company for the comparability category based on the 

CSR ‘Disclosure Quality Index’ was 8. 

Table 6.4 

Comparability characteristics disclosure score of ASX and PSX industry sectors 

Maximum Possible 
Scores = 8 Australia: ASX Pakistan: PSX 

Industries  Mean 
 Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. Mean 

 Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. 

Consumer 
Discretionary 4.67 1.16 3.50 5.50 3.88 0.94 2.00 4.50 

Consumer Staples 5.75 1.06 5.00 6.50 4.33 0.58 4.00 5.00 

Energy 4.40 1.86 1.50 6.50 4.22 0.94 2.50 5.00 

Financials 5.19 2.04 1.50 8.00 3.89 1.12 2.00 5.00 

Health Care 4.63 3.10 0.50 8.00 3.25 1.77 2.00 4.50 

Industrials 5.59 1.41 3.50 7.50 4.25 0.47 4.00 5.00 

Materials 5.29 1.86 1.50 8.00 4.07 1.27 0.00 6.00 

Real Estate 4.00 1.83 2.00 6.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 4.00 

Telecommunication 
Services 3.34 3.11 0.00 6.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 4.00 

Utilities 3.67 2.31 1.50 5.50 3.95 0.88 2.00 5.00 

 

ASX companies within the Consumer Staples industry ranked most highly in quality 

disclosures with mean disclosure scores of 5.75 (out of 8). This was followed closely by the 

companies in the Industrial (5.59), Materials (5.29) and Financial (5.19) sectors. Consistent 

with other disclosure quality characteristics, disclosure scores of the companies in 

Telecommunication and IT (3.34) and Utilities (3.67) were the lowest. In reviewing the 

standard deviation in a number of industry groups, the variation between companies was high, 

indicating a number of companies provided information much more comparable than 

counterparts in the same industry group (Financials 2.04, Health Care 3.1, Telecommunication 

and IT 3.1 and Utilities 2.31).  
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Similar to Australia, PSX companies in Pakistan within the Consumer Staples sector top-

ranked for most high-quality disclosures, with mean disclosure scores of 4.33 (out of 8). This 

was followed closely by companies in the Energy (4.22) and Industrials (4.25) sectors. PSX 

companies in the Health Care sector provided the least-comparable disclosure with a mean 

disclosure score of 3.25. In examining the standard deviation, there was less variation between 

PSX companies compared to Australia. Consistent with ASX companies, the variation of PSX 

companies in the Financials, Health Care and Materials groups was high.  

6.2.1.e. Disclosure Score for Timeliness 

The disclosure scores for timeliness in Australia and Pakistan are presented in Table 6.5. The 

maximum obtainable score by each company for the timeliness category based on the CSR 

‘Disclosure Quality Index’ was 4.The results in this category are interesting in that timeliness 

was more highly-ranked for PSX groupings than ASX groupings with less variance. 

Table 6.5 

Timeliness characteristics disclosure score of ASX and PSX industry sectors 

Maximum Possible 
Scores = 4 Australia: ASX Pakistan: PSX 

Industries  Mean 
 Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. Mean 

 Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. 

Consumer 
Discretionary 1.50 0.50 1.00 2.00 2.75 0.46 2.00 3.00 

Consumer Staples 2.50 0.71 2.00 3.00 2.84 0.29 2.50 3.00 

Energy 2.60 0.78 1.50 3.50 2.50 0.66 1.50 3.00 

Financials 2.94 0.18 2.50 3.00 2.84 0.42 1.50 3.00 

Health Care 2.88 1.04 1.50 3.50 3.00 0.00 3.00 3.00 

Industrials 2.42 0.54 2.00 3.00 2.59 0.68 1.50 3.00 

Materials 2.21 1.01 0.00 3.00 2.72 0.55 1.00 3.00 

Real Estate 2.67 0.49 2.00 3.00 2.50 0.71 2.00 3.00 

Telecommunication 
and IT 2.00 1.73 0.00 3.00 2.30 0.70 1.50 3.00 

Utilities 3.00 0.00 3.00 3.00 2.85 0.37 2.50 3.00 

 

In the case of Australia, ASX companies within the Utilities sector ranked most high-quality 

with mean disclosure scores of 3. This was followed closely by companies in the Financials 

(2.94) and Health Care (2.88) sectors. The Consumer Discretionary sector would appear to 
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make the least-timely quality disclosures with a small variance between companies. In 

examining the standard deviation, the variation between companies in Health Care, Materials 

and Telecommunication Services sectors was high.  

In the case of Pakistan, the PSX companies within the Health Care ranked most highly, with 

mean scores of 3 (out of 4). This was joined closely by the companies in Utilities (2.5), 

Consumer Staples (2.8) and Financials (2.8) sectors. Companies in the Telecommunication and 

IT sector provided the least-timely quality information (SD 2.3). The standard deviation in all 

industry sectors was low, with the highest variation in the Real Estate and Telecommunication 

and IT sectors. 

6.3 Total CSR Disclosure Quality 

In this section, the average scores across all qualitative characteristics (discussed earlier) were 

used to develop an overall assessment of disclosure quality.  

In this overall assessment-based approach, the scores of the five disclosure characteristics were 

considered, and the ‘highest information quality’ disclosing companies and industry sectors 

within the sample were distinguished from the ‘lowest information quality’ companies and 

‘industry sectors’. Table 6.6 presents the detail of the Total CSR Disclosure Quality Index 

(TCSRDQI) required to develop an overall assessment of CSR disclosure quality for each 

company. The TCSRDQI score is calculated through five disclosure indices developed from 

the disclosure characteristics scores discussed in the previous section (Section 6.2). The sample 

of this study is based on two years (2017–18); thus, an average score of TCSRDQI is used to 

develop an overall assessment of the CSR disclosure quality of each company. A complete 

calculation sheet of the Average Total CSRDQI score of all the ASX companies is presented 

in Appendix 13.  

Table 6.6 

Calculation to compute the average Total CSRDQI score 

  Sub-Index Calculations 

Total CSR 

Disclosure 

Quality 

Index 

(TCSRDQI) 

Relevance index (RI) score  Relevance characteristics disclosure score obtained / 24 

Faithful Representation index (FI) 
score  

Faithful Representation characteristics disclosure score 
obtained / 12 

Understandability index (UI) score  Understandability characteristics disclosure score obtained / 8 

Comparability index (CI) score  Comparability characteristics disclosure score obtained / 8 
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Timeliness index (TI) score Timeliness characteristics disclosure score obtained / 4 

  

TCSRDQI RI + FI + UI + CI + TI 

Average TCSRDQI score  (RI + FI + UI + CI + TI)/ 2 

 

After the average TCSRDQI score for each sample company for both counties was calculated, 

the score was used to rank the companies from high disclosure quality scores to low disclosure 

quality scores. Differences in CSR disclosure quality in sample companies may be related to 

the industry group. For instance, the level of industry pressure for CSR disclosure quality varies 

across industry groups. This is likely due to differences in institutional isomorphic pressures 

across different industries. Institutional pressures are not only likely to be different between 

companies and industries but also between countries. Following this, an industry’s emphasis 

on CSR disclosure quality was considered, and the findings compared across industry groups 

within and between countries. For this purpose, an analysis from company to industry level is 

developed for both countries, and the ranking mechanism used across the whole sample is 

discussed next. 

6.3.1 Disclosure Quality Ranking to Assess ASX and PSX Companies Based on CSRDQI 

Scoring 

Four categories of disclosure were identified based on the disclosure ranking determined 

adopting the CSR Disclosure Index to allow for the ranking of disclosure quality. These four 

categories were determined based on the maximum score of 5 across the five qualitative 

characteristics. For example, a low disclosure ranking is attributed to companies ranking less 

than 1.25 out of 5 based on index scores. Conversely, companies recording a score of 3.75 or 

above/5 were ranked as providing high-quality CSR disclosure. This categorisation and range 

of actual scores are shown in Table 6.7.  

Table 6.7 

Classification criteria of the average Total CSRDQI score 

Sr. Disclosure Quality 
Category 

Criteria Based on Maximum Possible Score of 5 Average Total 
CSRDQI score 

1 Lower disclosure 
quality 

Equal or less than 25% disclosure score of a maximum 
possible score. 

0—1.25 
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6.3.2 Disclosure Quality Ranking List of ASX Companies 

Addressing supplementary research question one, the CSR disclosure quality of ASX 

companies was assessed by applying the CSR Disclosure Quality Index.This application of the 

index on the CSR disclosure of ASX companies provided the Total CSRDQI scores of all the 

companies in both years (2017–18). Taking the average Total CSRDQI scores, all the ASX 

companies were ranked. The final sample of ASX companies (for their industry sectors) is 

ranked in Appendix 13 according to disclosure quality as found by applying the CSR 

Disclosure Quality Index. Based on these rankings, companies were divided into several groups 

to reflect differences in disclosure quality. 

The results of applying this ranking scheme to the 57 ASX companies in the sample of 

Australian companies are shown in Table 6.8. In the Australian sample, it would appear that 

the majority of companies sampled fell into the above-average quality CSR disclosure 

category: 36 of the sampled 57.Five companies fell into the high disclosure quality group, with 

only one company in Telecommunication and IT falling into the lower disclosure quality group. 

This indicates positive CSR disclosure quality in general as assessed by the CSR Quality Index 

scoring method. 

Table 6.8 

Number of companies in ASX industry sectors by CSR disclosure quality 

ASX Industry Sectors 

Final Sample 
High 

Disclosure 
Quality 

Above- 
average 

Disclosure 
Quality 

Average 
Disclosure 

Quality 

Lower 
Disclosure 

Quality 

Consumer Discretionary 3   2 1   

Consumer Staples 2   2     

Energy 5   3 2   

Financials 8  1 7     

Health Care 4   2 2   

2 Average 
Disclosure Quality 

Above 25% and equal or less than 50% disclosure score. 1.26— 2.5 

3 Above-average 
Disclosure Quality 

Above 50% and less than 75% disclosure score. 2.6—3.75 

4 High Disclosure 
Quality 

Equal or above 75% score. 3.76—5 
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Industrials 6 1 5     

Materials 14 2 9 3   

Real Estate 9   5 4   

Telecommunication and 
IT 3 1   1 1 

Utilities 3   1 2   

Total 57 5 36 15 1 

 

Most industry sectors have companies that disclosed either above-average or average 

disclosure quality in the ASX sample. The disclosure quality of five companies from four ASX 

industries (Materials, Industrials, Financials, Telecommunication and IT) was high. The 

disclosure quality of only one company in the Telecommunication Services sector was lowest.  

6.3.3 Disclosure Quality Ranking List of PSX Companies 

In response to supplementary research question two, the CSR disclosure quality of PSX 

companies was assessed by applying the CSR Disclosure Quality Index. This application of 

the index on the CSR disclosure of PSX companies provided the Total CSRDQI scores of all 

the companies in both years (2017–18). The final sample of PSX companies (for their industry 

sectors) is ranked in Appendix 14 according to disclosure quality by applying the CSR 

Disclosure Quality Index. Based on these rankings, PSX companies were divided into several 

groups to reflect differences in disclosure quality.  

The results of applying this ranking scheme to PSX companies in the  Pakistani company 

sample is shown in Table 6.9. In the Pakistani sample, it would appear that the majority of 

companies sampled fell into the average quality CSR disclosure category: 82 of the sampled 

94.Just three companies fell into the above-average disclosure quality group, with nine 

companies falling in the lower disclosure quality group and no company providing high-quality 

disclosures. This indicates a relatively limited CSR disclosure quality as assessed by the CSR 

Quality Index scoring method. 
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Table 6.9 

Number of companies in PSX industry sectors by CSR disclosure quality 

PSX Industry Sectors Final 
Sample 

High 
Disclosure 

Quality 

Above-
average 

Disclosure 
Quality 

Average 
Disclosure 

Quality 

Lower 
Disclosure 

Quality 
 

Consumer Discretionary 8 0   7 1 
 

Consumer Staples 3 0   3   
 

Energy 7 0 1 6   
 

Financials 30 0   27 3 
 

Health Care 2 0   2   
 

Industrials 6 0   5 1 
 

Materials 21 0  2 17 2 
 

Real Estate 2 0  2   

Telecommunication and IT 5 0   3 2 
 

Utilities 10 0   10   
 

Total 94 0 3 82 9  

6.4 Comparison of Developed to Developing Country 

In addressing supplementary research question three, a comparative perspective of the CSR 

disclosure quality between developed and developing countries provided some interesting 

comparisons between Australia as a developed country and Pakistan as a developing country. 

The ASX sample mean of quality CSR disclosures based on the CSR Quality Index was 2.97 

out of 5, with a standard deviation of 0.669. This can be compared to PSX companies, where 

the mean disclosures were 1.76 with a standard deviation of 0.44. In the developed country 

quality, disclosures are higher with a slightly higher variance between companies than in the 

developing country. 

6.5 CSR Disclosure Quality in the Perspective of Industry Grouping 

In addition to the sample company perspective, the application of the CSR Disclosure Quality 

Index was considered for industry groupings in this study. After reviewing the industry 

groupings across companies within the groups, the results reflect a mean average of results for 

the CSR Quality Index for companies within each group across the five characteristic 

categories. Following this approach, an industry’s higher and lower emphasis on CSR 
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disclosure quality was discovered, and these findings were compared across the industry groups 

within the country and cross-country. 

6.5.1 CSR Disclosure Quality of ASX Industries 

In addressing the supplementary research question one, the application of the CSR Disclosure 

Quality Index from the industry grouping perspective provided interesting findings (see Table 

6.10). In looking at the Consumer Staples group, the CSR Quality Index resulted in a mean 

disclosure of .71 out of 1 across the five categories, with a standard deviation of .05. This 

suggests that this group of companies are, by and large, reporting CSR information of high 

quality. In reviewing Table 6.10, similar comments would apply to the Industrial, Financial, 

and Materials groups (mean above .6). If we look at the Consumer Discretionary, Energy, 

Utilities, Health Care and Real Estate groups, the quality of disclosures are satisfactory but 

could be improved, with mean disclosures below .6. Finally, the Telecommunication and IT 

sector provided the least-quality CSR disclosure with a mean of .45 but a standard deviation of 

.33, indicating vast differences between companies in this group.  

Table 6.10 

Industry-wise ASX list of all CF qualitative indices (highest to lowest mean disclosure score) 

Industry Classifications 
Mean Average of all CF 

Qualitative 
Characteristics 

Standard Deviation 

1. Consumer Staples 0.71 0.05 

2. Industrials 0.69 0.07 

3. Financials 0.67 0.07 

4. Materials 0.63 0.12 

5. Consumer Discretionary 0.59 0.09 

6. Energy 0.57 0.13 

7. Utilities 0.54 0.12 

8. Health Care 0.52 0.13 

9. Real Estate 0.50 0.10 

10. Telecommunication and IT 0.45 0.33 

6.5.2 CSR Disclosure Quality of PSX Industries 

Addressing supplementary research question two, the CSR disclosure quality assessments from 

the PSX industry groups’ perspective were processed, and results presented in Table 6.11. The 

PSX company groupings results suggest that, by and large, the CSR disclosure quality based 
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on the CSR Disclosure Index is relatively low, with no company registering disclosures greater 

than .5 out of 1. In fact, the ‘best’ quality disclosure was the Energy group of companies, with 

a mean disclosure of only .42 and a standard deviation of .10. All other industry groupings had 

disclosure quality lower than this. The Real Estate industry group reflected a disclosure quality 

score of .28 out of 1: not a very positive result in terms of CSR quality disclosure. The variation 

between the companies was quite small at .02, suggesting that companies in this group may 

have given little thought to providing quality CSR disclosures to stakeholders. In the case of 

PSX companies, industry groups with a higher mean showed larger differences in disclosure 

quality by companies in the group. 

Table 6.11 

Industry-wise PSX list all CF qualitative indices (highest to lowest mean disclosure score) 

PSX Industries Mean Average of all CF Qualitative 
Characteristics Standard Deviation 

1. Energy 0.42 0.10 

2. Materials 0.39 0.11 

3. Healthcare 0.37 0.15 

4. Consumer Staples 0.36 0.12 

5. Utilities 0.35 0.06 

6. Industrials 0.35 0.07 

7. Consumer Discretionary 0.33 0.06 

8. Financials 0.33 0.07 

9. Telecommunication and IT 0.29 0.08 

10. Real Estate 0.28 0.02 

6.5.3 A Comparative Industry Perspective of Australia (developed country) and Pakistan 

(developing country) 

The noticeable differences between the CSR disclosure quality of ASX and PSX industry 

groups had provided an interesting comparison in the context of Australia and Pakistan. As 

noted earlier (Section 6.2), there were differences in companies’ five disclosure characteristics 

scores in the industry groups in both countries. Table 6.12 provides the industry grouping 

results of mean scores of the five disclosure characteristics of the CSR Disclosure Quality 

Index of both countries. In reviewing results (see Table 6.12), CSR disclosure quality across 

the t10 industry groups in both countries has more differences than similarities. In both 

countries, the level of CSR disclosure quality of industry groupings was vastly different. For 
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instance, the highest disclosure quality PSX industry grouping (Energy) had a mean disclosure 

score (.42)—less than the mean disclosure score (.45) of the lowest disclosure quality ASX 

group (Telecommunication and IT). Also, industry groups differ in their emphasis on CSR 

disclosure quality. For instance, in the case of ASX, the CSR disclosure of Consumer Staples, 

Industrials, Financials and Materials whereas in case of PSX the CSR disclosure Energy and 

Materials were high quality than other industry groups. In both countries, the CSR disclosure 

quality of the Real Estate and Telecommunication and IT groups was lower than other industry 

groups in the sample.  

Several ASX industry groups have companies with a wider variation on CSR disclosure quality 

than some PSX industry groups. For example, the standard deviation of the Telecommunication 

and IT group in the ASX industry was 0.33 along with others industry groups (that is, Material, 

Energy, Utilities, Health Care, Real Estate had standard deviations greater than 0.1). 

Comparatively, the standard deviation of only four PSX industry groups (Energy, Materials, 

Healthcare and Consumer Staples) was more than 0.1. 

Table 6.12 

ASX and PSX industry groups comparison 

 Australia—ASX Pakistan—PSX 
Differences in Mean 
Disclosure Quality 

Scores 

Industry Classifications 

Mean Average 
of all CF 

Qualitative 
Characteristics 

Standard 
Deviation 

Mean Average 
of all CF 

Qualitative 
Characteristics 

Standard 
Deviation 

t-Stat p-value 

1. Consumer Staples 0.71 0.05 0.36 0.12 *** (4.45)  0.0105 

2. Industrials 0.69 0.07 0.35 0.07 8.34 4.0603 

3. Financials 0.67 0.07 0.33 0.07 11.65 3.3351 

4. Materials 0.63 0.12 0.39 0.11 6.17 7.8650 

5. Consumer Discretionary 0.59 0.09 0.33 0.06 *** (4.66) 0.0093 

6. Energy 0.57 0.13 0.42 0.10 *** (2.10) 0.0366 

7. Utilities 0.54 0.12 0.37 0.06 ** (2.66)  0.0585 

8. Health Care 0.52 0.13 0.37 0.15 * (1.21) 0.1738 

9. Real Estate 0.50 0.10 0.28 0.02 *** (5.97) 0.0001 

10. Telecommunication and 
IT 0.45 0.33 0.29 0.08 0.814 0.2504 

*p<.1 (significant at the 10% level); ** p<.05 (Significant at the 5% level);*** p<.01(Significant at the 1% level) 
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In both countries, as the CSR disclosure quality had differences across the industry groups, it 

is important to differentiate among the industry groups with large and small differences. In 

Table 6.12, the t-statistic results show more significant differences in the CSR disclosure 

quality of four industry groups: Consumer Staples, Consumer Discretionary, Energy and Real 

Estate. The differences in CSR disclosure quality of Utilities and Health Care were less 

significant in both countries. There were no significant differences noticed in the disclosure 

quality of four industry groups: Industrials, Financials, Materials and Telecommunication and 

IT in both countries.  

In sum, using the Disclosure Quality Index has allowed assessment of the CSR disclosure 

quality in Australia as a developed country and Pakistan as a developing country. In both 

countries, individual disclosure characterises and overall disclosure quality has shown 

Australian companies and industries to have better disclosure quality than companies and 

industries in Pakistan. However, there was also found significant differentiation between 

industry groups in both countries. 

6.6. Summary 

This chapter has provided the results of the CSR disclosure quality aspect only. The application 

of the developed CSR Disclosure Index results on a sample of Australia and Pakistan are 

presented. The findings of CSR disclosure quality results calculated from five individual 

disclosure characteristics used to develop total CSR disclosure quality are presented. The CSR 

disclosure quality results of the company, as well as industry perspective, are presented. The 

next chapter presents the results of the impact of board characteristics on the CSR disclosure 

quality.  
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Chapter 7: Impact of Board Characteristics on CSR Disclosure 

Quality 

7.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, supplementary research question four is explored. The question posed was: Do 

we find that board characteristics such as gender diversity, independence, board size and 

presence of a female chairperson or/and female CEO are associated with CSR disclosure 

quality? Five hypotheses were developed for each country to offer insights into this question 

for Australia and Pakistan. Then, the descriptive results presented in Section 7.3 are followed 

by the correlation analysis in Section 7.4 and the univariate analysis in Section 7.5. Section 7.6 

provides the findings of the regression analysis of both countries. The hypotheses of ASX 

companies are tested in Section 7.7, followed by the hypotheses for PSX in Section 7.8.  

7.2 Impact of Board Characteristics on CSR Disclosure Quality 

For the case of Australia (developed country) and Pakistan (developing country), the main 

hypotheses developed (in Chapter 4) and tested in the present chapter are: 

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive association between the proportion of female 

directors on the board and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive association between the proportion of independent 

directors on the board and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

Hypothesis 3: There is a positive association between the female board chairperson 

and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

Hypothesis 4: There is a positive association between the female CEO and the 

characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

Hypothesis 5: There is an association between board size and the characteristics of 

CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

A failure to consider control variables in analysing the association between the independent 

and dependent variables can be faulted (Arel-Bundock & Pelc 2018; York 2018). Thus, in this 

chapter, where the required analysis for the independent variables is developed, these are also 
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extended to the control variables. The statistical packages SPSS and STATA are used to 

perform the descriptive, univariate and multivariate analysis discussed next.  

7.3 Descriptive Results for CSR Disclosure Quality, Board Characteristics and Control 

Variables of ASX and PSX Companies 

This section presents the descriptive results of the ASX and PSX companies. Table 7.1 presents 

the descriptive statistics of the dependent, independent and control variables in the research 

model. The descriptive statistics of ASX are reported in Panel A and PSX in Panel B.  

The dependent variable ‘CSR Disclosure Quality’ for ASX companies reflected an average 

score of 2.97 out of 5, with a standard deviation of .67 between sampled companies. This 

compared with the PSX sample, where the average score was 1.76 out of 5 with a standard 

deviation of .44. This suggests that quality disclosures were higher on average for ASX 

companies. In contrast, there was less variance between PSX companies, although quality 

disclosure was on average at a lower level. 

As reported in Panel A, on average, 31% of directors on the boards of ASX companies were 

female as compared to 10% in the PSX sample (in Panel B). The most gender-diverse board in 

the ASX sample had more than half of its directors being female (max. 0.56). The presence of 

independent and non‐executive directors was the second board characteristic considered a 

measure of board independence. In the ASX sample, 85% of board members were independent 

and non-executive directors. This is not surprising given the ASX guidelines for board 

composition. In the PSX boards, there was on average 32% of independent and non‐executive 

directors.  

Table 7.1 

Descriptive statistics for the full sample 

 Panel A: ASX Sample Panel B:PSX sample 

  Mean Median Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. Mean Median Standard 

Deviation Min. Max. 

CSR 
Disclosure 
Quality 

2.97 3.04 0.67 0.56 4 1.76 1.68 0.44 0.63 3.06 

Gender 
Diversity 0.31 0.3 0.09 0 0.56 0.1 0 0.13 0 0.43 

Board 
Independence  0.85 0.87 0.06 0.6 0.91 0.32 0.3 0.12 0 0.5 
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Female 
Chairperson 0.18 0 0.38 0 1 0.04 0 0.2 0 1 

Female CEO 0.09 0 0.29 0 1 0.02 0 0.11 0 1 

Board Size 8.49 8.5 1.39 5 11 8.51 8 1.99 6.5 15.5 

Profit 6.51 6.47 3.52 0.64 18.4 2.58 1.26 9.5 –49.42 26.85 

Leverage 0.31 0.26 0.23 0 0.94 0.24 0.18 0.28 0 1.78 

Liquidity 1.42 1.115 0.94 0.22 5.07 1.38 1.07 1.48 0.09 10.24 

Company 
Size 4.19 4.12 0.68 3.03 5.99 7.7 7.55 0.91 2.81 9.43 

The presence of a female chairperson and female CEO were the third and fourth board 

characteristics and independent variables in this study. On average, 14%  of board chairpersons 

and 6% of CEOs are female in the ASX sample, while in the PSX sample, it was 4% ,and 2%, 

respectively. Board size was the last independent variable, and both samples have on average 

eight members. 

The control variables adopted in this study were profit, leverage, liquidity and company size. 

Most of the ASX companies were profitable and getting a 6.5% ROA compared to the 2.58%  

return of PSX companies. In ASX companies, 31% of total assets were financed by debt finance 

as compared to 24% in the PSX companies. The companies in both countries had more current 

assets than their current liabilities, and the liquidity ratio of the sample of both countries was 

1.4. In both countries the companies were sizeable as measured by the log of total assets, the 

size of the PSX companies (7.7) with reference to total assets was larger than the ASX 

companies (4.19) in sample year 2017–18. 

7.4. Correlation Results of ASX and PSX Sample 

Table 7.2 reports the Pearson correlation matrices for the ASX sample (Panel A) and the PSX 

sample (Panel B). As reported in Panel A, the correlation between CSR disclosure quality with 

gender diversity and board size is positive and significant (0.425, 0.307). The correlation 

between independent variables such as gender diversity and female CEO is above 0.4 and 

significant at the 1% level. Similarly, the correlation between board size and board 

independence is also above 0.30 and significant at the 5%level.  
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Table 7.2 

Pearson’s correlation coefficient 

Panel A: Correlations of ASX 

  
CSR 

Disclosure 
Quality 

Gender 
Diversity 

Board 
Independence 

Female 
Chairperson 

Female 
CEO 

Board 
Size 

CSR 
Disclosure 
Quality 

1 
     

Gender 
Diversity 

0.425** 

(0.001) 
1 

    

Board 
Independence 

0.224 

(0.094) 

0.180 

(0.181) 
1 

   

Female 
Chairperson 

0.144 

(0.286) 

0.137 

(0.311) 

0.052 

(0.698) 
1 

  

Female CEO 
0.079 

(0.558) 

0.416** 

(0.001) 

0.055 

(0.685) 

0.197 

(0.143) 
1 

 

Board Size 
0.307* 

(0.020) 

0.079 

(0.560) 

0.303* 

(0.022) 

–0.017 

(0.901) 

–0.089 

(0.511) 
1 

 

Panel B: Correlations of PSX 

  
CSR 

Disclosure 
Quality 

Gender 
Diversity 

Board 
Independence 

Female 
Chairperson 

Female 
CEO 

Board 
Size 

CSR 
Disclosure 
Quality 

1 
     

Gender 
Diversity 

0.031 

(0.775) 
1 

    

Board 
Independence 

–0.190 

(0.066) 

0.063 

(0.547) 
1 

   

Female 
Chairperson 

–0.175 

(0.091) 

.415** 

(0.00) 

–0.055 

(0.595) 
1 

  

Female CEO 
–0.142 

(0.171) 

0.143 

(0.169) 

0.065 

(0.536) 

–0.029 

(0.778) 
1 

 

Board Size 
0.202 

(0.051) 

–0.033 

(0.749) 

–.308** 

(0.003) 

–0.147 

(0.158) 

–0.118 

(0.258) 
1 

**, * shows significant at 0.01, and 0.05, respectively. 
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The results of the PSX companies as reported in Table 7.2 in Panel B show that the correlations 

between CSR disclosure quality and all independent variables are insignificant. However, the 

correlation between independent variables such as gender diversity and female chairperson is 

0.415 and significant at the 1% level. Similarly, the correlation between board Size and board 

independence is also above –0.30 and significant at the 1%  level. The high correlation value 

meets the threshold limit of less than 0.8, as recommended by Gujarati (2009).  Variance 

Inflation Factor (VIF) and Tolerance scores were calculated (discussed in the regression 

analysis section), and these scores indicate the absence of multicollinearity between the 

independent variables. 

7.5 Univariate Analysis 

Univariate analysis was undertaken to assess the impact of each board characteristic 

(independent variables) on CSR disclosure quality. The objective was to identify which 

characteristics, if any, of the board (independent variables) and company (control variables) 

may impact CSR disclosure quality. To achieve this, a distinction was made between high CSR 

quality and low CSR quality disclosure companies. The distinction between high and low CSR 

quality disclosure was made by referencing the mean CSR quality disclosure for each country. 

Companies falling above the mean for each country were included as high CSR quality 

disclosing companies and those below as low CSR quality disclosures. For each country, the 

differences between these two groups were identified through two sample t-test statistics (used 

for the continuous variables) and Chi-square tests (used for the dichotomous variables). Table 

7.3 shows the univariate results of the ASX sample reported in Panel A and PSX sample in 

Panel B. 

Table 7.3 

Results of the univariate analysis (High Disclosure Quality vs Low Disclosure Quality) 

Panel A: ASX Continuous Variables Panel B: PSX Continuous Variables 

  
Low CSR 
Disclosure 

Quality (n = 25) 

High CSR 
disclosure 

Quality (n = 32) 

Two 
Sample 

t-test 
Statistics 

Low CSR 
Disclosure 

Quality (n = 51) 

High CSR 
disclosure 

Quality (n = 43) 

Two 
Sample 

t-test 
Statistics 

Variables Mean SD Mean SD Mean 
Difference Mean SD Mean SD Mean 

Difference 

Gender 
Diversity 0.29 0.1 0.33 0.08 –0.043* 0.1 0.13 0.1 0.12 0.001 

Board 
Independence  0.83 0.07 0.86 0.04 –0.032** 0.33 0.12 0.31 0.11 0.026 
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Board Size 8.2 1.43 8.72 1.33 –0.519 8.28 2.07 8.77 1.89 –0.483 

Profit  7 3.4 6.12 3.62 0.881 0.29 11.59 5.29 5.09 -4.990*** 

Leverage 0.29 0.12 0.32 0.28 –0.036 0.28 0.34 0.21 0.2 0.067 

Liquidity 1.38 1.03 1.45 0.87 –0.067 1.58 1.72 1.15 1.13 0.4223* 

Company 
Size 3.9 0.41 4.41 0.77 0.514*** 7.47 0.72 7.96 1.05 –0.489*** 

  

Panel C: ASX Dichotomous Variables Panel D:PSX Dichotomous Variables 

Low CSR 
disclosure 

quality (n = 25) 

High CSR 
disclosure 

quality (n = 32) 

Pearson 
Chi-

Square 

Low CSR 
disclosure 

quality (n = 51) 

High CSR 
disclosure 

quality (n = 43) 

Pearson 
Chi-

Square 

Without With Without With Mean 
difference Without With Without With Mean 

difference 

Female 
Chairperson 23 2 24 8 2.804* 47 4 43 0 2.859 

Female CEO 24 1 28 4 1.267 49 2 43 0 1.723 

The p-values given in parentheses. 
***, ** and * indicate that the variable is significant at 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10, respectively. 

In the setting of each country, the univariate analysis results of the five independent and four 

control variables provide information to consider their link with the CSR disclosure quality. It 

is necessary to develop each company level variable (control variables) as the board 

characteristics (independent variables) under investigation do not impact disclosure quality in 

isolation. The univariate analysis identifies the characteristics of all the variables in the study. 

The univariate results of the sample companies are taken from STATA and shown in Appendix 

15. The summary of these results is presented in Table 7.3. This table shows (in Panel A) there 

are 25 from 57 ASX sample companies with a low CSR disclosure quality (a mean score less 

than 2.97) compared to 32 high CSR disclosure quality companies. The univariate results show 

that firms with high CSR disclosure quality in the ASX sample have more independent (p-

value <0.05), more gender diversified boards or a female as chairperson. The results in Panel 

B show 51 from 94 PSX sample companies as having a low CSR disclosure quality (a mean 

score less than 1.76) compared to 43 high CSR disclosure quality companies. Interestingly, in 

reference to the independent variables in the PSX sample, there are no significant differences 

in high CSR disclosure quality and low CSR disclosure quality companies. However, the 

results shown for the control variables indicate that several variables may potentially impact 

the association between board characteristics and CSR disclosure quality. In the case of ASX, 

only company size is found to potentially impact the association between board characteristics 

and CSR disclosure quality. However, in the case of PSX companies, company level (control) 
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variables were found to potentially impact the association between board characteristics and 

CSR disclosure quality. In the PSX sample, company size and profitability were highly 

significant (at the 1% level), while liquidity was less significant at the 10% level only.  

In sum, the results of the univariate analysis indicate differences in the impact of variables 

between firms with high/low CSR disclosure quality. The impact of board characteristics on 

CSR disclosure quality is examined in a multivariate setting and discussed in the next section. 

7.6 Regression Analysis 

The impact of selected board characteristics on the CSR disclosure quality was examined 

adopting OLS regression analysis. This approach has been adopted in previous studies (Jizi et 

al. 2014; Lu, Abeysekera & Cortese 2015; Wasiuzzaman & Wan Mohammad 2020). Before 

conducting the regression analysis, all the data was checked for missing values, outlier values, 

and the missing values and data cleaning techniques were applied. For example, two sample 

companies (ANZ and Commonwealth Bank) had not provided current ratios for both years in 

the Financials industry. As a result, the average leverage ratio of the Financial industry was 

adopted, and these values applied to the two sample companies. None of the board 

characteristic variables were transformed. 

Various diagnostic tests were conducted before running the regression model. For instance, it 

was necessary to check if the normality assumption was true and data was normally or fairly 

normally distributed. For this, standard tests such as skewness, kurtosis, Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

and Shapiro-Wilk tests and P-P plot of the residuals were performed. Table 7.4 presents the 

results of the skewness and kurtosis (in Panel A) and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-

Wilk test (in Panel B). From the skewness and kurtosis coefficients, most coefficient values in 

both countries’ cases are not significantly different from 0. This shows that the data has some 

skewness issues. Therefore, skewness and kurtosis normality assumptions were only partially 

met, and further tests were required. Using SPSS, other tests, such as Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

and Shapiro-Wilk, were applied to further assess the data distribution. The Kolmogorov-

Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests have most of the variables with a p-value less than 0.05. Thus, 

most p-values of the test are insignificant. For data to be normally distributed, values must be 

greater than 0.05, and as the values were less than 0.05, it represents a significant deviation 

from a normal distribution.  
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Table 7.4 

Normality tests for CSR disclosure quality data 

Panel A: Results of Skewness and kurtosis 

  Skewness Kurtosis 

  Statistic Standard Error Statistic Standard Error 

ASX Companies  –.952 .316 1.582 .623 

PSX Companies .300 .249 .243 .493 

Panel B: Results of Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

ASX Companies .108 .108 .108 .943 57 .009 

PSX Companies .087 .087 .087 .986 94 .391 

 

To better understand the distribution, it is appropriate to plot a P-P plot of the residuals and 

check normality through the visual method. The visual representation techniques of the ASX 

data, through the histograms and Q-Q plots provided in Figures 7.1–7.3, clearly show that ASX 

data is not normally distributed across the mean values, and the assumptions of the linear 

regression are not fully satisfied by the provided data.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.1 

Histogram of CSR disclosure quality—ASX 
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Figure 7.2 

Q-Q plot of CSR disclosure quality—ASX 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.3 

Detrended Q-Q plot of CSR disclosure quality—ASX 

 

In the next section, the histograms and Q-Q plots in Figures 7.4–7.6 have shown that all the 

PSX data of CSR disclosure quality is not normally distributed across the mean values and the 

assumptions of the linear regression are not fully true by the provided PSX data. 
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Figure 7.4 

Histogram of CSR disclosure quality—PSX 

 

Figure 7.5 

Q-Q plot of CSR disclosure quality—PSX 

 

Figure 7.6 

Detrended Q-Q plot of CSR disclosure quality—PSX 
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By applying Pearson’s correlation (see Table 7.2) and calculating the VIF and Tolerance scores 

(in Table 7.5) of all independent variables, it was determined that there are unlikely any issues 

that might impact the results. As Thompson et al. (2017) recommended, Table 7.5 shows all 

VIF values are below 10 and all Tolerance scores are less than 0.  

Table 7.5 

VIF and Coefficients 

 Panel A Panel B 

  
Collinearity Statistics of ASX Collinearity Statistics of PSX 

Tolerance VIF Tolerance VIF 

Gender Diversity .658 1.520 .739 1.353 

Board 
Independence .751 1.331 .803 1.245 

Female 
Chairperson .880 1.137 .866 1.155 

Female CEO .882 1.134 .951 1.052 

Board Size .561 1.783 .803 1.246 

 

In sum, from the results and discussion, it was found that some linear regression assumptions 

of OLS are fully satisfied, such as no multicollinearity. In contrast, other assumptions are not 

satisfied where data is not perfectly normally distributed. Therefore, this study follows previous 

studies (Hoang, Abeysekera & Ma 2018; Adib & Xianzhi 2019) facing similar issues and has 

taken the remedial measure and conducted regression analysis with robust standard errors using 

the STATA. This technique will provide robust results that will overcome the issues related to 

the normality of data.  

The results of the multiple regression analysis are calculated using the regression equation 

below developed earlier in Chapter 5.  

TCSRDQI = β0 + β1Gendrdivit + β2Independit + β3 Femchairit + β4 FemCE

Oit + β5 Bsizeit + β6 Profit + β7FrmLevit + β8FrmLiqit + β09 Comsizeit + ∑10
k

=1 β10INDit + ɛ 
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Where i represents the company, and t = time as the sample year (that is, 2017–18), the intercept 

is β0, β1 – β10 are coefficients and ɛ is the error term. TCSRDQI = CSR disclosure quality is the 

dependent variable. 

The above regression equation model is calculated using STATA, and output is provided in 

Appendix 16. A summary of ASX and PSX sample results found in applying this regression 

model is presented in Table 7.5. The value of the adjusted R2 is 0.64 in the case of ASX and 

0.47 in the case of PSX. This indicates that the models developed can explain the impact of the 

selected variables at acceptable levels. As Chin (1998) stated, the value of R2 up to 67% can 

describe substantial variation compared to the value of 33% and 19%, which are just capable 

of explaining moderate and weak variation levels, respectively. Based on the R2 estimated 

value, the ASX model can explain a greater proportion of the variance for CSR disclosure 

quality than the PSX model, suggesting that there may be other interactions in play in the case 

of Pakistan. Supporting this in the context of Pakistan, prior board diversity and CSR disclosure 

studies (Khan Imran, Khan, Ismail & bin Saeed 2019; Khan Imran, Khan, Ismail & Senturk 

2019) have yielded R square values in the 0.15–0.43 range. Therefore, in a developing 

country’s context like Pakistan’s, there would appear to be other variables that future research 

should identify and explore.  

Table 7.6 

Regression results summary of ASX and PSX companies 

 Australia—ASX Pakistan—PSX 

Variable Coefficients p-value Coefficients p-value 

Independent variables 

Gender Diversity 2.880** 0.011 0.443 0.200 

Board Independence 2.532* 0.083 –0.395 0.256 

Female Chairperson 0.079 0.672  –0.424*** 0.009 

Female CEO –0.092 0.717  –0.611*** 0.008 

Board Size –0.025 0.740 0.020 0.446 

Control variables  

Profit 0.025 0.532 0.015** 0.020 

Leverage –0.504 0.217 –0.230 0.113 

Liquidity 0.057 0.338 –0.013 0.625 

Company Size 0.613*** 0.000  0.125** 0.056 

Industry  



137 

Consumer Staples  0.000 0.00 –0.382 0.259 

Consumer 
Discretionary 0.036 0.898  –0.323* 0.082 

Energy –0.107 0.767 –0.091 0.728 

Financials –0.188 0.620  –0.520*** 0.003 

Health Care 0.237 0.606 0.000 0.00 

Industrials 0.600** 0.035 –0.170 0.392 

Materials 0.137 0.585 –0.244 0.165 

Real Estate  –0.719*** 0.006 –0.456** 0.037 

Telecommunication 
and IT –0.550 0.263  –0.525*** 0.012 

Utilities –0.277 0.326  –0.429** 0.037 

Constant –2.452  1.141  

R square 0.64  0.47  
***, ** and * indicate that the variable is significant at 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10, respectively 

In considering the impact of the independent variables, the expectation of a positive 

relationship with gender diversity was met only in the case of the ASX companies. The 

relationship between gender diversity and CSR disclosure quality of ASX was significant at 

the 5%  level. In the case of PSX companies, gender diversity, though positively associated 

with CSR disclosure quality, did not suggest a significant relationship. The expectation of the 

positive association of board independence on the CSR disclosure quality was satisfied in the 

case of ASX companies, finding a significant positive relationship at the 10%  level. In the case 

of PSX companies, an insignificant relationship was found. 

The relationship between a female chairperson and CSR disclosure quality was insignificant 

for ASX, while it was highly significant for PSX at the 1%  level. Similarly, the presence of a 

female CEO was significant only in PSX companies. In PSX companies, the presence of a 

female chairperson and CEO was negative but highly significant (at the 1% level). The size of 

the board had no significant association with CSR disclosure quality in both countries. 

In terms of the control variables, profit and company size are positive and significant 

concerning CSR disclosure quality for PSX companies and company size for both ASX and 

PSX companies. For the control variables, the leverage and liquidity relationship to CSR 

disclosure quality is insignificant for both ASX and PSX companies. 
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Prior board studies (Alotaibi & Hussainey 2016; Dias, Lima Rodrigues & Craig 2017; Jizi 2017 

Rao & Tilt 2016b) have looked at the impact of board characteristics on CSR disclosure on 

industry-specific effects. As noted in Chapter 6, industry groups may be associated with the 

level of CSR disclosure quality. Therefore, industry group effects were considered in the 

regression analysis (Table 7.7). The objective in including industry effects is to account for 

unobserved industry-specific characteristics linked to CSR disclosure quality that can make 

companies more or less willing to disclose (Jizi 2017). Industry dummies (one for each 

industry) were included in the regression model to explore industry effects on CSR disclosure 

quality of both countries. Table 7.7 shows the industries’ results associated with CSR 

disclosure quality in the ASX and PSX samples. The results for the industry groups are 

presented in reference to a base industry that STATA dropped into the regression analysis. In 

the ASX case, the base industry for reference was Consumer Staples. In Chapter 6, the 

Consumer Staples industry was found to have the highest mean score in the 10 sampled ASX 

industries, indicating higher CSR disclosure quality. Real Estate disclosure indicated a lesser 

quality than Consumer Staples with a negative significant relationship to CSR disclosure 

quality (at 1% level). Similarly, the Industrials industry group results indicate a significant 

relationship with CSR disclosure quality (at 5% level) and a positive coefficient indicating high 

CSR disclosure quality. Other industries did not show a significant relationship with CSR 

disclosure quality, and that these are not different to Consumer Staples.  

Similarly, the PSX results in Table 7.6 show industry associations with CSR disclosure quality 

and differences across the sample industries regarding the Health Care industry group, held as 

the base case for comparison. Several industry groups have shown to have relationships with 

CSR disclosure quality. The Financials and Telecommunication and IT industry groups were 

found to have a highly significant relationship with CSR disclosure quality (1% level). Also, 

in both cases, the negative coefficients indicate less CSR disclosure quality than Health Care 

(the base case). The Real Estate and Utilities industry groups have a significant relationship 

with the CSR disclosure quality in the PSX sample (5% level). The negative coefficients in 

both cases indicate that the level of quality is less than in the Health Care industry group. The 

Consumer Discretionary industry group had some relationships with CSR disclosure quality 

(significant at 10% level), and disclosures were of a lower quality than the Health Care industry 

group.  

Regression results are discussed in the next sections, first on Australia and later for Pakistan.  
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7.7 Hypothesis Testing—ASX Companies 

Five hypotheses (H1–H5) were posed to explore the impact of board characteristics (gender 

diversity, independence, female chairperson, female CEO and board size) on CSR disclosure 

quality of ASX companies. Table 7.7 is adapted from the main regression Table 7.6 to 

summarise and discuss the results. 

Table 7.7 

Regression results summary of ASX companies 

Variable Coefficients 

Independent variables 

Gender Diversity 2.880** 

Board Independence 2.532* 

Female Chairperson 0.079 

Female CEO –0.092 

Board Size –0.025 

Control Variables  

Profit 0.025 

Leverage –0.504 

Liquidity 0.057 

Company Size 0.613*** 

Industry  

Consumer Staples  0.000 

Consumer Discretionary 0.036 

Energy –0.107 

Financials –0.188 

Health Care 0.237 

Industrials 0.600** 

Materials 0.137 

Real Estate  –0.719*** 

Telecommunication and IT –0.550 

Utilities –0.277 

Constant –2.452 

R square 0.64 
***, ** and * indicate that the variable is significant at 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10, respectively. 
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7.7.1 Gender Diversity and CSR Disclosure Quality of ASX 

The impact of gender diversity on CSR disclosure quality was explored. The first hypotheses 

posed was: 

H1: There is a positive association between the proportion of female directors 

on the ASX board and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality 

(TCSRDQ). 

Gender diversity in ASX companies had a positive association significant at the 5%  level. H1 

is accepted that the proportion of female directors in ASX associated with the CSR Disclosure 

Quality. This prediction was developed based on female directors’ higher sensitivity to 

society’s needs compared to males: making a board more aware of social demands (Galbreath 

2016) and were found to seek to develop an effective CSR strategy (Konrad et al. 2006). In the 

present study, the findings of a positive association of gender diversity with the CSR disclosure 

quality are consistent with results in previous CSR disclosure quality studies (Baalouch, Ayadi 

& Hussainey 2019; Katmon et al. 2019).  

7.7.2 Board Independence and CSR Disclosure Quality of ASX 

The impact of board independence on CSR disclosure quality was explored. The second 

hypotheses posed was: 

H2: There is a positive association between the proportion of independent 

directors on the ASX board and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality 

(TCSRDQ). 

Board independence in ASX companies had a positive significant association at the 10% level. 

Thus, the second ASX hypothesis (H2) related to the proportion of independent non-executive 

directors on the ASX boards and their positive relationship with the quality of CSR disclosure 

is supported.  

The prediction for board independence was developed, given the role of independent directors, 

as outsiders are more inclined to encourage companies to provide greater voluntary information 

to stakeholders (Eng & Mak 2003). This is also supported by the view that independent 

directors have less reliance for compensation on the company's financial gains. Thus, it will 
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act as a motivator for these directors to support social and environmental outcomes (Ibrahim, 

Howard & Angelidis 2003). Independent directors are found to have a greater interest in the 

social reputation of the company and to wish to reduce information asymmetry between outside 

stakeholders; thus, they will provide high-quality CSR disclosures (Jizi 2017; Jizi et al. 2014). 

Similar results were found by Rao, Tilt and Lester (2012) in the Australian context. They found 

a positive and significant relationship between board independence and CSR disclosure. 

Emphasising CSR disclosure quality, Jizi et al. (2014) reported a positive and significant 

association between board independence and CSR disclosure quality. In general, earlier 

disclosure studies such as Fuente, Sánchez and Lozano (2017), Jizi (2017), Badrul and Nava 

(2015), Muttakin, Khan and Subramaniam (2015), Rouf & Abdur (2011b), Khan, Muttakin and 

Siddiqui (2013), Barako and Brown (2008), Htay et al. (2012) and van Staden and Chen (2010) 

have reported positive and strong associations between board independence and CSR 

disclosure. However, several earlier disclosure studies, primarily looking at the quantity of 

disclosure, (Chau & Gray 2010; Habbash 2016; Garcia-Torea, Fernandez-Feijoo & de la 

Cuesta 2017) found no association or an insignificant relationship (Amran, Lee & Devi 2014; 

Ho & Shun Wong 2001) between board independence and CSR disclosure. Other studies 

(Haniffa & Cooke 2005; Sundarasen, Je-Yen & Rajangam 2016) reported a negative 

relationship between board independence and CSR disclosure.  

7.7.3 Female Leadership and CSR Disclosure Quality of ASX 

The impact of female leadership either as board chairperson or CEO on CSR disclosure quality 

was explored. The third and fourth hypotheses posed were: 

H3: There is a positive association between the female board chairperson on 

the ASX board and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

H4: There is a positive association between the female CEO on the ASX 

board and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

In testing these hypotheses, the results shown in Table 7.6 indicate no significant association 

between female leadership, as either chairperson or CEO, with CSR disclosure quality. 

In this study, the expectations of positive associations between a female chairperson and CEO 

and the CSR disclosure quality were developed from arguments that female leadership would 

show greater preference for CSR disclosure and be more active in accepting responsibility and 

developing relevant disclosure to stakeholders (Jiang & Akbar 2018). A positive association 
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for female chairperson and negative association for female CEO has been found in prior 

research (see, for example, Kang, Ding and Charoenwong 2010). Recent studies (Furlotti et al. 

2019) found that compared to female CEOs, a female chairperson had a positive association 

with the organisation’s concern for social aspects (gender policy development, etc.) and related 

voluntary disclosure. However, in addressing the role of female leaders, Amorelli and García-

Sánchez (2020) found that often when a female becomes the chairperson, ‘female’ roles do not 

remain as projected: female directors and chairpersons adopt a male stereotype 8  towards 

voluntary disclosures, such as CSR disclosure. Earlier studies have also found this change. For 

example, Lee & James (2007) and Powell & Butterfield (2002) found that females in the top 

position changed emphasis and became less concerned with social issues, remaining more 

involved in operations than policymaking. 

7.7.4 Board Size and CSR Disclosure Quality of ASX 

The impact of board size on CSR disclosure quality was explored. The fifth hypothesis posed 

was:  

H5: There is an association between ASX board size and the characteristics 

of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ).  

The regression results for ASX companies indicated a statistically insignificant association; 

thus, H5 is rejected. Prior studies have found mixed evidence. For example, Amran, Lee and 

Devi (2014), Katmon et al. (2019) and Yekini et al. (2015) found an insignificant and positive 

association between CSR disclosure and board size. Alazzani, Hassanein and Aljanadi (2017); 

Said, Zainuddin & Haron (2009) and Yasser, Al Mamun and Ahmed (2017) found a negative 

and significant association while others (for example, Esa & Anum Mohd Ghazali 2012; Rao, 

Tilt & Lester 2012) found positive associations between board size and CSR disclosure. This 

indicates that perhaps, in practice, there is not yet a sustained effort to fundamentally align 

board interest to sustainability and CSR issues. A plausible explanation could be that the 

board’s effectiveness compensates for the effect of the sustainability report. 

 
8 Women, according to the female stereotype, have stronger moral standards and are socially more sensitive, 
emotional, and empathic than men (Boulouta 2013). Men, on the other hand, tend to focus on economic 
cost/benefit analysis without considering other decision criteria (Hillman 2014). 
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7.7.5 Control Variables of ASX Companies 

Of the financial measures for ASX companies adopted, profitability, financial leverage and 

liquidity, were found not to be statistically and significantly associated with the CSR disclosure 

quality. For instance, as expected, the more profitable ASX companies appear not to increase 

voluntary CSR disclosure quality than do less profitable companies. These results confirm the 

results found by Rao (2016): management of ASX companies is still focused on economic and 

mandatory concerns, assessing that these disclosures are more supportive in establishing 

legitimacy and continuing profitable operations. Rao and Tilt (2016a) and Post, Rahman and 

Rubow (2011) also found an insignificant association between the profitability of ASX 

companies and CSR disclosure. These findings were contrary to several prior studies that 

identified a positive and significant association of CSR disclosure quality and profitability (for 

example, Cheung, Jiang & Tan 2012; Jizi et al. 2014). 

Equally,in the case of ASX firms with higher financial leverage CSR, disclosure as a medium 

to send information to affected stakeholders and seek a competitive advantage appears not to 

be adopted. A statistically insignificant association between leverage and CSR disclosure 

quality was found (Table 7.7). The findings of a negative and insignificant association between 

financial leverage and CSR disclosure quality are supported by prior studies (Barnea & Rubin 

2010; Cormier & Magnan 2003; Muttakin, Khan & Subramaniam 2015; Reverte 2009; 

Wuttichindanon 2017). However, these contradict other studies (Alotaibi & Hussainey 2016; 

Sulaiman, Abdullah & Fatima 2014), where a positive and significant relationship with 

leverage was found.  

The regression results for the impact of liquidity of ASX companies, though positive, were also 

found to have an insignificant association with CSR disclosure quality. Management of low 

liquidity ASX companies was expected to raise disclosure quality to gain the trust of 

stakeholders. The insignificant association of liquidity with CSR disclosure was found in 

earlier studies (Alotaibi & Hussainey 2016; Barako, Hancock & Izan 2006; Elzahar & 

Hussainey 2012). The positive association between liquidity and CSR disclosure quality has 

seen mixed results, with some studies supporting this result (El-Masry & Ezat 2008; Samaha 

& Dahawy 2010). Other studies identified no impact for liquidity on the disclosure quality 

(Alotaibi & Hussainey 2016; Aly, Simon & Hussainey 2010; Elzahar & Hussainey 2012). Still, 

findings have been mixed, with other prior disclosure studies finding a significant association 
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between firm liquidity and CSR disclosure (Al-Moataz & Hussainey 2013; Mathuva 2015; 

Nandi & Ghosh 2013).  

The size of ASX companies was found to have a significant positive association with CSR 

disclosure quality (in Table 7.7). A significant association (at p<.01) between company size 

and CSR disclosure quality variables on larger firms has been explained by their visibility and 

potential impact on the community. Therefore, they appear more responsive to CSR disclosure 

quality. These findings of a significant positive association between company size and CSR 

disclosure quality support the prior CSR disclosure quality studies (Adel et al. 2019; Alotaibi 

& Hussainey 2016; Brammer & Pavelin 2008; Dias, Lima Rodrigues & Craig 2017; Katmon 

et al. 2019; Liao, Luo & Tang 2015; Sulaiman, Abdullah & Fatima 2014). 

The industries within which ASX companies operate were expected to have a relationship to 

CSR disclosure quality. Industry as a control variable has found mixed support in prior studies 

(Haniffa & Cooke 2005; Ho & Shun Wong 2001). Gamerschlag, Möller and Verbeeten (2011) 

found that Consumer Industries are more noticeable to the public, undertaking activities with 

higher social impact. It has been argued these companies will have a greater incentive for CSR 

disclosure quality, as are companies in the Energy industry that represent the highly 

environmental sensitive industry. The association between industry group and CSR disclosure 

quality highlights several significant variations across industries (see Table 7.7). Consumer 

Staples in ASX companies, the base case to compare the impact with other industries, found 

that Consumer Staples (a mean score of 0.71 from a possible 1) had the highest disclosure 

quality. Real Estate had the lowest CSR disclosure quality (a mean score 0.50). The regression 

results in Table 7.7 show corresponding findings and indicated that the particular industry 

impacts CSR disclosure quality. For example, in Table 7.7, the regression results indicate Real 

Estate companies have significant differences (at the 1% level) to the Consumer Staples 

industry group. The disclosure quality of the Industrial group (scoring 0.69 on the CSR 

Disclosure Quality Index) was significant at the 5%  level in reference to the Consumer Staples. 

Therefore, it is more likely that the ASX companies in the Consumer Staples and Industrials 

have chosen to engage in higher levels of CSR disclosure quality (that is, positive coefficient 

values).  
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7.8 Hypothesis Testing—PSX Companies 

The hypotheses discussed above were also posed for Pakistani companies (H6–H10). Table 7.8 

is adapted from the main regression, Table 7.6 summarises these results. 

Table 7.8 

Regression results summary of PSX companies 

Variable Coefficients 

Independent Variables 

Gender Diversity 0.443 

Board Independence –0.395 

Female Chairperson  –0.424*** 

Female CEO  –0.611*** 

Board Size 0.020 

Control Variables  

Profit 0.015** 

Leverage –0.230 

Liquidity –0.013 

Company Size  0.125** 

Industry  

Consumer Staples  –0.382 

Consumer Discretionary  –0.323* 

Energy –0.091 

Financials  –0.520*** 

Health Care 0.000 

Industrials –0.170 

Materials –0.244 

Real Estate –0.456** 

Telecommunication and IT  –0.525*** 

Utilities  –0.429** 

Constant 1.141 

R square 0.47 
***, ** and * indicate that the variable is significant at 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10, respectively. 
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7.8.1 Gender Diversity and CSR Disclosure in PSX Companies 

The impact of gender diversity on CSR disclosure quality in PSX companies was explored. 

The first hypotheses posed was: 

H6: There is a positive association between the proportion of female directors 

on the PSX board and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality 

(TCSRDQ). 

Gender diversity in PSX companies was found to have an insignificant association with CSR 

disclosure quality. H6 is rejected on the basis that the proportion of female directors impacts 

CSR disclosure quality. It was expected the female directors would be more sensitive to the 

needs of the society and would make the board more aware of social demands (Galbreath 2016), 

thus supporting CSR disclosure quality. However, these results were unsurprising given the 

lack of gender diversity on PSX company boards. By comparison, on average, PSX companies 

had less gender diversity (mean of 0.09) in boards than ASX companies (mean of 0.31). Also, 

there was no gender diversity whatsoever on some PSX boards (minimum score of 0). The 

current level of board gender diversity in PSX 100 companies is not a good predictor of CSR 

disclosure quality. The results of this study are consistent with Naseem et al. (2017) as they 

also found an insignificant impact of board diversity in Pakistan for the PSX companies. The 

findings of an insignificant impact of gender diversity on CSR disclosure quality in this study 

were contrary to those of Baalouch, Ayadi and Hussainey (2019) and Katmon et al. (2019) as 

they found a positive and significant impact of the board on CSR disclosure quality.  

7.8.2 Board Independence and CSR Disclosure 

The impact of board independence on CSR disclosure quality of PSX companies was explored. 

The second hypothesis posed was: 

H7: There is a positive association between the proportion of independent 

directors on the PSX board and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality 

(TCSRDQ). 

Board independence in PSX companies had an insignificant association with CSR disclosure 

quality. H7 is rejected that PSX board independence impacts CSR disclosure quality. The 

results of PSX companies were unexpected as the higher presence of independent directors was 

predicted to increase the monitoring of senior management. The compensation of independent 

directors is not directly linked to financial gains; they were expected to show more concern for 
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the reputation of the company and CSR disclosure quality. Compared to the ASX sample, the 

results of the PSX sample have not statistically supported these predictions. The plausible 

explanation of the insignificant association of board independence with CSR disclosure quality 

is related to the small number of independent non-executive directors in PSX boards (mean of 

0.32) compared to the ASX companies (0.85). Therefore, PSX boards were more likely to 

support financial considerations. Handajani et al. (2014) found independent directors were a 

requirement of capital markets and the stock exchange, resulting in boards focused on 

shareholders’ interests rather than a broader range of stakeholders.  

Prior studies (Amran, Lee & Devi 2014; Chau & Gray 2010; Habbash 2016; Haniffa & Cooke 

2005; Ho & Wong. 2001; Garcia-Torea, Fernandez-Feijoo & de la Cuesta 2017; Sundarasen, 

Je-Yen & Rajangam 2016) looking primarily at the quantity of disclosure found an insignificant 

and negative association between board independence and CSR disclosures. However, the 

findings of board independence and CSR disclosure quality of PSX companies were 

inconsistent with the results found by Jizi et al. (2014) and Rao, Tilt and Lester (2012) as they 

found a significant impact. 

7.8.3 Female Leadership Positions and CSR Disclosure 

The impact of female leadership either as board chairperson or CEO on CSR disclosure quality 

was explored. The third and fourth hypotheses posed were: 

H8: There is a positive association between the female board chairperson on 

PSX boards and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

H9: There is a positive association between the female CEO on PSX boards 

and the characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

In testing these hypotheses, the results (see Table 7.7) indicate a significant negative 

association between female leadership, as either chairperson or CEO, with CSR disclosure 

quality. Still, the regression results provide evidence of a significant and negative association 

between female leaders and CSR disclosure quality, providing partial support for two 

hypotheses (H8 and H9). Due to the argument that female leaders will show a greater 

preference for CSR disclosure and be more active in accepting responsibility and developing 

relevant disclosure to stakeholders, a positive association between a female chairperson and 

CEO and CSR disclosure quality was expected in this study (Brammer, Millington & Pavelin 

2007; Harrison & Coombs 2012; Jiang & Akbar 2018). However, as discussed in the case of 



148 

ASX companies, often when a female becomes the chairperson, the ‘female’ roles do not 

remain as projected: female directors and female chairperson adopt a male stereotype towards 

voluntary disclosures (Amorelli & García-Sánchez 2020). A number of earlier studies have 

also found this role change (Lee & James 2007; Powell & Butterfield 2002). However, in the 

case of PSX companies, it is difficult to reach firm conclusions given the limited involvement 

of females on boards and in CEO/chairperson leadership roles. The boards of PSX companies 

had just 4%  female chairpersons and 2%  female CEOs compared to 14%  female chairpersons 

and 6%  female CEOs in ASX companies (Table 7.3). The findings of the negative association 

between female chairpersons and CEOs on CSR disclosure quality are inconsistent with 

Furlotti et al. (2019) as they found a positive association.  

7.8.4 Board Size and CSR Disclosure Quality and CSR Disclosure 

The impact of PSX board size on CSR disclosure quality was explored. The hypothesis posed 

was: 

H10: There is an association between PSX board size and the characteristics 

of CSR disclosure quality (TCSRDQ). 

The regression results for PSX companies indicated a statistically insignificant association; 

thus, H10 is rejected. Rao, Tilt and Lester (2012) stated that the increase in board members is 

more likely to compromise the effectiveness of board decision-making. For instance, it may be 

very difficult to reach consensus in large boards among diverse views that significantly impact 

a board’s monitoring and advisory ability (Lipton & Lorsch 1992). Findings are consistent with 

Amran, Lee and Devi (2014); Katmon et al. (2019) and Yekini et al. (2015), who reported 

insignificant impacts of board size on CSR disclosure. However, Esa & Anum Mohd Ghazali 

(2012); Rao, Tilt and Lester (2012); Said, Zainuddin and Haron (2009) and Yasser, Al Mamun 

and Ahmed (2017) reported a significant impact between board size and CSR disclosure 

quality. As with the other hypotheses posed, the results seem quite mixed. 

7.8.5 Control Variables of PSX Companies 

Among all financial measures adopted for PSX companies, only profitability was positively 

and significantly related to CSR disclosure at the 5%  level of significance. Several prior studies 

(for example, Cheung, Jiang & Tan 2012; Jizi et al. 2014) also found a positive and significant 

impact of profit on CSR disclosure quality. However, the findings of profitability and CSR 

disclosure quality are not in line with prior studies such as Rao and Tilt (2016) and Post, 
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Rahman and Rubow (2011), as these found an insignificant association. Financial leverage and 

liquidity do not have a statistically significant association with CSR disclosure quality in the 

other financial measures. In the Pakistan context, Javaid Lone, Ali & Khan (2016) and Khan 

Imran, Khan Ismail and bin Saeed (2019) found firm leverage had an insignificant association 

with CSR disclosure quality. It is likely management of PSX companies has closer 

relationships with their creditors and shareholders and are more concerned about mandatory 

disclosures than CSR disclosure quality (Fatima 2017). However, these findings are contrary 

to Baalouch, Ayadi and Hussainey (2019); Katmon et al. (2019) and Sulaiman, Abdullah and 

Fatima (2014). These all found a positive and significant association with CSR disclosure 

quality. The results of the liquidity ratio for PSX companies shows an insignificant association 

with CSR disclosure quality. A number of studies (Alotaibi & Hussainey 2016; Barako, 

Hancock & Izan 2006; Elzahar & Hussainey 2012) also found an insignificant impact of 

liquidity on CSR disclosure quality. These findings are inconsistent with Al-Moataz and 

Hussainey (2013), Mathuva (2015) and Nandi and Ghosh (2013), where studies found a 

significant association.  

The size of PSX companies had a significant positive association with CSR disclosure quality 

at the 5% level. This indicates that firm size is related to CSR disclosure quality in Pakistan. In 

the univariate analysis, companies with high CSR disclosure quality and low CSR disclosure 

quality were associated with a significant difference in PSX companies. It is more likely that 

due to greater visibility, larger PSX companies provide greater CSR disclosure quality 

compared to the smaller PSX companies. Many prior studies (Adel et al. 2019; Brammer & 

Pavelin 2008; Dias, Lima Rodrigues & Craig 2017; Katmon et al. 2019; Liao, Luo & Tang 

2015; Alotaibi & Hussainey 2016; Sulaiman, Abdullah & Fatima 2014) also found a significant 

positive association between company size and CSR disclosure quality. 

The industries within which PSX companies operate were expected to impact CSR disclosure 

quality. Industry as a control variable has found mixed support in prior studies (Haniffa & 

Cooke 2005; Ho & Shun Wong 2001). The Health Care industry in PSX companies was 

selected as the base case to compare the association with other industries. From the observation 

in Chapter 6 (see Table 6.11), the CSR disclosure quality of Health Care was one of the highest 

CSR disclosure quality industry groups. Its disclosure quality score was not much different to 

those of the Energy and Material industry groups. The regression results (see Table 7.8) of 

Consumer Staples, Energy, Industrials and Materials have shown insignificant differences on 

CSR disclosure quality. Companies in the Consumer Staples Industries are noticeable to the 
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public due to undertaking activities with higher social impact. Thus, they are more likely to 

have higher CSR disclosure quality, as also found in Gamerschlag, Möller and Verbeeten 

(2011). Similarly, for the Energy, Industrials and Materials Industry group, it has been argued 

these companies will have greater incentive for CSR disclosure quality as these represent a 

highly environmentally sensitive industry. However, for other industry groups, the association 

with the CSR disclosure quality highlights some significant variations. For example, the CSR 

disclosure quality of the Telecommunication Services and Financials industry groups show 

significant differences to Health Care (at the 1% level). This finding is consistent with the CSR 

disclosure quality results presented in Chapter 6 (see Table 6.11). The Telecommunication and 

IT and Financials industry groups were two of the lowest disclosure groups relative to the 

Health Care industry. Similarly, from the regression results in Table 7.8 the disclosure quality 

of the Real Estate and Utilities industry groups was significant at the 5% level and the 

Consumer Discretionary significant at the 10%  level. Thus, industry group would appear to 

impact CSR disclosure quality. 

7.9 Summary 

In this chapter, the impact of board characteristics on CSR disclosure quality was considered, 

and the hypotheses previously developed (in Chapter 4) were tested. In the next chapter, the 

overall results found in this study are discussed in the context of the CSR Disclosure Quality 

Index developed, its application and the influence of numerous board characteristics identified 

from prior literature.  
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Chapter 8: Discussion of CSR Disclosure Quality Index, Board Characteristics 

and How Systems Theories Enhance Understanding of Findings 

8.1 Introduction 

The present chapter discusses the results of applying the CSR Disclosure Quality Index in the 

context of developed and developing countries (presented in Chapter 6). As directed in the 

research framework of this study (Chapter 3), the perspectives of systems theories (legitimacy, 

stakeholders and institutional theories) are adopted to increase the understanding of the results 

found in implementing the CSR Disclosure Quality Index developed. Further, these theories 

are adopted in understanding the implication of the influence of various board characteristics 

discussed in Chapter 7. 

The discussion in this chapter is focused on the four supplementary research questions:  

1) What is the level of quality of information disclosed by ASX companies, as measured 

by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index? 

2) What is the level of quality of information disclosed by PSX companies, as measured 

by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index?  

3) Are there differences in CSR disclosure quality between the ASX and PSX samples? 

4) Do we find that board characteristics such as gender diversity, independence, board size 

and presence of a female chairperson or/and female CEO are associated with CSR 

disclosure quality? 

8.2 The CSR Disclosure Quality Index and Disclosure Quality in Australia and Pakistan 

The application of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index has provided the mechanism to assess the 

quality of CSR disclosure provided by the larger companies in Australia and Pakistan. The 

sample of ASX companies represents a developed country, and the PSX sample represents a 

developing country. The disclosure quality of both samples as per individual disclosure 

characteristics (relevance, faithful representation, understandability, comparability and 

timeliness) scores and total characteristics scores are identified using the Disclosure Quality 

Index. The results of these individual and cumulative disclosure scores (presented in Chapter 

6) have provided some noteworthy discussions. For instance, the differences in the disclosure 
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scores of the individual categories as developed in the CSR Disclosure Quality Index indicated 

some variation of CSR disclosure quality across companies and industry groups in Australia 

and Pakistan. Further, the results for total characteristics indicate both samples are different in 

their consideration of CSR disclosure quality. They show the influence on CSR disclosure 

quality linked to qualitative characteristics (as provided in the ICF) across industry groups 

differs between Australia and Pakistan. In the next section, the main differences of CSR 

disclosure quality in both countries are first considered (Sections 8.3–8.5) and subsequentially 

discussed from the perspective of systems theories (Section 8.6).  

8.3 ASX Companies—Disclosure Characteristics and the Disclosure Quality Index 

To understand the pattern of results of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index in the context of the 

ASX sample, variation in individual disclosure characteristics and then total characteristics are 

discussed.  

8.3.1 Disclosure Characteristics of ASX Companies 

CSR disclosure is largely voluntary, and in moving towards a robust and comprehensive 

disclosure framework, it is expected there would be some variation in the way ASX companies 

have considered each of the five disclosure characteristics in the context of the CSR Disclosure 

Quality Index developed. For example, of 10 industry groups, only seven (Consumer 

Discretionary, Consumer Staples, Energy, Financials, Industrials, Materials and Utilities) 

placed substantial emphasis on the relevance characteristic (mean score above 15 out of 24). 

On the other hand, in seven industry groups, only five (Consumer Discretionary, Consumer 

Staples, Financials, Industrials and Materials) placed substantial emphasis on the faithful 

representation characteristic (mean score above 7.5 out of 12). However, it is important to 

consider that not all companies placed a higher emphasis on relevance and faithful 

representation in some industry groups. For example, when the seven industry groups were 

classified into ‘above-average and higher-quality’ based on the relevance characteristic, a wide 

variation was found between companies in three industry groups (Consumer Discretionary, 

Energy and Financials) (standard deviation above 2.5). Similarly, as with ‘variation in the 

relevance aspect’, companies within some industry groups also showed differences in the 

importance of faithful representation. For instance, companies in the Energy and Utility group 

considered the relevance characteristic. Still, they provided little, reflecting faithful 

representation in CSR disclosures as indicated by a lower mean score and wide variation on 

the faithful representation characteristic. In sum, the five industry groups paid considerable 
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attention to both the relevance and faithful representation characteristics, although in three 

industry groups, a lesser focus was identified. In these industry groups (Health Care, Real 

Estate and Telecommunication and IT), there was less attention to relevance characteristics 

(mean disclosure score above 15 out of 24 and standard deviation below 2.5) and faithful 

representation characteristics of CSR disclosure quality (mean disclosure score above 5.9 out 

of 12 and standard deviation below 3.4).  

The ASX sample companies did not place great emphasis on the enhancing disclosure 

characteristics developed in the CSR Disclosure Quality Index. Companies in the 10 industry 

groups were shown to place a different emphasis on the disclosure characteristics of 

understandability, comparability and timeliness used to enhance the CSR disclosure quality. 

However, between these three disclosure characteristics, ASX companies placed less emphasis 

on the understandability and comparability aspects. Except for the companies in the Energy 

industry, the other five industry groups, Consumer Discretionary, Consumer Staples, 

Financials, Industrials and Materials, provided a greater emphasis on the understandability and 

comparability characteristics (mean scores above 3.5 out of 8) and a higher emphasis on 

relevance and faithful aspects. Not all companies in each of the five industries placed equal 

emphasis, reflecting higher quality. Variation between companies for the comparability aspect 

in the Financials industry is noted (standard deviation above 2.0) compared to a lower variation 

in other industries. In contrast to the seven industry groups, the Real Estate, 

Telecommunication and IT and Utilities industry groups have low mean scores for the 

understandability and comparability characteristics, with greater variability between 

companies. Between the three enhancing characteristics, ASX companies have a substantial 

focus on the timeliness characteristic. Among five industry groups (Consumer Discretionary, 

Consumer Staples, Financials, Industrials and Materials), substantial emphasis was placed on 

the relevance, faithful representation, understandability and comparability disclosure 

characteristics. However, the Consumer Staples and Financials industry groups gave more 

consideration to the timeliness aspect of disclosure quality.  

8.3.2 Cumulative Measure of ASX 

A cumulative measure of CSR disclosure quality based on the five individual disclosure 

characteristics was developed to develop a thorough understanding of CSR disclosure quality. 

For this purpose, the Total CSRDQI score for each company was calculated. The whole ASX 

sample was split into the four disclosure quality categories: low disclosure quality, average 
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disclosure quality, above-average disclosure quality and high disclosure quality. In the case of 

the ASX sample, the majority of companies (36 from 57) represented the above-average CSR 

disclosure quality category, and a further five companies were in the high CSR disclosure 

category. This established that the overall ASX sample has largely considered the CSR 

disclosure quality. It can be concluded the ASX sample shows a considerable commitment 

towards CSR, as about 70% of ASX companies (41 from 57) attained above-average disclosure 

quality levels. Few industry sectors had all companies in the higher disclosure quality groups. 

For instance, only three industry groups, Consumer Staples, Financial and Industrials, have 16 

companies in the above-average quality or high disclosure quality levels. In the ASX sample, 

another 16 companies placed in the lowest-quality levels. Among these lowest-ranked 

companies, four companies were in the Real Estate industry, indicating a lack of emphasis on 

the CSR disclosure quality within this particular sector. 

From the overall industry perspective, the mean averages of each company in the group across 

the five characteristic categories were calculated. The findings of the overall ASX industry 

groups’ perspective have largely supported the findings of the individual and total 

characteristics. Across the whole ASX sample, Consumer Staples, Industrial, Financial and 

Materials, with mean disclosure scores of above 0.6 (out of 1), demonstrated a substantial 

consideration to CSR disclosure quality. Following the top four ASX industries, the Consumer 

Discretionary and Energy industry group with a mean disclosure score above 0.55 have a 

reasonable emphasis on CSR disclosure quality. In the remaining sample, the CSR disclosure 

quality of the Utilities, Health Care and Real Estate industry groups was fairly average, as all 

have a mean score in the  0.5–0.55 range. The Telecommunication and IT industry has the least 

emphasis on CSR disclosure quality in the ASX sample, with a mean score of 0.45.  

8.4 PSX Companies—Disclosure Characteristics and the Disclosure Quality Index 

Variation in the individual and total disclosure characteristics is discussed to understand the 

pattern of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index results in the context of the PSX sample.  

8.4.1 Disclosure Characteristics of PSX 

The results of CSR disclosure quality for the PSX sample indicated greater, although similar , 

variation than for the ASX companies across the five disclosure characteristics. Major 

observations are that the PSX companies place greater emphasis on relevance characteristics 

compared to faithful representation. In considering the enhancing characteristics, PSX 

companies place more emphasis on timeliness compared to understandability and 
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comparability, and on comparability compared to understandability. There is less variation 

between PSX companies regarding comparability, with three out of 10 industries having a 

standard deviation score above 1.00 and none above 1.77).  

In considering industry groups, PSX companies in the Energy, Materials and Health Care 

industry groups disclosed more items linked to relevance and faithful representation than other 

industry groups. At the same time, companies in the Energy and Materials industry group 

placed greater emphasis on understandability and comparability. Compared to the Materials 

and Health Care industry groups, companies in the Energy industry placed little emphasis on 

timeliness. Consistent with the findings for the ASX sample, PSX companies in the Real Estate 

and Telecommunication and IT groups disclosed lower levels of quality CSR information. Both 

these industry groups have the lowest mean disclosure scores on all five disclosure 

characteristics except for understandability in the Real Estate sector. 

Concerning all five disclosure characteristics, companies in the Consumer Staples industry 

placed less emphasis on the relevance aspect of disclosure. In contrast, companies in the 

Industrials group placed less emphasis on faithful representation. Consumer Discretionary and 

Utility companies have more emphasis on the relevance and timeliness characteristics, whereas 

companies in the Financials industry have more emphasis on the timeliness characteristics. As 

with the ASX companies, the findings highlight differences between industry groups in the 

quality of CSR disclosure. 

8.4.2 Cumulative Measure of PSX 

The total characteristics scores denoted with the Total CSRDQI score in the context of PSX 

companies provide interesting results regarding CSR disclosure quality. In considering the total 

disclosure characteristics of all PSX companies ranked on disclosure quality (see Appendix 

14), four categories were identified: low disclosure quality, average disclosure quality, above-

average disclosure quality and high disclosure quality. In the case of Pakistan, overall, there 

was minimal consideration given to CSR disclosure quality (82 of the 94 sampled PSX 

companies were in the average disclosure quality category). The companies in the Materials 

and Energy sectors provided the highest disclosure quality in the sample. Only two companies 

in the Materials and one company in the Energy industry appear in the above-average CSR 

disclosure quality class. These findings are consistent with results found for the individual 

disclosure characteristics.  
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The results of the PSX industry groups show an overall lower emphasis on CSR disclosure 

quality in Pakistan, with no industry group presenting a mean disclosure score of above 0.45 

(out of 1). Regarding the lower disclosure quality in the PSX sample, the Energy group placed 

the greatest emphasis on CSR disclosure quality with a mean of 0.42. The Materials, Health 

Care, Consumer Staples, Utilities, Industrials, Consumer Discretionary and Financials 

industries presented with mean disclosure scores in the 0.30–0.40 range. The last two 

remaining PSX industry groups, Telecommunication and IT and Real Estate, gave the least 

consideration to CSR disclosure quality, with mean disclosure scores of 0.27–0.29. 

8.5 Comparison of Australia and Pakistan—Disclosure Characteristics and the 

Disclosure Quality Index 

The level of economic development of a particular country can impact the quality of CSR 

disclosure (Lock & Seele 2015). Companies from developing countries have less need and 

experience to legitimise their operations through CSR disclosure. They are generally expected 

to have overall lower disclosure interests than companies in the developed countries (Gallardo-

Vázquez et al. 2019). From this perspective, the CSR disclosures of ASX and PSX companies 

are compared with respect to their CSR disclosure quality. This comparison of ASX and PSX 

disclosures indicates differences in CSR disclosure quality in several aspects. For instance, the 

CSR Disclosure Quality Index across the sample of both countries found that mean disclosures 

for the ASX companies sampled was 2.97 compared to 1.76 for PSX companies sampled. There 

was a higher variation in the level of CSR disclosure quality between the ASX companies 

(0.67) compared to the PSX companies (0.44). This indicates a wider variation in companies 

addressing the CSR quality in the ASX sample than the PSX sample. In contrast, the overall 

CSR disclosure quality for all companies in the ASX sample is better than the PSX companies.  

In viewing the results, it appears that ASX disclosures were of higher CSR quality in terms of 

relevance and faithful representation aspects. For example, for the relevance characteristic, the 

lowest mean disclosure score of an ASX industry (Real Estate, 12.23) was slightly less than 

the highest mean disclosure score of a PSX industry group (Energy, 13.30). Similarly, the 

lowest mean disclosure score of faithful representation of an ASX industry (Health Care, 3.5) 

was greater than the highest mean disclosure score of the comparable PSX industry (Health 

Care, 2.5). There was a greater deviation between companies in the PSX sample on the 

relevance disclosure items compared to the companies in the ASX sample. While the PSX 

companies provided lower faithful representation in their CSR disclosures, there was also less 
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variation from the mean compared to the ASX sample. This is due to fewer PSX companies 

providing assurance statements and perhaps not wishing to make unfavourable disclosures. In 

Pakistan, it is probable there is less pressure from stakeholder groups and society on the whole 

for close attention to CSR. Therefore, management in the PSX industry groups may well be 

less concerned to ensure disclosures meet the characteristics of relevance and faithful 

representation. 

Both company samples were lower in addressing the understandability characteristic 

(compared to the relevance and faithful representation); the disclosure of PSX was lower than 

ASX companies. For example, the lowest mean disclosure score of understandability 

characteristics of an ASX industry (Utilities, 2.33) was greater than the highest mean disclosure 

score of a PSX industry (Energy 1.64). Similar to understandability, a number of industries in 

both countries gave a lower consideration to the comparability disclosure aspect. In both 

countries, the Consumer Staples, Industrials, Materials and Energy industry groups were found 

to consider comparability more highly. In contrast, the CSR disclosures of Real Estate, 

Telecommunication and IT and Utilities were lower on the understandability characteristic. 

Although the variation between the PSX companies was lower than ASX companies, the 

overall comparability aspect of the ASX companies was better than the PSX sample. For 

example, the mean disclosure score for comparability of the top four ASX industries 

(Consumer Staples, Financials, Industrials and Material) was above five, while no PSX 

industry attained a mean disclosure score of five. For the timeliness characteristic of CSR 

disclosure, the results provided no significant differences between the ASX and PSX 

companies. However, the overall disclosure quality of the timeliness aspect of PSX companies 

was a little better than ASX companies. There was a low variation in the timeliness aspect of 

the CSR disclosure quality in the PSX sample compared to the ASX sample.  

The results of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index application in both countries show differences 

in the CSR disclosure quality of each industry group across both countries. The disclosure 

quality of four industry groups, Consumer Staples, Consumer Discretionary, Energy and Real 

Estate, have more substantial differences across Australia and Pakistan. Among these four 

industries, Energy was found to have fewer differences (t-statistics, 2.10). In contrast, the Real 

Estates industry was shown to have the highest differences (t-statistics, 5.97), followed by the 

Consumer Discretionary (t-statistics, 4.66) and Consumer Staples (t-statistics, 4.45).  
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There were differences between the Utilities groups in both countries while in the Health Care 

companies there were few differences between countries. The CSR disclosure quality of the 

Industrials, Financials and Materials have no substantial differences when the two countries 

are compared. As discussed below, the differences between the ASX and PSX samples can be 

explored with insights from systems theories.  

8.6 Theoretical Perspective to Understand the Implication of the CSR Disclosure Quality 

in Australia and Pakistan 

Systems theories are adopted to assist in understanding the results that we have found in this 

study. Results are discussed from the perspectives of legitimacy, stakeholder and institutional 

theory in Australia and followed by Pakistan.  

8.6.1 Understanding of CSR Disclosure Quality in Australia 

Legitimacy theory would posit that management will seek to meet the societal expectations 

within which they operate. This is based on the notion that a licence exists for the firm to 

operate given by the community. Therefore, it is expected that ‘appropriate’ disclosures will 

be made to satisfy the firm’s ‘licence to operate’ and justify its continued operation. The 

presence of higher relevance and faithful representation identified above in five ASX industry 

groups (Consumer Discretionary, Consumer Staples, Financials, Industrials and Materials) is 

indicative that legitimacy theory assists in understanding why management may seek to make 

higher-quality CSR disclosures. The companies may have various motives for legitimation 

through quality CSR disclosure as measured by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index. These 

include maintaining or seeking approval or avoid sanctions from society because, as part of the 

system, companies are dependent on stakeholders to access resources (Tilling & Tilt 2010). 

ASX companies generally appear to consider high-quality CSR disclosure is undertaken, in all 

probability, to meet their stakeholders’ expectations and distinguish them from low disclosure 

quality companies, perhaps reflecting a reputational and/or competitive advantage. As 

expected, companies in different industries will have varying motivations and attitudes towards 

legitimation and reasons for CSR disclosure quality (Alotaibi & Hussainey 2016). The 

legitimacy tactics likely vary for companies within industry groups that need to gain, maintain 

or repair legitimacy. For instance, in the case of the five industry groups discussed above that 

place a higher emphasis on CSR disclosure quality than the other five industry groups (Energy, 

Health Care, Real Estate, Utilities and Telecommunication Services), where disclosures 

regarding relevance and faithful representation were lower. These are reflected in lower mean 
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scores for each characteristic and often larger standard variations, suggesting differences 

between companies within the industry groups. 

While exploring this in greater depth is beyond the scope of the current study, it may be that a 

number of industry groups and companies within these groups seek to secure organisational 

legitimacy through various tactics such as CSR ‘quality’ disclosure to divert the attention of 

stakeholders or to change their perceptions (Lindblom 1994).One legitimacy strategy of ASX 

companies has been to focus more on CSR disclosure quantity than quality. A study reviewing 

industry groups and companies comparing the quantity and quality of CSR disclosure may be 

informative in this regard. Based on their self-perception of legitimacy, management in several 

industry groups (and individual companies) may provide CSR disclosure of high-quality to 

retain their implied social contract with the society. To change the perception of stakeholders, 

organisational management has at times placed different emphasis on the various components 

of disclosure quality, as developed in the CSR disclosure quality index. For example, in the 

ASX Utility industry, companies rated relevance above faithful representation as a 

characteristic with an above-average mean score of 17 out of 24 and lower standard deviations 

1.62  compared to faithful representation, with a lower average mean score of 5.8 out of 12 and 

wider variation between companies 3.4. A similar observation can be made in the Health Care 

industry, where management considered relevance (a mean disclosure score above 15 out of 

24 and standard deviation below 2.5), while the faithful representation aspect was lower, with 

a mean disclosure score above 5.9 (out of 12) and standard deviation above3.4. Therefore, it 

appears that in some cases, relevance may be more important to legitimacy than to faithful 

representation.  

Stakeholder theory offers two main insights into management’s response to stakeholders in 

terms of the information disclosed. The managerial view suggests that management will 

disclose to stakeholders empowered to impact the firm’s ability to achieve its identified 

objectives. At the same time, the ethical perspective indicates it is expected disclosure will be 

made to all stakeholders irrespective of the power to impact the firm's affairs. In this study 

across the 10 ASX industry groups, management appears concerned with providing 

information that meets CSR disclosure quality and indicates that this meets stakeholder 

expectations. However, it is less clear which focus of stakeholder theory might suggest a 

dominant influence. The findings of this study indicated there are differences in responding to 

stakeholders and perhaps in meeting their expectations for CSR disclosure quality. It was found 

a greater emphasis was placed on relevance (mean score above 15 out of 24) and faithful 
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representation (mean score above 7.5 out of 12) by the Consumer Discretionary, Consumer 

Staples, Financials, Industrials and Materials industry groups. It would seem reasonable that 

all stakeholders, not simply the more powerful, would expect companies to make high-quality 

disclosures that are both relevant and faithfully represent the activity reported on. From the 

CSR Disclosure Index from the information collected and identified, these companies were 

more likely to meet stakeholder expectations by providing relevant and credible CSR 

information (that is, not only was the mean industry score high, but the degree of variation 

between companies low). For example, the Consumer Staples industry provided the most 

relevant (highest mean score of relevance 21.25 with a lowest standard deviation of 1.06 

between companies), and faithful disclosure had the highest mean score of faithful 

representation 9.5 and the lowest standard deviation of 1.4 between companies).  

It is also feasible to consider that the emphasis seemingly placed on relevance and faithful 

representation can also be considered from an institutional theory perspective. Institutional 

theory would pose that in response to institutional pressure, management addresses the CSR 

Disclosure Quality and would be interested in providing the more relevant and reliable 

disclosure. It might be argued that the level of industry pressures and management response 

varies across the companies and industry groups for CSR disclosure quality. For example, this 

is shown in the emphasis on the relevance and/or faithful representation characteristics by the 

five ASX industry groups (Consumer Discretionary, Consumer Staples, Financials, Industrials 

and Materials). This may reflect institutional pressure in these ASX industries, where 

companies may disclose for coercive reasons such as industry-specific standards. Stakeholders 

such as customers or normative rationales of these industries have to better emphasise the 

relevance characteristics while disclosing CSR. All the companies in each of these industry 

groups have their mean relevance scores above-average (that is, a minimum score above 14 out 

of 24) with a less wide variation (standard deviations below 2.6) when compared to larger 

variations found in other industry groups. The results of the Consumer Staples, Industrials and 

Materials industry groups suggest the presence of mimetic behaviour for relevance as there are 

minimal differences in the mean disclosure and maximum disclosure scores (that is, 2.5 or 

less). It indicates that most companies in these industry groups have likely benchmarked the 

highest disclosure companies, providing relevant disclosure information to stakeholders. 

Similarly, in the case of faithful representation, the companies in the Consumer Staples and 

Financial industry groups have lower standard deviations. The minimal differences between 
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the mean disclosure scores and the highest-scoring company (less than 2) suggest mimetic 

pressure for a more reliable and balanced CSR disclosure industry-wide.  

These suggestions are further supported by the results shown for understandability, 

comparability and timeliness disclosures individually or in some combination. For instance, 

the substantial emphasis by the Consumer Staples and Industrials groups on all three enhancing 

characteristics such as quality CSR disclosures is made for legitimacy purposes or to meet 

stakeholder expectation. Ratings based on the CSR Disclosure Index found high mean scores 

and little variation: understandability (mean score above 4.25 out of 8, variation between 

companies, less than 0.90), comparability (mean score above 5.1 out of 8, variation of less than 

2.05), and timeliness (mean score above 2.4 out of 4, variation of less than 0.75). These accord 

with the perspective of the stakeholder theory. This suggests that stakeholders overall, 

including the powerful stakeholders, expect companies to disclose understandable, 

comparable, consistent and timely CSR disclosure. The potential role of systems theories in 

the results found applying the CSR Quality Disclosure Index suggest that ASX companies 

disclosed CSR information in response to legitimacy, stakeholder and institutional pressures. 

In the ASX sample, the Telecommunication and IT and Utilities companies with the lowest 

mean scores for understandability (mean score less than 2.35 out of 8, and standard deviation 

above 2.0) and comparability (mean score less than 3.70 out of 8, and standard deviation above 

2.31) were found to have the least concerns towards the enhancing CSR disclosure quality. 

This may indicate that ASX companies in these industries face less coercive and mimetic 

industry pressure to raise the CSR disclosure quality, whether this is less of a need to seek and 

maintain legitimacy, address stakeholder expectations or face industry pressure to report.  

In sum, the overall disclosure quality scores based on the five disclosure characteristics (Total 

CSRDQI) support the argument that ASX industries (and companies) face various pressures in 

general and specifically within some industry groups. The results of the differences and 

similarities between the ASX industries can partly be understood from the perspective of 

systems theories. For instance, according to the stakeholder theory perspective, management 

of the ASX companies operating in 10 diversified industry groups based on their industry 

environment and disclosure intentions, such as in response to some pressures (originating from 

various sources: political, social and regulatory environment), have provided accountability to 

stakeholders through CSR disclosure quality. The degree of accountability pressure that ASX 

companies appear to face, and management’s response to these pressures, indicated variation 

across the 10 industry groups. The results, indicating a high-quality disclosure for 70%  of the 
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ASX sample due to the accountability demands and expectations of the broader stakeholder 

groups, suggest management has provided above-average and high CSR disclosure quality. In 

addition, the results of three industry groups, Consumer Staples, Financial and Industrials, 

place all companies in the above-average and high CSR disclosure quality categories. Arguably 

this can also support a legitimacy theory perspective. For instance, these results suggest 

management likely faced pressure to legitimate their CSR activities. As a result of the higher-

level response, all companies fall into the above-average quality or high disclosure quality 

levels. The high-quality CSR disclosure will send strong signals to stakeholders that companies 

are concerned about them as they are perceived to be key to organisational legitimacy (Boutilier 

& Thomson 2011). For instance, companies in the Consumer Staples industry are likely to 

provide overall high-quality CSR disclosures to attain/maintain legitimacy with their 

stakeholders, including the general public and customers. These companies have high 

proximity to the final consumers and high visibility. Similarly, the financial industry is subject 

to public scrutiny since the global financial crisis and subject to the need to demonstrate 

legitimacy and attend to stakeholders’ expectations that may be reflected in the overall high-

quality CSR disclosures identified.  

8.6.2 Understanding of CSR disclosure quality in Pakistan 

Systems theories may offer a way to understand why PSX companies were found to have lower 

CSR disclosure quality than ASX companies. This understanding may come from 

considerations such as organisational legitimacy needs, pressure from stakeholder groups, the 

regulatory environment in general or specific to an industry and/or the PSX company attitudes 

about disclosures. In the PSX sample, the overall CSR disclosure quality is below average level 

(highest mean disclosure score by Energy is 0.42 out of 1), suggesting there is generally less 

intensity of institutional and stakeholder pressures resulting in fewer legitimacy concerns for 

companies in Pakistan compared to Australia. In ASX industry groups, excepting the mean 

disclosure scores of Telecommunication and IT, the mean disclosure scores of all other industry 

groups are above 0.50. Within the PSX sample, greater emphasis on CSR disclosure quality by 

the Materials and Health Care companies in general, and Energy companies in particular, can 

be understood from a stakeholder and legitimacy theory perspective as considered in earlier 

studies. For instance, prior studies (Beck, Frost & Jones 2018; Shahbaz et al. 2020; Thorne, 

Lois & Manetti 2014) found stakeholders from the Energy industry have greater environmental 

concerns than the Insurance, Financials, Consumer Goods and Telecommunications industries. 

Energy companies in Pakistan are among the more visible sectors in the economy and attract 
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stakeholder concerns linked to their environmental impacts. For instance, according to the 

Pakistan Bureau of Statistics (2019), more than 60% of electricity is produced from coal, gas, 

and furnace oil, and the country is the thirty-third largest emitter of CO2 from its fuels (IEEFA 

2018). Consideration towards CSR disclosure quality by Energy companies compared to other 

PSX industry groups suggests a management response to the concerns of the stakeholders and 

legitimacy. For example, the government sector may be concerned about the potential 

international impact and reflect managerial stakeholder theory on powerful stakeholder and 

legitimacy matters if this has or will become a social concern. Dependence on international 

markets can impact a need to attend to legitimacy matters to ensure continued access to markets 

where local stakeholders (in developed countries) express concern. Similarly, the results of the 

other PSX industry groups such as Materials and Health Care suggest greater stakeholder 

pressure for accountability as they are one of the more environmentally sensitive industry 

groups. These results suggest management of PSX companies in the Energy, Materials and 

Health Care industry groups consider it appropriate to reflect on CSR disclosure quality in 

response to stakeholder and the institutional pressures in these industries since it provides these 

companies with the required level of legitimacy. Therefore, to meet their legitimacy 

considerations, these PSX companies have emphasised CSR disclosure quality to improve their 

community communication to reinforce accountability obligations and gain approval from 

society for their actions. These explanations are also validated when the results of the total CSR 

disclosure quality (TCSRDQ) of PSX found only Materials and Energy companies in the PSX 

sample were ranked in the highest disclosure quality levels.  

Comparing PSX Energy, Materials and Health Care industry groups indicated higher CSR 

disclosure quality than Real Estate and Telecommunication Services companies. A lower 

emphasis was found, suggesting stakeholder theory may assist understanding. For instance, 

companies in the latter sectors are likely to face less stakeholder pressure for higher CSR 

quality. As a result, their relative impacts on the natural environment associated with their 

major operations are fewer. Linked to lower stakeholder pressure, companies in both industries 

are anticipated to need to address fewer legitimacy considerations than other PSX industries.  

System theories can improve our understanding of PSX industry group differences in CSR 

disclosure quality across the industries, with management placing a different emphasis on 

understandability, comparability and timeliness disclosure characteristics whether on an 

individual basis or a combination of these. It has been noted in the literature that CSR disclosure 

is usually determined through legitimacy considerations and the extent of an industry’s 
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exposure to stakeholder pressures in their regulatory, social and political environment (Chan, 

Watson & Woodliff 2014; Kaymak & Bektas 2017; Reverte 2016). The results of the five PSX 

industries, Consumer Staples, Utilities and Industrials (mean scores of 0.35–0.36) or the 

Consumer Discretionary and Financials (mean score of 0.33), have shown a relatively similar 

consideration. Stakeholders’ expectations and judgements of morality are mostly industry-

specific; the legitimacy of the companies, in particular, their moral legitimacy, is rooted in their 

industry context (Zhang, Zhu & Ding 2013). Therefore, the motivation to consider CSR 

disclosure quality to seek legitimacy for corporate actions differs from one industry to the next. 

Further, results of less variation between companies, indicated by the low standard deviations 

(.06 and .07) except for Consumer Staples (slightly higher, at .12), suggest more likely 

institutional pressures like SECP disclosure guidelines or industry norms, where PSX 

companies have confirmed to the existing level of CSR disclosure practices. For instance, most 

PSX companies have shown an overall lack of emphasis on understandability and 

comparability. PSX companies likely desire to either maintain or gain legitimacy but are still 

willing to disclose ambiguous or difficult-to-compare CSR information (Hummel & Schlick 

2016a). Also, from the institutional theory perspective, the overall lower CSR disclosure 

quality in most industries can be linked to, on average, fewer societal pressures for 

accountability of companies in Pakistan. The Real Estate and Telecommunication IT industry 

results have shown a lesser consideration for CSR disclosure quality, which is more likely due 

to minor stakeholder pressure. Galbreath (2013) has asserted that low-impact industry groups 

like telecommunications services and real estate face less stakeholder pressure to address social 

and environmental concerns.  

8.6.3 Understanding of Comparative Findings of CSR Disclosure Quality in Australia 

(developed country) and Pakistan (developing country) 

Theoretical perspectives from systems theories (legitimacy, stakeholder and institutional 

theory) are adopted to enhance an understanding of the comparative differences in CSR 

disclosure quality across industry groups in Australia and Pakistan. The above discussion of 

the CSR Disclosure Quality Index results established that the CSR disclosure quality across 

the 10 industry groups in both countries has many differences. Also, the overall CSR disclosure 

quality of the ASX sample is higher than for the PSX sample. From the systems theories’ 

perspective, it would be expected that in Australia, the sample companies are under greater 

institutional and stakeholder pressure than those in Pakistan. It is reasonable to expect that 

Australia’s position as a developed country and Pakistan’s as a developing country has some 
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influence on CSR disclosure quality in addition to industry pressure. There are some 

differences in institutional forces for CSR disclosure, such as effective CG mechanisms, media 

and lobby groups concerns in the developed and developing countries (Newson & Deegan 

2002; Rim, Kim & Dong 2019). The variation in the expectations and pressures from different 

institutional norms, including community groups and the general public, also leads to 

stakeholder pressure differences (Zamir & Saeed 2020). 

Such differences will lead to variation in the level of scrutiny in each industry from institutional 

actors; therefore, the level of response by companies would also be expected to vary (Gonzalez-

Benito & Gonzales-Benito 2010). Prior studies (Chapple 2005; Ramasamy & Ting 2004) refer 

to the degree of stakeholder pressure to act in a socially responsible manner determined by a 

particular country’s economic progress. Therefore, both countries’ economic conditions and 

prosperity will have a significant role in determining the pressure from stakeholders, which 

will affect the quality of CSR disclosure, as found in the present study. According to 

stakeholder theory, the results for ASX and PSX companies in terms of relevance and faithful 

representation are likely due to variations in the magnitude of stakeholders demands linked to 

the social and environmental issues in Australia and Pakistan. The higher consideration of the 

CSR disclosure quality of ASX companies suggests there is greater concern by stakeholders 

than PSX companies. This may reflect greater consideration for powerful stakeholder groups. 

Similarly, the results of both countries can be better understood from the concepts of the 

institutional theory. For instance, the lower deviation between ASX for relevance 

characteristics suggested some institutional pressure, such as from the ASX guidelines , where 

most ASX companies reflected a greater concern for disclosure and placed more emphasis on 

relevant disclosure. On the other hand, the significant lack in the faithful representation aspects 

of the PSX companies also indicated some normative concerns where most of the companies 

have chosen low accountability norms as is common in developing countries (Kim 2009). 

Differences in stakeholders’ concerns lead to differences in legitimacy expectations of the 

larger community and overall society concerning CSR disclosure quality in both countries. 

Deegan, Rankin and Tobin (2002) suggested that ‘where there is limited concern, there will be 

limited disclosures’ (p.335). Therefore, if facing lower pressure, PSX companies will have 

lower consideration for legitimacy from CSR disclosure quality. It is important to ponder that 

society’s expectations and companies’ needs to attain legitimacy through CSR disclosure 

quality are developed over time: legitimacy is a dynamic concept due to changes in societal 

expectations over time (Lindblom 1994). 
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In addition to helping understand the differences in the essential disclosure characteristics for 

both countries, systems theories also offer an understanding of the differences found in the 

enhancing characteristics in both countries. From the legitimacy theory perspective, company 

management in both countries may display different interests by enhancing CSR disclosure 

quality, such as acting more proactively to prevent legitimacy gaps by providing information 

expected by society and changing the public's perceptions or distracting their attention. It is 

anticipated that companies with positive and adverse CSR impacts on their stakeholders and 

environment will have a greater preference for CSR disclosure quality. For instance, companies 

that have more adverse CSR impacts on stakeholders would be expected to provide less 

understandable disclosure compared to those with less adverse CSR impact, and through 

presentations such as pictures, graphs and tables try to promote their image as being responsible 

for protecting their own legitimacy (García-Sánchez, Suárez-Fernández & Martínez-Ferrero 

2019; Ginesti, Drago & Macchioni 2018).  

Companies in the PSX industry groups have less understandable information in their CSR 

disclosures, whereas very few ASX industry groups lacked understandability compared to 

other characteristics. A lower emphasis on faithful representation and understandability 

characteristics in the PSX sample compared to other characteristics like relevance, 

comparability, and timeliness could result from managers’ ignorance of CSR disclosure 

quality. Institutional theory may offer insights; for instance, all PSX companies placed greater 

emphasis on disclosing good news and related outcomes, with a lack of any assurance 

mechanisms for their CSR disclosures. PSX companies are operating in the institutional context 

of developing country and expected to practice the shared norms and practices (Hoffman 1999). 

In addition to the country context, companies in related industries facing similar challenges are 

likely to have more common behaviour patterns and procedures linked to CSR disclosure 

(Jackson & Apostolakou 2010). Thus, in response to various institutional pressures (societal, 

environmental, cultural and legal), PSX companies have ultimately more likely adopted similar 

disclosure behaviours, placing lesser emphasis on faithful representation and understandability 

(Miras-Rodríguez, Martínez-Martínez & Escobar-Pérez 2019). Legitimacy theory provides an 

understanding of a lower emphasis by PSX companies on CSR disclosure quality than the ASX 

companies. Managers in PSX companies may have decided not to present negative disclosures 

in an easily understandable manner. In an earlier study, de Villiers and van Staden (2006) 

revealed that to maintain legitimacy, companies can limit specific and quantitative disclosures 
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at times based on the perception of these being potentially more damaging than supporting their 

legitimacy. 

In addition to legitimacy and institutional theories, the managerial branch of stakeholder theory 

provides an understanding of the lower level of CSR disclosure quality. It is more likely that 

PSX companies have a preference to consider the concerns of powerful stakeholders. 

Therefore, management has more interest in mandatory disclosure rather than the CSR 

disclosure quality. Mahmood, Kouser and Masud (2019) observed that in Pakistan, most 

stakeholders are generally unaware of the concept of CSR, the potential gap in legitimacy 

expectations between society and companies and the already existing lack of institutional 

pressures linked to transparency and accountability in the companies. CSR reporting is less 

important in Pakistan because legitimacy is not perceived as being threatened, and the general 

public lacks concern for the issue. Following this, stakeholders in Pakistan generally have low 

expectations. Therefore, there is less need for companies to place an equal or better emphasis 

on CSR disclosure quality as found in Australia. This is also a primary reason CSR disclosure 

in most PSX companies has lacked reliability and has not been balanced CSR disclosures. 

Compared to the ASX companies, this is considered a more precarious management approach. 

Earlier studies (Javeed & Lefen 2019; Yunis, Jamali & Hashim 2018) have found Pakistan 

managers consider CSR disclosure from the perspective of short-term social legitimacy rather 

than a long-term strategic perspective. In the context of Pakistan, although its SECP had 

provided the voluntary CSR disclosure guidelines (2009 and 2013), where listed companies 

are required to disclose CSR-related information, all companies are not complying due to the 

poor enforcement of laws in Pakistan (Waris 2014). These factors may have led to lower 

expectations from most stakeholders, resulting in PSX industries providing lower quality CSR 

disclosures.  

The overall results for CSR disclosure quality in both countries align with the results found in 

prior studies. For example, Bashtovaya (2014), de Villiers and Alexander (2014) and Tran 

(2018) highlighted the variation in the institutional factors leading to differences in disclosure 

practices across countries and industries. The present study’s findings regarding PSX 

companies and industries have support from Khan, Lockhart and Bathurst (2018). When 

Pakistani-listed companies were compared with New Zealand companies, there were 

differences in CSR practices of both countries and selected industries. Their study found that 

some industries had disclosed more on CSR in their annual reports in Pakistan than other 

industries. CSR reporting of selected Pakistani companies can be attributed mainly to the 
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institutional, regulatory environment and managers’ reasons. Azim, Ahmed and Islam (2009) 

mentioned the various reasons for management in companies from developing countries to not 

disclose or intently withhold relevant information from users: not signalling bad performance 

or developing CSR disclosure is expensive. The CSR disclosure quality findings in Australia 

(a developed country) placed an above-average emphasis on CSR disclosure quality and more 

consideration to relevance compared to faithful representation, which find support in prior 

studies. For example, Hąbek and Wolniak (2016) studied multiple countries including Sweden, 

Denmark, UK, France, Netherlands for disclosure quality. They found the quality levels of the 

disclosure were generally low in these developed countries. Further, they also found the 

disclosure quality of relevance characteristics was better than faithful representation.  

In the next section, CSR disclosure quality is discussed concerning the implications of the 

impact of board characteristics (as found in Chapter 7) from the perspective of the systems 

theories. 

8.7 CSR Disclosure Quality—Understanding the Implications of the Influence of Board 

Characteristics from a Theoretical Perspective 

This part of the discussion will explore how systems theories may assist understanding the 

influence of board characteristics on CSR disclosure quality. It is recognised that disclosure is 

an ‘important means by which management can influence external perceptions about their 

organization.’ (Deegan 2002, p. 292). For instance, legitimacy theory may assist in 

understanding the role of board characteristics in acquiring and/or maintaining legitimacy 

through essential and enhancing disclosure characteristics, as developed in the CSR Disclosure 

Quality Index. From the legitimacy theory perspective, the board is expected to influence CSR 

disclosure quality to demonstrate that the firm is meeting society’s expectations (while 

recognising these expectations change over time) (Chan, Watson & Woodliff 2014). One 

question that needs to be asked is: Which of these characteristics influence the decision to 

change CSR disclosure quality? Could the suggestions from legitimacy theory explain this? 

The ethical/normative branch of stakeholder theory, another systems theory, may assist in 

understanding whether the impact of board characteristics on CSR disclosure quality is a 

response to addressing perceived concerns of a broad group of stakeholders. 

On the other hand, the managerial branch of stakeholder theory would suggest that any 

response to CSR disclosure quality responds to the more powerful stakeholder groups such as 

shareholders interest may be tied to mandatory compliance and shareholder returns. 
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Institutional theory might offer insights into CSR disclosure quality where there is industry 

pressure or coercive pressure from other institutions, such as disclosure guidelines expected to 

be met by stock exchanges. By adjusting to institutional pressure for accountability, companies 

can increase their legitimacy in the eyes of stakeholders and institutions (Gray & Wood 1991; 

Lightstone & Driscoll 2008). These issues are discussed below to assess whether systems 

theories can offer insights into the impacts of various board characteristics on results found in 

relation to CSR disclosure quality of this study. 

8.7.1 Theoretical Explanations for Board Characteristics in the Context of Australia as a 

Developed Country 

In terms of gender diversity, a strongly significant relationship between gender diversity and 

CSR Disclosure Quality was found (Table 7.2) [Pearson 0.425** sig at .01].Supporting this, 

theunivariate analysis indicated that ASX companies with ‘high CSR disclosure quality’ had 

higher gender diversity than boards with ‘low CSR disclosure quality’ (Table 7.3) [mean 

disclosure low .29, high .33 with a significant test statistic –0.043* sig at 0.01]. Finally, 

regression results also supported the association of gender diversity with CSR disclosure 

quality (Table 7.3) [2.880** sig at 0.05]. Based on the findings of this study, the results 

indicated that greater CSR disclosure quality is associated with higher levels of gender 

diversity. These results are supported by prior studies (Hafsi & Turgut 2013; Isidro & Sobral 

2015; Liao, Lin & Zhang 2018) that have found CSR disclosure quality is more likely with 

gender diversity due to female directors’ higher preferences for social and environmental 

activities and a willingness to progress this agenda. Following this perspective, more female 

directors on ASX boards may have increased decision-making capabilities, an interest in issues 

involving social and environmental impacts and be better able to consider various decision 

alternatives from the perspective of different stakeholder groups (Ayuso & Argandoña 2009; 

Katmon et al. 2019). The regression findings for gender diversity and CSR disclosure quality 

reflect the legitimacy theory perspective. Female directors have been found to lessen 

manipulation or mask information in disclosures to increase accountability to the stakeholders 

and seek legitimacy in return (Tamimi & Sebastianelli 2017; Wasiuzzaman & Wan 

Mohammad 2020). Suppose we accept that society expects higher levels of CSR disclosure 

quality, as might be implied by the increasing reference to sustainability. In that case, 

legitimacy theory may offer insights on increasing societal expectations that firms report in a 

meaningful way on CSR-related activities. Byron and Post (2016) found that female board 

members had higher social sensitivities and were more likely to be interested in addressing 
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legitimacy concerns and stakeholder accountability interests through CSR disclosure quality. 

Linked to this is stakeholder expectations that firms accept responsibility for their CSR-related 

activities and report on them (Alshbili, Elamer & Beddewela 2019). Byron and Post (2016) 

also found that female directors would generally consider a broader stakeholder view in 

decision-making and seek to increase CSR disclosure quality to respond to stakeholders’ 

accountability pressures. Stakeholder theory may offer additional insights by implying that 

reporting for and to various stakeholders beyond the ‘shareholder’ has grown in importance. 

Institutional theory focuses on CSR disclosure quality as a response to addressing pressures 

linked to various formal and informal institutions routine interests and the rules and norms of 

society or a particular industry (De Prá Carvalho et al. 2017). The board's female directors can 

be considered management’s response to normative pressures that will develop a better 

response to societal pressures for greater accountability, such as CSR disclosure quality 

(Zulkifli & Zakaria 2018). 

Regarding board independence, a positive relationship was observed between independent 

non-executive directors and CSR disclosure quality (Table 7.2) [Pearson 0.224, insignificant 

at 0.09]; further analysis found some significant association. For instance, ASX companies 

with ‘high CSR disclosure quality’ had higher board independence than boards with ‘low CSR 

disclosure quality’ (Table 7.3) (mean disclosure low at .83, and high at.86. with a significant 

test statistic –0.032** sig at 0.05]. Finally, regression results also supported the relationship of 

board independence with CSR disclosure quality (Table 7.5) [2.532* sig 0.1]. Based on the 

findings of this study, the results indicate the greater CSR disclosure quality is associated with 

higher levels of board independence. The positive and significant association of board 

independence with CSR disclosure quality in ASX companies can be understood from the joint 

perspectives of stakeholder theory (the ethical branch) and legitimacy theory. For instance, the 

independent directors have a higher preference for CSR disclosure to address the legitimacy 

concerns of broad stakeholder groups (Haniffa & Cooke 2005). This means that to seek greater 

legitimacy, independent directors on ASX boards have considered CSR disclosure quality a 

source of conformity between corporate decisions and the expectations of society (Prado-

Lorenzo & García-Sánchez 2010). In ASX companies, it is more likely that independent 

directors have supported CSR disclosure quality to address the company’s legitimacy needs 

through developing a positive image (Baalouch, Ayadi & Hussainey 2019; Said, Zainuddin & 

Haron 2009; Tran 2018). According to the stakeholder theory perspective, more independent 

directors on ASX boards have possibly increased the board’s capacity to develop an appropriate 



171 

response to the stakeholder pressure for accountability and develop high-quality CSR 

disclosure, as it reduces the information asymmetry between stakeholders and the company 

(Jizi 2017; Jizi et al. 2014). Further, from the perspective of stakeholder theory, the presence 

of both female and independent directors in ASX boards have prepared the company to better 

address the broader stakeholder expectations through CSR disclosure quality. For instance, 

increases in gender diversity and board independence provides the company with better risk 

evaluation mechanisms developed to address stakeholder pressures for accountability through 

CSR disclosure quality (Adams, Almeida & Ferreira 2005; Fernández‐Gago, Cabeza‐García & 

Nieto 2018; García-Sánchez, Gómez-Miranda, et al. 2019). 

Regarding the role of a female chairperson and CEO, there was no indication that this might 

increase CSR disclosure quality. For instance, there was a non-significant relationship between 

females at top board leadership positions and CSR disclosure quality (Table 7.2) [Pearson 

0.144 and 0.079]. The univariate analysis partially supported the correlation results, while 

indicating that ASX companies with ‘high CSR disclosure quality’ had more female 

chairpersons than companies with ‘low CSR disclosure quality’ (Table 7.3) (eight female 

chairpersons in high CSR disclosure quality cases, and only two female chairpersons in low 

CSR disclosure quality cases and significant test statistic 2.804* sig at 0.1). Similarly, there 

were more female CEOs in companies with high CSR disclosure quality compared to 

companies with low CSR disclosure quality (Table 7.3) (four female CEOs in high CSR 

disclosure quality cases, and only one female CEO in the low CSR disclosure quality case and 

insignificant test statistic 1.267). Finally, the regression results (Table 7.6) also supported the 

overall lack of association of the female chairperson and CEOs with CSR disclosure quality 

(Female chairperson 0.079 and female CEO –0.092). Based on the findings of this study, the 

results indicate that several companies where females are in top leadership positions have a 

high CSR disclosure quality; however, the overall association of female leaders either as female 

chairperson or CEO is not significant for CSR disclosure quality.  

The managerial branch perspective of stakeholder theory could be considered in understanding 

the findings of the dual role of female chairperson and female CEO. Both were found to have 

an insignificant relationship with CSR disclosure quality (see Table 7.7). For instance, female 

directors on boards were likely to change their concerns about broader stakeholder groups when 

acting as a CEO and chairperson. It is more likely that once in a leadership position, females 

become more concerned about the stakes of the powerful stakeholders. This role shift is 

supported in prior studies (Lee & James 2007; Powell & Butterfield 2002), as noticed in a 
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change of emphasis from overall stakeholders’ concerns by female directors when they were 

promoted to top leadership positions. In the case of the ASX boards, when faced with 

accountability pressures, the female chairperson and female CEO are possibly more likely to 

shift interest to mandatory compliance and shareholder returns rather than the quality of CSR 

disclosure (voluntary). However, Furlotti et al. (2019) found that the female chairperson was 

more likely to respond positively to stakeholder social and disclosure concerns than female 

CEOs. The role of the female chairperson in supporting CSR disclosure quality compared to 

the female CEO is evident in the results of the univariate analysis in Table 7.3. For example, 

there is a significant difference between companies with high and low CSR disclosure quality 

(2.804* sig at 0.1) for female chairpersons. Institutional and legitimacy theories assist in 

understanding the results given the apparent insignificant impact of the female chairperson and 

female CEO in promoting high CSR quality. For instance, from the institutional theory 

perspective, the ASX companies in this study are more likely to have some coercive and 

mimetic pressures linked to increased levels of accountability to relevant (possibly the more 

powerful stakeholders able to impact the company’s successes) stakeholders. Additionally, all 

ASX companies are expected to follow the third edition of the ASX CG Principles and 

Recommendations published in 2014 and disclose their diversity policy. Therefore, it is more 

likely these companies will respond to accountability considerations as they are required to 

develop and disclose measurable objectives for gender diversity (ASX Recommendation 1.5). 

This has led to increased gender diversity on boards and the appointment of female board CEOs 

and board chairpersons. By ‘requiring’ these changes, institutional influences impact ASX 

companies, potentially increasing their legitimacy from the perspective of related stakeholders 

and institutions (as discussed above). Despite the regression results (Table 7.7), it would seem 

likely that ASX companies appointing a female chairperson and CEO are making these senior 

appointments as a demonstration of proactive legitimacy in the eyes of the stakeholders.  

In terms of board size, there was a significant relationship between the size of the board and 

CSR disclosure quality (Table 7.2) (Pearson 0.307* sig at .05). The size of ASX boards was 

also found to be significantly linked to board independence (Pearson 0.303* sig at .05). For 

board size, partial support was found in the univariate analysis that indicated ASX companies 

with ‘high CSR disclosure quality’ had more board members than with ‘low CSR disclosure 

quality’ (Table 7.3) (mean disclosure low 8.2, high 8.7, with insignificant test statistic 0.519). 

Finally, regression results also supported the lack of influence of the size of the board on CSR 

disclosure quality (Table 7.6) (–0.025 with insignificant test statistics). Based on the findings 
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of this study, the results indicate that the size of the board has no considerable relationship to 

CSR disclosure quality when considered with the other board variables as selected in this study.  

The findings of ASX board size can be understood through stakeholder theory (the managerial 

branch), as large boards are more likely to develop issues where stakeholder accountability 

expectations are more likely to be compromised. For instance, the larger boards will more 

likely have institutional directors who place greater pressure on management to consider their 

specific interests, and boards remain more concerned for mandatory disclosure than voluntary 

CSR disclosure (Pucheta-Martínez & López-Zamora 2018). It is likely that on ASX boards, an 

increase in members can negatively affect the motivation of the board members in strategic 

decision-making and eventually have a negative effect on the CSR disclosure quality (Zaheer 

2013). Thus, from the stakeholder theory perspective, any increase in members on ASX boards 

would seem more likely to lower the responses to broader stakeholders’ concerns for CSR 

disclosure quality. The legitimacy theory and institutional theory perspectives also increase the 

understanding of the findings on board size and CSR disclosure quality. For instance, the 

increase in the size of the ASX board is more likely to result in adjusting to the ASX CG 

Principles and Recommendations 2014. ASX companies face coercive and mimetic pressures 

from the ASX and related regulatory institutions, requiring them to address concerns that can 

increase their legitimacy. It is noted that to gain legitimacy, ASX companies needed to address 

concerns linked to gender and other diversity aspects, and, as a result, these companies have 

increased the size of the board. Overall, ASX board size is more likely to be associated with 

the effectiveness and efficiency of the board, as a larger board makes the decision-making 

process slower and increases the chances of a lack of unanimity (Rao, Tilt & Lester 2012). This 

may effectively mean the ASX board is controlled by a few influential directors leading to 

negative impacts on CSR activities and disclosure quality while some directors engage in free-

riding behaviour (Ntim & Soobaroyen 2013a). 

8.7.2 Theoretical Explanations for Board Characteristics in the Context of Pakistan as a 

Developing Country 

In this section, the potential for systems theories to assist in understanding the results found for 

the PSX sample is discussed. In terms of gender diversity and board independence, there was 

no significant relationship found between female directors and independent non-executive 

directors with CSR disclosure quality (Table 7.2) (Pearson 0.31 and –0.190, both with 

insignificant association). Supporting this, the univariate analysis indicated that PSX 
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companies with ‘high CSR disclosure quality’ had no differences in gender diversity on boards 

than boards with ‘low CSR disclosure quality’ (Table 7.3) (mean disclosure low and high 0.1 

with insignificant test statistic 0.001). Also, board independence results have shown that PSX 

companies with ‘high CSR disclosure quality’ had fewer independent members on their boards 

than boards with ‘low CSR disclosure quality’ (Table 7.3) (mean disclosure low 0.33, and high 

0.31 with in significant test statistic 0.026). Finally, regression results also supported the lack 

of a significant relationship of gender diversity and board independence with CSR disclosure 

quality (Table 7.6) (0.443 and –0.395 with insignificant impact). Based on the findings of this 

study, the results indicate that gender diversity and board independence have no significant 

association with the CSR disclosure quality in Pakistan.  

To understand the findings of gender diversity and board independence in PSX companies, 

systems theories perspectives are adopted. Institutional theory and legitimacy theory can be 

adopted to understand the insignificant association between gender diversity and CSR 

disclosure quality in PSX companies. Companies in Pakistan are more likely for legitimacy 

reasons and in response to institutional pressures such as the SECP CG guidelines (2012) to 

place little emphasis on the quality of CSR disclosure, whatever the board's composition might 

be. The absence of differences concerning gender diversity between the high CSR disclosure 

quality and low CSR disclosure quality companies suggests the results may be understood from 

stakeholder theory (managerial branch) given the nature of rules placed on Pakistani 

companies. For instance, it is more likely in PSX companies that there are symbolic female 

directors in their boards, which would be a reason for an insignificant impact on CSR disclosure 

quality. For instance, Galbreath (2016) and Frias‐Aceituno, Rodriguez‐Ariza & García‐

Sánchez (2013) found female directors placed high preferences on social and environmental 

activities and expected to have greater social influence than male directors, which was not 

widespread in the PSX companies. In PSX companies, boards are dominated by male directors 

and more concerned about non-social issues and mandatory compliance linked to shareholder 

returns than the quality or quantity of CSR disclosure (voluntary). This postulates that in PSX 

companies, there is no strong stakeholder pressure for gender diversity.  

Board independence had an insignificant relationship with the CSR disclosure quality of PSX 

companies, possibly for much the same reasons as discussed above. It is noticed from the 

statistical results (Table 7.8) that the increase in independent directors on PSX boards may well 

reduce the CSR disclosure quality. Institutional theory provides an understanding of these 

results. PSX companies are more likely to respond to the institutional pressures (coercive and 



175 

mimetic pressures) of the SECP and listings requirements of stock exchanges. On average, 

there were 32% of independent and non-executive directors in PSX boards, as shown in the 

descriptive results (see Table 7.1). Independent directors of PSX companies align with the 

managerial branch of the stakeholder theory. While the independent directors in PSX 

companies appear to be concerned with broader stakeholder interests, there is a preference to 

address the interests of more powerful stakeholders, particularly the shareholders. This is 

consistent with Handajani et al. (2014), who found in responding to the requirements of capital 

markets and stock exchanges, companies increased the number of independent directors. Still, 

boards acted to protect the interests of shareholders rather than the broader group of 

stakeholders. Corporate boards in developing countries like Pakistan are found to underrate 

broader stakeholder concerns and demands. In contrast to developed countries, companies in 

developing countries face less public pressure for CSR disclosure (Ali, Frynas & Mahmood 

2017; Momin & Parker 2013). In general, companies in developing countries have more 

pressure to conform to financial and economic goals than social and environmental concerns. 

In terms of female leadership, such as a female chairperson and CEO, there was found to be an 

insignificant association between a female chairperson and CEO and CSR disclosure quality 

(Table 7.2) (Pearson –0.175, –0.142 and insignificant). Supporting this, the univariate analysis 

indicated that compared to the PSX companies with ‘low CSR disclosure quality’, other 

companies with ‘high CSR disclosure quality’ had neither female chairpersons nor female 

CEOs (Table 7.3). Finally, regression results show that under the effect of other variables such 

as gender diversity, independent directors and board size, the individual relationship between 

the female chairperson and female CEOs becomes significant in potentially lessening CSR 

disclosure quality. Interestingly, based on the findings of this study, the results indicate that 

greater CSR disclosure quality is associated with the absence of female chairpersons and CEOs. 

The significant relationship of female CEO and chairperson with CSR disclosure quality can 

be understood through a change of female roles when appointed at top leadership positions. 

There are very few females in top leadership positions in Pakistan. For instance, the descriptive 

results in Table 7.1 show only 4% of female chairpersons and 2% of female CEOs in PSX 

companies in the sample of this study, compared to 14% of female chairpersons and 6% of 

female CEOs in ASX companies. These very few females in PSX companies are more likely 

to value incongruence in their expectation linked to the CSR disclosure. Also, the significant 

relationship of these rare female leaders in board decisions can be assessed from their 

promotion in career ladders in the typically male-dominant society of Pakistan (Roomi, 
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Rehman & Henry 2018). From the perspective of institutional theory, it would be expected that 

these female leaders are more likely to face pressures to confirm prevalent values, norms and 

beliefs that can legitimate the overall governance structure relevant to the environment of a 

developing country such as Pakistan. For instance, though studies have mentioned senior 

female leaders’ preference to consider CSR matters and a more active approach in disclosure 

to stakeholders (Jiang & Akbar 2018), these are not always validated in developing country 

settings where there is a serious lack of a critical mass of females in leadership positions, such 

as on PSX boards. In this situation, ‘female’ roles do not necessarily coincide with the 

expectations of studies undertaken in developed countries; female directors and appointed 

female chairpersons adopt a male stereotype (Amorelli & García-Sánchez 2020). Stakeholder 

theory (the managerial branch) and legitimacy theory as another systems theory can increase 

our understanding of the results of the negative association between female leaders as a 

chairperson or CEO and CSR disclosure. For instance, the appointment of the female 

chairperson and CEOs in PSX companies is more likely in response to powerful stakeholders 

concerns such as the SECP and stock exchanges. Those following global trends also 

recommended that PSX companies increase gender diversity and equal employment 

opportunities. As discussed above, female leaders in top leadership positions appear to shift 

more to the dominant male position and focus on mandatory disclosure than on voluntary CSR 

disclosure, let alone on ‘quality’ concerns. From the perspective of legitimacy theory, PSX 

company’s management has more likely considered the appointment of the female chairperson 

and CEO to create a better image that can increase the legitimacy in the eyes of stakeholders, 

in particular when these companies have little interest in CSR disclosure quality. 

Regarding board size, a significant relationship between the number of board members and 

CSR disclosure quality was missing (Table 7.2) (Pearson 0.202). However, the board size 

found to have a highly significant association with the board independence (Pearson –0.308** 

significant at 0.01). Further, the univariate analysis indicated that PSX companies with ‘high 

CSR disclosure quality’ had a slightly larger board size than boards with ‘low CSR disclosure 

quality’ (Table 7.3) (mean disclosure low 8.28, high 8.77, with insignificant relation). Finally, 

regression results also supported the insignificant association of board size with CSR disclosure 

quality (Table 7.6) (0.020 insignificant at 0.45). Based on the findings of this study, the results 

indicate that greater CSR disclosure quality is associated with fewer members in the PSX 

boards. 
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To gain legitimacy, PSX companies need to address concerns linked to gender and other 

diversity aspects, as noted, and have increased board size to achieve this. This has contributed 

to issues associated with large size boards and quite possibly led to an insignificant relationship 

with CSR disclosure quality. The idea of an increase in board size is to increase the broader 

representation of various stakeholder interests. However, often many directors represent the 

interest of various financial institutions. They must meet the accountability demands of the 

shareholders rather than a broader stakeholder group, thus leading to an insignificant 

relationship with the CSR disclosure quality. Again, this is understandable in terms of the 

managerial branch of stakeholder theory. From the institutional theory perspective, the increase 

in the board size of PSX companies is more likely the result of adjusting to CG Principles and 

Recommendations such as the SECP 2012. Companies have more female and independent 

directors on the board to address accountability demands from stakeholders and institutional 

pressures like the regulatory institution and stock exchanges. This results in an overall increase 

in the size of the board (Kock, Santalo & Diestre 2012) but had no significant relationship with 

the CSR disclosure quality. 

8.7.3 Theoretical Explanations for Board Characteristics in the Context of Developed And 

Developing Country Based on Comparison of Australia and Pakistan 

There are some striking differences in the level of CSR disclosure quality between the ASX 

and PSX samples of companies. Board characteristics assist in understanding a number of these 

differences, as does the context of a developed compared to a developing country. The 

descriptive statistics of CSR disclosure quality (in Table 7.1) indicate that companies in 

Pakistan give substantially less consideration to CSR disclosure quality (mean score, 1.76) 

compared to companies in Australia (mean score, 2.97). The higher CSR disclosure in ASX 

companies would likely be influenced by gender diversity and board independence compared 

to PSX companies.  

These differences in a developed and developing country can be understood with reference to 

systems theories.For example, several prior studies (Jamali & Mirshak 2007; Mahmood & 

Humphrey 2013; Yunis, Jamali & Hashim 2018) refer to differences in the level of CSR 

awareness among stakeholders and related CSR expectations in developed and developing 

countries. In looking at the regression results of both countries, higher gender diversity and 

board independence in the ASX boards associated with CSR disclosure quality tied to the 

expectations of a wide range of stakeholder groups (the ethical branch of stakeholder theory). 
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This contrasted with a focus on the more powerful stakeholder groups, such as found in the 

case of PSX companies. On the other hand, the comparative differences found in the role of 

gender diversity and board independence for CSR disclosure quality can be understood in the 

context of institutional theory. As discussed in the context of Pakistan (in Chapter 2, Section 

2.11), a developing country has incorporated CG reforms and recommendations from the 

developed country. PSX companies have more noticeable institutional pressures through SECP 

guidelines requiring companies to have and disclose the diversity in boards. Bokhari and 

Hashmi (2016) found that although SECP had in 2012 recommended that companies have more 

female directors on boards, the role of these directors in PSX companies is still limited. It is 

manifest in this study (see Table 7.1) that there is less gender diversity on the boards of PSX 

companies. On average, there was only 10%  of female board directors on PSX companies 

compared to 30%  of female board directors on ASX companies. Therefore, in responding to 

institutional pressures such as SECP, PSX companies, although appointing female directors to 

boards, female director numbers were still low and female directors were unable to make a 

significant contribution in board decisions. This has implications in attending to a broader 

group of stakeholder interests such as CSR disclosure quality. The institutional pressure is 

prevalent in PSX companies. For instance, SECP (2019) has recently made it mandatory for 

listed companies in Pakistan to have at least one female director on their boards, after the expiry 

of the current tenure of existing boards. 

Similarly, from the legitimacy and stakeholder (managerial) theory studies’ perspectives, 

Reimann et al. (2012) and Şahin (2015) have asserted companies in developed countries will 

have a stronger need for legitimacy, as these companies encounter relatively greater pressures 

for CSR and related disclosures than companies in developing countries. Following this, PSX 

companies representing the developing country context have faced less pressure for legitimacy 

from stakeholders other than groups perceived more powerful, such as the shareholder. This 

study found gender diversity and board independence have an insignificant relationship with 

the CSR disclosure quality, as discussed above.  

The impact of other board characteristics was found to have similarities in both countries. For 

instance, from the stakeholder theory perspective, the role of chairperson and CEO in both 

countries has more support for the powerful stakeholder than broad stakeholder groups. This 

role shift is supported by prior studies (Lee & James 2007; Powell & Butterfield 2002). Studies 

have found a change in emphasis by senior female leaders when promoted to top leadership 

positions and a tendency to focus on the more ‘powerful’ stakeholders’ concerns. Similarly, 
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the managerial branch of the stakeholder theory has provided an understanding of the 

insignificant relationship of board size as found in both countries. There is a greater chance of 

the presence of the institutional or representative directors of powerful stakeholders in the large 

size boards. This results in the board having more focus on powerful stakeholders such as 

shareholders or regulators, and disclosure preference linked to the mandatory compliance and 

shareholder returns rather than the quality of voluntary CSR disclosure. In the context of both 

countries, the understanding of the results can also be enhanced by considering institutional 

theory. For example, in both countries, companies operate under formal and informal 

institutional pressures linked to impacts on CSR disclosure quality. For example, female 

chairpersons and CEOs in both countries are more likely to face conformity pressures linked 

to the predominant disclosure culture, values and norms supporting mandatory disclosure and 

defer to powerful stakeholders. Similarly, the results of both countries also suggest the presence 

of institutional pressures linked to the developed CG guidelines and recommendations, such as 

the ASX in 2014 and the PSX in 2012. 

8.8 Summary 

This chapter has discussed the CSR disclosure quality results (Chapters 6) and the relationship 

of the board characteristics to CSR disclosure quality (Chapter 7). It is related to the final stage 

(stage three) of the main research framework of this study (presented in Chapter 3), comprising 

understanding the findings of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index results. Systems theories 

(legitimacy, stakeholders and institutional) are used to increase the understanding of CSR 

disclosure quality and its relationship to board characteristics in both countries.  
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Chapter 9: Conclusion and Implications 

9.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the results of this study are summarised, and the key implications of this study 

are discussed. First, Section 9.2 provides a summary of the results found in this study. In 

Section 9.3, the contribution of the present research is described. In Section 9.4, a brief 

discussion of the implications of this research is made. Finally, in Section 9.5, limitations and 

future recommendations are considered.  

9.2 Summarising the Results Within This Study 

This section commences with a discussion of the overarching research question and then works 

through the development and application of the CSR Quality Disclosure Index and implications 

of board characteristics. 

9.2.1 Overarching Research Question 

The overarching research question in this study was:  

To what extent can the qualitative characteristics identified within the ICF 

be applied to develop an assessment of CSR disclosure quality applicable 

to both developed and developing countries? 

In addressing this research question, it was recognised that CSR disclosure remains largely 

voluntary. Still, there are concerns that it is vital to move towards a more robust and 

comprehensive disclosure framework reflecting ‘quality’. In this study, it was found that the 

qualitative characteristics identified from the ICF can be applied to develop a reliable 

assessment of CSR disclosure quality. In Chapter 3 of this study, common qualitative 

characteristics were identified from various guidelines that suggest characteristics that would 

reflect ‘quality’ in the information reported to stakeholders for decision-making purposes. For 

example, several existing disclosure frameworks have asked for similar desirable qualitative 

dimensions. These include the IASB qualitative information characteristics (relevance, 

materiality, complete, free from material error, neutral, understandability, comparability, 

faithful representation and timeliness). The GRI qualitative information characteristics 

(materiality, completeness, accuracy, balance, clarity, comparability, reliability and timeliness) 
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are similar to those recommended in the IIRC (materiality, completeness, 

reliability/completeness, conciseness, comparability and reliability). Among these reporting 

guidelines, the ICF has a long history and, while not mandatory, is commonly adopted. As a 

disclosure framework, the ICF provides the direction for commonly accepted notions of the 

quality of information. Consequently, the qualitative characteristics of ICF were adopted in 

this study as encompassing characteristics identified in various disclosure guidelines to provide 

a basis for developing a ‘quality’ disclosure index as a more reliable and direct measure of CSR 

disclosure quality. Several prior studies have recommended the qualitative characteristics 

identified in the ICF be adopted to develop a measure of quality, arguing these characteristics 

provide a more reliable basis for assessing disclosure quality (Botosan 2004; Chauvey et al. 

2015; Solomon 2000). This study followed the three-step process to develop the CSR 

Disclosure Quality Index linked to the five characteristics identified in the ICF—relevance, 

faithful representation, comparability, understandability and timeliness.  

Step 1: Development of Index Items and Evaluation Criteria. 

In the first step, to develop the required disclosure quality index, five tasks were completed. 

First, CSR disclosure themes are identified from the GRI, AA 1000 standards and prior CSR 

disclosure studies. Next, a checklist of items derived primarily from the GRI was developed 

corresponding to each disclosure theme and linked to the appropriate ICF characteristic. 

Finally, an evaluation criterion for each disclosure level in the form of a five-point Likert Scale 

was developed for each CSR disclosure theme. Suitable items were populated under each 

evaluation level to develop an initial draft of the index. 

Step 2: Refinement of Initial Draft of the Index. 

Three main tasks were completed in the second step. As prepared in step one, the initial draft 

was internally reviewed and then modified to develop a second draft of the index. This second 

draft was externally reviewed to ensure items and criteria validity by taking expert feedback 

from researchers working and publishing extensively in the CSR area. These experts were 

selected following a selection criterion, as discussed in Chapter 5.  

Step 3: Finalisation of Index. 

In final step, after taking account of the recommendations of the expert group, the final draft 

of the index was prepared. This index was applied in this study to address the requirements of 

the four sub-research questions, as discussed next. 
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The overarching research question requires applying the CSR Disclosure Quality index for the 

assessment of CSR disclosure quality and considering whether this index has applicability to 

both developed and developing countries. These concerns were addressed through further four 

supplementary questions. For application purposes, the developed CSR Disclosure Quality 

Index of this study was used to assess the quality of CSR disclosure of ASX and PSX 

companies. The process of content analysis and scoring criteria was used to assess the CSR 

disclosure quality of ASX companies within and across the sample industry groups. There are 

10 industry groups: Consumer Discretionary, Consumer Staples, Energy, Financials, Health 

Care, Industrials, Materials, Real Estate, Telecommunications and IT and Utilities, for which 

CSR disclosure 2017–2018 data was assessed for disclosure quality. The developed CSR 

Disclosure Quality Index application has provided individual assessments based on the five 

disclosure characteristics and cumulative assessment based on the Total CSRDQI score for 

each company.  

The main findings of the four supplementary research questions addressed the application and 

testing phase of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index are covered in the next section. 

9.2.2 Supplementary Questions 

Question 1. What is the level of quality of information disclosed by ASX companies, as 

measured by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index? 

The CSR disclosure quality index has assessed the CSR disclosure quality within and across 

the 10 ASX industry groups. The application of the CSR Disclosure Quality index for ASX 

companies has shown some variation in the way ASX companies have considered each of the 

five disclosure characteristics in the context of the developed CSR Disclosure Quality Index. 

The sample companies have a differing focus on the essential and enhancing disclosure 

characteristics. In the ASX sample, the five industry groups (Consumer Discretionary, 

Consumer Staples, Financials, Industrials and Materials) placed substantial emphasis on the 

relevance and faithful representation characteristics. Further, the disclosure assessment 

highlighted that companies within some industry groups have variations in CSR disclosure 

quality. One example in ASX industries is the Energy companies, where higher variation in 

relevance and faithful representation characteristics were seen. It was found that the ASX 

sample companies did not place great emphasis on the enhancing disclosure characteristics 

developed in the CSR Disclosure Quality Index. However, between the three disclosure 

enhancing characteristics, ASX companies placed the least emphasis on the understandability 
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and comparability aspects of disclosure. In the ASX sample, three industry groups (Real Estate, 

Telecommunication and IT and Utilities) were found to have low mean scores and greater 

variability between companies for the understandability and comparability characteristics.  

On the other hand, the cumulative measure of CSR disclosure quality measure developed from 

the Total CSRDQI score for each company considered the five individual disclosure 

characteristics and assists in understanding CSR disclosure quality. Based on the Total 

CSRDQI score, the ASX sample was split into the four disclosure quality categories: low 

disclosure quality, average disclosure quality, above-average disclosure quality, and high 

disclosure quality. The majority of companies (41 out of 57) were represented in the top CSR 

disclosure quality levels (above-average and high CSR disclosure quality). However, only five 

out of 41 companies were placed in the ‘high’ CSR disclosure category. Three industry groups, 

Consumer Staples, Financial and Industrials, provided a higher emphasis on CSR disclosure 

quality, as 16companies were in the above-average quality or high disclosure quality levels. In 

contrast, the Real Estate industry reflected limited attention to CSR disclosure quality with four 

out of 16 companies in the lowest-ranked companies (low and average disclosure categories). 

The CSR Disclosure Quality Index has assessed CSR disclosure quality of ASX companies in 

total, by industry and by company.  

Question 2. What is the level of quality of information disclosed by PSX companies, as 

measured by the CSR Disclosure Quality Index? 

The CSR disclosure quality index was applied to assess CSR disclosure quality within and 

across 10 PSX industry groups sampled. The application of the CSR Disclosure Quality index 

for PSX companies found greater, although similar, variations to the ASX companies across 

the five disclosure characteristics. In considering the essential disclosure characteristics, the 

main observation is that the PSX companies placed greater emphasis on the relevance 

characteristics compared to faithful representation. Regarding the enhancing characteristics, 

PSX companies place more emphasis on timeliness compared to understandability and 

comparability, and on comparability compared to understandability.  

From the industry perspective, as with the ASX companies, the results highlight differences 

between industry groups in the quality of CSR disclosure. Higher emphasis on relevance and 

faithful representation was found in PSX companies belonging to the Energy, Materials and 

Health Care industry groups. In contrast, all these industry groups show a variation in the 

emphasis placed on the enhancing characteristics. Understandability and comparability were 
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emphasised more in the Energy and Materials industry group, whereas timeliness was 

emphasised less only in Energy companies. In other industries, PSX companies in the Real 

Estate group in general, and Telecommunication and IT in particular, were found to have the 

lowest mean disclosure scores across all five disclosure characteristics. Companies in the 

Consumer Staples industry placed less emphasis on the relevance aspect of disclosure, whereas 

companies in the Industrials group placed less emphasis on faithful representation. Consumer 

Discretionary and Utility companies placed more emphasis on relevance and timeliness 

characteristics, whereas companies in the Financials industry placed more emphasis on 

timeliness.  

The assessment of CSR disclosure in terms of the cumulative characteristics indicated PSX 

companies had a low Total CSRDQI score. In Pakistan, overall, there was minimal 

consideration given to CSR disclosure quality (82 of the 94 sampled PSX companies were in 

the average disclosure quality category). Consistent with the results found for individual 

disclosure characteristics, companies in Materials and Energy provided the highest disclosure 

quality. While other industries placed some attention on CSR disclosure quality, 

Telecommunication and IT and Real Estate gave the least consideration to CSR disclosure 

quality. 

The CSR Disclosure Quality Index has provided an assessment of CSR disclosure quality of 

PSX companies in total, by industry and by company.  

Question 3. Are there differences in CSR disclosure quality between ASX and PSX 

sample? 

A comparison between ASX and PSX company CSR disclosures identifies differences in CSR 

disclosure quality between the two samples. The assessment based on the mean score and 

standard deviation of individual characteristics found a number of differences between the 

ASX and PSX samples in disclosure quality. For instance, the mean score (2.97) for all 

characteristics in ASX companies was higher than for PSX companies (1.76). There was also 

a greater variation between ASX companies (0.67) compared to PSX companies (0.44). This 

indicates that, on average, for ASX companies, there were more CSR disclosures (of quality) 

with less variation between industries and companies than in the PSX sample. For instance, for 

individual characteristics, ASX companies were found to consider both essential 

characteristics. ASX companies focused more on relevance and faithful representation 

characteristics compared to PSX companies. This is evident from the lowest mean disclosure 
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score of the relevance characteristic in the ASX sample (Real Estate, 12.23), which was slightly 

less than the highest mean disclosure score of the PSX sample (Energy, 13.30). On the other 

hand, the level of faithful representation was highly emphasised in the CSR disclosure of the 

ASX sample compared to the PSX sample. For instance, the lowest mean disclosure score of 

faithful representation of the ASX sample (Health Care, 3.5) was greater than the highest mean 

disclosure score of the comparable PSX sample (Health Care, 2.5). Further, several companies 

provided disclosures on CSR assurance in addition to disclosures of unfavourable information 

compared to PSX companies that stressed only favourable information. 

The focus of the ASX sample is similar to PSX companies in terms of the enhancing 

characteristics, which were lower than for the essential characteristics. For instance, similar to 

the PSX sample, the ASX sample focused less on the understandability characteristic. 

However, disclosure by PSX companies was much lower than ASX companies. For example, 

the lowest mean disclosure score of understandability characteristics of an ASX industry 

(Utilities, 2.33) was greater than the highest mean disclosure score of a PSX industry (Energy 

1.64). Similar to understandability, some industries in both countries gave lesser emphasis to 

the comparability aspect of disclosure. Although the variation between the PSX companies was 

lower than ASX companies, the overall comparability aspect of the ASX companies was better 

than the PSX sample. For example, the mean disclosure score on comparability of the top four 

ASX industries (Consumer Staples, Financials, Industrials and Material) was above five, while 

no PSX industry attained a mean disclosure score of 5. In the case of the timeliness 

characteristic of CSR disclosure, the results did not provide any significant differences between 

the ASX and PSX companies. The overall disclosure quality of the timeliness aspect of PSX 

companies was a little better than ASX companies. There was a low variation in the timeliness 

aspect of the CSR disclosure quality in the PSX sample compared to the ASX sample. In 

considering these differences, there were also some similarities in other enhancing 

characteristics of both samples. For instance, in both countries, the Consumer Staples, 

Industrials, Materials and Energy industry groups were found to consider comparability more 

highly. In contrast, the CSR disclosures of Real Estate, Telecommunication and IT and Utilities 

were found to be lower on the understandability characteristic.  

In sum, in both countries, the CSR disclosure quality of the Industrials, Financials and 

Materials industries indicated no substantial differences between the two samples. In contrast, 

the disclosure quality of four industry groups, Consumer Staples, Consumer Discretionary, 

Energy and Real Estate, suggests more substantial differences between Australia and Pakistan. 
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Question 4. Do we find that board characteristics such as gender diversity, independence, 

board size and presence of a female chairperson or/and female CEO are associated with 

CSR disclosure quality? 

The impact of boards on the CSR disclosure quality is assessed through a number of 

characteristics of the board (gender diversity, independence, board size, presence of a female 

chairperson or/and female CEO). The results of each board characteristics concerning both 

samples are presented below.  

1) Gender Diversity 

In board characteristics, the relationship of gender diversity to CSR disclosure quality indicated 

differences between the two samples. Gender diversity was found to have a significant 

association (at the 5% level) with CSR disclosure quality in the ASX sample. However, no 

association was found in the case of the PSX sample. The univariate analysis, as well as the 

multivariate results, supported the findings of both countries. For instance, the insignificant 

relationship of gender diversity in PSX companies was shown in univariate analysis where 

PSX companies with ‘high CSR disclosure quality’ were not different on gender diversity to 

companies with ‘low CSR disclosure quality’. Board gender diversity levels between the two 

countries can be considered one of the possible reasons for the differences in the relationship 

to CSR disclosure quality. It was found that, on average, 31% of directors on ASX were female 

compared to 10%  in the PSX sample. Therefore, in conclusion, the gender diversity of boards 

has a more visible association with the CSR disclosure quality in Australia than in Pakistan.  

2) Board Independence 

The association of board independence was found to be more significant in the ASX sample 

than the PSX sample. In the case of ASX companies, board independence found a positive 

relationship between independent non-executive directors and CSR disclosure quality. Though 

the association of board independence was lower (significant at 10% level) than the gender 

diversity (significant at 5%), the ASX findings were supported by the univariate analysis and 

multivariate analysis results. On the other hand, an insignificant relationship with board 

independence on the CSR disclosure quality of PSX companies is found. On average, in the 

PSX sample, only 32% were independent and non-executive directors compared to 85 % of 

independent and non-executive directors in the ASX sample. Therefore, in conclusion, board 

independence is likely to be associated with CSR disclosure quality in Australia only.  
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3) Female Chairperson and CEO 

Concerning the role of a female chairperson and CEO, there was no indication that this might 

increase the CSR disclosure quality in either sample. Based on this study's findings, the ASX 

sample results indicate that a number of companies where females are in top leadership 

positions have high CSR disclosure quality. However, the overall association of female leaders, 

either as female chairperson and CEO, is not significant for CSR disclosure quality. 

Nevertheless, in the case of the PSX sample, the companies with ‘high CSR disclosure quality’ 

did not have female CEO and chairperson. Overall, in PSX companies, the female chairperson 

and female CEOs were found to potentially have a significant association in lessening CSR 

disclosure quality. A female chairperson and CEO were likely to change concerns in terms of 

broader stakeholder groups in both countries. 

4) Board Size 

Regarding the size of the board, there was no indication that this might result in an increase in 

the CSR disclosure quality in either sample. Board size had no relationship with CSR disclosure 

quality in either ASX or PSX companies. It is possible that problems associated with decision-

making in the larger boards may reduce attention to CSR disclosure quality. The results for 

board size indicated that greater CSR disclosure quality is associated with fewer members on 

the board. 

9.2.3 System Theories to Understand the Implication of the CSR Disclosure Quality and 

Board Characteristics in Australia and Pakistan 

Results from the above research questions aligned to the main research framework and used to 

develop and test a CSR Disclosure Quality Index that adopted the ICF essential and enhancing 

characteristics were also explored through system theories (legitimacy, stakeholder and 

institutional theory). These theories increased understanding of CSR disclosure quality results 

and the impact of board characteristics linked to the contexts of developed and developing 

countries. The variations of CSR disclosure quality in companies and across industries in both 

samples were explored. Systems theories offered a way to understand why, for example, PSX 

companies were found to have less CSR disclosure quality compared to ASX companies. These 

theories were focused on organisational legitimacy needs, pressure from stakeholder groups, 

the regulatory environment in general or specific to an industry, and/or the attitude of 

management. They provided various suggestions to understand the similarities and differences 

found in the CSR disclosure quality of both samples.  
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9.3 Contribution of the Study 

9.3.1 To Existing Research 

The present study identifies and responds to a number of limitations identified in previous CSR 

disclosure research. One limitation of prior studies is concerning the approach and method 

employed when analysing the CSR disclosure quality (Adams 2004; Dando & Swift 2003; 

Hąbek & Wolniak 2016; Husillos, González & Gil 2011; Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015). 

This is discussed in detail in Chapter 2; under the research gap (Section 2.8), prior studies have 

mostly focused on disclosure quantity and rarely on disclosure quality. The present study has 

contributed to reducing this gap and identifying an approach to exploring CSR disclosure 

quality. Within this study, a Disclosure Quality Index based on qualitative characteristics 

identified in the ICF was developed. This index was also tested within this study, as was the 

impact of a number of board characteristics on CSR quality disclosure in the context of a 

developed and developing country. 

Another limitation of previous CSR disclosure studies, particularly those focused on disclosure 

quality, has focused on the single country perspective. To address this limitation, this study has 

considered a developed (Australia) to developing (Pakistan) country and compared the two. 

Further, the present study has contributed to board diversity studies.Rao and Tilt (2016a) 

mentioned that prior studies had discussed the impact of board characteristics on corporate 

financial performance; there has been a limited number of studies to assess the impact of board 

diversity with CSR disclosure in general. Therefore, this study has addressed the research gap 

on disclosure quality. Also, most prior studies incorporating board characteristic studies have 

considered the individual country perspective, while this study has contributed to a multi-

country and comparative perspective in the context of Australia and Pakistan. 

9.3.2 To CSR Disclosure Frameworks 

Most of the previous studies have focused more on CSR disclosure quantity or have assessed 

quality through proxy-based approaches, such as GRI adoption or third-party assurance. 

However, this study has addressed CSR disclosure quality through a more systematic 

assessment approach by developing a comprehensive disclosure quality index. Therefore, to 

assess the CSR disclosure quality, this study has considered multiple disclosure characteristics 

based on the qualitative essential and enhancing characteristics within the ICF.  
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In contrast to prior CSR disclosure studies, based on earlier versions of the GRI or other 

reporting guidelines, this study has used the most recent frameworks, including GRI G4 

Guidelines and GRI Standards, to develop the disclosure items for the disclosure quality.  

9.4 Implications of the Findings 

The results of this study provide interesting insights applicable both to practice and research. 

For practice, results for CSR disclosure quality and its relationship with board characteristics 

are relevant for profit-sector companies in developed and developing countries, given that the 

sample of the companies has not included the not-for-profit organisations in Australia and 

Pakistan. The results can contribute to policy development in identifying appropriate CSR 

quality disclosure measures in both developed and developing countries. The results can also 

guide key decision-makers within companies who may be under pressure from stakeholders to 

enhance the quality of CSR disclosure. García‐Sánchez et al. (2019) suggest that implications 

of studies, such as this academic research, provide support for CSR disclosure and assurance 

practices, create benefits to society, improve transparency, and reduce constraints in seeking 

capital.  

At a practical level, this study identified industries where CSR disclosure quality was quite low 

and from a legitimacy perspective should be improved. Disclosures in the Real Estate and 

Telecommunication and IT sectors in both countries were found to rate quite low in overall 

CSR disclosure quality. Further research should explore whether those industry groups 

exhibiting less CSR disclosure pressure should review their approach given the increased 

pressure on accountability and transparency. 

Finally, this study offered insights into quality assessment issues and approaches adopted in 

CSR disclosure (and quality). Introducing a comprehensive assessment of CSR disclosure 

quality, in the form of the CSR Disclosure Quality Index, has the potential to make a valuable 

contribution. Further testing and development would seem to be a worthy direction. The results 

also offered insights into how systems theories may enhance our understanding and set a 

direction for CSR disclosure research. For instance, to increase CSR disclosure quality, the 

institutional isomorphic pressures were more prevalent in the developing country’s companies 

compared to the developed country, calling for researchers’ attention to explore a comparative 

perspective on mimetic and normative aspects of institutional pressure. Further, board diversity 

in general and gender diversity, in particular, have become contentious research issues in CG, 

part of which being the quality of disclosures made to stakeholders. The current study explored 
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a number of board characteristics (gender diversity, board independence, female chairperson 

and CEO, board size), providing a perspective in the context of a developed and developing 

country. These board characteristics appear to have some role in the differences in CSR 

disclosure quality found in both samples to varying degrees. The findings provide implications 

for the board processes and mechanisms suggested to increase the quality of CG. 

9.5 Limitations and Recommendation for Future Studies 

There were a number of limitations to consider in this study. One limitation was the sample 

size, as in this study, the primary focus was to develop a CSR Disclosure Quality Index and 

assess its functionality. Secondly, the study was limited to one developed country (Australia) 

and one developing country (Pakistan), having implications for the generalisability of the 

results. Future research should explore the index in the context of additional countries and 

companies. Third, this study was undertaken for a limited period, and across time, CSR 

disclosures change, as does emphasising the type of disclosures stakeholders focus on. 

Therefore, future research should consider any changes in CSR disclosure (and implications 

for quality) across time. Fourth, future research should explore other reporting mechanisms 

such as websites and sustainability reports (as they become increasingly available in 

developing countries) in assessing the quality of CSR disclosure in addition to annual reports. 

Finally, the CSR Disclosure Index requires further rigorous testing and benchmarking to 

increase the Index’s quality and ensure that it is fit for purpose. 

9.6 Summary 

This chapter brings together the intent of this study and briefly provides an overview of the 

results. The results suggest that the CSR Quality Disclosure Index is a viable tool to analyse 

the reporting practices of countries in both developed and developing countries. The research 

contribution, limitations and recommendation for future research are considered. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Literature on the relationship between CG, board characteristics and CSR 

    Study The main purpose of the study Country/ 

Context 

Method and the 

nature of the 

study 

Main findings 

Wise and Ali (2008) To access the practical implication of CG and CSR 

relationship. 

Bangladesh Case studies and 

qualitative 

Positive relationship between CG and CSR. Organizational leadership 

needed to install and operationalize CG processes. The CG and CSR 

disclosure should be enforced and aligned with international best practices. 

Hazlett et al (2007) 

 

To find if CSR excellence linked with CG.  Global Theoretical case Positive relationship as CG can bring quality in CSR. 

Kemp (2011) 

 

To evaluate board of directors’ role in CSR.  Australia Interviews and 

qualitative  

Positive and board have an important role in CSR.  

Ayuso and Argandoña 

(2009) 

To find if directors representing diverse 

stakeholders promote CSR. 

Global Review of research 

and qualitative 

Positive as diverse stakeholders’  focus of director will promote CSR 

activities within the firm. 

Kakabadse (2007) To find board perspectives for CSR. Global Theoretical case 

and qualitative 

Board considers CSR as an important agenda. 

Bear, Rahman and Post 

(2010) 

To find effect of board resource diversity, gender 

composition on CSR ratings.  

Global Regression and 

quantitative 

Positive relationship of female participation and CEO duality with CSR. 

Jo and Harjoto (2012) 

and Jo and Harjoto 

(2011) 

 

To find effect of quality of CG system (ownership 

structure, board independence) and board 

leadership on CSR involvement. 

Global KLD data, 

Regression (OLS), 

and quantitative 

Positive influence of CG on CSR. Internal CSR (employees, product) 

enhancement have more effect than external CSR (community and 

environment). CEO duality have no impact on CSR. Board independence 

and size is positively related. 

De Graaf and 

Herkströter (2007) 

To explore if governance structure focus on the 

corporate social performance.  

Netherland Theoretical 

analysis 

Positive relationship as CG have capacity to influence corporate social 

performance. 



192 

Hemingway and 

Maclagan (2004) 

To find if the adoption and implementation of CSR 

have any relationship with the individual ’ s 

personal values. 

Global Theoretical 

analysis and 

qualitative 

Positive as personal values of individual drives CSR mechanisms. 

Hung (2011) To find the relationship of various directors’ role 

and their perception of concern for CSR. 

Hong Kong Questionnaire and 

quantitative 

Positive as with increase in concern for stakeholders also rise their CSR role 

perception. 

Bernardi and Threadgill 

(2011) 

To determine whether organizations with a greater 

percentage of female directors are more socially 

responsible. 

Global Regression and 

quantitative 

Positive relationship between gender diversity and CSR behaviours of 

philanthropy and employee charitable giving, community contributions.  

Boulouta (2013) To explore if female directors have an impact on 

social performance. 

Global Regression and 

quantitative 

Positive as female members of board have significant impact on corporate 

social performance. The board independence has found no relationship with 

social performance.  

Huang (2010) To find if CG have impact on social performance 

of the firm 

Taiwan Regression and 

quantitative 

Independent outside directors have a significant positive influence on 

corporate financial and social performance 

Hafsi and Turgut (2013) To find if overall board diversity has a relationship 

with corporate social performance. 

Global Regression and 

quantitative 

Positive and significant correlation between gender diversity and corporate 

social performance. No relationship between other board attributes 

(independence, duality etc.). No relationship between CEO duality, board 

size, and CSP. 

Webb (2004) To inspects the structure of the board at socially 

responsible (SR) companies. 

US Regression and 

quantitative 

Positive as socially responsible forms have more non-executive and female 

directors than non-SR firms. The CEO duality found negatively link with 

socially responsible firms. 

Knudsen, Geisler and 

Ege (2013) 

To find if boards CSR views’  and explore if 

board skills, mindset, and compensation are linked 

with CSR. 

Denmark Interviews, 

qualitative and 

quantitative  

Negative relationship as director think CSR as a cost, board have limited 

idea about CSR and reward system is not with directors’ CSR related 

performance objectives. 

Setó‐Pamies (2015) To find implications of gender diversity on CSR 

 

Global Regression and 

quantitative 

Board gender diversity has a positive influence on CSR. 

Christy, Alison and 

Alicia (2016) 

To investigate the influence female leaders on 

environmental strategies 

Global Regression and 

quantitative 

Positive relationship as gender diverse board companies are performing 

better than others on environmental friendliness.   
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Zhang, Zhu and Ding 

(2013) 

To find board compositions (gender diversity and 

non-executive directors) linked with CSR 

performance 

US Regression and 

quantitative 

Positive relationship of CSR performance with gender diversity and 

independence with non-executive directors 

Williams (2003) To examine CSR and philanthropy have any 

relationship with gender diversity of board  

Global Regression and 

quantitative 

Positive relationship of presence of gender diversity and CSR (philanthropy) 

in area of community services 

Galbreath (2010) To find impact of Board structure (size, gender, 

non-executive, CEO duality on environmental 

performance. 

Global  Regression and 

quantitative 

Non-US companies have better governance performance.  

Negative relationship with CEO duality and board composition with non-

executive directors and environmental performance. 
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Appendix 2: Global studies focusing on the relationship between CSR disclosure and board characteristics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Study Country Sample Size 
Dependent 

Variable 

Independent 

Variable 
Method Time Resource Analysis Results 

Fernandez, 

Romero and 

Ruiz (2014) 

Global (22 

countries) 

G250 and 100 

largest companies 

by revenue in 22 

countries  

the relationship 

between board 

gender 

composition and 

CSR 

reporting 

CSRD level and 

credibility 

Gender 

composition of 

board  

 

Disclosure 

Index 

2008 

KPMG 

Survey of 

CSRR 2008 

Factor analysis, 

Pearson correlations, 

and regression 

+ve and significant relationship between gender board 

composition with gender gap, level of disclosure and the 

quantity of CSR disclosures have significant relationship 

Amran, Lee 

and Devi 

(2014) 

Asia-Pacific 
12 countries 

113 companies 

Quality of 

sustainability 

reporting  

Composition of 

board, CSR 

committee 

Disclosure 

Index 

1 year 

2010 

Annual and 

CSR reports 

cross-sections, 

regression, and 

correlations 

No significant effect of gender, independence, board size 

and non-executives on quality of CSR  

+ve with CSR Committee 

Prado-

Lorenzo & 

Garcia-

Sanchez 

(2010) 

Global 283 companies 
Environmental 

disclosures 

Board diversity 

and independence 

Disclosure 

Index 
2007 Survey Regression analysis 

No relationship as board are more focused for 

shareholders rather than stakeholders 

Frias, Lazaro 

and Garcia 

(2012) 

15 countries 

568 non-financial 

companies 

 

Voluntary 

integrated 

Reporting (CSR 

and financial)  

Board 

characteristics 

Binary 

variable 

2008 to 

2010 

Compustat 

database 
Regression analysis 

Gender diversity and board size has found an effect on 

development of integrated and CSR related disclosures 

information 
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Appendix 3: The developed countries studies on CG, board characteristics and CSR disclosure 

Study Country Sample size 
Dependent 

variable 

Independent 

variable 
Method 

Quantity, 

quality of 

disclosure 

Time 

frame 
Unit of analysis Analysis Main results 

Rao and Tilt  

(2016b) 
Australia 150 firms 

Corporate Social 

Responsibility 

Disclosure 

board independence,  

tenure, multiple 

directorships, gender 

diversity  

Index quantity 
3 years:     

2009-11 
annual reports 

regression 

analysis  

All have positive impact 

except board tenure, no 

significant link with non-

executive directors 

Giannarakis 

(2014) 
USA 

366 fortune 

list of 2011 

Extent of CSR 

disclosure 

CEO duality, board size, 

community influential 

members etc. 

score from 

Bloomberg 
quantity 

1 year:    

2011 
Non index 

multiple 

regression 

analysis  

Board size is significant and 

positive, CEO duality 

negative 

Rao, Tilt and 

Lester (2012) 
Australia 96 listed  

Environmental 

corporate social 

responsibility 

board independence, 

ownership 

concentration, board 

size and female 

directors 

Index quantity 
1 year:       

2008 
annual reports 

OLS 

regression 

Strong positive link in extent 

of environmental disclosures 

and the proportion of 

independent and female 

directors 

Post, Rahman and 

Rubow (2011) 
USA 78 US firms 

Environmental 

corporate social 

responsibility, etc. 

Directors 

insider/outsider 

status, gender, age, 

and education  

3 items 26 

categories 
quantity 

1 year:      

2006 

annual 

reports, corporate 

environmental 

reports, corporate 

websites, and 

government  

websites 

Pearson 

Correlation 

OLS 

Regression 

Greater proportion of outside 

directors, three or more 

female member board 

positively related with ECSR 

disclosures and higher KLD 

strengths score 
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Hassan (2010) UK 

317 UK 

companies in 

2005 and 327 

in 2006 

Environmental 

corporate social 

responsibility 

corporate and corporate 

governance (board size, 

composition etc.) 

characterises 

Index 
quantity & 

quality 

2 years:       

2005 & 

2006 

Annual reports and 

CSR 

Correlation 

Analysis 

OLS 

Regression 

Quantity of corporate social 

disclosure is creating more 

+ve impact than quality of SD 

on corporate size, industry, 

media pressure, board size, 

corporate social responsibility 

committee and ownership 

Lim, Matolcsy and 

Chow (2007) 
Australia 

consistent top 

500 ranked 

181 

companies 

(excluding 

financials, 

trusts, and 

mining) 

Voluntary 

Disclosure Index 

board composition and 

independence etc. 

 Total 

Voluntary 

Disclosure 

Index based on 

67 items 

quantity 

3 years:     

1999 to 

2001 

annual reports 

multivariate 

analysis & 

two-stage 

least squares 

regression  

Positive and significant 

relationship of CG and 

disclosure, structure has no 

relationship with categories 

(financial and nonfinancial) 

Mallin, Michelon 

and Raggi (2013) 
US 

100 

companies 

Social and 

environmental 

disclosure 

Characteristics of CG 

(monitoring and 

stakeholder) system 

CSR score 
Extent and 

quality 

2005 to 

2007 
KLD database 

Regression 

analysis 

CEO duality and board 

independence have significant 

positive impact on SED.  

Stakeholder CG is positively 

relating with CSP and SED 

disclosure.  

-ve relationship of monitoring 

intensity of CG and CSP. The 

product dimension of CSP is 

positively while people is 

negatively associated with 

extent and quality of SED. 

Jizi et al. (2014) US 
107 listed 

national banks 
CSR disclosure CG characteristics 

Disclosure 

Index 
quality 

2009 to 

2011 
Annual reports 

Regression 

analysis 

Positive relationship of board 

independence, size and CEO 

duality with CSR disclosure. 
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Liao, Luo and 

Tang (2015) 
UK 

329 largest 

firms 

voluntary 

environmental 

disclosure 

Board (gender, 

independence and size) 

Carbon 

Disclosure 

Leadership 

Index 

quantity 2011 Data bases  
Regression 

  

Board gender diversity and 

independence have significant 

and positive impact 

Rupley, Brown 

and Marshall 

(2012) 

US 
127 

companies 

quality of 

environmental 

disclosure 

board characteristics 

Disclosure 

Index based on 

GRI 

Quality 

3 years 

(2000,2

003,200

5) 

Annual and CSR 

reports 

Regression 

 

Positive relationship of board 

independence and gender 

diversity. CEO duality no 

important impact. 

Giannarakis, 

Konteos and 

Sariannidis (2014) 

US 
100 

companies 

extent of CSR 

disclosure 

CG and financial 

characteristics 
ESG score 

Quantity 

(extent) 

2009 to 

2012 

Bloomberg 

database 

Regression 

 

No significant relationship of 

board gender diversity and 

CEO duality 
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Appendix 4: The developing countries studies on CG, board characteristics and CSR disclosure 

Study Country Sample size 
Dependent 

variable 

Independent 

variable 
Method 

Quantity, 

quality of 

disclosure 

Time 

frame 

Unit of 

analysis 
Analysis Main results 

Yusoff et al. 

(2016b) 
Malaysia 

85 non-

financial 

CSR 

disclosure 

gender, size, 

independence, 

and meetings 

index Quantity 

3 

years:2011-

2013 

annual 

reports 
Regression 

More emphasis on workplace than community, 

significant relationship between board 

independence with community while board size is 

more linked with workplace and environment 

related disclosures. 

Majeed, 

Aziz & 

Saleem 

(2015) 

Pakistan 

100 listed on 

the Karachi 

Stock 

Exchange 

(CSR) 

disclosure 

board size, 

independent 

directors, 

foreign 

nationalities and 

gender,  

ownership 

concentration, 

institutional 

ownership, 

40 CSR 

disclosure 

items 

Quantity 
5 years= 

2007–2011 

Annual 

reports 

multiple 

regression 

CSR reporting by Pakistani 

companies are rather moderate, positive and 

significant impact from board size, institutions 

ownership, ownership concentration and firm size 

on CSR reporting, but negative with gender and 

foreign directors 

Sharif and 

Rashid 

(2014) 

Pakistan 
22 banks 

only 

CSRD (seven 

major 

categories of 

CSR 

reporting) 

CG (foreign and 

non-executive 

dire 

CSRR index 

Extent of 

CSR 

disclosure 

5 years:  

2005-2010 

annual 

reports 
regression 

Non-executive positive while foreign no 

relationship. 

Janggu et al. 

(2014) 
Malaysia 100 

sustainability 

disclosure 

board related 

(size, 

independence, 

professionalism, 

designation, 

foreign 

index 

quality and 

quantity # of 

sentences 

and 6-point 

Likert scale 

1 year: 

2010 

annual 

reports 

Structural 

Equation 

Modelling 

technique 

of Partial 

Least 

Squares.  

Board size had a strongest and significant, negative 

board independence  
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Shamil et al. 

(2014) 
Sri Lanka 148 CSR 

board size, 

independence, 

dual leadership, 

gender and 

ethnic diversity 

sustainability 

disclosure  

Not 

applicable 

1 year: 

2012 

annual 

reports 

hierarchica

l binary 

logistic 

regression 

Board size and CEO duality positively while no 

significant relationship between gender diversity, 

board independence, and ethnic directors.  

Khan, 

Muttakin 

and Siddiqui 

(2013) 

Banglades

h 
116 

level of CSR 

disclosure 

managerial, 

public & foreign 

ownerships, 

board 

independence, 

CEO duality 

and audit 

committee 

CSR 

Disclosure 

Index on 20 

items 

Quantity 

5 

year=2005-

09 

annual 

reports 

regression 

& 

Cronbach’

s 

coefficient 

alpha to 

check 

internal 

consistenc

y of index 

Negative relationship with CEO duality while 

board independence has positive relationship. 

Ho & 

Taylor 

(2013) 

Malaysia 

20 each 5 

industry 

(consumer, 

trading, 

industrial, 

plantation, 

and 

construction) 

Voluntary 

13 attributes 

from CG 

guidelines equal 

weighed consist 

of board 

attributes as 

well 

Disclosure 

Index on 85 

items 

Extent of 

voluntary 

disclosure 

1996 base 

with 2001 

& 2006 

annual 

reports 

multiple 

linear 

regression 

model is 

applied 

and cross 

sections  

Positive and significant relationship of CG and 

disclosure (corporate and strategic communication, 

financial & capitals, forward looking & CSR) 

Said, Omar 

& Abdullah 

(2013) 

Malaysia 120 

Environmental 

disclosure 

board related 

characteristics 

(board size, 

board 

independence, 

and Chairperson 

independence 

Environment 

index=11 

categorises 

and total of 58   

level of 

Environment 

1 year: 

2009 

annual 

reports 

Hierarchic

al and 

multiple 

regression 

analysis  

Independent non-executive Chairperson is 

positively and significantly related, Board size, 

CEO’s age, gender diversity, Chairperson and 

director’s education no relation 

Ntim and 

Soobaroyen 

(2013a) 

South 

Africa 

402 listed 

companies 

CSR 

disclosure 

Board diversity, 

non-executive 

directors, CEO 

duality, board , 

size 

Disclosure 

Index (Word 

count) 

Quantity 

Extent of 

CSR 

2003 to 

2009 

 

Annual and 

CSR reports 

Descriptiv

e statistics 

and 

regression 

Analysis 

Positive relationship between board diversity 

(education, age, ethnic, nationality), non-

executives, board size to the extent of disclosures 

Gender diversity and CEO duality insignificant 

relationship  
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Ntim and 

Soobaroyen 

(2013c) 

South 

Africa 

291 non-

financial 

companies 

Extent of CSR 

disclosure and  

Corporate 

financial 

performance 

Board diversity, 

independence, 

size ownership 

structure (CG 

disclosures 

index) 

CSR index 

(word count) 
quantity 

2002 to 

2009 

Annual and 

CSR reports 

Regression 

analysis 

No significant relationship of CSR alone. The 

combination of CSR and CG has more impact on 

financial performance of firm 

CG positively affects the CSR-CFP relationship. 

Positive effect of Board size with CSR disclosure 

Haniffa and 

Cooke 

(2005) 

Malaysia 

160 

nonfinancial 

companies 

 

CSR 

disclosure 

Board 

composition and 

culture variables 

Questionnaire,  

word count 

and CSR 

index score 

Extent of 

CSR (items 

and number 

of words) 

1996 and 

2002 

Annual 

reports 

Regression 

analysis 

Negative relationship with board composition 

through non-executive directors while positive with 

CEO duality 

Barako and 

Brown 

(2008) 

Kenya 
40 banks 

 

CSR 

disclosure 

Board gender 

diversity and 

independence  

Unweighted  
Disclosure 

Index 

Quantity 1 year 
Annual 

reports 

Regression 

 

Board gender diversity and independence 

positively related with CSR disclosure 

Htay et al. 

(2012) 
Malaysia 

12 banking 

companies 

corporate 

environmental 

disclosure 

Board 

composition, 

leadership 

structure and 

size  

Questionnaire 

and Weighted  
Disclosure 

Index 

Quantity 
1996 to 

2005 

Annual 

reports 

Regression 

 

Positive of environmental disclosure with board 

size and independence 

(Said, 

Zainuddin 

& Haron 

2009) 

Malaysia 
150 

nonfinancial  

CSR 

disclosure 

CG and board 

characteristic 

CSR  
Disclosure 

Index 

Quantity 

(extent) 

1 year 

(2006) 

Annual   

report and 

website data 

Regression 
No relationship between board size, independence 

and CEO duality 

Khan (2010) 

30 listed 

Banglades

h 

Commercial 

banks 

CSR 

disclosure 

CG attributes 

(non-executive 

and female 

directors) 

CSR 

disclosure 

Quantity 

(items and 

length) 

2007 and 

2008 

Annual 

reports 
Regression 

Weak relationship of gender diversity while 

significant relationship with non-executives   

Van Staden 

& Chen 

(2010) 

China 

2152 

Non-

financial 

companies  

Quality of 

Environmental 

disclosure 

CG variables 

(independent 

directors) 

Sub item 

scoring 

method 

quality 
2002 to 

2006 

Annual 

reports 
Regression 

Board independence is positively related with 

environmental information disclosure 
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Appendix 5: The cross-countries studies on CG, board characteristics and CSR disclosure 

 

Study Countries Sample size 
Dependent 

variable 

Independent 

variable 
Method 

Quantity, 

quality of 

disclosure 

Time frame 
Unit of 

analysis 
Analysis Main results 

Michelon and 

Parbonetti (2012) 
USA and Europe 

114 companies 

(Dow Jones Sustainability 

and global Index) 

CSR disclosure 
board 

characteristics 
GRI based Content analysis  Quantity 1 year 

Annual and 

CSR 

reports,   

Correlation and 

regressions 

Negative relationship between board composition, CEO duality and 

CSR disclosure policies in USA and Europe.  The relationship between 

CSR director and committee with social disclosure had found 

insignificant relationship.   

Branco et al. (2014) Sweden and Spain 56 companies 

CSR communication 

and prominence in 

web-based disclosure 

Company and 

industry 

characteristics  

CSR Disclosure Index Quantity 1 year Web sites 
Descriptive and 

regression 

Some relation with country of origin. Swedish companies overall do 

more disclosure while Spanish companies more emphasis on social 

disclosure category  

Illia et al. (2012) 

7 EU countries (Denmark, 

France, Greece, Italy, 

Spain, Switzerland, UK)  

251 companies  

Cross national or 

global tendency of 

CSR disclosure 

Geographical 

boundaries 

Disclosure Index and 69 

interviews 
Quantity 1 year 

Social 

reports, 

CSR, social 

advertising, 

blogs 

Descriptive and chi 

square analysis 

The companies from UK, Italy, Spain and France have higher disclosure 

than Denmark and Switzerland. Mostly the managers of these countries 

are not in doubt about CSR and consider it as an opportunity for 

stakeholder’s responsibilities.   

Yang and Yaacob 

(2012) 
China and Malaysia 

10 listed companies from 

each country 

Quantity, type and 

level of CSR 

disclosure 

Location of a 

company 
Checklist method  

Quantity 

Level of CSR  
1 year 2010 

Annual and 

CSR 

reports, 

websites 

Descriptive analysis 

CSR level and focus have some differences in companies ’ 

consideration of various categories of CSR.  As Chinese companies are 

more focusing on the philanthropic, education and employees’ trainings. 

The Malaysian companies consider the pollution, education and 

philanthropic activities. 

Quazi (1997) Australia and Bangladesh 

267 companies in Australia 

459 companies in 

Bangladesh 

CSR 

Senior 

management 

attitude 

Self-administered Survey N/A 1 year N/A T test statistics Significant difference in senior management attitude towards CSR 

de Villiers and 

Alexander (2014) 
Australia and South Africa 

18 mining listed companies 

in each country 

Structure of CSR 

disclosure 

CSRR 

management 

structures (board 

and management) 

Sentence count and quality 

characteristics 

 

Quantity and 

Quality 

1 year 

2007 

Annual 

reports and 

websites 

ANOVA 

Similar patterns of disclosure in both countries and differences in CSR 

contents. 

Management commitment and corporate characteristics (social and 

environmental performance) do not essentially determine CSRR 

disclosure. 

Islam et al. (2011) Australia and Indonesia 
18 listed companies (9 

from each country)  
CSR disclosure 

Geographical 

boundaries 
GRI Disclosure Index Extent 

2 year 2008-

09 

Annual 

reports 
Descriptive statistics 

Compare to two Indonesian only one Australian company had fully 

disclosed CSR themes. However, Australian companies presented more 

discourse. 

Fernando (2013) 
New Zealand and Sri 

Lanka 

Top 200 companies from 

Sri Lanka 

Nature and extent 

differences in CSR 

practices   

Ownership type, 

Size and 

geographical 

differences 

Mixed methodology 

(questionnaire survey and 

follow up interviews)  

 

Quality 1 year 

Annual 

reports, 

related 

publication 

and websites 

Descriptive statistics 

Environmental CSR practice are not that advanced as Social CSR 

practices.  In Sri-Lanka mangers personal values for CSR is more 

influential than New Zealander mangers. Level of economic 

development of a country can be a predictor of CSR practices.  

Ragab (2006) UK, Egypt and India  

300 companies (Top 100 

from each country) 

 

 

Corporate social and 

environmental 

disclosure and CSR 

media 

Ownership and 

cultural 

differences 

Unweighted Disclosure Index  Qualitative 2003 

Annual 

reports and 

websites 

Pattern and descriptive 

analysis 

CSR is not culture specific but a universal phenomenon across the 

countries. All three countries’ Manager have opportunity to choose for 

CSR information.  The companies are using CSR for enhancing their 

image. Companies are using their web to communicate CSR.    



202 

Appendix 6: Cover letter directed to Expert reviewers to request to review index used in 

study 

Subject: Request for an expert review of ‘CSR Quality Disclosure Index’ to be adopted 

to evaluate the quality of CSR disclosures 

Dear Prof., 

I hope this email finds you well. My name is Faisal. I am a PhD student at University of Tasmania under the 

Primary Supervision of Associate Professor Trevor Wilmshurst.  

In my thesis I am creating a Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Quality Disclosure Index (attached).  I will 

use this Index to evaluate the quality of CSR disclosures of a sample of listed companies from Australia and 

Pakistan.  I would appreciate any comments you might have about the Index. I have completed; advice as to how 

I might improve it.  

While various guidelines such as the GRI and AA1000 and previous CSR research studies were considered it was 

decided to frame the index around the Qualitative Characteristic identified in the International Financial Reporting 

standards (IFRS) Framework.  

Your name will not be used in either my thesis or any subsequent publications.  I will refer to this as an ‘Expert 

Review’, akin to piloting the idea. Thank you very much for taking the time to assist me in my educational 

endeavours.  

If you require additional information or have questions, please contact me at the email listed below or my 

primary supervisor (Trevor Wilmshurst, 04........; trevor.wilmshurst@utas.edu.au).  

Thanking you in anticipation of your timely response. 

Sincerely,  

Faisal 

Student number: 4.....

Email: faisal.faisal@utas.edu.au 

mailto:trevor.wilmshurst@utas.edu.au
mailto:faisal.faisal@utas.edu.au
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Tasmanian School of Business & Economics (TSBE) 

Discipline of Accounting 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

……… 

Proposed CSR Quality Disclosure Index for a PhD study: Application to a 

sample of listed companies in Australia and Pakistan  

PhD Candidate 

Faisal 

faisal.faisal@utas.edu.au 

Supervisors 

Associate Professor Trevor Wilmshurst 

Dr. Claire Horner 

Dr. Masoud Azizkhani 

mailto:faisal.faisal@utas.edu.au
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CSR Quality Disclosure Index 

 Quality Characteristics  0 1 2 3 4 

Focus of CSR Disclosure 

No References General Narrative 2 + Aims and Intentions 2 + 3 + Actions and Process 2 + 3 + 4 + Achievements and Outcomes 

CF—Relevance 
7. CSR Strategy 

Disclosure(s) No Disclosure  Too general/feel-good statement(s) disclosed 
for CSR vision and (or) mission with no 
actionable statement/no description. 

A discussion of CSR vision (mission) is linked 
with CSR goals and (or) objective(s) without 
disclosure of CSR strategy. 

A discussion of CSR vision (mission) is linked with 
CSR goals and (or) objective(s). References actions 
to be taken or taken to achieve CSR strategies, goals 
and (or) objectives. 

Discussion of CSR vision (mission) is linked with CSR 
goals and (or) objective(s). References actions to be taken 
or taken to achieve CSR strategies, goals and (or) 
objectives. CSR performance expectation is aligned to any 
or multiple SDGs. 

8. Description of CSR
Risk No Disclosure Motherhood risk statement—no actionable CSR 

risk statement/no description of CSR risk(s). 
Importance of overall CSR risk management 
disclosed only. 

Limited discussion of  CSR risk(s) and the 
importance of risk management. Specific CSR 
risk categories are disclosed without any risk 
management mechanism. 

Discussion of CSR risk(s), the importance of risk 
management, and how CSR risks are assessed 
(potential and probability for loss).  

Discussion of CSR risk(s) and importance of risk 
management and how CSR risks are to be assessed (potential 
and probability for loss). Identification of the impact of each 
risk category and contingency actions in line with appropriate 
risk standards are highlighted. 

9. Evidence of
Stakeholder 
Engagement

No Disclosure General feel-good statements about concern for 
stakeholder, where overall/general stakeholder 
categories identified without mention of any 
engagement process. 

Identification of main stakeholders but no 
indication of active/actual engagement. 
Mechanisms in place for one-way 
communication only. 

Evidence of active/actual stakeholder engagement. 
Identification of stakeholders with an indication of 
their relative importance and actions to understand 
the information they would be interested in. 

References mechanisms of interactive and two-way 
dialogues (that is, focus groups and public listening 
sessions) that provide direct channels to receive 
stakeholder recommendations and feedback. 

Evidence of active/actual stakeholder engagement. 
Identification of stakeholders with an indication of their 
relative importance and actions to understand the 
information they would be interested in.  

References mechanisms of interactive and two-way 
dialogues (that is, focus groups, public listening sessions) 
that provide direct channels to receive stakeholder 
recommendations and feedback.  

Discussion of stakeholder engagement outcomes (that is, 
key topics and concerns raised) and evidence of the 
implementation of stakeholder recommendations and 
improvements achieved. 

10. Discussion of 
Economic 
Performance 

No Disclosure General feel-good statements about economic 
CSR performance without disclosure of 
economic CSR performance indicators. 

Reference to specific economic performance 
indicators that cover the capital flows between 
different stakeholders, without any discussion of 
the company’s direct/indirect economic impact 
on society. 

Reference to specific economic performance 
indicators that cover capital flows between different 
stakeholders. 

A discussion of the company’s measurable direct and 
(or) indirect economic impact(s) on society and how 
the company manages these impacts to achieve 
improved outcomes. 

Reference to specific economic performance indicators that 
cover the flow of capital between different stakeholders. 

A discussion of the company’s measurable direct and (or) 
indirect economic impact(s) on society and how the 
company manages these impacts to achieve improved 
outcomes. In addition, reference to external frameworks or 
benchmarks (that is, GRI, IASB and AA1000 )is provided. 
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11. Discussion of Social
Performance No Disclosure General feel-good statements about social CSR 

performance without disclosure of social CSR 
performance indicators. 

Reference to specific social performance indicators 
with no discussion of the company’s impact on 
either internal or external stakeholders. 

Reference to descriptions of specific social performance 
indicators. A discussion of valuation of company’s 
social impact(s) on stakeholders and how it manages 
these impacts to improve social outcomes. 

Reference to descriptions of specific social performance 
indicators. A discussion of valuation of company’s social 
impact(s) on stakeholders and how it manages these impacts 
to improve social outcomes. In addition, reference to 
external frameworks or benchmarks (that is, GRI, IASB, 
AA1000) is provided. 

12. Discussion of
Environmental 
Performance 

No Disclosure General feel-good statements about 
environmental CSR performance without 
disclosure of environmental CSR performance 
indicators. 

Reference to specific environmental performance 
indicators with no discussion of the company’s 
impact on either internal or external stakeholders. 

Reference to descriptions of specific environmental 
performance indicators. A discussion of valuation of 
company’s environmental impact(s) on stakeholders 
and how it manages these impacts to improve 
environmental outcomes. 

Reference to descriptions of specific environmental 
performance indicators. A discussion of valuation of 
company’s environmental impact(s) on stakeholders and 
how it manages these impacts to improve environmental 
outcomes.In addition, reference to external frameworks or 
benchmarks (that is, GRI, IASB, AA1000) is provided. 

CF—Faithful 
Representation 

No References General Narrative 2 + Aims and Intentions 2 + 3 + Actions and Process 2 + 3 + 4 + Achievements and Outcomes 

4. CSR assurance
No Assurance Reference to internal assurance/verification 

process but no external assurance report 
provided. 

Reference to limited assurance report where 
either independence capacity of assurance 
practitioner is not specifically mentioned in 
report or assurance report is addressed to 
restricted users (that is., shareholders). 

Reference to limited assurance report by independent 
assurance practitioner (specifically mentioned in 
report) and addressed to the world at large—some 
references to performed work provided by assurers. 

Reference to ‘reasonable’ level assurance report from 
independent assurance practitioner addressed to the world at 
large. Further references to detail of assurance standard used 
verified information from specific sections/page numbers 
and summaries of performed work provided by assurers. 

5. Disclosure of 
Favourable 
Information 

No Disclosures General reference to positive CSR development 
where no specific incident(s) is disclosed. 

Reference to specific positive CSR incident(s) 

with disclosure of outcome(s). 

Reference to positive CSR incident(s) with disclosure 
of outcome(s). Further discussion of specific 
actions/measures that have resulted from these 
incident(s). 

Reference to positive CSR incident(s) with disclosure of 
outcome(s). A discussion of specific actions/measures that 
have resulted from these incident(s). In addition, reference to 
a comparative discussion, comprising before and after 
impacts of actions that resulted from the specific incidents 
for specific stakeholders. 

6. Disclosure of
Unfavourable
Information 

No Disclosures General reference to negative CSR incident(s). Reference to specific negative CSR incident(s) 
with disclosure of its consequence(s). 

Reference to negative CSR incident(s) with disclosure 
of its consequence(s). A discussion of response to 
negative incidents is provided.  

Reference to negative CSR incident(s) with disclosure of its 
consequence(s). A discussion of response to negative 
incidents is provided. In addition, reference to comparative 
discussion of impacts, comprising before and after specific 
responses taken for specific stakeholders. 

CF –Understandability No References General Narrative 2 + Aims and Intentions 2 + 3 + Actions and Process 2 + 3 + 4 + Achievements and Outcomes 

3. Clarity of Written 
Information A readability 

score within 0–
30 band on 
Flesch Reading 
Ease Index 

A readability score in the 31–60 band on Flesch 
Reading Ease Index 

A readability score in the 61–80 band on Flesch 
Reading Ease Index 

A readability score in the 81–90 band on Flesch 
Reading Ease Index 

A readability score in the 91–100 band on Flesch Reading 
Ease Index 

4. Clarity of Visual 
Information: 
Graphs and Tables

No Visual 
Information 

Graphs (and) or tables displays no legend, and 
axis. 

Graphs (and) or tables of favourable 
trends/results only for any two domains of CSR 
(economic/social/environment). 

Graphs (and) or tables of favourable trends/results 
only for all domains of CSR 
(economic/social/environment). 

References to unfavourable graphs (and) or tables in 
addition to favourable trends for any two domains of CSR 
(economic/social/environment) 

CF –Comparability No References General Narrative 2 + Aims and Intentions 2 + 3 + Actions and Process 2 + 3 + 4 + Achievements and outcomes 
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3. Comparability of 
Performance No 

Comparison of 
CSR 
performance, 
as CSR 
indicators 
discussed for 
the current 
accounting 
period only. 

Intracompany comparison of CSR performance 
and indicators of the current and preceding 
accounting period. 

Intracompany comparison of CSR performance 
and indicators of the current and several 
preceding accounting periods.  

Intracompany comparison of CSR performance, 
indicators of the current and several preceding 
accounting periods compared with set targets.  

Intracompany comparison of CSR performance, indicators 
of current and several preceding accounting periods 
compared with set targets. Further, the CSR performance 
indicators are shown relative to industry averages or best 
practice. 

4. Consistency of 
Performance 
Disclosure 

An undisclosed 
variation in 
prior year’s 
performance 
indicators type 
or relevant 
reporting 
standards, 
where over half 
the 
performance 
areas/topics are 
changed from 
last year’s 
disclosure. 

An undisclosed variation in prior year’s 
performance indicators type or relevant 
reporting standards, where only few 
performance areas/topics are changed from last 
year’s disclosure. 

Change(s) of relevant reporting standard or 
revisions in a few performance topics/figures is 
adopted and mentioned in notes. 

Change(s) of relevant reporting standard or revisions 
in a few performance topics/figures is adopted and 
mentioned in notes, with justified reasons based on 
the value of changes provided to readers. 

Higher consistency of performance disclosure indicator 
types and reporting standard is highlighted by disclosing no 
significant and unnecessary changes. 

CF –Timeliness No References General Narrative 2 + Aims and Intentions 2 + 3 + Actions and Process 2 + 3 + 4 + Achievements and outcomes 

1. Currency of the 
Information

Release time is 
not easy to 
identify on 
annual/separate 
reports. 

More than six-month time lag from the end of 
financial year to CSR report 
(annual/CSR/sustainability). 

A time lag of 3–6 months from the end of 
financial year to CSR report 
(annual/CSR/sustainability). 

A time lag of fewer than three months from the end 
of financial year to CSR report 
(annual/CSR/sustainability). 

No time lag between ending of financial year and CSR 
report (annual/CSR/sustainability). 
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Appendix 7-1: List of ASX 100 companies as per industry and based on Market 

capitalization March 2019 

  ASX 100 Index (1 March 2019) 
Sr Code Company Sector Market Cap 

1 ALL Aristocrat Leisure 
Consumer 
Discretionary 15,721,000,000 

2 CWN Crown Resorts Limited 
Consumer 
Discretionary 7,760,230,000 

3 DMP Domino PIZZA Enterpr 
Consumer 
Discretionary 3,530,230,000 

4 FLT Flight Centre Travel 
Consumer 
Discretionary 4,626,940,000 

5 JBH JB Hi-Fi Limited 
Consumer 
Discretionary 2,492,970,000 

6 NEC Nine Entertainment 
Consumer 
Discretionary 2,907,700,000 

7 TAH Tabcorp Holdings Limited 
Consumer 
Discretionary 9,513,740,000 

8 SGR The Star Ent Group 
Consumer 
Discretionary 4,063,740,000 

9 WES Wesfarmers Limited 
Consumer 
Discretionary 37,620,800,000 

10 CCL Coca-Cola Amatil Consumer Staples 5,770,280,000 
11 COL Coles Group Consumer Staples 15,113,400,000 
12 A2M The a2 Milk Company Consumer Staples 10,098,900,000 
13 TWE Treasury Wine Estate Consumer Staples 10,765,600,000 

14 WOW 
Woolworths Group 
Limited Consumer Staples 37,770,300,000 

15 CTX Caltex Australia Energy 7,459,180,000 

16 OSH 
Oil Search Limited 10 
Toea Energy 12,752,800,000 

17 ORG Origin Energy Energy 12,949,500,000 
18 STO Santos Limited Energy 14,413,700,000 
19 WHC Whitehaven Coal Energy 4,514,600,000 
20 WPL Woodside Petroleum Energy 33,935,500,000 
21 WOR Worleyparsons Limited Energy 6,870,040,000 
22 AMP AMP Limited Financials 6,932,330,000 

23 ANZ 
ANZ Banking Group 
Limited Financials 79,995,800,000 

24 ASX ASX Limited Financials 13,507,100,000 
25 BOQ Bank of Queensland Financials 3,620,110,000 
26 BEN Bendigo and Adelaide Financials 4,806,210,000 
27 CGF Challenger Limited Financials 4,920,040,000 
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28 CBA Commonwealth Bank Financials 130,909,000,000 

29 CYB 
CYBG Plc Cdi 1:1 
Foreign Exempt Lse Financials 3,221,460,000 

30 IAG Insurance Australia Financials 16,986,200,000 
31 IFL IOOF Holdings Limited Financials 2,310,080,000 

32 JHG 
Janus Henderson Chess 
Depositary Interests 1:1 Financials 2,134,330,000 

33 MQG Macquarie Group Limited Financials 43,786,800,000 

34 MFG 
Magellan Fin Group 
Limited Financials 6,173,270,000 

35 MPL Medibank Private Limited Financials 7,821,370,000 
36 NAB National Aust. Bank Financials 69,797,300,000 
37 PDL Pendal Group Limited Financials 2,728,500,000 
38 QBE QBE Insurance Group Financials 16,409,200,000 
39 SUN Suncorp Group Limited Financials 17,594,700,000 
40 WBC Westpac Banking Corp Financials 92,946,500,000 
41 ANN Ansell Limited Health Care 3,266,080,000 
42 COH Cochlear Limited Health Care 9,840,550,000 
43 CSL CSL Limited Health Care 87,771,500,000 
44 HSO Healthscope Limited Health Care 4,335,490,000 
45 RHC Ramsay Health Care Health Care 13,090,800,000 

46 RMD 
Resmed Inc Cdi 10:1 
Foreign Exempt NYSE Health Care 5,723,900,000 

47 SHL Sonic Healthcare Health Care 11,427,400,000 
48 ALQ Als Limited Industrials 3835700000 

49 ALX 
Atlas Arteria FP Ordinary 
Stapled Securities Industrials 4864840000 

50 AZJ Aurizon Holdings Limited Industrials 8995380000 
51 BXB Brambles Limited Industrials 18739900000 
52 CIM Cimic Group Limited Industrials 16261300000 
53 CWY Cleanaway Waste Limited Industrials 4431590000 
54 DOW Downer Edi Limited Industrials 4424590000 
55 QAN Qantas Airways Industrials 9314970000 
56 QUB QUBE Holdings Limited Industrials 4463420000 
57 RWC Reliance Worldwide Industrials 3563330000 
58 SEK Seek Limited Industrials 6467920000 

59 SYD 

SYD Airport FP 
Ordinary/Units Stapled 
Securities Industrials 16251000000 

60 TCL 

Transurban Group FP 
Ordinary/Units Stapled 
Securities Industrials 33360800000 

61 CAR Carsales.com Limited 
Information 
Technology 3,093,420,000 
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62 CPU Computershare Limited 
Information 
Technology 9,365,990,000 

63 LNK Link Admin HLDG 
Information 
Technology 4,044,590,000 

64 REA REA Group 
Information 
Technology 10,740,000,000 

65 XRO Xero Limited 
Information 
Technology 6,685,840,000 

66 ABC Adelaide Brighton Materials 3096910000 
67 AWC Alumina Limited Materials 7,343,600,000 
68 AMC Amcor Limited Materials 17,430,000,000 
69 BHP BHP Group Limited Materials 109,674,000,000 
70 BSL Bluescope Steel Limited Materials 7,180,010,000 
71 BLD Boral Limited Materials 5,838,210,000 
72 DLX Duluxgroup Limited Materials 2,833,740,000 
73 EVN Evolution Mining Limited Materials 6,126,420,000 
74 FMG Fortescue Metals Group Materials 18,658,500,000 
75 ILU Iluka Resources Materials 3,873,370,000 
76 IPL Incitec Pivot Materials 5,411,490,000 

77 JHX 

James Hardie Indust 
Chess Depositary Interests 
1:1 Materials 7,801,540,000 

78 NCM Newcrest Mining Materials 18,683,900,000 
79 NST Northern Star Materials 5,914,960,000 
80 ORI Orica Limited Materials 6,705,960,000 
81 ORA Orora Limited Materials 3,801,060,000 
82 OZL OZ Minerals Materials 3,335,910,000 
83 RIO RIO Tinto Limited Materials 35,696,200,000 
84 S32 SOUTH32 Limited Materials 19,751,200,000 

85 CHC 

Charter Hall Group 
Stapled Securities US 
Prohibited Real Estate 4,098,840,000 

86 DXS 
Dexus FP Units Stapled 
Securities Real Estate 12,226,700,000 

87 GMG 

Goodman Group FP 
Ordinary/Units Stapled 
Securities Real Estate 23,217,700,000 

88 GPT 

GPT Group FP 
Ordinary/Units Stapled 
Securities Real Estate 10,558,600,000 

89 LLC 

Lendlease Group FP 
Ordinary/Units Stapled 
Securities Real Estate 7,262,420,000 

90 MGR 

Mirvac Group FP 
Ordinary/Units Stapled 
Securities Real Estate 9,401,550,000 
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91 SCG 

Scentre Group FP 
Ordinary/Units Stapled 
Securities Real Estate 20,576,800,000 

92 SGP 

Stockland FP 
Ordinary/Units Stapled 
Securities Real Estate 8,418,330,000 

93 URW 

Unibailrodawestfield 
Chess Depositary Interests 
20:1 Real Estate 4,184,050,000 

94 VCX 

Vicinity Centres FP 
Ordinary/Units Stapled 
Securities Real Estate 9,424,880,000 

95 TLS Telstra Corporation 
Telecommunication 
Services 37,226,000,000 

96 TPM TPG Telecom Limited 
Telecommunication 
Services 6,179,220,000 

97 AGL AGL Energy Limited Utilities 13,910,000,000 

98 APA 
APA Group FP Units 
Stapled Securities Utilities 11,810,700,000 

99 AST Ausnet Services Limited Utilities 6,337,370,000 

100 SKI 

Spark Infrastructure 
Stapled $0.65 Loan Note 
and Unit US Prohib Utilities 3,919,090,000 
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Appendix 7.2: Final sample of ASX companies included for analysis 

Industry Companies name 

Consumer Discretionary 
Crown Resorts Limited 

Tabcorp Holdings Limited 

Wesfarmers Limited 

Consumer Staples 
Coca-Cola Amatil 

Woolworths Group Limited 

Energy 

Oil Search Limited 10 Toea 

Origin Energy 

Santos Limited 

Woodside Petroleum 

Worleyparsons Limited 

Financials 

AMP Limited 

ANZ Banking Group Limited 

Bank of Queensland 

Challenger Limited 

Commonwealth Bank 

Insurance Australia 

National Aust. Bank 

QBE Insurance Group 

Westpac Banking Corp 

Health Care 

Ansell Limited 

Healthscope Limited 

Ramsay Health Care 

Sonic Healthcare 

Industrials 

Als Limited 

Aurizon Holdings Limited 

Brambles Limited 

Downer Edi Limited 

SYD Airport FP Ordinary/Units Stapled Securities 

Transurban Group FP Ordinary/Units Stapled Securities 

Materials 

Adelaide Brighton 

Amcor Limited 

BHP Group Limited 

Bluescope Steel Limited 

Duluxgroup Limited 
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Fortescue Metals Group 

Iluka Resources 

Incitec Pivot 

Newcrest Mining 

Northern Star 

Orica Limited 

OZ Minerals 

RIO Tinto Limited 

SOUTH32 Limited 

Real Estate 

Charter Hall Group Stapled Securities US Prohibited 

Dexus FP Units Stapled Securities 

Goodman Group FP Ordinary/Units Stapled Securities 

GPT Group FP Ordinary/Units Stapled Securities 

Lendlease Group FP Ordinary/Units Stapled Securities 

Mirvac Group FP Ordinary/Units Stapled Securities 

Scentre Group FP Ordinary/Units Stapled Securities 

Stockland FP Ordinary/Units Stapled Securities 

Vicinity Centres FP Ordinary/Units Stapled Securities 

Telecommunication 
Services 

Link Admin HLDG 

Telstra Corporation 

TPG Telecom Limited 

Utilities 
AGL Energy Limited 

APA Group FP Units Stapled Securities 
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Appendix 7-3: Industrywide list of sample companies top 100 Pakistan Stock Exchange 

(PSX), as per market capitalization on April 2019  

Sr Code Company name Sector 

1 DSFL Dewan Salman Fibre Limited 

Consumer Discretionary 

2 IBFL Ibrahim Fibre Limited 

3 ILP Interloop Limited 

4 ANL Azgard Nine Limited 

5 FML Feroze 1888 Mills Limited 

6 GATM Gul Ahmed Textile Mills Limited 

7 NML Nishat Mills Limited 

8 KTML Kohinoor Textile Mills Limited 

9 CTM Colony Textile Mills Limited 

10 EFOODS Engro Foods Limited 

Consumer Staples 11 FFL Fauji Foods Limited 

12 UNITYR1 Unity Foods(R) 

13 OGDC Oil and Gas Development Company Limited 

Energy 

14 PPL Pakistan Petroleum Limited 

15 POL Pakistan Oilfields Limited 

16 SSGC Sui Southern Gas Company Limited 

17 SNGP Sui Northern Gas Pipelines Limited 

18 PSO Pakistan State Oil Company Limited 

19 BYCO Byco Petroleum Pakistan Limited 

20 PRL Pakistan Refinery Limited 

21 HIFA HBL Investment Fund 

Financials 

22 HGFA HBL Growth Fund 

23 SILK Silkbank Limited 

24 SCBPL Standard Chartered Bank Limited 

25 BOP Bank of Punjab Limited 

26 SMBL Summit Bank Limited 

27 NBP National Bank Of Pakistan 

28 BAFL Bank Al-Falah Limited 

29 FABL Faysal Bank Limited 

30 HBL Habib Bank Limited 

31 JSBL JS Bank Limited 

32 AKBL Askari Bank Limited 

33 UBL United Bank Limited 

34 MCB MCB Bank Limited 

35 MEBL Meezan Bank Limited 

36 ABL Allied Bank Limited 

37 BAHL Bank Al-Habib Limited 

38 SNBL Soneri Bank Limited 

39 HMB Habib Metropolitan Bank Limited 

40 SBL Samba Bank Limited 
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41 BIPL Bankislami Pakistan Limited 

42 BOK Bank of Khyber Limited 

43 AICL Adamjee Insurance Company Limited 

44 PAKRI Pakistan Reinsurance Company Limited 

45 UNIC United Insurance Company of Pakistan Limited 

46 JSCL Jahangir Siddiqui Company Limited 

47 PSX Pakistan Stock Exchange Limited 

48 AMBL Apna Microfinance Bank Limited 

49 FCSC First Capital Securites Corporation Limited 

50 ICIBL Invest Capital Investment Bank Limited 

51 FNEL First National Equities Limited 

52 GLAXO GlaxoSmithKline (Pakistan) Limited Health Care 
53 AGP AGP Limited 

54 PAEL Pak Elektron Limited 

Industrials 

55 ASL Aisha Steel Mills Limited 

56 ISL International Steels Limited 

57 DSL Dost Steels Limited 

58 ASTL Amreli Steels Ltd. 

59 PIAA Pakistan International Airlines Corporation 

60 PIBTL Pakistan International Bulk Terminal Limited 

61 PTC Pakistan Telecommunication Company Limited 

Information Technology 

62 WTL WorldCall Telecom Limited 

63 TRG TRG Pakistan Limited 

64 TELE Telecard Limited 

65 TPL TPL Corp Limited 

66 FCCL Fauji Cement Company Limited 

Materials 

67 POWER Power Cement Limited 

68 BWCL Bestway Cement Limited 

69 MLCF Maple Leaf Cement Factory Limited 

70 DCL Dewan Cement Limited 

71 DGKC D.G. Khan Cement Company Limited

72 ZELP Zeal Pak Cement Factory Limited 

73 GWLC Gharibwal Cement Limited 

74 LUCK Lucky Cement Limited 

75 JVDC Javedan Corporation Limited 

76 LOTCHEM Lotte Chemical Pakistan Limited 

77 EPCL Engro Polymer and Chemicals Limited 

78 AGL Agritech Limited 

79 FATIMA Fatima Fertilizer Company Limited 

80 EFERT Engro Fertilizers Limited 

81 FFC Fauji Fertilizer Company Limited 

82 FFBL Fauji Fertilizer Bin Qasim Limited 

83 ENGRO Engro Corporation Limited 

84 DAWH Dawood Hercules Corporation Limited 

85 AHCL Arif Habib Corporation Limited 
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86 GHGL Ghani Glass Limited 

87 BGL Baluchistan Glass Limited 

88 DCR Dolmen City Reit 

Real Estate 89 TPLP TPL Properties Limited 

90 PACE Pace (Pakistan) Limited 

91 KEL K-Electric Limited 

Utilities 

92 HUBC Hub Power Company Limited 

93 KAPCO Kot Addu Power Company Limited 

94 SPWL Saif Power Limited 

95 LPL Lalpir Power Limited 

96 PKGP PAKGEN Power Limited 

97 NCPL Nishat Chunian Power Limited 

98 ALTN Altern Energy Limited 

99 NPL Nishat Power Limited 

100 EPQL Engro Powergen Qadirpur Limited 
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Appendix 7-4: PSX 100 companies ranked based on Market capitalization and sectors 

Sr. Symbol Company 
Name Sorted by 
company name 

Sector name Year-
End 

O.S. Shares Market 
capitalization 
on 7 April 
2019 

1 KEL K-Electric Limited POWER 
GENERATION & 
DISTRIBUTION 

Jun 27,615,194,245 96653179858 

2 SILK Silkbank Limited COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 9,081,861,237 90818612370 

3 BYCO Byco Petroleum 
Pakistan Limited 

REFINERY Jun 5,329,884,706 53298847060 

4 OGDC Oil and Gas 
Development 
Company Limited 

OIL & GAS 
EXPLORATION 
COMPANIES 

Jun 4,300,928,400 43009284000 

5 SCBPL Standard Chartered 
Bank Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 3,871,585,021 38715850210 

6 PTC Pakistan 
Telecommunication 
Company Limited 

TECHNOLOGY & 
COMMUNICATION 

Dec 3,774,000,000 37740000000 

7 PIAA Pakistan 
International 
Airlines 
Corporation 

TRANSPORT Dec 2,877,217,467 28772174670 

8 BOP Bank of Punjab 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 2,643,692,380 26436923800 

9 SMBL Summit Bank 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 2,638,151,060 26381510600 

10 PPL Pakistan Petroleum 
Limited 

OIL & GAS 
EXPLORATION 
COMPANIES 

Jun 2,267,472,957 22674729570 

11 DCR Dolmen City Reit REAL ESTATE 
INVESTMENT 
TRUST 

Jun 2,223,700,000 22237000000 

12 NBP National Bank of 
Pakistan 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 2,127,512,862 21275128620 

13 FATIMA Fatima Fertilizer 
Company Limited 

FERTILIZER Dec 2,100,000,000 21000000000 

14 PIBTL Pakistan 
International Bulk 
Terminal Limited 

TRANSPORT Jun 1,786,092,772 17860927720 

15 BAFL Bank Al-Falah 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,774,362,873 17743628730 

16 FABL Faysal Bank 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,517,696,526 15176965260 

17 LOTCHEM Lotte Chemical 
Pakistan Limited 

CHEMICAL Dec 1,514,207,200 15142072000 

18 WTL WorldCall Telecom 
Limited 

TECHNOLOGY & 
COMMUNICATION 

Dec 1,499,034,657 14990346570 

19 HBL Habib Bank 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,466,852,508 14668525080 

20 FCCL Fauji Cement 
Company Limited 

CEMENT Jun 1,379,815,025 13798150250 
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21 EFERT Engro Fertilizers 
Limited 

FERTILIZER Dec 1,335,299,375 13352993750 

22 JSBL JS Bank Limited COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,297,464,262 12974642620 

23 FFC Fauji Fertilizer 
Company Limited 

FERTILIZER Dec 1,272,238,147 12722381470 

24 AKBL Askari Bank 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,260,260,180 12602601800 

25 UBL United Bank 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,224,179,688 12241796880 

26 MCB MCB Bank Limited COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,185,060,006 11850600060 

27 MEBL Meezan Bank 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,169,192,354 11691923540 

28 HUBC Hub Power 
Company Limited 

POWER 
GENERATION & 
DISTRIBUTION 

Jun 1,157,154,400 11571544000 

29 ABL Allied Bank 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,145,073,830 11450738300 

30 BAHL Bank Al-Habib 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,111,425,419 11114254190 

31 SNBL Soneri Bank 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,102,463,503 11024635030 

32 POWER Power Cement 
Limited 

CEMENT Jun 1,063,414,434 10634144340 

33 HMB Habib Metropolitan 
Bank Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,047,831,480 10478314800 

34 SBL Samba Bank 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,008,238,648 10082386480 

35 BIPL Bankislami 
Pakistan Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,007,912,192 10079121920 

36 BOK Bank of Khyber 
Limited 

COMMERCIAL 
BANKS 

Dec 1,000,371,168 10003711680 

37 FFBL Fauji Fertilizer Bin 
Qasim Limited 

FERTILIZER Dec 934,110,000 9341100000 

38 JSCL Jahangir Siddiqui 
Company Limited 

INV. BANKS / INV. 
COS. / SECURITIES 
COS. 

Dec 915,942,388 9159423880 

39 EPCL Engro Polymer and 
Chemicals Limited 

CHEMICAL Dec 908,923,333 9089233330 

40 SSGC Sui Southern Gas 
Company Limited 

OIL & GAS 
MARKETING 
COMPANIES 

Jun 880,916,400 8809164000 

41 KAPCO Kot Addu Power 
Company Limited 

POWER 
GENERATION & 
DISTRIBUTION 

Jun 880,253,228 8802532280 

42 ILP Interloop Limited TEXTILE 
COMPOSITE 

Jun 869,400,000 8694000000 

43 PSX Pakistan Stock 
Exchange Limited 

INV. BANKS / INV. 
COS. / SECURITIES 
COS. 

Jun 801,476,600 8014766000 

44 EFOODS Engro Foods 
Limited 

FOOD & PERSONAL 
CARE PRODUCTS 

Dec 766,596,075 7665960750 
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45 ASL Aisha Steel Mills 
Limited 

ENGINEERING Jun 765,529,303 7655293030 

46 SNGP Sui Northern Gas 
Pipelines Limited 

OIL & GAS 
MARKETING 
COMPANIES 

Jun 634,216,666 6342166660 

47 BWCL Bestway Cement 
Limited 

CEMENT Jun 596,252,783 5962527830 

48 MLCF Maple Leaf Cement 
Factory Limited 

CEMENT Jun 593,700,666 5937006660 

49 TRG TRG Pakistan 
Limited 

TECHNOLOGY & 
COMMUNICATION 

Jun 545,390,665 5453906650 

50 GHGL Ghani Glass 
Limited 

GLASS & CERAMICS Jun 541,542,665 5415426650 

51 FFL Fauji Foods 
Limited 

FOOD & PERSONAL 
CARE PRODUCTS 

Dec 528,407,192 5284071920 

52 ENGRO Engro Corporation 
Limited 

FERTILIZER Dec 523,784,755 5237847550 

53 CTM Colony Textile 
Mills Limited 

TEXTILE SPINNING Jun 498,010,000 4980100000 

54 PAEL Pak Elektron 
Limited 

CABLE & 
ELECTRICAL 
GOODS 

Dec 497,681,485 4976814850 

55 DCL Dewan Cement 
Limited 

CEMENT Jun 484,113,343 4841133430 

56 DAWH Dawood Hercules 
Corporation 
Limited 

FERTILIZER Dec 481,287,116 4812871160 

57 AHCL Arif Habib 
Corporation 
Limited 

FERTILIZER Jun 453,750,000 4537500000 

58 ANL Azgard Nine 
Limited 

TEXTILE 
COMPOSITE 

Jun 449,349,439 4493494390 

59 DGKC D.G. Khan Cement 
Company Limited 

CEMENT Jun 438,119,097 4381190970 

60 ISL International Steels 
Limited 

ENGINEERING Jun 435,000,000 4350000000 

61 ZELP Zeal Pak Cement 
Factory Limited 

CEMENT Jun 427,838,526 4278385260 

62 GWLC Gharibwal Cement 
Limited 

CEMENT Jun 400,273,960 4002739600 

63 AGL Agritech Limited CHEMICAL Dec 392,430,000 3924300000 

64 PSO Pakistan State Oil 
Company Limited 

OIL & GAS 
MARKETING 
COMPANIES 

Jun 391,227,750 3912277500 

65 SPWL Saif Power Limited POWER 
GENERATION & 
DISTRIBUTION 

Dec 386,471,779 3864717790 

66 LPL Lalpir Power 
Limited 

POWER 
GENERATION & 
DISTRIBUTION 

Dec 379,838,732 3798387320 

67 FML Feroze 1888 Mills 
Limited 

TEXTILE 
COMPOSITE 

Jun 376,800,968 3768009680 

68 UNITYR1 Unity Foods(R) VANASPATI & 
ALLIED INDUSTRIES 

Jun 375,000,000 3750000000 
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69 PKGP PAKGEN Power 
Limited 

POWER 
GENERATION & 
DISTRIBUTION 

Dec 372,081,591 3720815910 

70 NCPL Nishat Chunian 
Power Limited 

POWER 
GENERATION & 
DISTRIBUTION 

Jun 367,346,939 3673469390 

71 DSFL Dewan Salman 
Fibre Limited 

SYNTHETIC & 
RAYON 

Jun 366,321,085 3663210850 

72 ALTN Altern Energy 
Limited 

POWER 
GENERATION & 
DISTRIBUTION 

Jun 363,380,000 3633800000 

73 GATM Gul Ahmed Textile 
Mills Limited 

TEXTILE 
COMPOSITE 

Jun 356,495,525 3564955250 

74 NPL Nishat Power 
Limited 

POWER 
GENERATION & 
DISTRIBUTION 

Jun 354,088,500 3540885000 

75 NML Nishat Mills 
Limited 

TEXTILE 
COMPOSITE 

Jun 351,599,848 3515998480 

76 AICL Adamjee Insurance 
Company Limited 

INSURANCE Dec 350,000,000 3500000000 

77 AMBL Apna Microfinance 
Bank Limited 

INV. BANKS / INV. 
COS. / SECURITIES 
COS. 

Dec 343,984,962 3439849620 

78 TPLP TPL Properties 
Limited 

MISCELLANEOUS Jun 327,393,105 3273931050 

79 EPQL Engro Powergen 
Qadirpur Limited 

POWER 
GENERATION & 
DISTRIBUTION 

Dec 323,800,000 3238000000 

80 LUCK Lucky Cement 
Limited 

CEMENT Jun 323,375,000 3233750000 

81 GLAXO GlaxoSmithKline 
(Pakistan) Limited 

PHARMACEUTICALS Dec 318,467,278 3184672780 

82 FCSC First Capital 
Securites 
Corporation 
Limited 

INV. BANKS / INV. 
COS. / SECURITIES 
COS. 

Jun 316,610,115 3166101150 

83 DSL Dost Steels Limited ENGINEERING Jun 315,733,860 3157338600 

84 IBFL Ibrahim Fibre 
Limited 

SYNTHETIC & 
RAYON 

Jun 310,506,995 3105069950 

85 PAKRI Pakistan 
Reinsurance 
Company Limited 

INSURANCE Dec 300,000,000 3000000000 

86 TELE Telecard Limited TECHNOLOGY & 
COMMUNICATION 

Jun 300,000,000 3000000000 

87 KTML Kohinoor Textile 
Mills Limited 

TEXTILE 
COMPOSITE 

Jun 299,296,456 2992964560 

88 ASTL Amreli Steels Ltd. ENGINEERING Jun 297,011,427 2970114270 

89 PRL Pakistan Refinery 
Limited 

REFINERY Jun 294,000,000 2940000000 

90 JVDC Javedan 
Corporation 
Limited 

CEMENT Jun 288,530,178 2885301780 

91 ICIBL Invest Capital 
Investment Bank 
Limited 

INV. BANKS / INV. 
COS. / SECURITIES 
COS. 

Jun 284,866,896 2848668960 
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92 HIFA HBL Investment 
Fund 

CLOSE - END 
MUTUAL FUND 

Jun 284,125,000 2841250000 

93 POL Pakistan Oilfields 
Limited 

OIL & GAS 
EXPLORATION 
COMPANIES 

Jun 283,855,104 2838551040 

94 HGFA HBL Growth Fund CLOSE - END 
MUTUAL FUND 

Jun 283,500,000 2835000000 

95 AGP AGP Limited PHARMACEUTICALS Dec 280,000,000 2800000000 

96 PACE Pace (Pakistan) 
Limited 

MISCELLANEOUS Jun 278,876,604 2788766040 

97 TPL TPL Corp Limited TECHNOLOGY & 
COMMUNICATION 

Jun 267,297,763 2672977630 

98 FNEL First National 
Equities Limited 

INV. BANKS / INV. 
COS. / SECURITIES 
COS. 

Jun 267,286,331 2672863310 

99 BGL Baluchistan Glass 
Limited 

GLASS & CERAMICS Jun 261,600,000 2616000000 

100 UNIC United Insurance 
Company of 
Pakistan Limited 

INSURANCE Dec 260,101,682 2601016820 
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Appendix 8-1: NVivo database image of PSX sample reports in sample industries   
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Appendix 8-2: Sample Nodes to code CSR data of the five disclosure characteristics developed for all sample industries   
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Appendix 9: Sample score Recording Sheet of Consumer discretionary sector of ASX 100 companies for the year 2017  

Scoring Sheet for ASX 2017       
Industry Classifications Consumer Discretionary 

Australian ASX Companies 
Crown 
Resorts 
Limited 

Tabcorp 
Holdings 
Limited 

Wesfarmers 
Limited 

ICF- Relevance characteristics       

Index Items Max 
Score                              Assessment Criteria Coding Rules       

Strategic CSR 
disclosure 

0 A non-CSR based; mission, vision, objectives and goals are 
disclosed 

Either a single or multiple strategic CSR disclosure item(s) are 
disclosed.       

1 

a.        A CSR based/linked vague, “general” VISION and (or) 
MISSION disclosed in "feel good", “platitude” statements.              
b.       Vision and mission are just listed without any description 
and action-oriented statements   

Either only vision, or both vision and mission are disclosed.            
Disclosure assessment will receive same score even both (a) 
and (b) criteria are covered. 

      

2 Discussion of CSR vision (mission) is linked with CSR goals 
and (or) objectives 

Either only the CSR objectives, goals or both are linked and 
disclosed.   CSR strategy/ references to strategic action are not 
disclosed. 

      

3 References to actions to be taken, or taken to achieve CSR 
strategies, goals and (or) objectives. CSR strategies are either explicitly or implicitly disclosed 3 3 3 

4 
A reference of link to CSR Strategy /strategic action(s) and 
future performance expectation(s) with respect to Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGC) are disclosed 

Either a single or multiple Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGC) are disclosed       

              

Description of CSR 
Risks (Economic, 

Social, Environment) 

0 CSR risk(s) is not disclosed  Either no discussion of risks or only business risks, such as 
operational/financial risks are disclosed       

1 a.        Importance of overall CSR risk management is disclosed 
through “feel good", “platitude” statements 

Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 
(b) disclosed individually or collectively       

  b.       No actionable CSR risk statement or no any description 
of CSR risk(s) is provided         

2 a.        Specific CSR risk categories are identified  Either Social, Environmental, Economic CSR related risks are 
mentioned categorically or collectively       

  b.       No risk assessment mechanism disclosed Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 
(b) disclosed individually or collectively       

3 a.        Mechanism to assess CSR risks is disclosed Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 
(b) disclosed individually or collectively 3 3 3 

  b.       Potential and probability for loss is disclosed         

4 a.        Impact of each risk category disclosed Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 
(b) disclosed individually or collectively       

  b.       Contingency actions in line with appropriate risk 
standards are highlighted         
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Evidence of 
Stakeholder 
engagement 

0 Neither stakeholders and nor stakeholder’s engagement 
disclosed           

1 a.        A general feeling good statements about concern for 
stakeholder 

Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a), (b) 
and (c) are disclosed individually or collectively   1   

  b.       Overall stakeholder (no key/main stakeholders) 
categories are identified          

  c.        No disclosure of stakeholder’s engagement process         
2 a.        Identification of Specific ‘Key’ stakeholders  Both (a) and (b) should be disclosed       

  b.       Mechanisms of stakeholder’s engagement through one-
way communication only         

3 a.        Mechanisms of stakeholder’s engagement through 
interactive and two-way dialogues 

Disclosure of corporate actions to understand the interest of 
stakeholders (arrange of focus group, public listening sessions 
etc.) is must.  

    3 

  b.       Feedback and recommendations of stakeholders provided Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 
(b) disclosed individually or collectively 3     

4 Discussion of the outcomes of stakeholder engagement: Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 
(b) disclosed individually or collectively.       

  a.        key topics and concerns raised           

  b.       implementations of recommendations and achieved 
improvements disclosed         

Discussion of 
Economic CSR 
performance 

0 CSR performance aspect/topic is non-existent in disclosure 
Irrespective of any other performance only social, 
environmental and economic performance categories are 
focused.   

      

1 
The overall CSR performance (irrespective of any ‘Specific’ 
dimension; social, environmental, economic) is referred in 
general or ‘feeling’ good statements 

Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 
(b) disclosed individually or collectively       

  Not any single specific CSR performance indicator is discussed         

2 Specific CSR performance indicators are disclosed Disclosure assessment will receive same score irrespective of 
a specific category or number of subcategories are disclosed         

3 a.        Impacts of assessable CSR performance are discussed Both direct and indirect economic impacts must be disclosed.  
Disclosed economic Impact should be clearly described and 
measurable. 
Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 
(b) disclosed individually or collectively 

3 3   
  b.       A process of impact management is refered     3 

          

4 For CSR performance a reference(s) to external frameworks or 
benchmarks, such as GRI, IASB, AA1000 is disclosed 

Simply a mention of GRI or other standards is insufficient 
criteria, coder/accessor need to ensure presence of section and 
relevant content. At least one subindicator of Economic 
subdimension  

      

    A single or multiple standard following will result the same 
score.        

Discussion of Social 
performance 

0 CSR performance aspect/topic is non-existent in disclosure         

1 
The overall CSR performance (irrespective of any ‘Specific’ 
dimension; social, environmental, economic) is referred in 
general or ‘feeling’ good statements 

        

  Not any single specific CSR performance indicator is discussed         
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2 Specific CSR performance indicators are disclosed         
3 a.        Impacts of assessable CSR performance are discussed     3 3 
  b.       A process of impact management is refered         
            

4 For CSR performance a reference(s) to external frameworks or 
benchmarks, such as GRI, IASB, AA1000 is disclosed   4     

            

Discussion of 
Environmental CSR 

performance 

0 CSR performance aspect/topic is non-existent in disclosure         

1 
The overall CSR performance (irrespective of any ‘Specific’ 
dimension; social, environmental, economic) is referred in 
general or ‘feeling’ good statements 

        

  Not any single specific CSR performance indicator is discussed         
2 Specific CSR performance indicators are disclosed         
3 a.        Impacts of assessable CSR performance are discussed     3 3 
  b.       A process of impact management is refered         
            

4 For CSR performance a reference(s) to external frameworks or 
benchmarks, such as GRI, IASB, AA1000 is disclosed   4     

            
    RELEVANCE score   20 16 18 
         

ICF- Faithful Representation characteristics       

CSR assurance 

0 No assurance statement is provided. Audit statement is not substitute to assurance statement 0     

    
Apart from annexed in sample report, the coder must check 
for, a separate single assurance statement either accessible 
online/website or print.   

      

1 Reference to an internal verification/assurance provided only  
The criteria of internal verification get satisfied by the 
presence of CSR or Audit committee; generally being relevant 
and responsible for ensuring disclosure content and quality. 

  1 1 

    In case of both internal and external mechanisms, the external 
mechanism is considered only        

2 a.        Assurance is limited to only specific part of the report 
(that is, environment content only) 

Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a), (b) 
and (c) are disclosed individually or collectively       

  b.       Independence capacity of assurance practitioner is not 
specified         

  c.        Report is addressed to the restricted users (for example, 
management or shareholders) only         

3 a.        A limited level of assurance provided Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a), (b), 
(c) and (d) are disclosed individually or collectively       

  b.       Independence capacity of assurance practitioner is clearly 
specified         

  c.        Report addresses to multiple recipients         
  d.       References of performed work by assurer are provided          
            
4 a.        A Reasonable level of assurance is provided All (a), (b) and (c) need to be disclosed collectively.       
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b.       References to assurance standard is disclosed  Failure to cover any criteria should lead to equate the item at 
previous level.        

c.        Verified information from specific sections/page 
numbers and summaries of performed worked is provided by 
assurers. 

  
      

Disclosure of 
favourable 

information 

0 No positive CSR incident is disclosed 
Any news/information that can benefit stakeholders, and able 
to provide boost to corporate CSR program will be eligible to 
consider a favourable/positive information 

      

1 a.        Reference(s) to any or multiple positive CSR incident(s)  Criteria (a) must be disclosed       
b.       Outcome(s) value is undisclosed         

2 a.        Reference(s) to any or multiple positive CSR incident(s)  Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 
(b) disclosed individually or collectively       

b.       Outcome(s) value is clearly disclosed         

3 A discussion of specific actions/measures resulted in the 
Positive CSR incident(s) 

Actions should accompany detail, just merely mention of any 
incident will lead to place the item in previous level.       

4 Comparative discussion of (before and after) impacts of specific 
actions/measures taken for positive incident (s) Value can be quantitative or qualitative. 4 4 4 

Disclosure of 
unfavourable 
information 

0 No negative CSR incident(s) is disclosed 

Any bad news/information that can have serious consequences 
to affect stakeholders, and quire able to limit the progress to 
corporate CSR program will be eligible to consider as 
unfavourable/negative information 

      

1 a.        Reference(s) to any or multiple negative CSR incident(s)  Criteria (a) must be disclosed       
b.       Consequence(s).value is undisclosed         

2 
a.        Reference(s) to any or multiple negative CSR incident(s)  Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 

(b) disclosed individually or collectively       

b.       Consequence(s) value is clearly disclosed Responses should accompany detail, just merely mention of 
any incident will lead to place the item in previous level.     2 

3 A discussion of response to negative CSR incidents is disclosed Value can be quantitative or qualitative   3   

4 A comparative discussion of (before and after) specific response 
taken for negative incident (s) specific ‘stakeholders.   4     

    FAITHFUL REPRESENTATION score   8 8 7 
         
         

ICF- Understandability characteristics     

Clarity of written 
information 

0 A readability score within 0-30 band on Flesch Reading Ease 
Index 

Assessment would be conducted for written contents provided 
either under “Message from the chief executive officer” or 
“Managing director”. 

0     

1 A readability score within 31-60 band on Flesch Reading Ease 
Index 

The length of the sample content for assessment must be 
between 250 to 400 words.   1 1 

2 A readability score within 61-80 band on Flesch Reading Ease 
Index 

        

3 A readability score within 81-90 band on Flesch Reading Ease 
Index 

        

4 A readability score within 91-100 band on Flesch Reading Ease 
Index 
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Clarity of visual 
information: graphs 

and tables 

0 No Graphs and tables of CSR information provided 

Only Graphs and tables support for the CSR components, such 
as environment, labour data must be considered.       

The assessment will receive same score; either a single or 
multiple graph (s) or table (s) found under criteria described.        

1 
a.        Graphs (and) or tables are without legend, axis, and titles  Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a) and 

(b) disclosed individually or collectively 

      
b.       Graphs (and) or tables do not provide comparative 
information at all       

2 Graphs (and) or tables for only favourable trends/results for any 
two domains of CSR (economic/social/environment) provided 

Graphs or tables providing any favourable CSR information 
for stakeholders (that is, a reduced level of emissions, increase 
of local people in employment from last year, etc) will be 
considered  

      

3 Graphs (and) or tables of only favourable trends/results for all 
domains of CSR (economic/social/environment) provided 

The graph or table can be either represent for a main CSR 
domain such as economic, social or environment, or any sub 
domains (infrastructure investment and resulting impacts, 
reduced incidents of workplace accidents, reduced of 
air/pollution fines.  

      

4 
References to unfavourable Graphs (and) or tables in addition 
to favourable trends for any two domains of CSR 
(economic/social/environment) provided 

Graphs or tables providing any unfavourable CSR information 
for stakeholders (that is, increase in level of emissions, 
decrease of local people ratio in employment from last year(s), 
etc) will be considered  

4 4 4 

    UNDERSTANDABILTY score   4 5 5 
        

ICF- Comparability characteristics     

Comparability of 
performance 

0 CSR indicators discussed for current accounting period only 
(No Comparison of CSR performance). 

CSR performance indicators of 2018 will be considered as 
recent, irrespective of difference in closing of financial year of 
sample company  

      

1 Intracompany comparison of CSR performance provided based 
on indicators of current and preceding periods. 

CSR performance indicators of 2017 or before will be 
considered as preceding period, irrespective of difference in 
closing of financial year of sample companies. 

1 1 1 

2 Intracompany comparison of CSR performance indicators of 
current and preceding periods linked with relative to set targets. 

Set target can be 2019 or beyond.       
Disclosure assessment will receive same score even if 
comparison is developed for multiple years target.       

3 ‘Intercompany’ comparison of CSR performance indicators 
without benchmarking of industry 

Disclosure assessment will receive same score, either 
comparison is developed for single or multiple companies.       

4 
‘Intercompany comparison provided by benchmarking the CSR 
performance indicators relative to industry averages and the 
best practice 

Disclosure assessment will receive same score if comparison 
is developed for single or multiple companies       

Consistency of 
performance 

disclosure 

0 
Undisclosed changes in prior year, identified references of 

variation either in the type of performance indicators, topics or 
reporting standards used. 

Assessment is developed based on comparison of report from 
2017 with next year published in 2018.       

Disclosure assessment will receive same score, either 
changes found individually or collectively in performance 
indicators, topics or reporting standards used. 

      

1 

a.        Reference to ‘explained notes’ of changes in reporting 
standard of prior year  Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a), (b), 

(c) and (d) are disclosed individually or collectively 

  1   

b.       Reference to ‘explained notes’ of changes in type of 
performance indicators used in prior year        
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c.        Reference to ‘explained notes’ of changes of CSR topics 
reported in prior year        

d.       Reference to ‘explained notes’ of revisions in 
performance figures reported in prior year        

2 

a.        Reference to ‘justified reasons’ in notes, changes in 
reporting standard of prior year  

Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a), (b), 
(c) and (d) are disclosed individually or collectively 

      

b.       Reference to ‘justified reasons’ in notes, changes in type 
of performance indicators used in prior year       

c.        Reference to ‘justified reasons’ in notes, changes of CSR 
topics reported in prior year       

d.       Reference to ‘justified reasons’ in notes, for revisions in 
performance figures reported in prior year       

3 

a.        Reference to discussion notes on the ‘value of new 
changes’, in reporting standard 

Disclosure assessment will receive same score either (a), (b), 
(c) and (d) are disclosed individually or collectively 

      

b.       Reference to discussion notes on the ‘value of new 
changes’, in type of performance indicators       

c.        Reference to discussion notes on the ‘value of new 
changes’, of CSR topics reported in prior year        

d.       Reference to discussion notes on the ‘value of new 
changes’, for revisions in performance figures reported in prior 
year 

      

4 A disclosure of minor or no changes of; performance disclosure 
indicator types, and reporting standard from prior year Minor changes comprised of change in headings,  4   4 

    COMPARABILITY score   5 2 5 
        

ICF- Timeliness Characteristics     

Currency of the 
information 

0 Unidentifiable release time for annual/separate reports 
All reports whose publishing/release date cannot be find with 
self- searching techniques used by accessor will be placed in 
this level. 

0     

1 More than six-month time lag in end of financial year and 
CSR report (annual/ CSR/sustainability) 

For all sample reports, a same online duration calculator, such 
as available on site (www.timeanddate.com) will be used to 
assess the duration gaps.  

  1   

2 
More than 3 months and less than 6 months’ time lag between 
end of financial year and CSR report (annual/ 
CSR/sustainability) 

      2 

3 Less than 3 months’ time lag between end of financial year 
and CSR report (annual/ CSR/sustainability)         

4 No time lag between end of financial year and CSR report 
(annual/ CSR/sustainability)         

    TIMELINESS score   0 1 2 

 

http://www.timeanddate.com/
http://www.timeanddate.com/
http://www.timeanddate.com/
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Appendix 10 Scoring sheet of CSR index and sub-indices  

Sample Sheet used to calculate the CSR disclosure indices of each disclosure category developed on CSR disclosure quality index  

2017  
Industries 
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Companies 
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Consumer 
Discretionary 

Crown Resorts 
Limited 20 24 0.83 8 12 0.67 4 8 0.5 5 8 0.63 0 4 0 

Tabcorp 
Holdings 
Limited 

16 24 0.67 8 12 0.67 5 8 0.63 2 8 0.25 1 4 0.25 

Wesfarmers 
Limited 18 24 0.75 7 12 0.58 5 8 0.63 5 8 0.63 2 4 0.5 

Consumer 
 Staples 

Coca-Cola 
Amatil 21 24 0.88 8 12 0.67 4 8 0.5 6 8 0.75 2 4 0.5 

Woolworths 
Group Limited 23 24 0.96 11 12 0.92 4 8 0.5 4 8 0.5 3 4 0.75 

Energy 

Oil Search 
Limited 10 
Toea 

11 24 0.46 2 12 0.17 1 8 0.13 2 8 0.25 3 4 0.75 

Origin Energy 17 24 0.71 6 12 0.5 5 8 0.63 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 

Santos Limited 4 24 0.17 2 12 0.17 3 8 0.38 5 8 0.63 1 4 0.25 

Woodside 
Petroleum 18 24 0.75 11 12 0.92 5 8 0.63 8 8 1 2 4 0.5 

Worleyparsons 
Limited 18 24 0.75 3 12 0.25 3 8 0.38 6 8 0.75 2 4 0.5 

Financials 

AMP Limited 17 24 0.71 9 12 0.75 3 8 0.38 2 8 0.25 2 4 0.5 

ANZ Banking 
Group Limited 20 24 0.83 10 12 0.83 4 8 0.5 5 8 0.63 3 4 0.75 

Challenger 
Limited 15 24 0.63 4 12 0.33 3 8 0.38 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 

Commonwealth 
Bank 20 24 0.83 8 12 0.67 4 8 0.5 1 8 0.13 3 4 0.75 

Insurance 
Australia 14 24 0.58 9 12 0.75 5 8 0.63 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 

National Aust. 
Bank 21 24 0.88 11 12 0.92 5 8 0.63 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 

QBE Insurance 
Group 18 24 0.75 6 12 0.5 3 8 0.38 5 8 0.63 3 4 0.75 
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Westpac 
Banking Corp 22 24 0.92 7 12 0.58 5 8 0.63 8 8 1 3 4 0.75 

Health Care 

Ansell Limited 18 24 0.75 3 12 0.25 4 8 0.5 1 8 0.13 3 4 0.75 

Healthscope 
Limited 15 24 0.63 4 12 0.33 2 8 0.25 8 8 1 3 4 0.75 

Ramsay Health 
Care 6 24 0.25 2 12 0.17 3 8 0.38 5 8 0.63 0 4 0 

Sonic 
Healthcare 13 24 0.54 5 12 0.42 3 8 0.38 5 8 0.63 3 4 0.75 

Industrials 

Als Limited 16 24 0.67 5 12 0.42 5 8 0.63 2 8 0.25 3 4 0.75 

Aurizon 
Holdings 
Limited 

17 24 0.71 8 12 0.67 5 8 0.63 6 8 0.75 2 4 0.5 

Brambles 
Limited 18 24 0.75 11 12 0.92 4 8 0.5 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 

Downer Edi 
Limited 20 24 0.83 11 12 0.92 5 8 0.63 5 8 0.63 2 4 0.5 

SYD Airport 
FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

22 24 0.92 10 12 0.83 4 8 0.5 5 8 0.63 3 4 0.75 

Transurban 
Group FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

21 24 0.88 10 12 0.83 4 8 0.5 7 8 0.88 2 4 0.5 

Materials 

Adelaide 
Brighton 13 24 0.54 7 12 0.58 5 8 0.63 5 8 0.63 3 4 0.75 

Amcor Limited 16 24 0.67 7 12 0.58 2 8 0.25 5 8 0.63 0 4 0 

BHP Group 
Limited 21 24 0.88 11 12 0.92 5 8 0.63 7 8 0.88 3 4 0.75 

Bluescope 
Steel Limited 20 24 0.83 8 12 0.67 5 8 0.63 6 8 0.75 1 4 0.25 

Duluxgroup 
Limited 17 24 0.71 5 12 0.42 3 8 0.38 4 8 0.5 0 4 0 

Fortescue 
Metals Group 21 24 0.88 8 12 0.67 4 8 0.5 1 8 0.13 3 4 0.75 

Iluka 
Resources 18 24 0.75 6 12 0.5 4 8 0.5 6 8 0.75 2 4 0.5 

Incitec Pivot 20 24 0.83 5 12 0.42 5 8 0.63 8 8 1 3 4 0.75 

Newcrest 
Mining 21 24 0.88 6 12 0.5 2 8 0.25 5 8 0.63 2 4 0.5 

Northern Star 18 24 0.75 4 12 0.33 3 8 0.38 1 8 0.13 2 4 0.5 

Orica Limited 21 24 0.88 7 12 0.58 5 8 0.63 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 

OZ Minerals 21 24 0.88 6 12 0.5 4 8 0.5 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 

RIO Tinto 
Limited 20 24 0.83 10 12 0.83 5 8 0.63 8 8 1 3 4 0.75 

SOUTH32 
Limited 21 24 0.88 10 12 0.83 2 8 0.25 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 
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Real Estate 

Charter Hall 
Group Stapled 
Securities US 
Prohibited 

20 24 0.83 5 12 0.42 3 8 0.38 6 8 0.75 2 4 0.5 

Dexus FP Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

11 24 0.46 3 12 0.25 2 8 0.25 6 8 0.75 2 4 0.5 

Goodman 
Group FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

7 24 0.29 3 12 0.25 3 8 0.38 2 8 0.25 3 4 0.75 

GPT Group FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

7 24 0.29 2 12 0.17 3 8 0.38 2 8 0.25 3 4 0.75 

Lendlease 
Group FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

3 24 0.13 5 12 0.42 3 8 0.38 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 

Mirvac Group 
FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

12 24 0.5 7 12 0.58 3 8 0.38 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 

Scentre Group 
FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

6 24 0.25 5 12 0.42 3 8 0.38 4 8 0.5 3 4 0.75 

Stockland FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

15 24 0.63 9 12 0.75 4 8 0.5 2 8 0.25 3 4 0.75 

Vicinity 
Centres FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

8 24 0.33 4 12 0.33 1 8 0.13 2 8 0.25 3 4 0.75 

Telecommunication 
Services 

Link Admin 
HLDG 16 24 0.67 5 12 0.42 2 8 0.25 5 8 0.63 3 4 0.75 

Telstra 
Corporation 20 24 0.83 11 12 0.92 5 8 0.63 6 8 0.75 3 4 0.75 

TPG Telecom 
Limited 6 24 0.25 2 12 0.17 1 8 0.13 0 8 0 0 4 0 

Utilities 

AGL Energy 
Limited 18 24 0.75 9 12 0.75 4 8 0.5 2 8 0.25 3 4 0.75 

APA Group FP 
Units Stapled 
Securities 

15 24 0.63 3 12 0.25 1 8 0.13 5 8 0.63 3 4 0.75 

Spark 
infrstructure 19 24 0.79 6 12 0.5 2 8 0.25 2 8 0.25 3 4 0.75 
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Appendix 11: Calculation sheet of all Independent variables 

Sample extract of independent variables recording sheet of ASX 100 companies in 2017 for Consumer 

Discretionary & Consumer Staples industry groups  

Sector Consumer 
Discretionary 

Consumer 
Staples 

Sr. Number 1 2 3 4 5 

ASX Code CWN TAH WES CCL WOW 

Company data for 2017 
Crown 
Resorts 
Limited 

Tabcorp 
Holdings 
Limited 

Wesfarmers 
Limited 

Coca-
Cola 

Amatil 

Woolworths 
Group 

Limited 

Board of Director           

Gender Diversity           

Male 8.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 4.0 

Female 3.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 

Proportion of male 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 

Proportion of female 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 

Board Independence           

Number of executive directors 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 

Non-Executives 9.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 

independent directors 7.0 4.0 8.0 6.0 7.0 
Number of non-executives including 
independent directors 9.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 

Proportion of independent directors 0.7 0.4 0.8 0.7 1.0 
Proportion of independent Non-
executive directors 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 

Proportion of executive directors 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 

female Chairperson 0 1 0 1 0 

female CEO 0 0 0 1 0 

Board size           

Total board members 11 9 10 9 8 
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Appendix 12A: All the independent and control variables of ASX companies 

 

Australian ASX Companies 
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Crown Resorts Limited 
0.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 10.0 4.8 0.2 2.1 3.9 4.0 

Tabcorp Holdings Limited 
0.3 0.9 1.0 0.0 9.0 4.6 0.4 0.4 3.8 4.0 

Wesfarmers Limited 
0.3 0.8 0.0 0.0 10.0 8.2 0.1 0.9 4.6 4.0 

Coca-Cola Amatil 0.4 0.9 1.0 1.0 9.0 8.7 0.4 1.6 3.8 4.0 

Woolworths Group Limited 
0.5 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 7.1 0.1 0.8 4.4 4.0 

Oil Search Limited 10 Toea 
0.2 0.8 0.0 0.0 9.0 4.5 0.3 1.6 4.2 2.0 

Origin Energy 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.5 4.4 0.3 1.1 4.4 2.0 

Santos Limited 0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 1.8 0.3 1.6 4.3 2.0 

Woodside Petroleum 
0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 10.5 5.2 0.2 1.6 4.5 2.0 

Worleyparsons Limited 
0.4 0.8 0.0 0.0 8.5 5.5 0.2 1.3 3.6 2.0 

AMP Limited 0.3 0.9 1.0 0.0 10.0 0.6 0.2 0.4 5.2 3.0 

ANZ Banking Group Limited 
0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.5 0.8 0.9 1.1 6.0 3.0 

Challenger Limited 
0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 9.0 2.1 0.3 2.0 4.4 3.0 

Commonwealth Bank 
0.4 0.9 1.0 0.0 10.0 1.0 0.9 1.1 6.0 3.0 

Insurance Australia 
0.3 0.9 1.0 0.0 9.5 3.4 0.1 0.7 4.5 3.0 

National Aust. Bank 
0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 11.0 0.8 0.9 1.2 5.9 3.0 

QBE Insurance Group 
0.2 0.8 0.0 0.0 9.5 0.9 0.1 0.9 4.8 3.0 

Westpac Banking Corp 
0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 9.5 0.9 0.9 1.3 5.9 3.0 

Ansell Limited 0.3 0.8 0.0 0.0 8.5 6.1 0.3 3.4 3.5 4.0 

Healthscope Limited 
0.3 0.9 1.0 0.0 7.5 3.9 0.4 1.0 3.7 4.0 

Ramsay Health Care 
0.2 0.7 0.0 0.0 9.5 6.7 0.4 1.1 3.9 4.0 

Sonic Healthcare 0.3 0.6 0.0 0.0 7.5 6.5 0.4 1.1 3.9 4.0 
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Als Limited 0.1 0.9 0.0 0.0 7.0 7.1 0.3 2.9 3.3 1.0 

Aurizon Holdings Limited 
0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.5 8.0 0.4 1.0 4.0 1.0 

Brambles Limited 0.4 0.8 0.0 0.0 11.0 9.3 0.3 0.8 4.0 1.0 

Downer Edi Limited 
0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 7.0 3.6 0.2 1.0 3.9 1.0 

SYD Airport FP Ordinary 
0.3 0.8 0.0 0.0 8.0 5.2 0.7 1.0 4.1 1.0 

Transurban Group  0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 9.0 3.9 0.6 0.7 4.4 1.0 

Adelaide Brighton 0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 7.5 9.5 0.2 2.6 3.3 1.0 

Amcor Limited 0.3 0.8 0.0 0.0 9.0 9.8 0.5 0.8 4.1 1.0 

BHP Group Limited 
0.3 0.8 0.0 0.0 10.0 8.8 0.2 2.2 5.2 1.0 

Bluescope Steel Limited 
0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.5 8.2 0.1 1.7 4.0 1.0 

Duluxgroup Limited 
0.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 7.0 12.2 0.3 1.6 3.1 1.0 

Fortescue Metals Group 
0.6 0.8 0.0 1.0 9.0 10.1 0.2 1.3 4.4 1.0 

Iluka Resources 0.3 0.8 1.0 1.0 6.0 10.2 0.1 2.5 3.3 1.0 

Incitec Pivot 0.3 0.9 0.0 1.0 7.5 4.8 0.3 1.2 4.0 1.0 

Newcrest Mining 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 9.5 4.4 0.2 2.2 4.2 1.0 

Northern Star 0.2 0.8 0.0 0.0 6.0 18.4 0.0 2.8 3.0 1.0 

Orica Limited 0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 6.0 0.3 1.3 3.8 1.0 

OZ Minerals 0.4 0.8 1.0 0.0 6.5 7.5 0.0 5.1 3.5 1.0 

RIO Tinto Limited 0.3 0.8 1.0 0.0 9.0 10.7 0.2 1.8 5.1 1.0 

SOUTH32 Limited 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 9.8 0.1 2.7 4.3 1.0 

Charter Hall Group Stapled 
Securities US Prohibited 

0.3 0.8 0.0 0.0 6.0 13.3 0.0 1.8 3.3 3.0 

Dexus FP Units Stapled Securities 
0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 7.0 0.2 0.5 4.1 3.0 

Goodman Group FP Ordinary/Units 
Stapled Securities 

0.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 10.5 8.3 0.2 3.8 4.1 3.0 

GPT Group FP Ordinary/Units 
Stapled Securities 

0.4 0.8 1.0 0.0 7.0 6.4 0.3 0.3 4.1 3.0 

Lendlease Group FP Ordinary/Units 
Stapled Securities 

0.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 11.0 2.9 0.1 0.8 4.3 3.0 

Mirvac Group FP Ordinary/Units 
Stapled Securities 

0.5 0.9 0.0 1.0 8.0 9.5 0.2 1.1 4.1 3.0 

Scentre Group FP Ordinary/Units 
Stapled Securities 

0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 4.5 0.4 0.2 4.6 3.0 
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Stockland FP Ordinary/Units Stapled 
Securities 

0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 5.2 0.2 0.3 4.3 3.0 

Vicinity Centres FP Ordinary/Units 
Stapled Securities 

0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 9.5 9.7 0.3 0.3 4.2 3.0 

Link Admin HLDG 0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 7.5 8.4 0.2 1.0 3.3 5.0 

Telstra Corporation 
0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 10.5 10.3 0.4 0.8 4.6 5.0 

TPG Telecom Limited 
0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 5.0 9.8 0.2 0.3 3.7 5.0 

AGL Energy Limited 
0.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.5 8.4 0.2 1.5 4.2 5.0 

APA Group FP Units Stapled 
Securities 

0.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 8.0 4.3 0.6 0.8 4.2 5.0 

Spark infrastructure 
0.3 0.8 0.0 0.0 6.0 6.5 0.3 2.2 3.5 5.0 
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Appendix 12B: All the independent and control variables of PSX companies 
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Dewan Salman Fibre Limited 0.00 0.44 0.00 0.00 7.00 -8.78 1.33 0.14 7.02 4 

Ibrahim Fibre Limited 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.00 7.00 10.35 0.14 2.98 7.70 4 

Azgard Nine Limited 0.11 0.44 0.00 0.00 7.50 0.14 0.40 0.32 7.28 4 

Feroze 1888 Mills Limited 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 8.00 12.54 0.10 2.35 7.32 4 

Gul Ahmed Textile Mills 
Limited 0.00 0.48 0.00 0.00 7.00 3.52 0.53 1.13 7.60 4 

Nishat Mills Limited 0.00 0.44 0.00 0.00 6.50 4.86 0.22 1.53 8.14 4 

Kohinoor Textile Mills 
Limited 0.00 0.44 0.00 0.00 7.00 2.37 0.22 2.09 7.88 4 

Colony Textile Mills Limited 0.00 0.44 0.00 0.00 7.00 0.00 0.48 0.83 7.43 4 

Engro Foods Limited 0.22 0.27 0.00 0.00 8.00 9.94 0.18 1.15 7.35 4 

Fauji Foods Limited 0.08 0.20 0.00 0.00 12.00 -0.20 0.62 1.14 7.10 4 

Unity Foods(R) 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 6.50 -0.71 0.11 0.64 8.07 4 

Oil and Gas Development 
Company Limited 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 12.00 0.06 0.00 6.87 2.81 1 

Pakistan Petroleum Limited 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 10.00 11.72 0.00 2.81 8.54 1 

Pakistan Oilfields Limited 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 7.00 16.51 0.00 1.97 7.80 1 

Sui Northern Gas Pipelines 
Limited 0.12 0.17 0.00 0.00 14.50 0.03 0.16 0.96 8.59 1 

Pakistan State Oil Company 
Limited 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.00 7.00 2.54 0.28 0.96 8.60 1 

Byco Petroleum Pakistan 
Limited 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 7.00 4.24 0.27 1.32 8.08 1 

Pakistan Refinery Limited 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.00 11.00 2.87 0.30 0.72 7.45 1 

HBL Investment Fund 0.24 0.28 0.00 0.00 7.00 0.03 0.03 0.40 6.78 3 

HBL Growth Fund 0.24 0.44 0.00 0.00 7.00 0.06 0.03 2.47 7.14 3 

Silkbank Limited 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.00 9.00 0.73 0.10 0.16 8.23 3 

Standard Chartered Bank 
Limited 0.24 0.31 0.00 0.00 7.00 1.77 0.00 0.13 8.74 3 

Bank of Punjab Limited 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.00 8.50 0.27 0.06 0.13 8.84 3 

National Bank of Pakistan 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 6.50 0.92 0.03 0.15 9.42 3 

Bank Al-Falah Limited 0.10 0.34 0.00 0.00 8.50 0.01 0.08 0.20 7.50 3 

Faysal Bank Limited 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.86 0.06 0.12 8.74 3 

Habib Bank Limited 0.11 0.27 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.36 0.05 0.16 9.43 3 

JS Bank Limited 0.20 0.21 0.00 0.00 9.00 0.00 0.20 0.09 8.63 3 

Askari Bank Limited 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 11.00 0.71 0.04 0.09 8.84 3 

United Bank Limited 0.20 0.28 0.00 0.00 9.00 1.03 0.04 0.16 9.29 3 

MCB Bank Limited 0.15 0.17 0.00 0.00 12.00 1.55 0.03 0.13 9.15 3 
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Meezan Bank Limited 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.00 10.50 0.89 0.07 0.33 8.93 3 

Allied Bank Limited 0.11 0.25 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.99 0.02 0.13 9.11 3 

Bank Al-Habib Limited 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 10.50 0.71 0.04 0.10 9.00 3 

Soneri Bank Limited 0.00 0.44 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.49 0.08 0.12 8.55 3 

Habib Metropolitan Bank 
Limited 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.00 8.50 0.36 0.03 0.11 8.82 3 

Samba Bank Limited 0.20 0.32 0.00 0.00 9.00 0.89 0.36 0.20 8.08 3 

Bankislami Pakistan Limited 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.41 0.04 0.19 8.34 3 

Bank of Khyber Limited 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 7.50 0.19 0.07 0.11 8.37 3 

Adamjee Insurance Company 
Limited 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.00 8.00 2.59 0.00 0.73 7.68 3 

Pakistan Reinsurance 
Company Limited 0.24 0.47 0.00 0.00 7.00 0.49 0.00 1.09 7.39 3 

United Insurance Company of 
Pakistan Limited 0.23 0.48 0.00 0.00 7.50 2.59 0.01 1.10 6.82 3 

Jahangir Siddiqui Company 
Limited 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.01 0.20 3.45 7.48 3 

Pakistan Stock Exchange 
Limited 0.24 0.17 0.00 0.00 14.50 0.01 0.00 3.32 7.04 3 

Apna Microfinance Bank 
Limited 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.50 -0.14 0.01 2.73 7.20 3 

First Capital Securites 
Corporation Limited 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.00 7.00 -43.98 0.29 2.87 6.46 3 

Invest Capital Investment 
Bank Limited 0.41 0.48 1.00 0.00 7.00 0.00 0.52 0.97 6.02 3 

First National Equities 
Limited 0.00 0.43 0.00 0.00 7.00 7.81 0.50 2.33 6.09 3 

GlaxoSmithKline (Pakistan) 
Limited 0.12 0.44 0.00 0.00 7.00 14.21 0.01 1.83 7.34 4 

AGP Limited 0.24 0.38 0.00 1.00 7.00 0.14 0.23 1.33 6.94 4 

Aisha Steel Mills Limited 0.10 0.30 0.00 0.00 9.00 0.06 0.47 0.92 7.28 2 

International Steels Limited 0.08 0.48 0.00 0.00 11.00 11.90 0.42 1.07 7.49 2 

Dost Steels Limited 0.10 0.39 0.00 0.00 9.00 -0.03 0.30 3.44 6.50 2 

Amreli Steels Ltd. 0.41 0.38 0.00 0.00 7.00 0.06 0.32 1.09 7.34 2 

Pakistan International Airlines 
Corporation 0.00 0.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 -49.42 0.33 0.13 8.08 2 

Pakistan International Bulk 
Terminal Limited 0.00 0.48 0.00 0.00 7.00 -4.48 0.45 1.50 7.46 2 

Pakistan Telecommunication 
Company Limited 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.00 4.13 0.11 1.07 8.28 5 

WorldCall Telecom Limited 0.24 0.44 0.00 0.00 7.00 0.25 0.05 0.26 7.18 5 

TRG Pakistan Limited 0.00 0.49 0.00 0.00 10.00 -0.59 0.72 10.24 7.22 5 

Telecard Limited 0.00 0.49 0.00 0.00 7.00 -2.05 0.01 2.38 6.75 5 

TPL Corp Limited 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.00 8.00 3.00 1.02 1.03 7.16 5 

Fauji Cement Company 
Limited 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.62 0.08 1.81 7.45 2 

Power Cement Limited 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.00 7.00 0.03 0.07 2.00 7.22 2 

Bestway Cement Limited 0.31 0.44 0.00 0.00 7.50 15.06 0.21 0.94 7.95 2 

Maple Leaf Cement Factory 
Limited 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.00 8.00 9.91 0.25 1.21 7.69 2 

Dewan Cement Limited 0.00 0.47 0.00 0.00 7.00 3.65 0.07 0.61 7.48 2 
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D.G. Khan Cement Company 
Limited 0.24 0.44 1.00 0.00 7.00 7.31 0.24 1.57 8.06 2 

Gharibwal Cement Limited 0.31 0.46 0.00 0.00 7.50 8.59 0.18 0.69 7.35 2 

Lucky Cement Limited 0.38 0.24 0.00 0.00 8.00 10.25 0.10 2.40 8.18 2 

Javedan Corporation Limited 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 9.00 0.00 0.17 3.35 7.24 2 

Lotte Chemical Pakistan 
Limited 0.11 0.41 0.00 0.00 8.00 11.42 0.00 1.58 7.32 2 

Engro Polymer and Chemicals 
Limited 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 7.00 11.05 0.28 1.24 7.47 2 

Agritech Limited 0.11 0.23 0.00 0.00 8.00 -8.38 0.45 0.12 7.67 2 

Fatima Fertilizer Company 
Limited 0.22 0.41 0.00 0.00 8.00 10.75 0.05 1.10 8.02 2 

Engro Fertilizers Limited 0.22 0.38 0.00 0.00 8.00 12.07 0.30 1.03 8.04 2 

Fauji Fertilizer Company 
Limited 0.07 0.21 0.00 0.00 12.50 8.68 0.29 0.95 8.20 2 

Fauji Fertilizer Bin Qasim 
Limited 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 12.00 1.49 0.57 0.87 8.07 2 

Engro Corporation Limited 0.18 0.31 0.00 0.00 10.00 3.07 0.33 1.98 8.55 2 

Dawood Hercules Corporation 
Limited 0.18 0.33 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.21 0.34 2.12 8.58 2 

Arif Habib Corporation 
Limited 0.41 0.32 0.00 0.00 7.00 4.22 0.30 1.73 7.59 2 

Ghani Glass Limited 0.35 0.45 0.00 0.00 15.50 -5.14 0.00 1.14 6.37 2 

Baluchistan Glass Limited 0.24 0.28 0.00 0.00 7.00 -15.53 1.78 0.53 6.41 2 

Dolmen City Reit 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.00 7.00 10.35 0.00 5.49 7.63 3 

Pace (Pakistan) Limited 0.20 0.36 0.00 0.50 6.50 -2.38 0.67 0.64 6.83 3 

K-Electric Limited 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 12.00 2.62 0.14 0.98 8.64 5 

Hub Power Company Limited 0.07 0.18 0.00 0.00 13.50 6.32 0.34 1.02 8.24 5 

Kot Addu Power Company 
Limited 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 8.50 7.91 0.38 1.29 8.10 5 

Saif Power Limited 0.43 0.00 1.00 0.00 6.50 13.17 0.39 1.01 7.33 5 

Lalpir Power Limited 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 7.50 3.43 0.42 1.34 7.40 5 

PAKGEN Power Limited 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 7.00 5.02 0.38 1.72 7.44 5 

Nishat Chunian Power 
Limited 0.30 0.24 1.00 0.00 8.00 12.75 0.54 1.34 7.40 5 

Altern Energy Limited 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 7.00 26.85 0.17 2.53 6.76 5 

Nishat Power Limited 0.00 0.48 0.00 0.00 7.00 12.17 0.37 2.48 7.40 5 

Engro Powergen Qadirpur 
Limited 0.20 0.22 0.00 0.00 9.00 11.05 0.34 0.90 7.36 5 
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Appendix 13: Ranking sheet of ASX companies 

ASX sample company wise list of all CF qualitative indices (highest to lowest mean disclosure score)   

Sr. Company name Industry  
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All ICF 
Index total 
score (out 

of 5) 

Mean 
of all 
five 

indices 

Standard 
deviation 
of all five 
indices  

1 

RIO Tinto 
Limited Materials 

0.88 0.75 0.63 1.00 0.75 4.00 0.80 0.14 
 

2 
BHP Group 
Limited Materials 0.88 0.92 0.63 0.81 0.75 3.98 0.80 0.11 

 

3 
Westpac 
Banking Corp Financials 0.92 0.67 0.63 1.00 0.75 3.96 0.79 0.16 

 

4 

SYD Airport FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

Industrials 

0.90 0.88 0.56 0.81 0.75 3.90 0.78 0.13 

 

5 
Telstra 
Corporation 

Telecommunication 
Services 0.81 0.88 0.63 0.75 0.75 3.81 0.76 0.09 

 

6 
Woolworths 
Group Limited Consumer Staples 

0.90 0.83 0.56 0.69 0.75 3.73 0.75 0.13 
 

7 
National Aust. 
Bank Financials 0.83 0.83 0.63 0.63 0.75 3.67 0.73 0.10 

 

8 
Woodside 
Petroleum Energy 0.79 0.88 0.63 0.81 0.50 3.60 0.72 0.15 

 

9 
SOUTH32 
Limited Materials 0.85 0.88 0.44 0.69 0.75 3.60 0.72 0.18 

 

10 
ANZ Banking 
Group Limited Financials 

0.79 0.79 0.50 0.69 0.75 3.52 0.70 0.12 
 

11 
Brambles 
Limited Industrials 0.73 0.92 0.38 0.75 0.75 3.52 0.70 0.20 

 

12 
Downer Edi 
Limited Industrials 

0.81 0.88 0.63 0.69 0.50 3.50 0.70 0.15 
 

13 

Transurban 
Group FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

Industrials 

0.85 0.88 0.50 0.75 0.50 3.48 0.70 0.18 

 

14 
Wesfarmers 
Limited 

Consumer 
Discretionary 0.88 0.75 0.63 0.69 0.50 3.44 0.69 0.14 

 

15 
Healthscope 
Limited Health Care 0.71 0.42 0.44 1.00 0.88 3.44 0.69 0.26 

 

16 
Fortescue Metals 
Group Materials 0.90 0.75 0.56 0.44 0.75 3.40 0.68 0.18 

 

17 
Coca-Cola 
Amatil Consumer Staples 

0.88 0.75 0.50 0.75 0.50 3.38 0.68 0.17 
 

18 Origin Energy Energy 0.75 0.63 0.63 0.63 0.75 3.38 0.68 0.07  

19 
AGL Energy 
Limited Utilities 0.77 0.79 0.56 0.50 0.75 3.38 0.68 0.13 

 

20 

Aurizon 
Holdings 
Limited 

Industrials 
0.79 0.75 0.63 0.69 0.50 3.35 0.67 0.11 

 

21 Incitec Pivot Materials 0.85 0.54 0.56 1.00 0.38 3.33 0.67 0.25  
22 OZ Minerals Materials 0.85 0.58 0.44 0.69 0.75 3.31 0.66 0.16  

23 
Insurance 
Australia Financials 0.58 0.71 0.50 0.75 0.75 3.29 0.66 0.11 

 

24 Orica Limited Materials 0.88 0.54 0.63 0.50 0.75 3.29 0.66 0.15  
25 Iluka Resources Materials 0.77 0.58 0.56 0.75 0.50 3.17 0.63 0.12  

26 
QBE Insurance 
Group Financials 0.77 0.50 0.44 0.69 0.75 3.15 0.63 0.15 

 

27 
Bluescope Steel 
Limited Materials 0.83 0.63 0.63 0.69 0.38 3.15 0.63 0.17 
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28 

Charter Hall 
Group Stapled 
Securities US 
Prohibited 

Real Estate 

0.81 0.63 0.50 0.69 0.50 3.13 0.63 0.13 

 

29 AMP Limited Financials 0.71 0.71 0.50 0.50 0.63 3.04 0.61 0.10  

30 
Challenger 
Limited Financials 0.67 0.54 0.31 0.75 0.75 3.02 0.60 0.18 

 

31 
Commonwealth 
Bank Financials 0.81 0.67 0.56 0.19 0.75 2.98 0.60 0.25 

 

32 
Adelaide 
Brighton Materials 0.60 0.63 0.50 0.63 0.63 2.98 0.60 0.05 

 

33 

Stockland FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

Real Estate 

0.63 0.58 0.56 0.44 0.75 2.96 0.59 0.11 

 

34 

Tabcorp 
Holdings 
Limited 

Consumer 
Discretionary 0.71 0.75 0.63 0.44 0.38 2.90 0.58 0.17 

 

35 
Newcrest 
Mining Materials 0.83 0.67 0.25 0.63 0.50 2.88 0.58 0.22 

 

36 Als Limited Industrials 0.69 0.42 0.63 0.50 0.63 2.85 0.57 0.11  

37 

Dexus FP Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

Real Estate 
0.67 0.46 0.44 0.63 0.63 2.81 0.56 0.11 

 

38 

Scentre Group 
FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

Real Estate 

0.48 0.50 0.44 0.63 0.75 2.79 0.56 0.13 

 

39 

Mirvac Group 
FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

Real Estate 

0.56 0.50 0.38 0.50 0.75 2.69 0.54 0.14 

 

40 
Oil Search 
Limited 10 Toea Energy 

0.65 0.54 0.31 0.38 0.75 2.63 0.53 0.18 
 

41 Sonic Healthcare Health Care 0.58 0.29 0.38 0.63 0.75 2.63 0.53 0.19  

42 

APA Group FP 
Units Stapled 
Securities 

Utilities 
0.67 0.29 0.19 0.69 0.75 2.58 0.52 0.26 

 

43 
Crown Resorts 
Limited 

Consumer 
Discretionary 0.81 0.50 0.38 0.63 0.25 2.56 0.51 0.22 

 

44 
Worleyparsons 
Limited Energy 0.85 0.21 0.31 0.56 0.63 2.56 0.51 0.26 

 

45 Amcor Limited Materials 0.69 0.54 0.44 0.63 0.25 2.54 0.51 0.17  
46 Ansell Limited Health Care 0.77 0.25 0.38 0.38 0.75 2.52 0.50 0.24  

47 
Duluxgroup 
Limited Materials 0.69 0.46 0.50 0.56 0.25 2.46 0.49 0.16 

 

48 
Link Admin 
HLDG 

Telecommunication 
Services 0.65 0.29 0.19 0.50 0.75 2.38 0.48 0.24 

 

49 
Spark 
infrstructure Utilities 0.75 0.38 0.13 0.19 0.75 2.19 0.44 0.30 

 

50 

GPT Group FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

Real Estate 

0.38 0.33 0.31 0.38 0.75 2.15 0.43 0.18 

 

51 

Vicinity Centres 
FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

Real Estate 

0.50 0.38 0.31 0.25 0.63 2.06 0.41 0.15 

 

52 

Goodman Group 
FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

Real Estate 

0.50 0.25 0.38 0.25 0.63 2.00 0.40 0.16 

 

53 Santos Limited Energy 0.31 0.17 0.50 0.38 0.63 1.98 0.40 0.18  

54 
Ramsay Health 
Care Health Care 0.44 0.21 0.38 0.31 0.50 1.83 0.37 0.11 

 

55 

Lendlease Group 
FP 
Ordinary/Units 
Stapled 
Securities 

Real Estate 

0.06 0.21 0.19 0.75 0.63 1.83 0.37 0.30 

 

56 Northern Star Materials 0.73 0.29 0.19 0.25 0.38 1.83 0.37 0.21  

57 
TPG Telecom 
Limited 

Telecommunication 
Services 0.33 0.17 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.11 0.14 
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Appendix 14: Complete Ranking list of PSX Companies  

PSX sample company wise list of all CF qualitative indices (highest to lowest mean 
disclosure score)   

Sr. Company name Industry 
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All ICF 
Index 

total score 
(out of 5) 

Mean 
of all 
five 

indices 

Standard 
deviation 
of all five 

indices 

1 
Fauji Fertilizer 
Company Limited 

Materials 
0.75 0.38 0.50 0.69 0.75 3.06 0.61 0.17 

2 
Pakistan Petroleum 
Limited 

Energy 

0.65 0.50 0.31 0.56 0.63 2.65 0.53 0.13 

3 
Lucky Cement 
Limited 

Materials 
0.71 0.33 0.25 0.56 0.75 2.60 0.52 0.22 

4 
Engro Fertilizers 
Limited 

Materials 

0.58 0.50 0.38 0.38 0.75 2.58 0.52 0.16 

5 
Pakistan Oilfields 
Limited Energy 0.67 0.13 0.38 0.63 0.75 2.54 0.51 0.26 

6 Engro Foods Limited 

Consumer 
Staples 0.67 0.33 0.13 0.63 0.75 2.50 0.50 0.26 

7 
Pakistan State Oil 
Company Limited 

Energy 

0.60 0.25 0.31 0.56 0.75 2.48 0.50 0.21 

8 Meezan Bank Limited 

Financials 

0.75 0.17 0.25 0.56 0.75 2.48 0.50 0.27 

9 
Fatima Fertilizer 
Company Limited 

Materials 
0.67 0.25 0.31 0.44 0.75 2.42 0.48 0.22 

10 
Engro Powergen 
Qadirpur Limited 

Utilities 

0.50 0.21 0.31 0.63 0.75 2.40 0.48 0.22 

11 
GlaxoSmithKline 
(Pakistan) Limited 

Healthcare 
0.65 0.29 0.13 0.56 0.75 2.38 0.48 0.26 

12 
Lotte Chemical 
Pakistan Limited 

Materials 
0.58 0.17 0.25 0.63 0.75 2.38 0.48 0.25 

13 
Fauji Fertilizer Bin 
Qasim Limited 

Materials 

0.67 0.08 0.25 0.56 0.75 2.31 0.46 0.28 

14 
Engro Polymer and 
Chemicals Limited 

Materials 

0.58 0.21 0.13 0.63 0.75 2.29 0.46 0.27 

15 Allied Bank Limited 

Financials 

0.69 0.17 0.13 0.56 0.75 2.29 0.46 0.29 
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16 MCB Bank Limited 

Financials 

0.65 0.13 0.06 0.63 0.75 2.21 0.44 0.32 

17 Amreli Steels Ltd. 

Industrials 

0.63 0.08 0.19 0.56 0.75 2.21 0.44 0.29 

18 JS Bank Limited 

Financials 

0.48 0.13 0.25 0.56 0.75 2.17 0.43 0.25 

19 

Oil and Gas 
Development 
Company Limited 

Energy 
0.65 0.25 0.13 0.31 0.75 2.08 0.42 0.27 

20 
Gul Ahmed Textile 
Mills Limited 

Consumer 
Discretionary 0.69 0.13 0.00 0.50 0.75 2.06 0.41 0.34 

21 
Dawood Hercules 
Corporation Limited 

Materials 
0.29 0.00 0.38 0.63 0.75 2.04 0.41 0.29 

22 
International Steels 
Limited 

Industrials 

0.31 0.21 0.13 0.63 0.75 2.02 0.40 0.27 

23 
Arif Habib 
Corporation Limited 

Materials 

0.38 0.13 0.25 0.50 0.75 2.00 0.40 0.24 

24 Habib Bank Limited 

Financials 

0.46 0.08 0.19 0.50 0.75 1.98 0.40 0.27 

25 
Hub Power Company 
Limited 

Utilities 

0.67 0.00 0.06 0.50 0.75 1.98 0.40 0.35 

26 United Bank Limited 

Financials 

0.44 0.08 0.13 0.56 0.75 1.96 0.39 0.29 

27 K-Electric Limited 

Utilities 

0.58 0.13 0.00 0.50 0.75 1.96 0.39 0.32 

28 Azgard Nine Limited 

Consumer 
Discretionary 0.58 0.08 0.13 0.50 0.63 1.92 0.38 0.26 

29 
Pakistan Refinery 
Limited 

Energy 

0.48 0.13 0.06 0.63 0.63 1.92 0.38 0.27 

30 
Aisha Steel Mills 
Limited 

Industrials 
0.50 0.04 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.92 0.38 0.29 

31 TPL Corp Limited 

Information 
Technology 

0.50 0.04 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.92 0.38 0.29 

32 
Bestway Cement 
Limited 

Materials 

0.50 0.04 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.92 0.38 0.29 

33 Nishat Mills Limited 

Consumer 
Discretionary 

0.44 0.08 0.06 0.56 0.75 1.90 0.38 0.30 

34 Faysal Bank Limited Financials 0.33 0.13 0.13 0.56 0.75 1.90 0.38 0.27 

35 
National Bank of 
Pakistan 

Financials 
0.42 0.08 0.06 0.56 0.75 1.88 0.38 0.30 

36 
Bank of Khyber 
Limited Financials 0.38 0.13 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.88 0.38 0.27 
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37 
Fauji Cement 
Company Limited 

Materials 
0.50 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.88 0.38 0.31 

38 
Maple Leaf Cement 
Factory Limited 

Materials 
0.58 0.17 0.00 0.50 0.63 1.88 0.38 0.28 

39 Soneri Bank Limited Financials 0.42 0.13 0.06 0.50 0.75 1.85 0.37 0.28 

40 

Pakistan 
Telecommunication 
Company Limited 

Information 
Technology 

0.42 0.04 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.83 0.37 0.29 

41 
PAKGEN Power 
Limited Utilities 0.38 0.08 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.83 0.37 0.28 

42 
Power Cement 
Limited Materials 0.31 0.00 0.25 0.63 0.63 1.81 0.36 0.27 

43 
Standard Chartered 
Bank Limited 

Financials 
0.29 0.13 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.79 0.36 0.27 

44 
Engro Corporation 
Limited 

Materials 
0.25 0.00 0.19 0.56 0.75 1.75 0.35 0.30 

45 Ibrahim Fibre Limited 
Consumer 
Discretionary 0.33 0.08 0.06 0.50 0.75 1.73 0.35 0.29 

46 
Feroze 1888 Mills 
Limited 

Consumer 
Discretionary 0.29 0.04 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.71 0.34 0.29 

47 
Bankislami Pakistan 
Limited 

Financials 
0.35 0.08 0.13 0.50 0.63 1.69 0.34 0.23 

48 
Sui Northern Gas 
Pipelines Limited 

Energy 
0.58 0.08 0.13 0.50 0.38 1.67 0.33 0.22 

49 Samba Bank Limited 

Financials 

0.25 0.04 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.67 0.33 0.29 

50 
D.G. Khan Cement 
Company Limited 

Materials 
0.29 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.67 0.33 0.30 

51 
Javedan Corporation 
Limited 

Materials 
0.42 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.63 1.67 0.33 0.26 

52 
Nishat Chunian Power 
Limited 

Utilities 

0.42 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.63 1.67 0.33 0.26 

53 
Bank of Punjab 
Limited 

Financials 
0.27 0.08 0.06 0.50 0.75 1.67 0.33 0.29 

54 Saif Power Limited 
Utilities 

0.40 0.00 0.06 0.56 0.63 1.65 0.33 0.29 

55 Lalpir Power Limited 

Utilities 

0.40 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.63 1.65 0.33 0.26 

56 

United Insurance 
Company of Pakistan 
Limited 

Financials 

0.31 0.00 0.06 0.50 0.75 1.63 0.33 0.31 

57 
Bank Al-Falah 
Limited 

Financials 
0.25 0.04 0.00 0.56 0.75 1.60 0.32 0.33 

58 
Bank Al-Habib 
Limited 

Financials 

0.31 0.04 0.00 0.50 0.75 1.60 0.32 0.32 

59 Ghani Glass Limited 

Materials 

0.42 0.00 0.06 0.50 0.63 1.60 0.32 0.28 

60 

Pakistan International 
Bulk Terminal 
Limited 

Industrials 
0.29 0.04 0.13 0.50 0.63 1.58 0.32 0.25 

61 
Adamjee Insurance 
Company Limited 

Financials 
0.33 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.63 1.58 0.32 0.26 
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62 
Jahangir Siddiqui 
Company Limited 

Financials 
0.33 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.75 1.58 0.32 0.32 

63 
Gharibwal Cement 
Limited 

Materials 

0.33 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.63 1.58 0.32 0.26 

64 
Kohinoor Textile 
Mills Limited 

Consumer 
Discretionary 

0.31 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.75 1.56 0.31 0.32 

65 Silk bank Limited 

Financials 

0.25 0.00 0.06 0.50 0.75 1.56 0.31 0.31 

66 Altern Energy Limited 

Utilities 

0.25 0.00 0.06 0.50 0.75 1.56 0.31 0.31 

67 Nishat Power Limited 

Utilities 

0.17 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.54 0.31 0.31 

68 Fauji Foods Limited 

Consumer 
Staples 

0.13 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.50 0.30 0.31 

69 HBL Growth Fund 

Financials 

0.13 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.50 0.30 0.31 

70 Dolmen City Reit 

Real Estate 

0.13 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.75 1.50 0.30 0.31 

71 Dost Steels Limited 

Industrials 

0.29 0.00 0.06 0.50 0.63 1.48 0.30 0.27 

72 HBL Investment Fund 

Financials 

0.23 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.50 1.48 0.30 0.21 

73 Askari Bank Limited 
Financials 

0.23 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.75 1.48 0.30 0.33 

74 
Habib Metropolitan 
Bank Limited 

Financials 

0.10 0.00 0.06 0.50 0.75 1.42 0.28 0.33 

75 
Pakistan Stock 
Exchange Limited 

Financials 

0.10 0.00 0.06 0.50 0.75 1.42 0.28 0.33 

76 Unity Foods(R) 

Consumer 
Staples 

0.15 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.63 1.40 0.28 0.27 

77 
Colony Textile Mills 
Limited 

Consumer 
Discretionary 

0.31 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.50 1.38 0.28 0.27 

78 
Byco Petroleum 
Pakistan Limited 

Energy 

0.25 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.50 1.38 0.28 0.22 
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79 
Apna Micro finance 
Bank Limited 

Financials 

0.13 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.75 1.38 0.28 0.34 

80 
World Call Telecom 
Limited 

Information 
Technology 

0.25 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.50 1.38 0.28 0.22 

81 
Pace (Pakistan) 
Limited 

Real Estate 
0.21 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.50 1.33 0.27 0.23 

82 
First Capital Securites 
Corporation Limited 

Financials 

0.19 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.50 1.31 0.26 0.23 

83 AGP Limited Healthcare 0.19 0.13 0.00 0.25 0.75 1.31 0.26 0.29 

84 
Kot Addu Power 
Company Limited 

Utilities 

0.23 0.00 0.06 0.25 0.75 1.29 0.26 0.29 

85 
Dewan Cement 
Limited Materials 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.63 1.27 0.25 0.29 

86 
Pakistan International 
Airlines Corporation 

Industrials 

0.25 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.38 1.25 0.25 0.20 

87 
Pakistan Reinsurance 
Company Limited 

Financials 

0.10 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.50 1.23 0.25 0.24 

88 Telecard Limited 

Information 
Technology 0.10 0.00 0.13 0.50 0.50 1.23 0.25 0.24 

89 
Dewan Salman Fibre 
Limited 

Consumer 
Discretionary 

0.10 0.00 0.13 0.25 0.63 1.10 0.22 0.24 

90 
First National Equities 
Limited 

Financials 

0.19 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.75 1.06 0.21 0.31 

91 TRG Pakistan Limited 

Information 
Technology 

0.13 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.38 1.00 0.20 0.23 

92 
Baluchistan Glass 
Limited 

Materials 

0.19 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.94 0.19 0.21 

93 Agritech Limited 

Materials 

0.29 0.00 0.13 0.25 0.25 0.92 0.18 0.12 

94 

Invest Capital 
Investment Bank 
Limited 

Financials 

0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.63 0.13 0.22 
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Appendix 15A: STATA Output of Univariate analysis for ASX data  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0371         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0743          Pr(T > t) = 0.9629
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       55
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -1.8197
                                                                              
    diff             -.0434813    .0238951               -.0913682    .0044057
                                                                              
combined        57    .3092105    .0120993     .091348    .2849726    .3334484
                                                                              
       1        32    .3282813    .0136739    .0773514    .3003931    .3561694
       0        25       .2848    .0206266     .103133    .2422288    .3273712
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest GenderDiversity, by(x)

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0213         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0427          Pr(T > t) = 0.9787
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       55
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -2.0751
                                                                              
    diff             -.0315875     .015222                -.062093    -.001082
                                                                              
combined        57    .8483333    .0077732     .058686    .8327618    .8639048
                                                                              
       1        32    .8621875    .0070279    .0397561    .8478539    .8765211
       0        25       .8306     .014712    .0735601    .8002359    .8609641
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest Independent, by(x)

          Pearson chi2(1) =   2.8039   Pr = 0.094

     Total          25         32          57 
                                             
         1           2          8          10 
         0          23         24          47 
                                             
  FemChair           0          1       Total
                       x

. tab FemChair x, chi2
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          Pearson chi2(1) =   1.2672   Pr = 0.260

     Total          25         32          57 
                                             
         1           1          4           5 
         0          24         28          52 
                                             
    FemCEO           0          1       Total
                       x

. tab FemCEO x, chi2

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0816         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.1631          Pr(T > t) = 0.9184
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       55
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -1.4135
                                                                              
    diff               -.51875     .366997               -1.254228    .2167284
                                                                              
combined        57    8.491228     .183725    1.387094    8.123183    8.859274
                                                                              
       1        32     8.71875    .2353976     1.33161    8.238653    9.198847
       0        25         8.2    .2857738    1.428869    7.610192    8.789808
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest BoardSize, by(x)

 Pr(T < t) = 0.8235         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.3530          Pr(T > t) = 0.1765
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       55
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =   0.9367
                                                                              
    diff              .8806062    .9400884               -1.003373    2.764585
                                                                              
combined        57    6.509825    .4659755    3.518038    5.576363    7.443286
                                                                              
       1        32    6.123594    .6393295    3.616594    4.819673    7.427515
       0        25      7.0042    .6791333    3.395667    5.602538    8.405862
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances
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 Pr(T < t) = 0.3956         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.7911          Pr(T > t) = 0.6044
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       55
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -0.2661
                                                                              
    diff             -.0670438    .2519184               -.5718994    .4378119
                                                                              
combined        57    1.420439    .1239643    .9359102    1.172108    1.668769
                                                                              
       1        32    1.449844    .1544422     .873657    1.134857    1.764831
       0        25      1.3828     .205456     1.02728    .9587596     1.80684
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest Liquidity, by(x)

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0018         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0037          Pr(T > t) = 0.9982
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       55
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -3.0332
                                                                              
    diff             -.5138187    .1694009               -.8533057   -.1743318
                                                                              
combined        57     4.18886    .0900035    .6795114    4.008561    4.369158
                                                                              
       1        32    4.414219    .1355323    .7666865    4.137799    4.690639
       0        25      3.9004    .0809295    .4046473     3.73337     4.06743
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest CompanySize, by(x)
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Appendix 15 B: STATA Output of Univariate analysis for PSX data  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Pr(T < t) = 0.5203         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.9594          Pr(T > t) = 0.4797
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       92
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =   0.0511
                                                                              
    diff              .0013378    .0261859               -.0506697    .0533453
                                                                              
combined        94    .0986287    .0129753    .1258003    .0728623    .1243951
                                                                              
       1        43    .0979028    .0185922    .1219175    .0603822    .1354235
       0        51    .0992406    .0182302    .1301897    .0626242     .135857
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest GenderDiversity,by(X)

 Pr(T < t) = 0.8566         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.2868          Pr(T > t) = 0.1434
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       92
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =   1.0714
                                                                              
    diff               .025695    .0239837               -.0219387    .0733287
                                                                              
combined        94    .3208011    .0119578    .1159355    .2970552    .3445469
                                                                              
       1        43    .3068601    .0160379    .1051678    .2744943     .339226
       0        51    .3325552    .0173779    .1241034    .2976505    .3674598
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest Independent, by(X)

          Pearson chi2(2) =   1.7229   Pr = 0.423

     Total          51         43          94 
                                             
      1.00           1          0           1 
      0.50           1          0           1 
      0.00          49         43          92 
                                             
    FemCEO           0          1       Total
                       X

. tab FemCEO X, chi2
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 Pr(T < t) = 0.1217         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.2433          Pr(T > t) = 0.8783
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       92
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -1.1743
                                                                              
    diff             -.4831281    .4114192               -1.300242    .3339858
                                                                              
combined        94    8.505319    .2053804    1.991237    8.097474    8.913164
                                                                              
       1        43    8.767442    .2878823     1.88777    8.186472    9.348412
       0        51    8.284314    .2894399    2.067015    7.702957    8.865671
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest BoardSize, by(X)

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0052         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0104          Pr(T > t) = 0.9948
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       92
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -2.6166
                                                                              
    diff             -4.990349    1.907164               -8.778142   -1.202556
                                                                              
combined        94    2.577174    .9795336     9.49693    .6320148    4.522334
                                                                              
       1        43    5.284704    .7762627    5.090295    3.718143    6.851265
       0        51    .2943551    1.623186    11.59186   -2.965909    3.554619
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest Profit, by(X)

 Pr(T < t) = 0.8730         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.2540          Pr(T > t) = 0.1270
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       92
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =   1.1479
                                                                              
    diff              .0666987    .0581028               -.0486984    .1820958
                                                                              
combined        94    .2440016    .0289954    .2811207    .1864225    .3015807
                                                                              
       1        43     .207814    .0311371    .2041795    .1449768    .2706512
       0        51    .2745127    .0464207    .3315101     .181274    .3677514
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest Leverage, by(X)
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 Pr(T < t) = 0.9148         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.1705          Pr(T > t) = 0.0852
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       92
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =   1.3815
                                                                              
    diff              .4223637    .3057201               -.1848228     1.02955
                                                                              
combined        94    1.383193    .1530477    1.483853     1.07927    1.687115
                                                                              
       1        43    1.154038    .1722296    1.129385    .8064646    1.501611
       0        51    1.576402    .2401273    1.714852    1.094092    2.058712
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest Liquidity, by(X)

 Pr(T < t) = 0.0045         Pr(|T| > |t|) = 0.0090          Pr(T > t) = 0.9955
    Ha: diff < 0                 Ha: diff != 0                 Ha: diff > 0

Ho: diff = 0                                     degrees of freedom =       92
    diff = mean(0) - mean(1)                                      t =  -2.6683
                                                                              
    diff              -.489044    .1832763               -.8530466   -.1250414
                                                                              
combined        94    7.694955    .0942621     .913905    7.507769    7.882141
                                                                              
       1        43    7.960288    .1596072    1.046614    7.638187    8.282388
       0        51    7.471244    .1011486    .7223456    7.268081    7.674407
                                                                              
   Group       Obs        Mean    Std. Err.   Std. Dev.   [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Two-sample t test with equal variances

. ttest CompanySize, by(X)
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Appendix 16A: Regression Outputs tables from STATA for ASX Data 

    _cons -2.452133  1.52733 -1.61   0.117 -5.544051  .6397843
    Utilities  -.2768851  .2784295 -0.99   0.326 -.8405361  .286766

TelecommunicationServices  -.5498509  .4838999 -1.14   0.263 -1.529455  .4297532
    RealEstate  -.7191395  .2465988 -2.92   0.006 -1.218353   -.2199264
    Materials  .1369959  .2490161  0.55  0.585  -.3671108  .6411025

    Industrials  .6002576  .2749897  2.18  0.035  .04357  1.156945
    HealthCare  .2374338  .4568552  0.52  0.606  -.6874212  1.162289
    Financials  -.1877407  .3751571 -0.50   0.620  -.9472064  .5717251

    Energy  -.1067639  .3571601 -0.30   0.767  -.8297967  .616269
    ConsumerStaples  0  (omitted)

    ConsumerDiscretionary  .0364802  .2818142  0.13  0.898  -.5340229  .6069832
    CompanySize  .6130579  .1425032  4.30  0.000  .3245752  .9015405
    Liquidity  .0567717  .0585346  0.97  0.338  -.0617255  .1752689
    Leverage  -.5042342  .4020154 -1.25   0.217 -1.318072  .3096033
    Profit  .0253638  .0401726  0.63  0.532  -.0559614  .106689

    BoardSize  -.024545  .0733711 -0.33   0.740  -.1730771  .123987
    FemCEO  -.0916243  .2509024 -0.37   0.717  -.5995496  .416301

    FemChair  .0793782  .1861589  0.43  0.672  -.2974807  .4562372
    Independent  2.531612  1.421918  1.78  0.083  -.3469099  5.410134

    GenderDiversity  2.880101  1.073187  2.68  0.011  .7075461  5.052655

 TCSRDQI  Coef.  Std. Err.  t  P>|t|  [95% Conf. Interval]
 Robust

Root MSE  =  .48547
R-squared  =  0.6429

 Prob > F  =  0.0000
 F(18, 38)  =  7.20

Linear regression  Number of obs  =  57

note: Cons umerStaples omitted because of collinearity
> cationServices Utilities, vce(robust)
. regress TCSRDQI GenderDiversity Independent FemChair FemCEO BoardSize Profit Leverage Liqui
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Appendix 16B: Regression Outputs tables from STATA for PSX Data 

                                                                                            
                    _cons     1.140552   .5888067     1.94   0.057    -.0324114    2.313515
                Utilities    -.4293785   .2017048    -2.13   0.037    -.8311951   -.0275619
TelecommunicationServices    -.5245811   .2032329    -2.58   0.012    -.9294418   -.1197204
               RealEstate    -.4564477   .2151833    -2.12   0.037    -.8851148   -.0277805
                Materials    -.2443411   .1741131    -1.40   0.165    -.5911921      .10251
              Industrials      -.16981   .1973104    -0.86   0.392    -.5628725    .2232525
               Healthcare            0  (omitted)
               Financials     -.519736   .1707377    -3.04   0.003    -.8598629   -.1796091
                   Energy    -.0909843   .2602665    -0.35   0.728    -.6094617    .4274931
          ConsumerStaples    -.3816913   .3354561    -1.14   0.259    -1.049954    .2865715
    ConsumerDiscretionary    -.3233909   .1834422    -1.76   0.082    -.6888266    .0420447
              CompanySize     .1249543   .0642502     1.94   0.056    -.0030388    .2529473
                Liquidity    -.0132912   .0270723    -0.49   0.625    -.0672221    .0406397
                 Leverage    -.2300771   .1436012    -1.60   0.113    -.5161454    .0559912
                   Profit     .0151504   .0063972     2.37   0.020     .0024067    .0278942
                BoardSize     .0198157   .0258855     0.77   0.446    -.0317508    .0713821
                   FemCEO    -.6108919   .2249273    -2.72   0.008     -1.05897   -.1628138
                 FemChair    -.4244101   .1579194    -2.69   0.009    -.7390017   -.1098184
              Independent     -.395472   .3454612    -1.14   0.256    -1.083666     .292722
          GenderDiversity     .4430248   .3426786     1.29   0.200    -.2396259    1.125676
                                                                                           
                  TCSRDQI        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                                          Robust
                                                                                           

                                                Root MSE          =     .35483
                                                R-squared         =     0.4698
                                                Prob > F          =     0.0000
                                                F(18, 75)         =       3.76
Linear regression                               Number of obs     =         94

note: Heal thcare omitted because of collinearity
> ationServices Utilities, vce(robust)
. regress TCSRDQI GenderDiversity Independent FemChair FemCEO BoardSize Profit Leverage Liqui           
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