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ABSTRACT

This study analyzed the effects of company size, leverage level, profitability, and
company age on carbon emissions disclosure and sustainability reporting and the
implications thereof on investor reactions. The manufacturing and mining companies
listed on the Indonesian and Malaysian stock exchanges from 2017 to 2019 supplied the
sample of this research. The analysis used the partial least squares approach to
structural equation modeling. The results show that firm size and leverage significantly
affect carbon emissions disclosure in Indonesia and Malaysia. Profitability and company
age have no impact on carbon emissions disclosure in Indonesia. In Malaysia,
profitability and company age do have a significant positive effect on carbon emissions
disclosure. Company size has no effect in Indonesia, while in Malaysia, company size

Sustainability report. has a negative effect on sustainability reporting. Leverage level and company age have

a significant positive effect on sustainability reporting in Indonesia, while in Malaysia, a
company’s level of leverage and age have no impact on sustainability reporting.
Profitability has a significant effect on the sustainability report in Indonesia, while in
Malaysia, profitability has a significant positive impact on the sustainability report.
Company size does not affect investors' reactions in Indonesia, while company size has a
significant negative effect on Malaysian. A company’s level of leverage, profitability,
and age do not affect investors' reactions. Carbon emissions disclosure has a significant
positive effect on investors' responses in Indonesia, while in Malaysia, carbon emissions
disclosure has no impact on investors' reactions. The sustainability report has a
significant positive effect on investors' responses.

Contribution/Originality: This research compares carbon emissions disclosure in two countries in the ASEAN
region, which has potential implications for several other ASEAN countries and strengthens the importance of the

sustainability report as a supplement to corporate financial reporting.

1. INTRODUCTION

Global warming is a major issue that concerns the global community today. Among other factors, this situation
was caused by carbon emissions from fires caused by human activities in Jambi, Pekanbaru, Sumatra, and
Kalimantan in August and September 2019 (Tanjung, 2019). Indonesia's peatland fires are one of the world's
primary sources of carbon emissions.

An understanding of the environmental impacts of companies’ activities encourages companies to protect the
environment and increase their ecological accounting. Environmental accounting (EA) is a social responsibility

resulting from the environmental impact of social activities. EA includes methods to solve problems that occur due
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to the company's production and development activities. EA is necessary for every company, particularly if the
company is located in a community (Muda & Wahyuni, 2019). EA aims to provide stakeholders with information
related to environmental costs. Participation in sustainability activities is seen as essential because the business and
investment community demands and relies on various types of sustainability information for decision-making
(Rounaghi, 2019).

Tang and Demeritt (2018) explained that reporting on carbon emissions will help increase the understanding
of carbon emissions and climate change, forcing companies to disclose their performance and encouraging them to
make positive changes related to the environment. Companies that disclose corporate carbon emissions can improve
their financial performance, and carbon emissions reporting also increases companies' production of
environmentally friendly products.

A detailed and transparent environmental responsibility disclosure report, especially on carbon emissions, is
critical information for investors and other stakeholders in making investment decisions (Kalu, Buang, & Aliagha,
2016; Relvin, Daromes, & Ng, 2017; Liao, Luo, & Tang, 2015; Purba, Elisabeth, & Ginting, 2018). If investors take
the information on carbon emissions into account, there will be an increase in stock prices that exceeds the returns
expected by investors.

The Malaysian government has issued policies and incentives for companies that require them to disclose
sustainability reports (Qureshi, Rasiah, Al-Ghazali, Haider, & Jambari, 2019). In addition, Malaysia has formed an
organization to motivate companies by rewarding the best companies in disclosing sustainability reports, namely
the National Annual Corporate Report Award (NACRA). The sustainability report provides information to
investors, government agencies, banks, and business partners.

Petcharat and Zaman (2019) analyzed the effect of the sustainability report on company returns and found that
the sustainability report has a significant positive effect on stock returns. In contrast to previous research, Miralles-
Quirds, Miralles- Quirds, and Gongalves (2018) stated that investors do not
consider sustainability disclosure as value relevant in Brazilian companies. The comparison of the index and stock
returns of manufacturing companies and mining companies on the Jakarta Stock Exchange in 2019, with the

composite stock price index (CSPI) and LQ45 index, can be seen in Table 1.

Table 1. Comparison of stock return index and returns in 2019.

Types Manufacture Mine JCI LOQ45
Index 1.460.809 1.548.622 6.299.539 1.014.437
Stock returns 176.13% -29.72% 148.539% 103.59%

Note:

JCI: Jakarta composite index.

LQ45: Liquid 45 index.

The development of the characteristics of manufacturing companies is shown in Table 2:

Table 2. Development of manufacturing companies’ financial ratios.

Variable 2017 2018 2019
Total sales (Trillion) IDR 1.121 IDR 1.199 IDR 1.198
Total assets (Trillion) IDR 1.134 IDR 1.189 IDR 1.262
DAR (%) 0.4933 0.510 0.466
DER (%) 1.0025 1.023 0.983
ROE (%) 0.1128 0.356 0.318
ROA (%) 0.0697 0.052 0.045
Company age (Years) 39.4855 40.239 40.949
Note: IDR: Indonesia Rupiah; DAR: Debt to assets ratio; DER: Debt to equity ratio; ROE: Return on equity; ROA: Return on assets.

The data in Table 2 shows that the company size, leverage, and profitability of manufacturing companies
fluctuated from 2017 to 2019. The total sales increased from IDR 1.121 trillion in 2017 to IDR. 1.199 trillion in

2018, but in 2019 they decreased slightly to IDR. 1.198 trillion. In contrast, total assets increased every year, from
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IDR 1.134 trillion in 2017 to IDR 1.189 trillion in 2018 and IDR 1.262 trillion in 2019. The reason for comparing
the situation in Indonesia with that in Malaysia is that both countries have the same business environment, both are
experiencing rapid economic growth (Maksum, Lubis, & Azhar, 2021), especially in the manufacturing sector, and

both economies are still at a low level. Moreover, they are both countries with high levels of carbon emissions.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Agency Theory

Agency theory explains the relationship between the owner/principal of a company and its management
(agent). The owners are interested in hiring managers to perform various activities to satisfy the interests of the
equity owners. Jensen and Berg (2012) and Tauringana and Chithambo (2015) stated that agency theory explains
corporate governance in aligning managerial and stakeholder interests regarding carbon emissions. According to

Alexandrina and Oprisor (2016), this theory supports transparency and increased public accountability.

2.2. Stakeholder Theory

Disclosure is a company's effort to minimize social and political pressures by various stakeholders, including
the community, employees, government, suppliers, capital markets, and others. Hahn, Reimsbach, and Schiemann
(2015) argued that in stakeholder theory the aim is to create added value for stakeholders because stakeholders are
necessary for the company’s survival (Macve & Chen, 2010). In other words, the need to disclose carbon emissions

information is driven by corporate investors, who are the company's main stakeholders.

2.8. Carbon Accounting
Carbon accounting is the part of EA that informs users of financial statements of the corresponding carbon

dioxide emissions resulting from the firm’s operational activities (San, Kasbun, Rahman, Meero, & Teh,
2022). Simply put, carbon accounting is the process of measuring, recording, and reporting the carbon produced by
the company. Warren (2008) defined carbon accounting as the process of measuring the carbon emissions produced
by a company and determining emission reduction targets. Warren (2008) presented several steps for implementing
carbon accounting in companies, namely:

a. Measure the company's current carbon emissions.

b. Determine emission reduction targets.

c. Establish a system to monitor emissions issued and conduct periodic emission audits.

d.  Report internally and externally regarding the reduction program and progress in achieving targets.

2.4. Sustainability Report
The sustainability reportis prepared following the principles set by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI),
namely:

1) Balance.

S

Comparability.

<o

Accuracy.

-

5) Clarity.

2

)
)
) Timeliness.
)
)

Accountability.
Table 8 shows a way of measuring the sustainability report in which companies that do not make full disclosure
are given a weight of 0, companies that only provide an explanation are given a weight of 1, and companies that

provide an explanation accompanied by a quantitative number are given a weight of 2. This system of measurement
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was proposed by Bhatia and Tuli (2017). In addition to the sustainability reports, disclosure on a scale of 0 to 2 is

also used to measure the companies’ quality of information disclosure on carbon emissions.

Table 3. Description of variable score for carbon emissions disclosure and sustainability report.

No. | Score | Criteria

1. 0 The company does not disclose the items on the questionnaire
2. 1 Companies only disclose in the narrative (Narrative qualitative)
3. 2 The company discloses in the form of a narrative equipped with monetary values,

tables, or graphs (Monetary quantitative).

Source: Bhatia and Tuli (2017).

3. METHODS
This study employed a quantitative method using panel data from the 2017-2019 period. The data were
gathered from the 2017-2019 company annual reports and sustainability reports, which were taken from the official

(www.bursamalaysia.com) and
(www.idx.co.id). The data collection techniques are detailed in Table 4:

websites of the Malaysia Stock Exchange Indonesia Stock Exchange

Table 4. Research sample.

No | Criteria Indonesian Malaysian
companies companies
1 | Registered as a manufacturing company on the Indonesian or 185 208
Malaysian stock exchange in 2017-2019.
2 | Companies that issued a sustainability report separate from
the annual report every year during 2017-2019 27 26
Number of samples that met the criteria 27 26
Total sample data for three years of research 81 78
The data analysis tool was Warp PLS 7.0. The following equations were used:
Table 5. Measurement model equations.
No | Variable Measurement model equation
) Reflective exogenous latent variable firm size Xia=Axa &+ 0 (1)
(El) X]AQ:)\XLQE]"FSQ .................................... (Q)
Reflective exogenous latent X o1= A xo.
2 .
variable leverage (€ - ) X o= Axe.
5 The reflective exogenous latent variable X 51 =Axs.
profitability (€ s) X s0=Axs0
Reflective exogenous latent variable compan
4 3 Dy X = A Bt B (7)
age (£4)
p Endogenous latent variables formative carbon Ni= Ay 1 Y1+ AveYot+ AvsYs+ AvaY .+
9 ..
emissions (1 1) A5 Y 5 1 e (8)
Endogenous latent variables
6 . . - o= Ay 1Y i+ Ave Y o+ Avs Y s+ Ava Yt €0 (9
formative sustainability report (1 2) N Yoo Yo le Yo b Yl 2 (9)
Reaction reflective endogenous latent variables
7 . Z Il = Y5 8 e (10)
investor (1 5)

In equations numbered 1,2,3,4.....10, Table 5 describes the measurement model describing the effect of the
reflective latent variables on the endogenous latent variables and thence on the reaction reflective endogenous
latent variable.

All the variables are shown systematically in Table 6.
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Table 6. Operational variables.

No | Variable Definition Indicators Scale
1 Company size The scale 1s used to Size = Log Total Assets Ratio
(Xy) determine the size of a Size = Log Total Sales Ratio
Company
2 Leverage The company's ability to . Total Liabilities Ratio
(Xy) use the money it borrows Debt to Assets Ratio = “Total Assets
in its operational activities
Debt to Equitv Ratio = Total Liabilities Ratio
eot to hquity hatto = Total Equity
g Profitability The company's profits on Net Income After Taxes Ratio
(Xs) the level of sales, assets, ROA = Total Liabilities
and share capital ROE Net Income After Taxes Ratio
B Total Equity
4 Congz;ly age 3::2 g:r?;\:::fnﬁfie 4 Z years since the establishment of the company | . .-
5 Carbon Carbon is emitted by Climate change (CC)
emissions (Y;) burning fossil fuels into revealed total CC score
the atmosphere, rapidly CC Index = 4 (maximum score expected) Ratio
increasing global Emission calculation (GHG)
warming. Measured total revealed GHG score Ratio
using: GHC = -
; 14 (maximum score expected)
e Climate change (CC) Ener & <
. gy consumption (EC)
* Calculation of number of EC items disclosed Ratio
greenhouse gas (GHG) EC Index = -
emissions 6 (qu1mum expected score)
e Enerey consumption GHG Costs and reductions (CR) .
1IerEYy consumpHo total revealed CR score Ratio
(EC) CR Index = .
e GHG costs and _ 8 (max1mu_m SCOI‘(:Z‘ expected)
reductions (CR) Carbon emissions accountability (CEA) .
Ny revealed total CEA score Ratio
e Carbon emissions CEA Index =
accountability (CEA) 4 (maximum score expected)
6 Sustainability Disclosure of General disclosure
report (Ys) sustainability report General Index
according to GRI General score total disclosed Ratio
standards 118 (maximum score expected)
Economic performance
Economic Index
Total Economy score revealed Ratio
26(maximum score expected)
Environmental performance (EP)
Environmental Index
Total Environment score revealed Ratio
60 (maximum score expected)
Social performance (SP)
. Total Social score revealed Ratio
Social Index = -
68 (maximum score expected)
7 Investor reaction | Cumulative abnormal Ratio

(Z2)

return (CAR)

Z CAR

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Results

The results in Table 7 show that the indicators of Company Size, namely Total Assets (T'A) and Total Sales

(TS), have valid loading scores.

Likewise, Leverage Level, Profitability, Company Age and Investor Reaction also have valid indicators.

The loading values of the Indonesian indicators are shown in Table 7.

The results of the loading factor calculations for each of the Indonesian indicators met the requirements for

convergent validity

as the loading factors

were

greater than 0.7 and the

0.05. The loading value of each Malaysian indicator is shown in Table 8.
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Table 7. Loading value of each Indonesian indicator.

Variable Indicator Score loading | P-value | Convergent validity
ooy 678 TA <-X1.1 0.986 <1% Val%d
TS <-X1.2 0.986 <1% Valid
P DAR <-X2.1 0.933 <1% Val%d
DER <-X2.2 0.933 <1% Valid
Profitability ROA <-X3.1 0.916 <1% Val?d
ROE <-X3.2 0.916 <1% Valid
Company age AGE <- X4 1.000 <1% Valid
Investor reaction CAR <-7Z 1.000 <1% Valid

Note: TA = Total assets; TS = Total sales; DAR = Debt to assets ratio; DER = Debt to equity ratio; ROA = Return
on assets; ROE = Return on equity; AGE = Company age; CAR = Cumulative abnormal return.

Table 8. Loading value of each Malaysian indicator.

Variable Indicator Score loading P-value Convergent validity
sy e TA <-X1.1 0.876 <1% Valid
TS <-X1.2 0.876 <1% Valid
L el DAR <-X2.1 0.977 <1% Valid
DER <-X2.2 0.977 <1% Valid
Profitability ROA <-X3.1 0.984 <1% Val:ld
ROE <-X3.2 0.984 <1% Valid
Company age AGE <- X4 1.000 <1% Valid
Investor reaction CAR <-Z 1.000 <1% Valid

Note: TA = Total assets; T'S = Total sales; DAR = Debt to assets ratio; DER = Debt to equity ratio; ROA = Return on assets;
ROE = Return on equity; AGE = Company age; CAR = Cumulative abnormal return.

The results of the loading factor calculations for each Malaysian indicator meet the requirements of convergent
validity as the loading factors are greater than 0.7 and the p-values < 0.05.The indicator reliability results are

shown in Table 9.

Table 9. Indonesia — weights of indicator values.

Variable Indicator P-value | Reliability
CC->Y1.1 0.002 Reliable
GHG ->Y1.2 0.003 Reliable

Carbon emissions disclosure EC->Y1.3 <0.001 Reliable
RC->Y1.4 0.005 Reliable
ACC->Y1.5 0.008 Reliable
General -> Y2.1 0.005 Reliable

StusiezieTsly e Ecor.lomy ->Y2.2 <0.001 Rel%able
Environment -> Y2.3 <0.001 Reliable
Social ->Y 2.4 <0.001 Reliable

Note: Indicators are described in Table 6.

Table 10. Malaysia — weights of indicator values.

Variable Indicator P-value | Reliability
CC->Y1.1 0.009 Reliable
GHG -> Y1.2 0.005 Reliable

Carbon emissions disclosure EC->Y1.3 0.021 Reliable
RC->Y1.4 0.005 Reliable
ACC->Y1.5 0.018 Reliable
General -> Y2.1 0.004 Reliable

Szt BT et Economy -> Y2.2 0.002 Reliable
Environment -> Y2.3 0.002 Reliable
Social ->Y2.4 0.001 Reliable

Note: Indicators are described in Table 6.

Based on the test results contained in Table 10, the indicators of carbon emissions disclosure are reliable.
Likewise, the sustainability report indicator is completely reliable.

The Indonesian outer model is shown in Table 11.

276
© 20238 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.



International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2023, 12(2): 271-288

Table 11. Results of testing the measurement model (outer model) of Indonesia.

. . Score P- |[Convergent Discriminant |Composite e Y e
Variable Indicator ; o8 AVE e 1pos Reliability
loading | value | validity validity reliability
. | TA <-X1.1 0.986 |<0.001 Valid . .
Company size - 0.972 Valid 0.986 Reliable
pany TS <-X1.2 0.986 |<0.001 Valid
Leverage DAR <- X2.1 0.933 |<0.001 Valid . .
- 0.871 Valid 0.931 Reliable
level DER <-X2.2 0.933 |<0.001 Valid
ROA <-X3.1 0.916 |<0.001 Valid . .
Profitabilit - 0.968 Valid 0.912 Reliable
Y [ROE <~ X3.2 0.916 |<0.001 Valid 9 9
Company age | AGE <- X4 1.000 [<0.001 Valid 1.000 Valid 1.000 Reliable
CC->Y1.1 0.718 | 0.002 Valid
Carbon GHG ->Y1.2 0.781 | 0.008 Valid
emissions EC->Y1.3 0.802 [<0.001 Valid 0.601 Valid 0.833 Reliable
disclosure RC->Y1.4 0.739 | 0.005 Valid
ACC->Y1.5 0.787 | 0.008 Valid
General -=> Y2.1 0.763 | 0.005 Valid
Sustainabilit Economy -> Y2.2| 0.805 |<0.001 Valid
Y y Environment . 0.647 Valid 0.879 Reliable
report 0.864 [<0.001 Valid
>Y2.3
Social >Y2.4 0.868 [<0.001 Valid
Invest . . .
nvestor CAR<-Z 1.000 [<0.001 Valid 1.000 Valid 1.000 Reliable
reaction
Note: TA = total assets; TS = total sales; DAR = debt to assets ratio; DER = debt to equity ratio; ROA = return on assets;
ROE = return on equity; AGE = company age; CAR = cumulative abnormal return; AVE = average variance extracted.
The Malaysian outer model is shown in Table 12:
Table 12. Results of testing the measurement model (outer model) of Malaysia.
. . Score P- [Convergent Discriminant|/Composite e pere
Variable Indicator . o8 AVE g pos Reliability
loading| value | validity validity |reliability
. TA <-X1.1 0.876 [<0.001 Valid . .
Company size - 0.767 Valid 0.868 Reliable
pany TS <- X1.2 0.876 [<0.001 Valid !
DAR <- X2.1 0.977 |<0.001 Valid . .
Leverage level - 0.955 Valid 0.977 Reliable
& DER <- X2.2 0.977 [<0.001]  Valid >0
- ROA <-X3.1 0.984 [<0.001 Valid . .
Profitabilit - 0.968 Valid 0.984 Reliable
y ROE <- X3.2 0.984 [<0.001]  Valid ’
Company age AGE <- X4 1.000 |<0.001]  Valid 0.968 Valid 1.000 Reliable
CC->Y1.1 0.846 | 0.009 Valid
Carbon GHG ->Y1.2 0.946 | 0.005 Valid
emissions EC->Y1.3 0.722 | 0.021 Valid 0.708 Valid 0.923 Reliable
disclosure RC->Y1.4 0.925 | 0.005 Valid
ACC->Y1.5 0.790 | 0.0138 Valid
General -> Y2.1 0.805 | 0.004 Valid
Sustainabilit Economy -> Y2.2 0.884 | 0.002 Valid . .
ustainabIity - J - 0.761 Valid 0.927 Reliable
report Environment >Y2.3 | 0.883 | 0.002 Valid
Social>Y 2.4 0.914 | 0.001 Valid
Invest . . .
nvestor CAR<-7Z 1.000 |<0.001| Valid | 1,000 Valid 1.000 | Reliable
reaction
Note: TA = total assets; TS = total sales; DAR = debt to assets ratio; DER = debt to equity ratio; ROA = return on assets; ROE = return on equity; AGE =

company age; CAR = cumulative abnormal return; AVE = average variance extracted.

4.1.1. R-Squared Value

Table 13 displays the Indonesian R-squared values.

Table 138. R-squared values for Indonesia.

No. | Variable R-squared
1. | Y1 carbon emissions 0.193
2. | Y2 sustainability report 0.313
3. | Z investor reaction 0.324

© 20238 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.
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Table 13 shows that 31.8% of the sustainability report variable is influenced by firm size, level of leverage,
profitability, and firm age. Other variables outside of this study model define the residual 68.7%. The R-squared

value for the inverter reaction variable is 0.324. The following table shows the R-squared values for Malaysia.

Table 14. R-squared values for Malaysia.

No. | Variable R-squared
1. | Y1 carbon emissions 0.235
2. | Y2 sustainability report 0.170
3. | Z investor reaction 0.815

Based on Table 14, the carbon emissions variable has a value of 0.285 or 23.5%, which means that 23.5% of the

variable is influenced by the variables of company size, leverage, profitability, and company age.

4.1.2. Value Predictive Relevance (Q )
Based on the analysis, the Q-squared value for Indonesia can be calculated as follows:
Q2= 1-(0.807 x 0.687 x 0.676)
Q2=0.625
This shows the analysis model can explain 62.5% of the diversity of data able to examine the phenomena.
The Q-squared calculation for Malaysia is as follows:
Q2=1-(0.765 x 0.83 X 0.185)
Q2=0.876
The Malaysian results explain 87.6% of the diversity of the data able to examine the phenomena in the study.

4.1.8. Hypothesis Testing Results

The Indonesian path diagram can be seen in Figure 1:

(R)2i
CRE S
’v
S
(R)2i '
(R)1i

R?=0.31

Figure 1. SEM-PLS model path diagram for Indonesia.
Note: Size(X1) = Company size (X1); Lev(X2) = Leverage (X2); Prof(X3) = Profitability
(X3); Age(X4) = Company age (X4); EC(Y1) = Carbon emissions (Y1);
SR(Y2) = Return on equity; RI(Z) = Investor reaction.

Figure 1 shows that Company size (X,), Leverage (Xo), Profitability (Xs), and Company age (X4) do not
influence investor reaction. However, if the carbon emissions variable (Y:) is used, the Company size (X,) and
Leverage (X,) variables have a significant effect, while the Profitability (Xs) and Company age (X4) variables have
no significant effect in Indonesia. When the sustainability report (Y2) is used as a moderator, only the Leverage

(Xs), Profitability (Xs), and Company age (X4) variables have a significant effect in Indonesia.
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The Malaysian path diagram can be seen in Figure 2:

Size(X1) %>=0.2a
(R)2i
s
£=0.05

£=-0.28 (P=0:
(P<.0

£=0.08 %

v (P=0.22)
B=0.

P=0.40)
Prof(X3) = p=-
(R)2i ’ B=20.24 =0.17)
P<.01) (P<.01)
£=0.0%
P D2
$=0.27
Age(Xa) (P<.01
(Rl =-0.10 ~
ﬁo. SR(Y2)

(F)ai
~ T
R?’=0.17
Figure 2. Path diagram of SEM-PLS model - Malaysia.
Note: Size(X1) = Company size (X1); Lev(X2) = Leverage (X2); Prof(X3) = Profitability
(X3); Age(X4) = Company age (X4); EC(Y1) = Carbon emissions (Y1); SR(Y2) =
Return on equity; RI(Z) = Investor reaction.

Figure 2 shows that only Company size (X;) has a significant effect on investor reaction. However, if the carbon
emissions variable (Y,) is used, the Profitability (X38) variable has a significant effect in Malaysia. When the
sustainability report (Y2) is used as a moderator, only the Company size (X,) and Profitability (Xs) variables have a

significant effect in Malaysia.

4.1.4. Direct Effect Test Results

The results of testing the direct effects are shown in Table 15 for Indonesia.

Table 15. Results of hypothesis testing for Indonesia's direct effects.

No | Variable Path coefficient | P-value Conclusion

1 Company size -> Carbon emissions 0.371 <0.001 Significant effect
2 Leverage -> Carbon emissions 0.232 0.009 Significant effect
3 Profitability -> Carbon emissions -0.159 0.053 No effect

4 Company life -> Carbon emissions 0.101 0.154 No effect

5 Company size -> Sustainability report -0.063 0.263 No effect

6 Leverage -> Sustainability report 0.246 0.006 Significant effect
7 Profitability -> Sustainability report -0.316 <0.001 Significant eftect
8 Company age -> Sustainability report 0.302 0.001 Significant effect
9 Company size -> Investor reaction 0.066 0.253 No effect

10 Leverage -> Investor reaction 0.056 0.288 No effect

11 Profitability -> Investor reaction 0.010 0.243 No effect

12 Company age -> Investor reaction -0.113 0.127 No effect

13 Carbon emissions -> Investor reaction 0.264 0.004 Significant effect
14 Sustainability report -> Investor reaction 0.310 <0.001 Significant effect

The direct effects in Malaysia are shown in Table 16:

Table 16. Results of hypothesis testing for Malaysia’s direct eftects.

No | Variable Path coefficient | P-value Conclusion

1 Company size -> Carbon emissions 0.172 0.043 Significant effect
2 Leverage -> Carbon emissions 0.177 0.039 Significant effect
3 Profitability -> Carbon emissions 0.252 0.006 Significant effect
4 Company life -> Carbon emissions 0.204 0.021 Significant effect
5 Company size -> Sustainability report -0.242 0.008 Significant eftect
6 Leverage -> Sustainability report 0.070 0.245 No effect
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No | Variable Path coefficient P-value Conclusion

7 Profitability -> Sustainability report 0.268 0.004 Significant effect
8 Company age -> Sustainability report -0.103 0.154 No effect

9 Company size -> Investor reaction -0.276 0.003 Significant effect
10 | Leverage -> Investor reaction 0.076 0.224 No effect

11 Profitability -> Investor reaction 0.026 0.399 No effect

12 Company age -> Investor reaction -0.094 0.174 No effect

138 Carbon emissions -> Investor reaction 0.052 0.303 No effect

14 Sustainability report -> Investor reaction 0.750 <0.001 Significant effect

4.1.5. Indirect Effect Test Results
The path coefficients and p-values for the indirect effects are shown in Tables 17 and 18 for Indonesia and

Malaysia, respectively.

Table 17. Results of hypothesis testing for Indonesia’s indirect effects.

No | Variable Pat}.l P-value Conclusion
coefficient

1 Company size -> Carbon emissions -> Investor reaction 0.181 0.005 Significant effect
2 Leverage -> Carbon emissions -> Investor reaction 0.113 0.053 No effect

3 Profitability -> Carbon emissions -> Investor reaction -0.078 0.184 No effect

4 Company age -> Carbon emissions -> Investor reaction 0.049 0.242 No effect

5 i(;r(ilfsrr;y size -> Sustainability report -> Investor -0.033 0.521 No effect

6 Leverage -> Sustainability report -> Investor reaction 0.128 0.034 Significant effect
7 Profitability -> Sustainability report -> Investor reaction -0.165 0.010 Significant effect
8 i(;r(ilfsrr;y age -> Sustainability report -> Investor 0.158 0012 Significant effect

Table 18. Results of hypothesis testing for Malaysia’s indirect effects.

No | Variable Path coefficient P-value Conclusion

1 Company size -> Carbon emissions -> Investor reaction 0.021 0.386 No effect

2 Leverage -> Carbon emissions -> Investor reaction 0.021 0.382 No effect

3 Profitability -> Carbon emissions -> Investor reaction 0.0381 0.835 No effect

4 Company age -> Carbon emissions -> Investor reaction 0.025 0.365 No effect

5 . . L . Significant
Company size -> bustamablhty report -> Investor reaction -0.179 0.006 geﬂéct

6 Leverage -> Sustainability report -> Investor reaction 0.051 0.236 No effect

7 . g . .. . Significant
Profitability -> Sustainability report -> Investor reaction 0.197 0.008 geffect

8 Company age -> Sustainability report -> Investor reaction 0.076 0.145 No effect

4.2. Discussion
4.2.1. Effect of Company Size on Carbon Emissions Disclosure
Disclosure of carbon emissions is a part of all carbon mitigation activities and requires company costs and

commitment to carry out carbon emissions disclosure (Luo, Tang, & Lan, 2013). The results of this study are
consistent with previous studies (Ben-Amar, Chang, & Mcllkenny, 2017; Borghei-Ghomi & Leung, 2013;
Chithambo & Tauringana, 20145 Choi, Lee, & Psaros, 2013; Gonzalez-Gonzalez & Zamora, 2016; Andrea Liesen,
Hoepner, Patten, & Figge, 2015; Luo et al,, 2013; Yunus, Elijido-Ten, & Abhayawansa, 2016).
4.2.2. Effect of Leverage on Carbon Emaissions Disclosure

The results of this study support stakeholder theory, in that the higher the company's leverage, the higher the
lender's responsibility. Disclosure of information about social and environmental activities can increase creditors'
trust in the company’s management. The amount of information disclosed by companies can reduce agency costs
(Luo et al., 2013). The results of this study are consistent with Zhang (2017), Yunus et al. (2016), Luo (2019), and
Borghei-Ghomi and Leung (2013), who found that leverage influenced the disclosure of carbon emissions. On the
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other hand, the results of this study are inconsistent with other research (Choi et al., 2013; Kalu et al., 2016; Kili¢ &

KRuzey, 2019) where leverage had no effect on carbon emissions disclosure.

4.2.3. Effect of Profitability on Carbon Emaissions Disclosure

The results of this study are in line with research conducted by Chithambo and Tauringana (2014), Peters and
Romi (2014), and Borghei-Ghomi and Leung (2013), which stated that profitability has no effect on the disclosure of
carbon emissions in Indonesia. Meanwhile, in Malaysia, profitability has a significant positive effect on the
disclosure of carbon emissions. Companies with high profitability have more funds to pay the costs associated with
collecting and reporting information related to the disclosure of carbon emissions (Choi et al., 2013). Profitability
affects carbon emissions disclosure. The company realizes that company profits must also be used for the benefit of
the environment, not only for the benefit of investors. The findings on Malaysia are in line with those of Chithambo
and Tauringana (2014) and Prado-Lorenzo, Rodriguez-Dominguez, Gallego—AlvareZ, and Garcfa-Sanchez (2009).

Profitability does not affect carbon emissions disclosure in Indonesia, but it does in Malaysia.

4.2.4. Effect of Company Age on Carbon Emissions Disclosure

Company age has a significant positive effect on the disclosure of carbon emissions in Malaysia. Older companies
are considered well-established and have more resources to manage carbon emission issues than younger
companies. The research results in Malaysia are in line with Kang and Gray (2011), who found that the age of a

company can affect the disclosure of carbon emissions.

4.2.5. Effect of Company Size on Sustainability Reporting

Company size does not affect sustainability reporting in Indonesia. This indicates that large companies do not
disclose more information in sustainability reports to gain legitimacy among their stakeholders because disclosures
about company efforts regarding the economy, the environment, and society are no longer voluntary. The results of
this study contradict previous research (Bhatia & Tuli, 2017; Dissanayake, Tilt, & Xydias-Lobo, 2016; Kansal, Joshi,
& Batra, 2014; Mahmood & Orazalin, 2017; Matuszak, Rézanska, & Macuda, 2019), which found that larger

companies disclose more transparent and extensive information in their sustainability reports.

4.2.6. Effect of Leverage on Sustainability Reporting

Similarly, Aribi, Alqatamin, and Arun (2018) proved that companies with high leverage convey complete
sustainability report information to investors. Barako and Brown (2008) found a positive relationship between
power and voluntary disclosure in listed companies in Kenya. The results of this study are in line with Aribi et al.
(2018) and Prado-Lorenzo et al. (2009). Meanwhile, in Malaysia, leverage does not affect sustainability reporting.

This finding supports those of Branco, Delgado, and Eugénio (2014) and Zorio, Garcfa-Benau, and Sierra
(2018), who found that the level of leverage does not affect companies’ disclosure of information in
their sustainability reports. One of the reasons that leverage has no effect is that creditors and investors attach less

importance to the sustainability report (Liu & Anbumozhi, 2009).

4.2.7. Effect of Profitability on Sustainability Reporting

The study showed that in Indonesia, companies with low profitability revealed more transparent information
and detail to stakeholders in the sustainability report. In Malaysia, however, profitability had a significant positive
effect on sustainability reporting. This finding supports signaling theory, which suggests that companies with high
profitability will have more funds to present financial and non-financial information in their sustainability report.

High profitability encourages company management to provide more information to increase stock prices. The
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results of the research in Malaysia are in line with previous research (Branco et al., 20145 Kansal et al., 2014; Liu &

Anbumozhi, 2009; Lucia & Panggabean, 2018; Ruhnke & Gabriel, 2013).

4.2.8. Effect of Company Age on Sustainability Reporting

The research results in Indonesia show that older companies will increase the information in their
sustainability reports to maintain the company's image in the eyes of stakeholders. This is generally done to
improve the company's image in the community. The company wants to prove that it has experience with
sustainability in the business world. Company management can improve the quality of accounting information to
produce complete information at a lower cost than younger companies (Bhatia & Tuli, 2017). The results of this
study are in line with research by Bhatia and Tuli (2017), Mahmood and Orazalin (2017), Borghei-Ghomi and
Leung (2013), Kansal et al. (2014), and Dissanayake et al. (2016), who stated that the age of a company affects the

level of disclosure in its sustainability report.

4.2.9. Effect of Firm Size on Investor Reaction

The size of a company's assets, if not appropriately managed by the company, will not generate significant
profits, and profits that are not maximized will make branch prices fall. This result is in line with the research of
Fama and French (2012), which stated that the size of a company does not have a significant effect on stock returns,
as large companies find it easier to get capital from debt so that later profits cannot be obtained. Therefore,
investors do not respond to information on the company's size when making investment decisions. This study
aligns with Shafana, Rimziya, and Jariya's (2018) research, which revealed that company size does not affect

investor reactions. Large company size is not a factor influencing investors' decisions to invest in a company.

4.2.10. Effect of Leverage Level on Investor Reaction
The results showed that leverage does not affect investor reactions in Indonesia and Malaysia. This study
contradicts Acheampong, Agalega, and Shibu (2014) and Abdullah (2015), who revealed a significant negative

relationship between leverage and investor reaction, which indicated that force negatively affected investor reaction.

4.2.11. Effect of Profitability on Investor Reaction
The hypothesis testing results of this study showed that profitability does not affect investors' reactions in
Indonesia and Malaysia. This finding contradicts the results of research by Todea, Zoicag-Ienciu, and Filip (2009),

who explained that profitability has a positive influence on the reaction of investors.

4.2.12. Effect of Company Age on Investor Reaction
The results showed that company age does not affect investors' reactions in Indonesia and Malaysia. The
company's age is the length of time a company has operated since it was founded, and the data was based on the

deed of establishment before the company made an initial public offering on the IDX or Malaysia Stock Exchange.

4.2.18. Effect of Carbon Emaissions Disclosure on Investor Reaction

The disclosure of carbon emissions increases stock prices relative to companies that are not involved in carbon
emissions. This is consistent with signaling theory, which emphasizes the importance of information released by
companies in investors’ decision-making. The carbon emissions disclosure signal reflects the company's business
ethics. The study’s results in Indonesia are in line with the research of Zamora-Ramirez, Gonzélez-Gonzalez, and
Sabater Marcos (2016) and Liesen, Figge, Hoepner, and Patten (2017), who found a positive and significant

relationship between carbon disclosure and abnormal stock returns.
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4.2.14. Effect of Sustainability Reporting on Investor Reaction

Research by Naughton, Wang, and Yeung (2019) explained that by issuing sustainability reports, a company
would receive some benefits, e.g., easier and quicker access to funding for both internal and external purposes, a
good reputation, and a good relationship with stakeholders. Investors, creditors, and shareholders increasingly
consider sustainability as the main factor that influences a company's success (Searcy & Elkhawas, 2012).
Sustainability reporting provides various benefits to internal and external stakeholders; for instance, improving
transparency affects the company's reputation positively (Glass, 2012; Simnett, Vanstraelen, & Chua, 2009). The
results of this study are in line with the research of Naughton et al. (2019) and Nuzula and Kato (2011).

4.2.15. Effect of Company Size on Investor Reaction via Carbon Emaissions Disclosure
In Indonesia, the company's size has a significant effect on investor reactions via the disclosure of carbon
emissions. Meanwhile, in Malaysia, this mediating effect cannot be observed. The larger the company, the easier it

is for the company to access internal and external resources.

4.2.16. Effect of Leverage on Investor Reaction via Carbon Emissions Disclosure
The results of the study showed that in Indonesia, leverage significantly affected investor reactions via the
disclosure of carbon emissions, while in Malaysia, the disclosure of carbon emissions does not substantially affect

investor reactions. The disclosure of carbon emissions is one way for companies to gain legitimacy.

4.2.17. Effect of Profitability on Investor Reaction via Carbon Emissions Disclosure
The study results on this pathway do not support stakeholder theory; this may be because the profitability and
costs of carbon emissions disclosure are irrelevant, and investors have not felt the benefits of carbon emissions

disclosure. Companies with high profitability that disclose their carbon emissions do not attract more investors.

4.2.18. Effect of Company Age on Investor Reaction via Carbon Emaissions Disclosure

The results showed that the company's age has no significant effect on the reaction of investors via the
disclosure of carbon emissions in either Indonesia or Malaysia. It may be that prospective investors are not keen to
decide on an investment based on the age of the company and their disclosure of carbon emissions because

investors are more interested in a company’s financial performance than its environmental performance.

4.2.19. Effect of Company Size on Investor Reaction via Sustainability Reporting
The results showed that in Malaysia, a company's size has a significant negative effect on investor reactions via
its sustainability report disclosure. The research results in Indonesia, however, showed that the company's size does

not affect investor reactions via the level of disclosure in the sustainability report.

4.2.20. Effect of Leverage on Investor Reaction via Sustainability Reporting
Disclosure in sustainability reports has no significant effect on investor reaction. So, if the leverage level is high,

the company’s sustainability report is considered to increase the burden of the company to reduce its income.

4.2.21. Effect of Profitability on Investor Reaction via Sustainability Reporting
Profitability has a substantial impact on investor reactions via the level of disclosure in the sustainability report.
Before making an investment, investors should be aware of the information in a company's financial statements,

which includes company profitability data.
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4.2.22. Effect of Company Age on Investor Reaction via Sustainability Reporting

The results for Indonesia showed that company age has a significant effect on investor reactions via

sustainability report disclosure, while in Malaysia, the age of the company has no significant impact on investor

reactions via the sustainability report.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

5.1. Conclusions

1.
2.
3.

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.
22.

Company size has a positive effect on companies’ carbon emissions disclosure in Indonesia and Malaysia.

The leverage level has a positive effect on companies’ carbon emissions disclosure in Indonesia and Malaysia.
Profitability has no effect on companies’ carbon emissions disclosure in Indonesia, whereas, in Malaysia,
profitability has a significant positive effect on companies’ disclosure of carbon emissions.

Company age has no effect on carbon emissions disclosure in Indonesia, while in Malaysia, company age has
a significant positive effect on the disclosure of carbon emissions.

Firm size does not affect companies’ sustainability reporting in Indonesia, while in Malaysia, the size of the
company does affect the sustainability report.

Leverage has a significant positive effect on companies’ sustainability reports in Indonesia, while in Malaysia,
leverage has no effect on sustainability reporting.

Profitability has a significant negative effect on companies’ sustainability reporting in Indonesia, while in
Malaysia, profitability has a significant positive effect on the sustainability report.

Company age has a significant positive effect on sustainability reporting in Indonesia, while in Malaysia,
company age has no effect on sustainability reporting.

Firm size does not affect investors’ reactions to companies in Indonesia, whereas it does have a significant
negative effect on investor reactions in Malaysia.

The leverage level does not affect investors’ reactions to companies in Indonesia or Malaysia.

Profitability has no significant effect on investor reactions to companies in Indonesia or Malaysia.

Company age does not affect investors’ reactions to companies in Indonesia or Malaysia.

Carbon emissions disclosure has a significant positive effect on investor reactions to companies in Indonesia,
while in Malaysia, the disclosure of carbon emissions does not affect investor response.

Sustainability reporting significantly affects investors’ reactions to companies in Indonesia and Malaysia.
Sustainability reporting sends a positive signal to investors that the company's prospects are good, which can
attract investors' attention.

Company size significantly affects investors’ reactions via the disclosure of carbon emissions in Indonesia,
while in Malaysia, the company's size does not affect investors' responses via carbon emissions disclosure.
Leverage has a significant effect on investors' reactions via carbon emissions disclosure in Indonesia. In
Malaysia, leverage does not affect investors' response via the disclosure of carbon emissions.

Profitability does not affect investors' reactions via carbon emissions disclosure in Indonesia or Malaysia. A
company's profitability and carbon emissions disclosure do not attract investments.

Company age does not affect investors' reactions via carbon emissions disclosure in Indonesia or Malaysia.
Firm size does not affect investor reactions via sustainability reporting in Indonesia. In Malaysia, firm size
negatively affects investor reactions via the sustainability report.

The level of leverage significantly influences investors' reactions via sustainability reporting in Indonesia,
while in Malaysia, the leverage level does not affect investors' responses via the sustainability report.
Profitability significantly affects investor reactions via sustainability reporting in Indonesia and Malaysia.
Company age significantly affects investors' reactions via sustainability reporting in Indonesia, while in

Malaysia, company age does not influence investors' responses via the sustainability report.
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5.2. Suggestions
1. Companies should be more aware of the importance of disclosing carbon emissions and the long-term
benefits that they will obtain so that they can increase their business.
2. Companies should be more aware of the importance of sustainability reports and the long-term benefits they
offer for the sustainability of the company's business.
3. Investors should consider the information content of carbon emissions disclosures and sustainability reports

before investing.

Funding: This research is supported by University of Jambi, Indonesia (Grant number: 781 Year 2022).
Competing Interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Authors’ Contributions: All authors contributed equally to the conception and design of the study.

REFERENCES

Abdullah, N. M. (2015). The impact of financial leverage and market size on stock returns on the Dhaka stock exchange.
International Journal of Economics, Finance and Management Sciences, 3(1), 10-15.
https://doi.org/10.11648/].ijefm.20150301.12

Acheampong, P., Agalega, E., & Shibu, A. K. (2014). The eftect of financial leverage and market size on stock returns on the
Ghana stock exchange: Evidence from selected stocks in the manufacturing sector. International Journal of Financial
Research, 5(1), 125-134. https://doi.org/10.5430/ijfr.vén1p125

Alexandrina, C., & Oprisor, T. (2016). An original assessment tool for transparency in the public sector based on the integrated
reporting approach. Journal of Accounting and Management Information Systems, 15(3), 542—564..

Aribi, Z. A., Alqatamin, R. M., & Arun, T. (2018). Gender diversity on boards and forward-looking information disclosure:
Evidence from Jordan. Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies, 8(2), 205-222. https://doi.org/10.1108/jaee-05-
2016-0039

Barako, D. G., & Brown, A. M. (2008). Corporate social reporting and board representation: Evidence from the Kenyan banking
sector. Journal of Management & Governance, 12, 309-324. https://doi.org/10.1007/510997-008-9053-x

Ben-Amar, W., Chang, M., & Mcllkenny, P. (2017). Board gender diversity and corporate response to sustainability initiatives:
Evidence from the carbon disclosure project.  Journal —of  Business  Ethics, 142(2), 869-383.
https://doi.org/10.1007/510551-015-2759-1

Bhatia, A., & Tuli, S. (2017). Corporate attributes affecting sustainability reporting: An Indian perspective. International Journal
of Law and Management, 59(3), 322-340. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijlma-11-2015-0057

Borghei-Ghomi, Z., & Leung, P. (2013). An empirical analysis of the determinants of greenhouse gas voluntary disclosure in
Australia. Accounting and Finance Research, 2(1), 110—127. https://doi.org/10.5430/afr.venip110

Branco, M. C,, Delgado, C., & Eugénio, T. C. P. (2014). Factors influencing the assurance of sustainability reports in the context
of the economic crisis in Portugal. Managerial Auditing Journal, 29(3), 237-252. https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-07-
2013-0905

Chithambo, L., & Tauringana, V. (2014). Company-specific determinants of greenhouse gases disclosures. Journal of Applied
Accounting Research, 15(3), 323—338. https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-11-2013-0087

Choi, Lee, D., & Psaros, J. (2018). An analysis of Australian company carbon emission disclosures. Pacific Accounting Review,
25(1), 58—79. https://doi.org/10.1108/01140581311318968

Dissanayake, D., Tilt, C., & Xydias-Lobo, M. (2016). Sustainability reporting by publicly listed companies in Sri Lanka. Journal
of Cleaner Production, 129, 169-182. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jclepro.2016.04.086

Fama, E. F.,, & French, K. R. (2012). Size, value, and momentum in international stock returns. Journal of Financial Economics,
105, 457-472. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].jfineco.2012.05.011

Glass, J. (2012). The state of sustainability reporting in the construction sector. Smart and Sustainable Built Environment, 1(1), 87-

104

285
© 2023 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.11648/j.ijefm.20150301.12
https://doi.org/10.5430/ijfr.v5n1p125
https://doi.org/10.1108/jaee-05-2016-0039
https://doi.org/10.1108/jaee-05-2016-0039
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-008-9053-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2759-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijlma-11-2015-0057
https://doi.org/10.5430/afr.v2n1p110
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-07-2013-0905
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-07-2013-0905
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-11-2013-0087
https://doi.org/10.1108/01140581311318968
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.04.086
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2012.05.011

International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2023, 12(2): 271-288

Gonzalez-Gonzalez, J. M., & Zamora, C. (2016). Voluntary carbon disclosure by Spanish companies: An empirical analysis.
International Journal of Climate Change Strategies and Management, 8(1), 57—=79. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JCCSM-09-
2014-0114

Hahn, R., Reimsbach, D., & Schiemann, F. (2015). Organizations, climate change, and transparency: Reviewing the literature on
carbon disclosure. Organization & Environment, 28(1), 80-102. https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026615575542

Jensen, J. C,, & Berg, N. (2012). Determinants of traditional sustainability reporting versus integrated reporting. An Meckling
Institutionalist Approach. Business Strategy and the Environment, 21(5), 299-816. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.740

Kalu, J. U,, Buang, A., & Aliagha, G. U. (2016). Determinants of voluntary carbon disclosure in the corporate real estate sector of
Malaysia. Journal of Environmental Management, 182, 519-524. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenviman.2016.08.011

Kang, H. H., & Gray, S. J. (2011). Reporting intangible assets: Voluntary disclosure practices of top emerging market companies.
The International Journal of Accounting, 46(4), 402-423. https://doi.org/10.1016/].intacc.2011.09.006

Kansal, M., Joshi, M., & Batra, G. S. (2014). Determinants of corporate social responsibility disclosures: Evidence from India.
Advances in Accounting, 30(1), 217-229. https://doi.org/10.1016/].adiac.2014.03.009

Relvin, C, Daromes, F. E., & Ng, S. (2017). Disclosure of carbon emissions as a performance improvement mechanism to create
corporate value. Dynamics of Accounting, Finance and Banking, 6(1), 1-18.

Kilig, M., & Kuzey, C. (2019). The effect of corporate governance on carbon emission disclosures: Evidence from Turkey.
International Journal of Climate Change Strategies and Management, 11(1), 85-53. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijccsm-07-
2017-0144

Liao, L., Luo, L., & Tang, Q. (2015). Gender diversity, board independence, environmental committee and greenhouse gas
disclosure. The British Accounting Review, 47(4), 409-424. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2014.01.002

Liesen, A, Figge, F., Hoepner, A., & Patten, D. M. (2017). Climate change and asset prices: Are corporate carbon disclosure and
performance  priced appropriately?  Jowrnal of Business Finance and  Accounting, 44(1-2), 35—62.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbfa. 12217

Liesen, A, Hoepner, A. G., Patten, D. M., & Figge, F. (2015). Does stakeholder pressure influence corporate GHG emissions
reporting? Empirical evidence from FEurope. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 28(7), 1047-1074.
https://doi.org/10.1108/aaaj-12-2013-1547

Liu, X., & Anbumozhi, V. (2009). Determinant factors of corporate environmental information disclosure: an empirical study of
Chinese listed companies. Journal of Cleaner Production, 17(6), 593-600. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jclepro.2008.10.001

Lucia, L., & Panggabean, R. R. (2018). The effect of firm's characteristic and corporate governance to sustainability report
disclosure. Social Economics and Ecology International Journal, 2(1), 18-28. https://doi.org/10.31397/seeij.v2il1.15

Luo, L. (2019). The influence of institutional contexts on the relationship between voluntary carbon disclosure and carbon
emission performance. Accounting and Finance. https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12267

Luo, L., Tang, Q., & Lan, Y.-C. (2013). Comparison of the propensity for carbon disclosure between developing and developed
countries. Accounting Research Journal, 26(1), 6-34. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ MRR-09-2015-0216

Macve, R., & Chen, X. (2010). The “equator principles”: A success for voluntary codes? Accounting, Auditing and Accountability
Journal, 25(7), 890-919. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513571011080171

Mahmood, M., & Orazalin, N. (2017). Green governance and sustainability reporting in Kazakhstan’s oil, gas, and mining sector:
Evidence from a former USSR emerging economy. Journal of Cleaner Production, 164, 389-397.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].jclepro.2017.06.203

Maksum, A., Lubis, A, & Azhar, I. A. S. (2021). Trading of Indonesian crude palm oil supply chain and its impact on economic
growth: Implementation of theory of comparative advantage and the competitive advantage of nation. Infernational
Journal of Energy Economics and Policy, 11(6), 296-302.

Matuszak, L., Rézanska, E., & Macuda, M. (2019). The impact of corporate governance characteristics on banks’ corporate social
responsibility disclosure: Evidence from Poland. Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies, 9(1), 75-102.

https://doi.org/10.1108/jaee-04-2017-0040

286
© 2023 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCCSM-09-2014-0114
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCCSM-09-2014-0114
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026615575542
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.740
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2016.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intacc.2011.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adiac.2014.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijccsm-07-2017-0144
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijccsm-07-2017-0144
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2014.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbfa.12217
https://doi.org/10.1108/aaaj-12-2013-1547
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2008.10.001
https://doi.org/10.31397/seeij.v2i1.15
https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12267
https://doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/10.1108/MRR-09-2015-0216
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513571011080171
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.06.203
https://doi.org/10.1108/jaee-04-2017-0040

International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2023, 12(2): 271-288

Miralles-Quirés, M. M., Miralles-Quirés, J. L., & Gongalves, L. M. V. (2018). The value relevance of environmental, social, and
governance performance. Sustainability, 10(3), 574. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10030574

Muda, I, & Wahyuni, E. (2019). An analysis on the effect of environmental performance and the implementation of
environmental management system (ISO 14001) on the issuer financial performance. Calitatea, 20(168), 113-1117.

Naughton, J. P., Wang, C., & Yeung, 1. (2019). Investor sentiment for corporate social performance. The Accounting Review, 94(4),
401-420. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-52303

Nuzula, N. F., & Kato, M. (2011). Do Japanese capital markets respond to the publication of corporate social responsibility
reports. Journal of Accounting, 1(1), 48-60.

Petcharat, N., & Zaman, M. (2019). Sustainability reporting and integrated reporting perspectives of Thai-listed companies.
Journal of Financial Reporting and Accounting, 17(4), 671-694. https://doi.org/10.1108/jfra-09-2018-0073

Peters, G. F., & Romi, A. M. (2014). Does the voluntary adoption of corporate governance mechanisms improve environmental
risk disclosures? Evidence from greenhouse gas emission accounting. Journal of Business Ethics, 125(4), 637-666.
https://doi.org/10.1007/510551-013-1886-9

Prado-Lorenzo, J.-M., Rodriguez-Dominguez, L., Gallego—Alvarez, I., & Garcia-Sanchez, [.-M. (2009). Factors influencing the
disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions in companies world-wide. Management Decision, 47(7), 1133-1157.
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740910978340

Purba, D., Elisabeth, D., & Ginting, S. (2018). Practice of disclosure accounting social responsibility. Paper presented at the
Proceedings of the 1st Unimed International Conference on Economics Education and Social Science : UNICEES.

Qureshi, M. I, Rasiah, R. A. 1., Al-Ghazali, B. M., Haider, M., & Jambari, H. (2019). Modeling work practices under socio-
technical systems for sustainable manufacturing  performance. Sustainability, 11(16), 4294.
https://doi.org/10.8390/su11164294

Rounaghi, M. M. (2019). Economic analysis of using green accounting and environmental accounting to identify environmental
costs and sustainability indicators.  International Journal of Ethics and  Systems, 35(4), 504-512.
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijoes-03-2019-0056

Ruhnke, K., & Gabriel, A. (2013). Determinants of voluntary assurance on sustainability reports: An empirical analysis. Journal of
Business Economics, 83(9), 1063-1091. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-013-0686-0

San, O. T., Kasbun, N. F., Rahman, A. A. A, Meero, A. A, & Teh, B. H. (2022). The mediation effect of carbon accounting in
relation to carbon risk management and carbon performance of Malaysian Companies. International Journal of Energy
Economics and Policy, 12(2), 290-298. https://doi.org/10.82479/ijeep.12780

Searcy, C., & Elkhawas, D. (2012). Corporate sustainability ratings: An investigation into how corporations use the Dow Jones
sustainability index. Journal of Cleaner Production, 35, 79-92. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jclepro.2012.05.022

Shafana, M., Rimziya, A. F., & Jariya, A. I. (2013). Relationship between stock returns and firm size, and book-to-market equity:
Empirical evidence from selected companies listed on Milanka price index in Colombo stock exchange. Journal of’
Emerging Trends in Economics and Management Sciences, 4(2), 217-225.

Simnett, R., Vanstraelen, A., & Chua, W. F. (2009). Assurance on sustainability reports: An international comparison. The
Accounting Review, 84(3), 937-967. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2009.84.3.937

Tang, S., & Demeritt, D. (2018). Climate change and mandatory carbon reporting: Impacts on business process and performance.
Business Strategy and the Environment, 27(4), 437—455. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1985

Tanjung, 1. (2019). Land fires in Pekanbaru Widespread, extinguishing is difficult to do. Retrieved from
https://regional kompas.com/read/2019/07/19/20481391/kebakaran-lahan-di-pekanbaru-meluas-pemadaman-sulit-
dilakukan?page=all

Tauringana, V., & Chithambo, L. (2015). The effect of DEFRA guidance on greenhouse gas disclosure. The British Accounting

Review, 47(4), 425-444. https://doi.org/10.1016/].bar.2014.07.002

287
© 2023 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.3390/su10030574
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-52303
https://doi.org/10.1108/jfra-09-2018-0073
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1886-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740910978340
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11164294
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijoes-03-2019-0056
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-013-0686-0
https://doi.org/10.32479/ijeep.12780
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2012.05.022
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2009.84.3.937
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1985
https://regional.kompas.com/read/2019/07/19/20481391/kebakaran-lahan-di-pekanbaru-meluas-pemadaman-sulit-dilakukan?page=all
https://regional.kompas.com/read/2019/07/19/20481391/kebakaran-lahan-di-pekanbaru-meluas-pemadaman-sulit-dilakukan?page=all
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2014.07.002

International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2023, 12(2): 271-288

Todea, A., Zoicag-lenciu, A., & Filip, A. M. (2009). The moving average strategy's profitability and episodic dependencies:
Empirical evidence from european stock markets. FEuwropean Research Studies Journal, 12(1), 63-72.
https://doi.org/10.85808/ersj/210

Warren, J. (2008). Carbon accounting. Nature Climate Change, 6(11), 975. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3187

Yunus, S., Elijido-Ten, E., & Abhayawansa, S. (2016). Determinants of carbon management strategy adoption: Evidence from
Australia’s top 200 publicly listed firms. Managerial Auditing Journal, $1(2), 156-179. https://doi.org/10.1108/maj-09-
2014-1087

Zamora-Ramirez, C., Gonzalez-Gonzalez, J. M., & Sabater Marcos, A. M. (2016). Carbon reporting: Analysis of the Spanish
market response. Spanish Journal of Finance and Accounting, 45(2), 231-265.

Zhang, S. (2017). Australian corporate responses to climate change: The carbon disclosure project. Monash University. Thesis.

Zorio, A., Garcfa-Benau, M. A., & Sierra, L. (2013). Sustainability development and the quality of assurance reports: Empirical

evidence. Business Strategy and the Environment, 22(7), 484-500. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1764:

Views and opinions expressed in this article are the views and opinions of the author(s), International Journal of Management and Sustainability shall not be
responsible or answerable for any loss, damage or liability etc. caused in relation to/arising out of the use of the content.

288
© 2023 Conscientia Beam. All Rights Reserved.


https://doi.org/10.35808/ersj/210
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3137
https://doi.org/10.1108/maj-09-2014-1087
https://doi.org/10.1108/maj-09-2014-1087
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1764

