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Abstract
This study investigates the extent to which South African listed corporations voluntarily disclose information on black economic empowerment (BEE) in their annual and sustainability reports using a sample of 75 listed corporations from 2003 to 2009. BEE is a form of socio-economic affirmative action championed by the African National Congress (ANC)-led government to address historical imbalances in business participation and ownership in South Africa. We find that block ownership and institutional ownership are negatively associated with the extent of BEE disclosures, whereas government ownership, board diversity (age, education, ethnicity, nationality and occupation), board size and non-executive directors are positively related to the extent of BEE disclosures. By contrast, dual board leadership structure and gender diversity are not significantly associated with BEE disclosures. Our results are robust when controlling for firm-level characteristics, fixed-effects and alternative disclosure proxies. Our results are largely consistent with the predictions of agency, legitimacy, resource dependence and stakeholder theories.
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Introduction

This paper investigates the extent to which South African (SA) listed corporations voluntarily engage in black1 economic empowerment (BEE) disclosures and the reasons underlying this form of corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosure. The past decades have witnessed significant economic growth in some emerging countries, such as SA. It has been argued that such growth will inevitably have significant social and environmental consequences in emerging countries, and thereby leading to greater calls for CSR (Belal et al., 2010). One means by which corporations can effectively be held responsible and accountable for their activities is by engaging in comprehensive and timely voluntary CSR disclosures (Cormier et al., 2004; Campbell et al., 2006). 
Despite the increasing importance of CSR disclosures in developing countries, however, existing empirical studies are concentrated in a few developed countries, which present relatively similar contexts (Reverte, 2009). Arguably, and as socio-economic challenges in developing countries are different (Belal et al., 2010), the motivations and factors driving CSR disclosures may be different from those that have been reported in developed countries. Therefore, examining CSR disclosures in developing countries, where empirical studies are scarce (Mahadeo et al., 2011), contributes to a more complete understanding of the motivations and factors that influence CSR disclosures. 
SA is a particularly interesting country to consider CSR disclosures. Specifically, a long period of racial segregation in the form of apartheid has resulted in a number of social, economic and political consequences for the black majority (Southall, 2004). Consequently, and on assuming power in 1994, the ruling African National Congress (ANC) has pursued a number of reforms aimed at addressing historical inequalities between black and white South Africans, one of which is the BEE initiative (Chabane et al., 2006). Initially, the BEE policy actively sought to increase black participation in the economy through direct business ownership and management (Murray, 2000). Since 2003, however, the policy has attempted to encourage SA corporations to engage with, and measure their contributions in seven clearly defined CSR areas in their annual reports, as discussed in the subsequent section. In contrast to other mainstream CSR themes (environmental, human resource, and charitable activities) which could arguably be seen to be at the ‘margins’ of the activities of profit-making corporations, we contend that the implications of BEE have a potentially greater and direct impact on corporate activity, management and performance. 
In this paper, we rely on this SA setting to investigate the motivations and factors influencing BEE2 disclosures in annual and sustainability reports, with an emphasis on the effects of board composition (including diversity) and corporate ownership. The motivations for this study are fourfold. First, whilst the extent of CSR involvement is largely at the discretion of owners and senior executives (Haniffa and Cooke, 2005), there has been so far very few  studies investigating how ownership and board characteristics (including board diversity) influence CSR disclosures (Fifka, 2011). Second, most of the prior SA studies focus mainly on environmental (De Villiers, 2000; De Villiers and Van Staden, 2006), social (Dawkins and Ngunjiri, 2008) and HIV/AIDS (Rampersad, 2010; Soobaroyen and Ntim, 2012) disclosures. BEE, as an affirmative action initiative aimed at private sector entities, has not been studied extensively, especially with regards to how companies communicate their involvement and participation in this initiative.  
Third, a few of the existing studies that have examined social disclosures are limited either to analyses of smaller samples of firms (De Villiers, 1999, 2000) or one year cross-sectional rather than longitudinal data (Jenkins and Yakovleva, 2006; Branco and Rodrigues, 2008; Dawkins and Ngunjiri, 2008, Holder-Webb et al., 2008), potentially biasing the conclusions on the factors affecting CSR disclosures (Haniffa and Cooke, 2005). Finally, and despite the increasing evidence that adopting multiple theoretical perspectives provides a richer basis for understanding and explaining CSR disclosures (Islam and Deegan, 2008; Reverte, 2009; Chen and Roberts, 2010), existing studies either ex-ante rely mainly on a single theoretical framework (Cahan and Van Staden, 2009; Mahadeo et al., 2011) or are largely descriptive in nature (De Villiers, 1999, 2000). 
The current study, therefore, seeks to contribute to the extant literature by extending, as well as attempting to overcome the limitations of existing studies in a number of ways. First, this study examines a clearly defined CSR policy in the form of the BEE. As will be discussed further, the standardisation, clarity and uniformity in terms of what constitutes a CSR practice under the 2003 BEE Act distinguishes, as well as overcomes much of the criticisms of prior studies with respect to having a vague definition of CSR. Second, we explore how conventional firm-specific ownership and board characteristics - the latter being particularly focused on elements that include board diversity - influence BEE disclosures. Third, we examine BEE disclosures for the first time in both corporate annual and sustainability reports over a long and most recent period (i.e., from 2003 to 2009). The longitudinal nature of our data allows us to uniquely investigate BEE disclosure patterns and drivers in a cross-sectional manner, as well as over time, and thereby arguably improving the generalisation of our results. 
Fourth, we explore the determinants of CSR disclosures from multiple theoretical perspectives. In light of the different motivations for CSR disclosures (Palazzo and Scherer, 2006), the study is distinguished from previous studies by its ex-ante exploration of a number of theoretical perspectives, namely legitimacy, stakeholder, resource dependence and agency theories, as providing the likely bases for understanding and explaining BEE disclosures in SA.
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. The next section provides an overview of the BEE framework. The following sections review the extant literature, describe the research design, report empirical results, and present the conclusions and implications.
Black economic empowerment and the South African corporate context

From 1948 to 1993, SA was ruled by an apartheid system of government, which officially segregated the country along racial lines in many aspects of life, such as education, health care, housing, business and transportation with disastrous consequences for SA society (Iheduru, 2004; Southall, 2004). Following the collapse of this regime in 1994, the ruling ANC embarked upon an economic policy of encouraging growth, employment and redistribution (GEAR) (Chabane et al., 2006). GEAR was primarily aimed at addressing the wide gap in socio-economic development between white and non-white South Africans, of which BEE constituted a key part (West, 2006).   
 
In its originally conceived form, BEE entailed white-owned companies transferring equity ownership to black-owned business consortiums (Russell, 2007). In practice, however, BEE deals have mainly involved very large white-owned conglomerates voluntarily selling some of their ownership stakes to consortia of small black elite3, normally with high connections to the ANC (Iheduru, 2004). This generated widespread criticisms of BEE deals by both black and white businesses for focusing narrowly on equity ownership and helping in creating a coterie of “very rich black elite” rather than empowering the majority of impoverished black South Africans (Southall, 2004). 

In response to mounting public criticisms, the government reviewed the BEE policy and subsequently, passed a legislation that rendered the BEE more ‘inclusive’ or ‘broad-based’ in 2003, known as the Broad-Based BEE (BBBEE) Act 53 of 2003. In contrast to the BEE policy that focused narrowly on equity ownership, BBBEE is broader in focus, encouraging SA companies to account on an annual basis their contributions in seven comprehensive and clearly defined CSR areas: corporate social investment, equity ownership, employment equity, enterprise development, management control, preferential procurement and skills development (BEE Act, 2003). The need to disclose BEE interventions and performance was reinforced in the local code of corporate governance (King Committee, 2002).  
Briefly, and with respect to the seven specified CSR areas, corporate social investment requires firms to invest about 1% of their profits in socio-economic development, such as education. Second, equity ownership requires firms to encourage blacks to acquire up to 25% of their share-ownership. Third, employment equity seeks to achieve equity and diversity in employment by eliminating all forms of unfair discrimination. Fourth, enterprise development encourages companies to directly invest about 3% of their profits in black enterprises. Fifth, management control aims to address the low participation of blacks in executive management, by encouraging firms to appoint qualified blacks into positions of influence, with a general target of 40% to 50% senior management posts to be held by blacks. Sixth, preferential procurement empowers firms to acquire up to 70% of their raw materials from black-owned enterprises, even if they cost higher than they may be acquired from white-run businesses. Finally, skills development encourages companies to invest about 3% of their profits in skills development of their black employees.
A crucial issue is that the CSR expectations set out by the BEE Act are not legally binding. This renders compliance with its provisions voluntary for SA companies although the SA government has intimated that BEE performance will inform its decisions when awarding public sector contracts and concessions to companies. At the same time, the ownership of firms is highly concentrated (Ntim et al., 2011, 2012). The feature of ownership concentration together with the historically poor record of enforcing corporate regulations (Rossouw et al., 2002), raises substantial doubts as to whether such a voluntary compliance regime will be effective in improving CSR practices, as specified by the BEE Act (West, 2006). In this regard, there have been several case studies and surveys in SA to explore BEE in companies (e.g., Murray, 2000; McEwan and Bek, 2006; Fauconnier and Mathur-Helm, 2008), which suggest a rather mixed level of implementation. Overall, the above provides the impetus to consider how BEE disclosures have developed in view of the prevailing ownership and board structure of SA listed companies.  
A multi-theoretical framework for CSR disclosures


A number of studies have generally investigated the association between corporate governance (CG) and disclosure (Haniffa and Cooke, 2002; Holder-Webb et al., 2008). Of these, one strand has investigated how ownership and board variables influence general CG disclosures (Holder-Webb et al., 2008; Ntim et al., 2011). A second stream of studies has explored how CG influence voluntary disclosures (Eng and Mak, 2003; Barako et al., 2006). A final strand has examined the link between CG and CSR disclosures (Haniffa and Cooke, 2005; Barako and Brown, 2008; Rashid and Lodh, 2008). Our study is positioned to contribute to this third strand of studies. 

Generally, studies examining the CG-CSR link have been informed by a number of socio-political (such as legitimacy and stakeholder) and economic (such as agency and resource dependence) theories (Deegan, 2002). A crucial issue, however, is that although individual theories have generally been useful in explaining the motivations for CSR disclosures, they have been limited in their individual ability to fully explain the various motivations influencing different CSR disclosures (Reverte, 2009). We briefly present the main tenets of each selected theory.

First, agency theory (AT) considers the firm as a nexus of contracts between rational agents, acting opportunistically within efficient markets (Jensen and Meckling, 1976). Thus, CSR disclosures may, for instance, be useful in reducing information asymmetry between financial stakeholders (Rhodes and Soobaroyen, 2010). However, the usefulness of AT in explaining the motivations for CSR disclosures has been suggested to be limited by its excessive focus on self-interested financial agents, who are  not seen to be the primary users of CSR disclosures (Reverte, 2009). Yet the nature of the BEE initiative suggests that there are significant wealth and monetary implications for shareholders of SA firms since implementing the BEE might impact on board and management effectiveness (not necessarily appointing on the basis of meritocracy), on procurement decisions (not necessarily favouring the cheapest provider) and more directly on the bottom-line (specified percentage of profits to be invested in pre-determined social themes).   
Second, resource dependence theory (RDT) suggests that companies that are perceived to be socially responsible can improve their performance by gaining competitive advantages (Pfeffer, 1973). Since it is costly to engage in CSR activities, some benefits can be expected to be accrued to socially responsible corporations (Branco and Rodrigues, 2006). For example, investments in BEE can help improve employee know-how, management expertise, corporate image and reputation (Branco and Rodrigues, 2008). However, RDT has been criticised for failing to recognise the role that other external factors, such as the political environment, might have on corporate success (Rodrigues, 2006; Chen and Roberts, 2010).
Third, legitimacy theory (LT) suggests that a corporation’s right to exist is legitimised if its value system is consistent with that of the larger social system of which it is part of, but threatened when potential/actual differences emerge between the two value systems (Islam and Deegan, 2008). Therefore, when the legitimacy of a company is threatened, it will adopt a number of legitimisation strategies to minimise/eliminate the threats by seeking to manipulate/change stakeholder actions and perceptions (Comier et al., 2004; Reverte, 2009). Within the SA context, it can be argued that corporations can legitimise their operations by disclosing BEE information. Despite being very useful in explaining the motivations for CSR disclosures, LT is hindered by a number of weaknesses, including vagueness regarding the identity of corporate stakeholders and prioritising financial stakeholders (Gray et al., 1995; Parker, 2005).
Finally, and closely related to LT, instrumental stakeholder theory (ST) considers CSR disclosure as a tool used by corporations to manage/manipulate the informational needs of their various powerful stakeholders, such as shareholders and government, in order to gain their approval (Orij, 2010). Within the SA setting, the ruling ANC has keen interests in implementing policies aimed at achieving socio-economic transformation, of which BEE is a central part (Southall, 2004), and hence, firms that comply with the BEE provisions may win government support for their operations. In spite of its relevance in explaining the motivations for CSR disclosures, ST has been criticised for directing CSR disclosures at the most powerful stakeholders, of which the majority are financial stakeholders, and thereby pandering CSR disclosures to corporate self-interests (Deegan, 2002).
As there are clear limitations with each individual theoretical perspective (AT, RDT, LT and ST) and given the diversity in corporate motivations for social disclosures (Palazzo and Scherer, 2006), we adopt a multi-theoretical framework. Following prior suggestions and evidence (Deegan, 2002; Branco and Rodrigues, 2008; Reverte, 2009), we consider them to be complementary rather than competing theories. Therefore, we argue that a combined consideration will provide a richer basis for explaining the motivations for CSR disclosures within the SA context.4 
Prior literature: determinants of CSR disclosures and hypotheses development 
Prior studies (Haniffa and Cooke, 2005; Reverte, 2009; Fifka, 2011) have identified a number of variables that can influence CSR disclosures. We draw from this and the CG literature (Eng and Mak, 2003) to identify possible determinants of BEE disclosures. Specifically, we investigate how ownership variables (government, block, and institutional ownerships) and board features (dual leadership, board diversity proxies, board size and non-executive directors) affect CSR disclosures. 
Ownership structure variables 
We expect SA corporations with greater government ownership to actively maintain/seek government support by engaging in BEE disclosures. The SA government is seen to be a powerful stakeholder (ST) that may not only help in legitimising (LT) their operations (De Villiers and Van Staden, 2006), but also enable access to additional resources (RDT), such as contracts, which can improve performance (Branco and Rodrigues, 2006). Also, AT indicates that greater BEE disclosures can reduce agency problems between managers and government as a powerful shareholder. Eng and Mak (2003), and Ntim et al. (2011) both report that government ownership is positively associated with disclosure. Since the SA government has substantial ownership stakes in many large companies with strong interest in BEE disclosures (Ntim et al., 2011, 2012), our first hypothesis is that:

H1: 
There is a statistically significant positive association between government

ownership and the extent of BEE disclosures.
AT suggests that greater managerial monitoring associated with concentrated ownership can be expected to minimise agency problems, and as such there is a reduced need for BEE disclosures. In contrast, dispersed ownership engenders greater monitoring, which can be minimised through increased BEE disclosures. Consistent with previous evidence (Brammer and Pavelin, 2008), Reverte (2009) reports that concentrated ownership impacts negatively on CSR disclosures. Corporate ownership in SA has traditionally been dominated by a small set of very large corporations, often with pervasive cross-shareholdings (Ntim et al., 2011, 2012) and therefore, we expect block ownership to influence BEE disclosures. Hence, our second hypothesis is that:
H2: 
There is a statistically significant negative association between block 

ownership and the extent of BEE disclosures. 
AT suggests that due to their larger ownership interests, institutional investors have additional interests in monitoring corporate disclosures. Therefore, managers may not only be expected to make more disclosures to meet the informational needs of institutional shareholders as influential stakeholders (ST), but also to gain their support to justify (LT) their continued stewardship of the firm (Orij, 2010). Empirically, Cormier et al. (2004) and Lindgreen et al. (2010) report that institutional ownership has a positive influence on CSR disclosures. Also, the King Committee encourages institutional investors to actively lobby for improved disclosure practices in SA firms and thus, our third hypothesis is that:
H3: 
There is a statistically significant positive association between institutional ownership and the extent of BEE disclosures. 
Corporate board characteristics variables
A significant CG issue is board leadership structure. AT suggests that separating the board chairperson and CEO positions (dual leadership structure) can significantly improve the boards’ ability to monitor managers by enhancing board accountability and independence (Barako et al., 2006), which can impact positively on CSR disclosure. Empirically, Haniffa and Cooke (2002), and Barako et al. (2006) report that dual leadership structure impacts positively on disclosure. Within the SA setting, both the JSE listing rules and King II require SA corporations to adopt dual leadership structure in order to improve corporate performance and disclosure practices and, thus, our fourth hypothesis is that:
H4:
 There is a statistically significant positive association between dual 

board leadership structure and the extent of BEE disclosures.

Board diversity has increasingly become a crucial CG mechanism with a number of studies suggesting that it can improve governance, performance and disclosure (Carter et al., 2003; Barako and Brown, 2008). Board diversity has been broadly defined as the various attributes that may be represented among directors in the boardroom in relation to board decision-making (Van der Walt and Ingley, 2003). These attributes include those that are directly observable (age, gender, ethnicity, and nationality) and those that are less visible (religion, education and occupation) (Mahadeo et al., 2012). With respect to this study, we focus on both visible aspects (age, ethnicity, gender and nationality) and less observable attributes (education and occupation) of board diversity.
RDT indicates that boards of diverse gender and ethnic backgrounds can facilitate efficient division of labour in terms of experience and expertise (Mahadeo et al., 2012) and help to link a firm to its external environment and secure resources (Carter et al., 2003), as well as improve corporate legitimacy (LT). AT also suggests that boards of diverse national backgrounds and gender can increase board independence and improve managerial monitoring (Barako and Brown, 2008). Similarly, ST indicates that corporate boards of diverse national backgrounds can help provide a better link with stakeholders, which can further improve commercial opportunities. 
Empirically, Barako and Brown (2008), and Haniffa and Cooke (2005) reported that boards of diverse ethnic, gender and national backgrounds impact positively on CSR disclosures. However, the extant studies did not rely on a sufficient number of variables to account for the multi-faceted nature of diversity (Kang et al., 2007). For instance, Haniffa and Cooke’s (2005) study was only concerned with ethnic background and more generally, there is a paucity of research linking the notion of board diversity and disclosure (Fifka, 2011). Thus, given that the extent of CSR involvement and disclosure is mainly a managerial decision, we expect more diverse boards in terms of age, education, ethnicity, gender, nationality and occupation to influence managers to engage in greater BEE activities/disclosures. Therefore, our fifth hypothesis is that: 
H5: 
There is a statistically significant positive association between board
diversity on the basis of age, education, ethnicity, gender, nationality, &

occupation, and the extent of BEE disclosures.
AT suggests that greater managerial monitoring power associated with larger boards can impact positively on corporate disclosures, whilst others argue that larger boards are associated with poor communication and monitoring (Jensen, 1993), which can negatively influence CSR disclosure. Also, RDT indicates that larger boards are associated with greater diversity in terms of expertise, experience and stakeholder representation, which can improve corporate reputation. Empirically, Holder-Webb et al. (2008) report that a corporate board of directors strongly influences CSR disclosures, whilst Lindgreen et al. (2010) find corporate boards not to be a significant determinant of CSR disclosures. Given the mixed findings, our sixth hypothesis is that:
H6: 
There is a statistically significant association between board size and the 

extent of BEE CSR disclosures. 

LT suggests that a perceived legitimacy gap exists in modern corporations, whereby ownership is separate from control, which can be addressed by appointing non-executive directors (NEDs) to represent corporate stakeholders. Therefore, the appointment of NEDs is an attempt to improve corporate legitimacy by sending a signal of congruence between corporate practices and societal expectations (Deegan, 2002). Similarly, AT and ST indicate that the presence of NEDs can be viewed as a reliable mechanism not only to reduce agency conflicts between managers and shareholders, but also to protect the interests of other stakeholders, such as employees. Empirically, Barako and Brown (2008) and Brammer and Pavelin (2008) report a positive association between the percentage of NEDs and CSR disclosure. Within the SA context, King II and the JSE listing rules require corporate boards to consist of a majority of NEDs, suggesting that the presence of NEDs is generally considered to be a positive development, which can presumably impact positively on CSR disclosures. Therefore, our final hypothesis is that:
H7: 
There is a statistically significant positive association between the percentage of NEDs and the extent of BEE disclosures. 

Research Design
Data: sample and sources
Our sample is drawn from all 402 companies listed on the JSE as at the end of December 2009. We excluded 111 financial institutions and utilities5, leaving us with 291 firms from five main industries (basic materials, consumer goods, consumer services, industrials, and technology) to analyse. Since we are examining how BEE disclosures change over time, we included only firms with the complete data required from 2003 to 2009. As prior evidence suggests that firm size and industry influence CSR disclosures (Campbell et al., 2006), we selected the largest 15 firms from each of the five industries based on their market capitalisation in order to control for size and industry. The ownership, board and BEE disclosure variables were extracted from the sampled companies’ annual and sustainability reports6 collected from the Perfect Information Database, while the accounting variables were obtained from DataStream. In total, we analysed 75 firms (i.e., 525 annual reports and 62 sustainability reports).
Definition of variables and model specification
Our main dependent variable is the BEE disclosure score (BCSRD), which seeks to measure7 the extent of CSR disclosures as specified in the BEE Act. The content analysis method of codifying written texts into various categories was used to collect the BEE data (Hackston and Milne, 1996). Specifically, we follow the seven areas of CSR as specified in the BEE Act: corporate social investment; equity ownership; employment equity; enterprise development; management control; preferential procurement; and skills development disclosures. To minimise potential omitted variables bias and as a general test of the determinants of BEE disclosures, we include a number of control variables. Table I contains summary definitions of the dependent variables, whilst Table II present similar information for the independent and control variables. Assuming that all relationships are linear, our main OLS regression equation to be estimated is specified as:
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where, BCSRD is the total word count of BEE disclosures covering seven different areas: corporate social investment (CSID), equity ownership (EOD), employment equity (EED), enterprise development (EDD), management control (MCD), preferential procurement (PPD) and skills development (SDD); BLKOWN: block ownership; GOVOWN: government ownership; INSOWN: institutional ownership; DUAL: dual leadership structure; BSIZE: board size; NEDs: percentage of non-executive directors; BDIV: board diversity on the basis of age (BDIVA), education (BDIVED), ethnicity (BDIVET), gender (BDIVG), nationality (BDIVN), and occupation (BDIVO); and CONTROLS: control variables for sales growth (SGR), capital expenditure (CAPX), cross-listing (CROSLIST), gearing (GEAR), firm size (LNTA), profitability (OPROFIT), industry and year dummies.

We present the empirical results, including descriptive statistics and regression analyses in the following section.

Empirical results 
Empirical results: descriptive statistics and bivariate regression analysis

Table I contains descriptive statistics of BEE disclosures for the BCSRD and the seven thematic areas for all firm years, as well as for each of the firm years. A number of interesting findings emerge from the descriptive statistics. First, it shows that there is a considerable degree of variation in the disclosures. For example, BCSRD ranges from a minimum of 0 to a maximum of 13,107 with the median firms disclosing 1,462 words, respectively. Second, and consistent with previous CSR studies (Campbell et al., 2006), there has been a steady increase in BEE disclosures over time. For instance, the average firm disclosed 1,062, 1,380, 1,718, 2,057, 2,411, 2,774 and 3,084 words in 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008 and 2009, respectively, accounting for over 100 percentage points increase over the seven-year period investigated. This appears to suggest that SA listed corporations attach some importance to BEE activities. 
Insert Table I about here
Third, and apart from the CSID, similar increasing patterns can be observed with respect to the seven BEE thematic areas. For example, EOD are between 0 and 2,859 with an average of 347 words and increasing steadily from 114 in 2003 to 520 in 2009. The pattern of increases in EDD, EED, MCD, PPD, and SDD are similar to those of BCSRD and EOD. Finally, and comparatively, disclosure levels are highest in the case of CSID and least with respect to MCD. This is not surprising since unlike the MCD and the other five thematic areas, which are limited to single themes, the CSID scope is broader, covering a range of issues, such as education and employment. 
Summary descriptive statistics of all the independent and control variables included in our analysis are contained in Table II. All the variables generally show wide spreads. For example, BDIVET ranges from a minimum of 7% to a maximum of 85% with the average firm having about 31% of its board members being non-white. Although this is not too far from a target of 40% to 50% specified under MCD, this suggests that SA boards remain predominantly white. Similar to the findings of Kang et al. (2007), BDIVG is low with the average board having only 1 female (10%). The average of 21% of BDIVN is similar to the 22% non-Kenyan board members reported by Barako and Brown (2008). In line with the findings of Mahadeo et al. (2012), BDIVA reveals high age diversity on SA boards, ranging from under 30 to over 80 years with the average firm having about 4 out of the 7 age bands present on its board. Consistent with the results of previous research (Ntim et al., 2011), BSIZE is between 4 and 21 with a median of 11 board members, whereas DUAL indicates that over 80% of firms have dual leadership structure. The values of BDIVED, BDIVO, BLKOWN, GOVOWN, INSOWN and NEDs, as well as the control variables indicate substantial variation in our sample, thus reducing any possibilities of sample selection bias. 

Insert Table II about here
Table III presents the correlation matrix for the variables used in our regression analysis to test for multicollinearity. For robust results, we report both the Pearson’s parametric and Spearman’s non-parametric coefficients and, observably, the magnitude and direction of both coefficients are generally similar, and this suggests that no serious non-normality problems exist. Given that the bivariate correlations are fairly low, this would indicate that that there are no major multicollinearity problems. We additionally investigated (for brevity not reported, but available upon request) scatter plots for P-P and Q-Q, studentised residuals, Cook’s distances and Durbin-Watson statistics for homoscedasticity, linearity, normality and autocorrelation, respectively, with the tests suggesting no serious violation of these OLS assumptions.
Insert Table III about here
Further, Table III reveals statistically significant associations between BCSRD and ownership/board variables, and also between BCSRD and the control variables. For example, and as hypothesised, BDIVET, GOVOWN and NEDs are statistically significant and positively associated with BCSRD, whilst BLKOWN is statistically significant and negatively related to BCSRD. 
Empirical results: OLS (multivariate) regression analysis
Table IV contains the results of regression analysis of the determinants of BEE disclosures. Column 2 reports the results of a pooled OLS regression of the BCSRD on the ownership, board and control variables. Generally, the results suggest that the independent variables are significant in explaining BEE disclosures. First, the coefficients on BLKOWN and INSOWN are negative and statistically significant, suggesting that SA corporations with high BLKOWN and INSOWN are inclined to make significantly less BEE disclosures. The negative association between BLKOWN and BCSRD is consistent with theoretical suggestions that BLKOWN minimises agency problems (i.e., support for AT) by acting as a substitute for other CG mechanisms, and that there is a reduced need for managers to engage in high BEE disclosures to legitimise their decisions/actions to shareholders. Our findings also support H2 and prior evidence, which indicates that BLKOWN impacts negatively on CSR disclosures (Brammer and Pavelin, 2008). 
In contrast, the negative relationship between BCSRD and INSOWN does not support H3, as well as previous evidence (Lindgreen et al., 2010), which contended that that INSOWN has a positive influence on CSR disclosures. The results seem to suggest that institutional shareholders are more akin to block-owners, whose information needs are generally met through direct contact rather than via BEE disclosures. The statistically significant and positive association between BLKOWN and INSOWN (see Table III) appears to support this interpretation.
Second, the coefficients on GOVOWN, BDIVA, BDIVED, BDIVET, BDIVN, BDIVO, BSIZE and NEDs are statistically significant and positively associated with BCSRD, suggesting that H1 and H5 (except for gender) to H7 are supported. By contrast, DUAL and BDIVG are positively related to BSCRD, but statistically insignificant, and thereby failing to provide respective support for H4 and H5 (gender). The DUAL results do not support the findings by Haniffa and Cooke (2002) and Barako et al. (2006). This may be explained by the high incidence of dual leadership in SA, but also suggests that an AT explanation for BEE disclosure is limited. In a similar vein, the gender results may be explained by the very low level of female directorships with limited variations across the sample, but at the same time, this finding partially puts into question the applicability of the RDT, ST and LT motivations for BEE disclosures.  
The positive link between GOVOWN and BEE disclosures provides support for the findings of Eng and Mak (2003), as well as some support for LT, RDT and ST. Theoretically, this suggests that the SA government is an influential stakeholder for companies with high GOVOWN. Consequently, companies engage in BEE disclosures to signal their congruence with government initiatives (LT) and to ensure continued access to resources, such as government contracts and concessions (RDT).  
The positive association between the board diversity proxies (BDIVET and BDIVN) and BCSRD provides support for the results of Barako and Brown (2008), which indicate that corporate boards of diverse ethnic and national backgrounds tend to make more CSR disclosures. Similarly, the positive link between the other board diversity proxies (BDIVA, BDIVED, and BDIVO) and BCSRD adds to the findings (e.g., Carter et al., 2003; Mahadeo et al., 2012) that boards of diverse age, educational and occupational backgrounds impact positively on organizational outcomes. Together, our board diversity findings seem to provide high support for AT, LT and ST predictions. That is, they suggest that boards of diverse origins are not only able to engage in greater managerial monitoring (AT), but can also help to provide a better link with stakeholders (ST), secure resources (RDT) and improve corporate legitimacy (LT). 
Further, the positive link between BCSRD and BSIZE provides support for the findings of Holder-Webb et al. (2008), but the coefficients are not consistently significant across all BEE themes. This might suggest that board size is not a strong predictor compared with the other variables. This is to be contrasted with the case of Lindgreen et al. (2010), who found that boards do not have a significant influence on the extent of CSR disclosures. Finally, the positive link between BCSRD and NEDs is consistent with past evidence (Barako and Brown, 2008), which indicates that corporate boards dominated by NEDs tend to make more CSR disclosures. 
Overall, both findings appear to offer support for AT, LT, RDT and ST predictions. For example, larger boards are associated with greater managerial monitoring power (AT) and diversity in terms of expertise (RDT) and stakeholder representation (ST), which can improve corporate legitimacy (LT). Further, AT suggests that greater independence and responsibility associated with NEDs makes them more likely to respond to stakeholder concerns regarding CSR, as well as able to put pressure on corporations to engage in greater CSR disclosures.  
Insert Table IV about here
Third, our results indicate that variations in the BCSRD can generally be explained by the ownership and board variables, but since it contains BEE disclosures from seven different categories, it is possible for the relationship between each category and the independent variables to vary, with some potentially maintaining strong associations with these variables and others having weak links. Therefore, to investigate the association between each BEE category and the independent variables, we re-run equation (1) by replacing the BCSRD with either the CSID, EOD, EED, EDD, MCD, PPD and SDD at a time, and the results are, respectively, reported in Columns 3 to 9 of Table IV. 
The coefficient on BLKOWN is statistically significant and negatively associated with all seven BEE thematic areas. Similarly, the coefficients on GOVOWN, BDIVA, BDIVED, BDIVET, BDIVN, BDIVO, and NEDs are still statistically significant and positively related to all seven BEE categories, whilst those on BDIVG and DUAL remain positive and statistically insignificant, providing further support for our previous findings. By contrast, the statistical significance of the coefficients on INSOWN and BSIZE are mixed. While INSOWN is still statistically significant and negatively associated with CSID, which is consistent with our previous evidence, it is statistically insignificant, but remains negatively associated with the other six BEE disclosure categories: EOD, EED, EDD, MCD, PPD and SDD, which does not provide support for our previous findings. Similarly, whereas BSIZE remains statistically significant and positively associated with CSID, MCD and PPD, it is positive, but insignificantly related to EOD, EED, EDD and SDD. 
Robustness analyses
We conduct a number of additional analyses to check the robustness of our results. First, to examine whether our results are sensitive to the BEE disclosure proxy, we use page instead of word count. Apart from slight sensitivities in the magnitude and statistical significance levels, our results based on page count reported in column 2 of Table V remain essentially the same as those contained in column 2 of Table IV based on word count. This implies that our findings are robust whether the extent of BEE disclosure is measured by word or page count. 
Second, differences in the opportunities and challenges that companies face vary over time, suggesting that the extent of BEE disclosure may be jointly and dynamically influenced by unobserved firm-specific heterogeneities that OLS regression may be unable to detect (Petersen, 2009). Therefore, given the panel nature of our data, we run a fixed-effects model to control for possible unobserved firm-level heterogeneities by re-estimating equation (1), with the inclusion of 74 dummies to represent the 75 sampled firms. The tenor of our fixed-effects results reported in column 3 of Table V remains qualitatively the same, indicating that our findings are robust to potential unobserved firm-level heterogeneities. 
Third, since the BEE disclosures were collected from both corporate annual and sustainability reports, we split our data into two: annual report (AR) and sustainability report (SR) based BEE disclosures and run separate regressions for each of them. Columns 4 and 5 contain results based on AR and SR BEE disclosures, respectively. Whereas the results based on AR are essentially the same as those contained in column 2 of Table IV, some level of sensitivities can be observed in the results based on SR in that the coefficients of INSOWN, BSIZE and NEDs are no longer statistically significant. This is not too surprising as it may be explained by the fact that only a small number of the sampled firms issued sustainability reports compared with annual reports, leading to a few number of observations for the SR estimation. 
Finally, to ascertain whether our results hold over time, we estimate yearly regressions in addition to the pooled ones. However, due to the gradual rather than rapid increases in the BEE disclosures (see Table I), we estimate regressions for every other year (i.e., for 2003, 2005, 2007 and 2009) instead of every year. Although there are minor changes in the magnitude and levels of statistical significance, the coefficients of our yearly regressions reported in columns 6 to 9 of Table V remain generally similar to those contained in column 2 of Table IV. 
Summary and conclusion
This paper investigates whether and to what extent South African (SA) listed corporations voluntarily engage in black economic empowerment (BEE) disclosures, and if so, what is the relevance of ownership and board variables, in motivating corporate disclosure behavior. The findings make a number of new contributions to the literature. 
First, using a sample of 75 large SA firms from 2003 to 2009, our results suggest that the extent of BEE disclosures varies substantially among the sampled companies, but the level of disclosures have generally improved over the seven-year period. However, it is acknowledged that BEE disclosures in company reports may be a mere “public relations exercise” by managers and that our conclusions may need to be validated by field-based or questionnaire studies. In an attempt to link our findings to evidence of more substantive ‘stories’ of BEE implementation, we consider the insights from past interview-based BEE case studies. For instance, to ascertain the extent of success of BEE with particular respect to black corporate ownership (EOD) and top management (MCD), Murray (2000) interviewed 130 senior executives and directors from 7 companies, 5 of which are included in our sample. His comprehensive findings suggest that although some progress has been achieved in terms of black ownership and management, top business ownership and management in SA remains predominantly white. Similar interview-based case studies of Exarro Limited by Fauconnier and Mathur-Helm (2008) and the SA wine industry (KWW) by McEwan and Bek (2006) and Du Toit et al. (2008) report essentially similar findings to those of Murray (2000). Overall, the findings of the interview-based BEE case studies reviewed generally appear to provide further support for the trend in BEE disclosure reported in our study. 

Second, our findings suggest that ownership and board characteristics are generally significant in explaining differences in BEE disclosures. Specifically, we find that corporations with a: higher government ownership; higher board diversity (age, education, ethnicity, nationality and occupation); larger board size; and higher proportion of non-executive directors make significantly more BEE disclosures, suggesting that these factors influence BEE disclosure and provide support for a multi-theoretical explanation bounded by agency, legitimacy, resource dependence and stakeholder rationales. Our findings also indicate that a rise in block ownership significantly decreases BEE disclosures, which suggests that block ownership can reduce information asymmetry between managers and owners and as such, block ownership can act as a substitute for high BEE disclosures. 

Moreover, the mix of negative and insignificant results for institutional ownership can be related to the specificities of the pyramidal ownership structures within the SA context, where institutional owners may in fact be block owners (Ntim et al., 2011, 2012). Additionally, we do not find any evidence that dual board leadership structure leads to higher BEE disclosures. In our view, it might be argued that the ubiquitous nature of dual leadership in SA, and the fact that a similar practice has been largely adopted in many companies worldwide, implies that duality in itself may now be an insufficient driver of corporate behaviour and disclosure. If the chairperson indeed acts as an important monitoring mechanism (AT) and has to ensure that the interests of all stakeholders are considered and managed (ST and LT) with the overall aim of maintaining access to resources (RDT), then we would suggest that a more substantive proxy of the role of the chairperson must be devised.       

Furthermore, the findings relating to the influence of board diversity are significant due to our reliance on a multi-faceted understanding (and measurement) of diversity (i.e., age, occupation, ethnicity, nationality, education and gender). A more diverse board is argued to have functional (AT, ST and RDT), as well as symbolic (LT) benefits (Mahadeo et al., 2012) in virtually all circumstances, but equally there have been well-supported claims that a less diverse (homogeneous) board is functionally more appropriate, especially in the short term (Murray, 1989). Notwithstanding the lack of result for the gender variable, our findings contribute to the debate insofar as CSR disclosure decisions are concerned and support calls for more diverse boards.  
 

Third, our findings have important regulatory, policy and research implications. Evidence of increasing BEE disclosures suggests that efforts by various stakeholders, such as the JSE at improving BEE adoption have had some positive impact on the CSR practices of the companies. However, the wide differences in BEE disclosures suggest that some attention to the quality of information disclosed by companies is required. One possible suggestion is to adopt a disclosure framework, such as those proposed by the Global Reporting Initiative, to ensure that BEE disclosures meet a minimum threshold of relevance and reliability. In addition, our study paves the way for studies that seek to analyse similar economic and social affirmative action interventions that have to be implemented by companies in a number of countries, such as India, Malaysia and Mozambique.
Finally, whereas our results are important and robust, some caveats are in order. We use word count as our proxy for the extent of BEE disclosure with well articulated limitations in the extant literature, such as often resulting in the counting of non-CSR disclosures. Whereas results based on word count and page count are generally the same, future studies may improve their analysis by relying on other proxies, such as sentence count. Also, due to data limitations, our analysis is restricted to a limited number of ownership structure and board characteristics that can potentially affect BEE disclosure. As more data becomes available, future studies may need to examine how other potential drivers, such as the number of analysts following a firm, influence BEE disclosure. 
Similarly, and although the findings of existing interview-based BEE case studies appear to be generally consistent with our results, we acknowledge that an understanding of BEE and its actual implications cannot be merely drawn ‘at a distance’ and on the basis of word counts. For example, the extent of BEE disclosures in annual reports may be a mere “window dressing” attempt by managers or can convey mixed messages. Future studies may improve on the analysis of the disclosures (using for instance discourse analysis) and conduct interview-based studies with company directors and/or relevant stakeholders (Belal and Owen, 2007), which may provide a deeper understanding of the motives underlying the extent and/or nature of CSR disclosures. 
Further, the findings based on our fixed-effects model, which takes into account potential endogeneity/causality problems (including simultaneity), are largely similar to our main OLS results. Although the findings appear not to have been seriously affected by endogeneity/causality, we acknowledge that this may be an issue in any quantitative-oriented study of this nature. This means that future research employing qualitative approaches and interview-based case studies may further enhance our findings in terms of providing a much complete understanding of the link between corporate communication/disclosure strategies and actual BEE practices. Additionally, and as we analyse only non-financial companies and utilities, one implication of this for future studies is that additional insights may be gathered by studying these categories of companies. 
Our findings and analysis provide a number of broader implications for future research. Firstly, with respect to the influence of board characteristics, we argue that the traditional and more generic proxies, such as CEO duality and board diversity (mainly ethnic and gender diversity) have become less important in driving corporate outcomes, such as voluntary disclosure. Thus, we highlight the need to capture multiple and more nuanced dimensions of board structures, such as independence and diversity that directly affect strategic corporate decisions, such as BEE practices and disclosure. 
Secondly, our results provide further support to the suggestion that researchers need to acknowledge the multi-dimensional nature of the rationales for corporate engagement in social action and disclosure. Hence, this puts into question the continued relevance of single theory-led studies of CSR disclosure in that it is arguably problematic to examine disclosures at a distance by ex-ante privileging one theory over another. Our evidence, therefore, reinforces recent calls for studies that rely on multi-theoretical perspectives (Chen and Roberts, 2010).  In this case, future studies can explore how other theories, such as decision usefulness, impression management, institutional, and stewardship theories, could be combined to provide a richer basis for explaining the varied motivations for CSR disclosures.        
Notes
1. In the context of the BEE, ‘Black’ is a generic term that refers to all non-whites or Africans, Asians and those of mixed race (Tangri and Southall, 2008, p.699). 
2. Whilst we acknowledge that BEE is a distinct form of CSR to SA, we suggest that our findings have some relevance beyond SA’s shores. This is because the BEE concept is akin to other economic and social affirmative actions, where companies are expected (or required) to participate in initiatives aimed at redressing inequalities between different ethnic, religious or social class groupings. These operate in a number of developing countries, such as Malaysia where the dominant population of Malay origin (referred to as Bumiputras) have been offered business concessions (Hannifa and Cooke, 2005). Educational and employment quotas are applied in India to alleviate discrimination on the basis of caste and religious affiliations. Different variants of affirmative policies are also used to address racial, ethnic minority and/or gender inequalities in Australia, Brazil, Canada, Mozambique, New Zealand, Norway and US, amongst others. A major difference is that the BEE is more holistic and clearly defined by the State, thereby making it easier to assess the degree of corporate response from publicly available data.
3. Between 1995 and 2005, over 1,364 empowerment deals were concluded, totalling over $40 billion, majority of whom was led by a small group of black elite, including Danisa Boloyi, Saki Macozoma, Cyril Ramaphosa, Patrice Motsepe and Tokyo Sexwale, all of whom are closely connected to the ANC (Russell, 2007, p.1; Tangri and Southall, 2008, p.709). 
4. We are, however, conscious of incompatibility problems that may arise when different theories are combined (Reverte, 2009). Therefore, and as a multi-theoretical framework is expected to focus on common key concepts (Branco and Rodrigues, 2008; Chen and Roberts, 2010), AT, RDT, LT and ST were selected on the basis of the commonality of their core concepts. Also, and given the diverse nature of the BEE disclosures, covering economic, employee/human rights, affirmative action and social issues, we deemed it appropriate to adopt a multi-theoretical framework, whereby some theories may be more applicable in explaining certain BEE disclosures than others. 
5. We exclude financials/utilities because: (i) they are heavily regulated, which affects their CG and performance differently. For example, SA 1973 Companies  and 1990 Bank Acts set different CG rules for financials; (ii) they have unique capital structure (highly geared), which impacts on their CG and performance differently; and (iii) their exclusion can facilitate comparisons with prior studies (Brammer and Pavelin, 2008; Reverte, 2009), who also exclude such firms.
6. Although we acknowledge that BEE disclosures in annual reports (ARs) may be a mere “window dressing” by managers, we focus on them for a number of reasons. First, the local CG code requires firms to make annual disclosures in their ARs. This makes them widely available and as such, facilitates systematic data collection. Second, the statutory nature of ARs renders them as one of the most important and credible medium for CSR disclosures (Unerman, 2000). Third, prior evidence suggests that AR disclosures are positively associated with the amount of disclosure provided through other media (Ntim et al., 2011, 2012). Fourth, and consistent with prior evidence (De Villiers and Van Staden, 2006), we also examine ARs, which can facilitate comparisons to be drawn with their results. Finally, we acknowledge that corporate disclosures in annual/sustainability reports, including BEE ones are not directly verifiable (Hackston and Milne, 1996), and thus, BEE disclosures may be a mere reflection of a broader ‘public relations’ exercise/’impression management’ and corporate communications strategy (Merkl-Davies and Brennan, 2011), instead of reflecting actual BEE activities. 
7. We measure the extent of BEE disclosures by word count. Even though the limitations of word count as a unit of CSR disclosure measurement have been well articulated elsewhere (Unerman, 2000), we adopt it for a number of reasons. First, the study focuses on the nature and extent of BEE disclosures and as words are the smallest unit of measurement, they are robust both in terms of quality and quantity of disclosure (Campbell et al., 2006). Second, words can be counted with high degree of accuracy (Deegan and Gordon, 1996), which improves reliability (Unerman, 2000). Third, prior studies suggest that using other units of measurement, such as quality indices, sentences and number of pages tend to lead to similar results (Islam and Deegan, 2008). However, and as a robustness check, as well as following suggestions of prior literature (Unerman, 2000), we also measure the extent and nature of BEE disclosures by number of pages. 
8. As in the case of many disclosure studies that examine the influence of board characteristics and ownership, our modelling assumes association instead of causality between the variables, and therefore, our theoretically-led expectation is that board/ownership mechanisms influence the extent of BEE activities and disclosures. However, we acknowledge that it is possible for the BEE disclosures to also influence some of the selected ownership and board variables, such as government ownership and board size. However, and given that the results based on our fixed-effects model (i.e., presented in the robustness analyses section) - which takes into account potential endogeneity problems, including simultaneity, are largely similar to the main OLS results, our findings do not appear to have been seriously affected by this issue.
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Table I
Descriptive statistics (word count) of black economic empowerment CSR disclosures for all (525) years

      All              2003            2004              2005            2006             2007           2008             2009

Black economic empowerment corporate social responsibility disclosures (BCSRD)
Mean
    2,064           1,062            1,380
          1,718
  2,057
         2,411         2,774            3,084        
Median
    1,462              751            1,077
          1,339
  1,639            1,923          2,200            2,351  
SD
    1,998           1,032            1,150
          1,432
  1,677            2,110          2,480            2,678
Min
           0                  0
         0

  0                   0                    0                 0                   0
Max 
  13,107           5,610            6,376             6,078            7,767           10,082        11,265          13,106
Corporate social investment disclosures (CSID)
Mean
       704
            843                412                545              641                753             815               918
Median
       421             603                 250               324              380                 556             493               486
SD
       757             785                 459               549              699                 737             850               991
Min
           0                 0                     0                   0                   0                    0                 0                   0
Max
    4,482          3,803              2,460            2,289            3,674             3,653          3,838            4,482
Equity ownership disclosures (EOD)
Mean
       347             144                 216               285               355                434             475               520
Median
       195               95                 130               173               258                300             295               297
SD
       423             169                 260               295               367                469             531               576
Min                   0                 0                     0                   0                   0                    0                 0                   0
Max
    2,859             885              1,465            1,305            1,853             2,783          2,859            2,585
Employment equity disclosures (EED)
Mean
       164               90                 112               139               165                183             227               235
Median
       112               54                   76                 90               126                124             157               161
SD
       174               98                 102               140               148                170             240               218
Min
           0                 0                     0                   0                   0                    0                 0                   0
Max
    1,498             510                 566               697               754                859          1,498            1,008
Enterprise development disclosures (EDD)
Mean
       261             115                 176               221               257                303             364               389
Median
       125               70                   93               128               124                180             205               253
SD
       357             134                 188               244               295                381             469               527
Min                   0                 0                     0                   0                   0                    0                 0                   0
Max 
    3,141             715                 816            1,061            1,581             2,101          2,621            3,141
Management control disclosures (MCD)
Mean
       120               58                   79                 96               119                140             166               181             
Median           94               50                   65                 85               100                116             154               162
SD
       125               44                   63                 76               103                127             158               187
Min                   0                0                     0                    0                   0                    0                 0                   0
Max
    1,266            166                 308                351               540                782          1,024            1,266
Preferential procurement disclosures (PPD)
Mean
       178            110                 123                132               165                205             238               274                         
Median
         96              51                   63                  81               104                110             136               150              
SD
       294            227                 158                140               216                299             374               464
Min                   0                0                     0                    0                   0                    0                 0                   0
Max 
    3,558         1,890                 996                612            1,278             2,038          2,798            3,558
Skills development disclosures (SDD)
Mean
       290            132                 169                226               279                360             433               430
Median
       194              87                 121                160               194                240             267               267
SD
       383            160                 179                253               319                433             519               518
Min                   0                0                     0                    0                   0                    0                 0                   0
Max
    3,094         1,011              1,019             1,701            2,108             2,687          3,094            3,047
Notes: BCSRD is the total black economic empowerment (BEE) proxy covering seven corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosure areas, including: corporate social investment disclosures (CSID); equity ownership disclosures (EOD); employment equity disclosures (EED); enterprise development disclosures (EDD); management control disclosures (MCD); preferential procurement disclosures (PPD); and skills development disclosures (SDD). It measures the extent (in terms of word count) and nature (in terms of the seven specified headings) of BEE disclosures in corporate annual and sustainability reports.

Table II
Descriptive statistics of the independent and control variables for all 525 firm years
Variable

            Mean
         Median           SD         Minimum        Maximum
Panel A: Independent (ownership and board characteristics) variables

BDIVA


   3.74

  4.00
        1.44
    1.00

   7.00
BDIVED


   3.58

  4.00
        1.10
    1.00

   5.00
BDIVET (%)


 30.87
            25.00         17.41             6.67               85.71
BDIVG (%)


 11.76

10.00
      10.76
    0.00

  57.14
BDIVN (%)


 20.76

17.65
      13.67
    0.00

100.00

BDIVO


   5.26

  5.00
        2.00
    1.00

  10.00
BLKOWN (%)
             52.94
            51.92
       21.71
    5.94
              97.86
BSIZE


             11.31
            11.00
         3.90
    4.00               21.00
    
DUAL (%)


 83.62
          100.00
       37.05
    0.00

100.00
GOVOWN (%)       

   7.80
              6.43
         9.53
    0.00
              71.56
INSOWN (%)      

 77.57
            89.69
       24.38            5.94               98.99
NEDs (%)
 

 65.66              66.67          13.55          26.67                92.31
 Panel B: Control (general or conventional firm-level characteristics) variables

CAPX (%)
   

   7.17
              5.88
         6.70
    0.00
               60.86
CROSLIST                              25.14                0.00          43.43            0.00              100.00
GEAR (%)

             49.05
            50.19
       18.67
   -1.14
               93.61
LNTA


               3.65
              3.74
         0.80
    0.70
                 5.23

OPROFIT (%)
             
 13.77              12.84          11.39         -19.96                71.12

SGR (%)
       
        
   3.97                9.70          34.39         -99.96                93.51
Notes: Variables are defined as follows: BDIVA is board diversity on the basis of age measured as a continuous variable in terms of the 7 age bands (i.e., under 30, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60-69, 70-79, and 80 & above) that are present on a board of a company, ranging from having only 1 age band (least diverse) to having all 7 age bands (most diverse), which is normalised by taking a natural log. BDIVED refers to board diversity on the basis of education calculated as a continuous variable with respect to the 5 main levels of educational qualifications (i.e., non-degree, degree, masters, professional, and PhD qualifications) that are present on a board of a company, ranging from having only 1 level (least diverse) to having all 5 levels (most diverse), which is normalised by taking a natural log. BDIVET is board diversity on the basis of ethnicity defined as the percentage of the ratio of non-white directors (blacks, Asians and mixed race) to the total number of directors on the board of a company. BDIVG is board diversity on the basis of gender estimated as the percentage of the ratio of female (i.e., women) directors to the total number of directors on a board of a company. BDIVN is board diversity on the basis of nationality calculated as the percentage of the ratio of non-South African (i.e., foreign nationals) directors to the total number of directors on a board of a company. BDIVO is board diversity on the basis of occupation estimated as a continuous variable in terms of the 10 occupational backgrounds (i.e., accounting & finance, arts, engineering, journalism, medical/healthcare, law, other business & management, other sciences, other social sciences, and statistical/mathematical/computer science backgrounds) that are present on a board of a company, ranging from having only 1 background (least diverse) to having all 10 backgrounds (most diverse), which is normalised by taking a natural log. BLKOWN is block ownership calculated as the percentage of shares held by shareholders with at least 5% of the total company ordinary shareholdings. BSIZE refers to board size estimated as the natural log of the total number of directors on the board of a company. DUAL is dual leadership structure measured as a dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the roles of a chairman and the CEO of a company are split, otherwise 0. GOVOWN is government ownership defined as the percentage of government ownership to total company ordinary shareholdings. INSOWN is institutional ownership calculated as the percentage of institutional ownership to total company ordinary shareholdings. NEDs refers to non-executive directors defined as the percentage of the ratio of non-executive directors to the total number of directors on the board of a company. CAPX is capital expenditure estimated as the percentage of the ratio of total capital expenditure to total assets. CROSLIST refers to cross-listing, which takes the value of 1, if a firm is cross-listed on a foreign stock market, 0 otherwise. GEAR refers to gearing defined as the percentage of the ratio of total debt to total assets. LNTA is firm size calculated as the natural log of total assets. OPROFIT is profitability defined as the percentage of the ratio of operating profit to total assets. SGR is sales growth estimated as the percentage of the current year’s sales minus last year’s sales to last year’s sales.
Table III
Correlation matrix of all variables for all 525 firm years
Variable
     OPROFIT          BCSRD      GOVOWN       BSIZE       BLKOWN        INSOWN        SGR           CAPX         LNTA        GEAR       NEDs     CROSLIST    BDIVET
OPROFIT
                 .148***
       .157***          .042             .028             -.044              .266***         .130***      -.132***      .224***     -.002         .104***      .013

BCSRD               .123​​​​*** 

      .122***           .028             -.143***         -.027              .196**          -.036           .245***      -.032          .165***     .420***
  .135***

GOVOWN         .128***         .134***

             .310***       -.270***          .267***           .078*           .066           .516***       -.304***     .026          .245***       .039
BSIZE
           .015              .050
       .202***

  -.022             .143***           .116**           .125***       .663***      -.151***      .018
.071         .055









BLKOWN         -.010            -.185***
      -.205***        -.004       
            
        .249***         -.041
    .102**        -.053           .094**       .009         -.031
  -.006
INSOWN
          -.038              -.041
       .199***         .136***         .373***

              .043
    .110**         .190***        .010         .115***
 .023
   .062
SGR                   .207***          .190***
       .066            .159***         -.067            .003
     

    .102***        .162***       -.027        -.103**        .097**
   .035
CAPX
           .114***         -.035
       .088**         .097**            .096**          .104**           .144***
             
        .303***        -.128***     .118***
  .035
  -.053
LNTA
          -.130***          .210***
       .410***         .612***       -.087**          .170***           .191***        -.276***               
             -.254***      .237***           .181***
   .143***

GEAR
           .224***         -.033
      -.130***        -.089**          .083*           .000              -.045            -.151***      -.240***                            -.041
  -.007
  -.095**

NEDs
          -.000              .147***
        .084*            .024            .014            .052               -.061             .079*          .301***       -.048

   .035
   .044
CROSLIST       -.104**           .351***
        .194***         .031            .002            .077*              .062             .014            .148***        .014           .041
                  -.057
BDIV
           .030              .131***
        .144***        -.011          -.046          -.049               .052             .066             .061           -.068          .029             .052
Notes: The bottom left half of the table contains Pearson’s parametric correlation coefficients, whereas the upper right half of the table shows Spearman’s non-parametric correlation coefficients.  ***, ** and * indicate that correlation is significant at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. Variables are defined as follows: Operating profit (OPROFIT), black economic empowerment CSR disclosures (BCSRD), government ownership (GOVOWN), board size (BSIZE), block ownership (BLKOWN), institutional ownership (INSOWN), sales growth (SGR), capital expenditure (CAPX), firm size (LNTA), gearing (GEAR), the percentage of non-executive directors (NEDs), cross-listing (CROSLIST), and board diversity on the basis of ethnicity (BDIVET). Tables I and II fully define all the variables used.
Table IV
Regression analyses of the determinants of black economic empowerment disclosures

Dependent variables
                               ____________________________________________________________________________________
Indep. variables     BCSRD          CSID             EOD              EED             EDD          MCD              PPD                 SDD

(Model)                     (1)                  (2)                 (3)                 (4)                 (5)              (6)                 (7)                    (8)
Ownership variables:    
   BLKOWN        -0.305***         -0.202***        -0.180***        -0.189***        -0.195***       -0.184***       -0.190***          -0.158**
                            (0.000)            (0.000)           (0.005)          (0.001)          (0.000)         (0.003)         (0.000)            (0.030)
   GOVOWN        0.250***           0.168***         0.162***          0.193***         0.198***        0.180***         0.149***           0.135**
                            (0.000)            (0.003)           (0.004)          (0.000)          (0.000)         (0.000)         (0.010)            (0.034)
   INSOWN         -0.160***          -0.154***        -0.065            -0.055           -0.067          -0.079           -0.070              -0.076
                            (0.000)            (0.010)           (0.192)          (0.268)          (0.206)         (0.148)         (0.234)            (0.135)
Board  variables: 
   BDIVA             0.260***
         0.214***          0.198***         0.205***
   0.179***         0.183***
  0.167***           0.174***

             (0.000)
        (0.000)
 (0.000)
         (0.000)
  (0.000)
         (0.000)
 (0.006)
          (0.003)
   BDIVED           0.195***
         0.166***
  0.157***          0.160***
   0.143**          0.130**
  0.124**            0.126**
   
             (0.000)            (0.005)
 (0.010)
         (0.008)          (0.016)
         (0.023)         (0.028)            (0.025)           
   BDIVET           0.208***           0.176***         0.135**           0.150**           0.142**          0.182***        0.140**            0.178***
                            (0.000)           (0.000)          (0.026)           (0.018)           (0.020)         (0.000)         (0.023)            (0.000)
   BDIVG             0.064
        0.037
  0.024
          0.030
    0.044
          0.056
  0.040
           0.028
                            (0.185)           (0.269)          (0.322)           (0.284)           (0.246)         (0.197)         (0.250)            (0.312)
   BDIVN
0.187***
        0.136**
  0.160**
          0.124*
    0.128*
          0.110*
  0.119*
           0.135**
                            (0.009)           (0.042)
(0.018)
        (0.060)
  (0.053)         (0.084)
 (0.076)            (0.047)

   BDIVO             0.189***
        0.164***
  0.156**
          0.167***
    0.145**         0.150**
  0.132**            0.123**
                           (0.000)           (0.010)           (0.017)           (0.008)
   (0.028)        (0.021)
 (0.036)
          (0.044)
   BSIZE              0.165**            0.126**           0.070             0.074              0.027            0.110*          0.123**             0.098
                           (0.040)           (0.018)           (0.264)          (0.250)            (0.420)         (0.080)         (0.050)            (0.125)
   DUAL              0.052
        0.034
  0.029
         0.032
    0.025
          0.027
  0.020
           0.016

             (0.218)
       (0.236)
(0.347)
        (0.340)
   (0.362)         (0.354)         (0.371)
          (0.385)
   NEDs                0.195**           0.170**           0.120*            0.148**            0.159**         0.110*           0.150**            0.156**
                            (0.023)          (0.034)           (0.059)           (0.047)           (0.032)         (0.095)          (0.045)           (0.030)
Control variables: 
   CAPX              -0.064            -0.045              -0.006           -0.020           -0.120**         -0.050          -0.018             -0.042
                            (0.190)           (0.428)            (0.895)         (0.564)          (0.036)          (0.310)         (0.794)            (0.537)
   CROSLIST       0.350***          0.318***           0.291***         0.180***         0.367***         0.205***        0.139**            0.226**
                            (0.000)           (0.000)            (0.000)         (0.001)          (0.000)          (0.000)         (0.020)            (0.000)
   GEAR             -0.124**           -0.053             -0.130**        -0.102*          -0.020            -0.018          -0.117*             -0.110*
                            (0.035)            (0.260)           (0.020)         (0.067)          (0.640)          (0.712)         (0.056)             (0.053)
   LNTA              0.262***            0.174***          0.185***         0.156***         0.190***         0.139***        0.178***            0.191***
                            (0.000)            (0.000)           (0.000)         (0.000)          (0.000)          (0.000)        (0.000)              (0.000)
   OPROFIT         0.210***           0.145**           0.139**          0.125*           0.117*            0.110*          0.118*               0.112*
                           (0.000)             (0.041)           (0.047)         (0.068)         (0.080)          (0.090)         (0.084)             (0.089)
   SGR                 0.129**             0.109*             0.104*           0.116*          0.120**           0.109*          0.124**              0.110*
                           (0.030)             (0.070)           (0.075)         (0.053)         (0.045)           (0.060)        (0.040)              (0.068)
   INDUST         Included        Included          Included         Included       Included       Included      Included        Included
   YD                  Included        Included          Included         Included       Included       Included      Included         Included
Constant               0.484**           0.178               0.165            0.180           0.196             0.116            0.150                0.149
                            (0.019)           (0.180)            (0.189)         (0.175)         (0.160)          (0.320)         (0.286)              (0.273)
Durbin-Watson    2.275             2.138               1.986            2.168           2.174             2.070            1.897                 1.980
F-value                7.316***          5.750***           4.190***        6.454***        5.679***          5.748***        3.986***             4.570***
Adjusted R2         0.395              0.369               0.297           0.378            0.346             0.337            0.267                 0.294
N                             525                 525                  525             525               525                 525               525                   525
 Notes: P-values are in parentheses. Following Peterson (2009), the coefficients are estimated by using the robust Clustered Standard Errors technique.  ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively. Variables are defined as follows: black economic empowerment corporate social responsibility disclosures (BCSRD); corporate social investment disclosures (CSID); equity ownership disclosures (EOD); employment equity disclosures (EED); enterprise development disclosures (EDD); management control disclosures (MCD); preferential procurement disclosures (PPD); skills development disclosures (SDD), block ownership (BLKOWN), government ownership (GOVOWN), institutional ownership (INSOWN); board diversity on the basis of: age (BDIVA), education (BDIVED), ethnicity (BDIVET), gender (BDIVG), nationality (BDIVN), and occupation (BDIVO); board size (BSIZE); dual leadership structure (DUAL); percentage of non-executive directors (NEDs); capital expenditure (CAPX); cross-listing (CROSLIST); gearing (GEAR); firm size (LNTA); operating profit (OPROFIT); sales growth (SGR); industry (INDUST); and year (YD). Tables I and II fully define all the variables used.
Table V

Regression analyses of the determinants of black economic empowerment disclosures: robustness analyses
Dependent variables
                               ____________________________________________________________________________________

Indep. variables       Pages               FE                 AR                SR               2003           2005              2007               2009

(Model)                     (1)                  (2)                 (3)                 (4)                 (5)              (6)                 (7)                   (8)

Ownership variables:    
   BLKOWN          -0.264***         -0.318***         -0.225***       -0.130**        -0.180***     -0.208***        -0.156**          -0.179**
                              (0.000)            (0.000)           (0.000)         (0.042)         (0.010)        (0.000)          (0.034)           (0.020)

   GOVOWN          0.240***           0.226***          0.145**         0.116*           0.158**        0.180***         0.125**           0.146**
                              (0.000)            (0.000)           (0.016)         (0.052)         (0.023)        (0.000)          (0.034)           (0.030)
   INSOWN           -0.149**           -0.196***         -0.140**        -0.048          -0.120*        -0.108*           -0.130**         -0.157**  
                              (0.020)            (0.000)           (0.045)         (0.294)         (0.070)        (0.096)           (0.039)          (0.025)
Board variables: 

   BDIVA
 0.237***
           0.214***
     0.185***         0.173***
    0.190***       0.187***
   0.182***         0.189***


(0.000)
          (0.000)
    (0.000)          (0.000)
   (0.000)        (0.000)
  (0.000)
         (0.000)
   BDIVED
 0.210***
           0.183***
     0.192***         0.169***
    0.152**         0.137**
   0.130**           0.124**
   
              (0.000)
          (0.000)
    (0.000)          (0.007)
   (0.019)        (0.028)
  (0.036)
          (0.047)
   BDIVET            0.150**             0.248***           0.190***         0.110*            0.154***        0.186***         0.130**           0.232***
                            (0.027)             (0.000)            (0.000)          (0.070)        (0.009)         (0.000)          (0.024)           (0.000)

   BDIVG
0.056
           0.037
      0.045            0.028
    0.034
          0.050
   0.043
           0.021

             (0.208)
         (0.246)
    (0.239)          (0.265)
   (0.252)         (0.219)
  (0.248)
          (0.270)
   BDIVN
0.193***
           0.140**
     0.168***         0.127*
    0.132**         0.115*
   0.123*
           0.142**
                            (0.000)             (0.043)
    (0.010)          (0.056)        (0.050)         (0.078)          (0.065)           (0.039)

   BDIVO             0.219***
          0.225***
     0.198***         0.180***
    0.167***        0.172***
   0.150**           0.141**
  
             (0.000)             (0.000)            (0.000)          (0.000)         (0.010)         (0.008)          (0.019)           (0.027)            
   BSIZE               0.149**             0.194***           0.165***         0.054            0.140**         0.120*           0.156**            0.197***
                            (0.047)             (0.000)           (0.000)          (0.280)         (0.023)          (0.060)         (0.032)            (0.000)

   DUAL

0.065
          0.053
     0.040
            0.036
    0.051
           0.037
   0.029
           0.018
                            (0.198)             (0.220)           (0.232)          (0.238)         (0.226)          (0.243)         (0.254)           (0.286)
   NEDs                0.168**             0.239***           0.150**          0.065             0.149**           0.130**         0.174**           0.198***
                           (0.033)             (0.000)            (0.040)          (0.228)        (0.020)           (0.047)         (0.026)           (0.010)

Control variables: 

   CAPX             -0.010             -0.049              -0.019           -0.043          -0.007              -0.009          -0.005             -0.025
                           (0.753)           (0.372)             (0.735)         (0.560)         (0.790)            (0.781)         (0.830)           (0.675)
   CROSLIST      0.345***          0.358***            0.236***         0.149*          0.260***          0.186***        0.125*             0.250**
                           (0.000)           (0.000)            (0.000)          (0.073)         (0.000)           (0.000)         (0.087)            (0.000)
   GEAR             -0.124**          -0.145**           -0.112*          -0.056          -0.008             -0.019          -0.028              -0.037
                          (0.030)            (0.016)            (0.053)          (0.290)         (0.815)           (0.786)         (0.680)            (0.491)
   LNTA              0.235***          0.278***           0.207***          0.146**         0.164***          0.189***        0.180***           0.198***
                          (0.000)           (0.000)            (0.000)           (0.032)         (0.000)           (0.000)         (0.000)            (0.000)
   OPROFIT        0.189***          0.204***           0.148**           0.137**         0.123*             0.110*          0.135**            0.189***
                          (0.000)            (0.000)           (0.027)           (0.039)         (0.060)           (0.078)         (0.040)           (0.000)
   SGR                0.116*             0.149**            0.143**           0.134**          0.112*            0.126**         0.120**           0.166***
                         (0.053)            (0.020)            (0.028)          (0.042)          (0.075)           (0.040)         (0.045)           (0.000)
   INDUST         Included        Included          Included         Included       Included      Included      Included        Included
   YD                  Included        Included          Included         Included         N/A                N/A             N/A               N/A
Constant             0.395**           0.376***           0.397***          0.130               0.168             0.123            0.118             0.142
                          (0.048)          (0.000)            (0.000)            (0.245)         (0.173)           (0.210)         (0.275)           (0.234)
Durbin-Watson  2.230             2.193               2.239              1.810            1.995              2.084           2.196              2.212
F-value               7.452***        7.658***            5.974***           3.179***        3.986***          5.340***        6.359***          6.710***
Adjusted R2        0.390            0.410               0.297               0.145            0.218             0.256            0.284              0.302
N                           525               525                  525                    62                 75                  75                 75                   75

 Notes: P-values are in parentheses. Following Peterson (2009), the coefficients are estimated by using the robust Clustered Standard Errors technique.  ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively. Variables are defined as follows: black economic empowerment (BEE) disclosures based on page count (pages); total word count BEE disclosures contained in annual report (AR) and sustainability report (SR); 2003, 2005, 2007, and 2009 total BEE word count disclosures, respectively; block ownership (BLKOWN); government ownership (GOVOWN); institutional ownership (INSOWN); board diversity on the basis of: age (BDIVA), education (BDIVED), ethnicity (BDIVET), gender (BDIVG), nationality (BDIVN), and occupation (BDIVO); board size (BSIZE); dual leadership structure (DUAL); percentage of non-executive directors (NEDs); capital expenditure (CAPX); cross-listing (CROSLIST); gearing (GEAR); firm size (LNTA); operating profit (OPROFIT); sales growth (SGR); industry (INDUST); and year (YD). FE refers to fixed-effect estimates, whilst N/A means not applicable. Tables I and II fully define all the variables used.
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