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Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure in 45 Liquid Companies

Abstract. Introduction. Company characteristics are divided into three groups. There are structured related variables
(likes company size, leverage and type of stock ownership), performance related variables (like profitability, company type and
company basis) and market related structured (like industry type). The company characteristics in this study consisted of company
size, leverage, and profitability. The company size was measured by the Natural Logarithm from the total assets, leverage was
assessed by Debt to Equity Ratio, profitability was evaluated by Earning Per Share, and corporate social responsibility disclosure
was observed by the Global Reporting Initiative Generation 4 checklist. The obtained data were secondary data from the annual
reports of 45 liquid companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange in 2016-2018. The sampling method in this study was
purposive sampling. Hypotheses testing in this study used multiple regression analysis in SPSS version 16.

Purpose. The purpose of this study was to provide empirical evidence about the influence of company size, leverage, and
profitability on corporate social responsibility disclosure.

Results. The results showed that company size affected corporate social responsibility disclosure in Indonesia’s 45 liquid
companies with Sig. 0.003 < 0.005. Leverage did not affect corporate social responsibility disclosure in 45 liquid companies with
Sig. 0.104 = 0.005. Profitability did not influence corporate social responsibility disclosure in 45 liquid companies with Sig. 0.399 2
0.005. Concurrently, all independent variables affect 0.215 of the corporate social responsibility disclosure, while other factors
controlled the rest 0.785.

Conclusions. The results showed that company size affected corporate social responsibility disclosure in Indonesia’s 45
liquid companies. Leverage and profitability did not affect corporate social responsibility disclosure in 45 liquid companies.
Concurrently, all independent variables affect 0.215 of the corporate social responsibility disclosure.

Keywords: company size; leverage; profitability; corporate social responsibility disclosure; Global Reporting Initiative
Generation 4.
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Po3kpuTtTs iHpopmanii npo KopnopaTHBHY coLjia/IbHY BiJNOBIAA/JIBHICTh Y KOMNAaHIfAX

AHomayia. Xapakmepucmuku KomnaHii nodissiromscsi Ha mpu epynu. IcHyrombs cmpykmypoeaHi 3MiHHI (Hanpukaao,
DPO3MIp KoMNAHiL, 1esepudic i mun 804100IHHA akyisimu), 3MiHHI, N08's13aHi 3 efpekmusHicmio (Hanpukaad, peHmabeabHiCMb, mun
KoMNnaHii ma ocHosa KoMmnawii), i puHkosi cmpykmyposeaHi 3miHHi (Hanpukaad, eud zaaysi). Xapakmepucmuku Komnauii e
daHoMy docaidxceHHI 8KAIOUAU PO3MIP KOMNAHIL, 1egepudic i penmabeabHicms, Po3Mip KoMnaHii 6usHa4ascs HAMypaabHUM
s02apu@MoM 8i0 3a2a/bHOi 8eAUMUHU AKMUBIS, Jie8epudic OYIiHIBABCS SIK Chi88IOHOWEHHS 8/1ACHUX [ NO3UKOBUX KOWMIs,
peHmabebHicmb OYiHI0BAACA 3A NPUGYMKOM HA akyilo, a poskpummsi KopnopamugHoi coyianbHoi gidnogidasibHocmi
gidcaidkogysasiocst Ha ocHo8i [106aabHOI iHiyiamusHoi 38gimHocmi [lokoainHA 4. OmpumaHi daHi 6yau 8MOPUHHUMU OAHUMU 3
wopiuHux 36imie 45 saikeidHux KomnaHitl, 3apeecmposanux Ha IHdoHe3ilicbkill gpoHdosill 6ipaci y 2016-2018 pokax. Memod
8UbipKU 68 daHoMy docaidxceHHi - yinecnpsmoeaHa eubipka. Ilepegipka zinome3 y docaidsxceHHi 30ilicHI08aA.1aCSI HA OCHOBI
MHOMCUHHO20 pezpeciliHozo aHanizy 8 SPSS eepcii 16.

Mema docaidsceHHss no/sizana 8 OMPUMAHHI eMmnipu4Hux OAHUX NpPo 6NAU8 PO3MIpYy KoMnawii, segepudxncy i
peHma6esbHOCMI HA po3Kpummsi iHgpopmayii W odo kopnopamusHoi coyiansvbHoi 8idnogidasbHocmi.
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Pezysomamu docaidxceHHs: ceiduams, Wo po3Mip KOMNAHIi 8nauHy8 HA po3Kpummsi KopnopamueHoi coyianavHoi
sidnogidanvHocmi 8 45 sikeidHux komnawisix IHdowesii 3 Sig. 0,003 < 0,005. Jlesepudic He enauHy8 HA pO3Kpummsi
KopnopamusgHoi coyianbHoi gionogidasnbHocmi 8 45 sikeidHux komnaHisix i3 Sig. 0,104 > 0,005. Penma6ebHicmb He 8NAUHYAA HA
po3kpummsi kopnopamusHoi coyianvHoi eidnogidanbHocmi 8 45 sikeidHux komnawisix i3 Sig. 0,399 > 0,005. OdHouacHo sci
He3asexcHi 3MIiHHI enausaioms Ha 0,215 poskpumms kopnopamueHoi coyianvHoi gionosidassHocmi, y motl ac sk pewma

¢akmopie koHmpo.oroms iHwi Ha 0,785.

Taxkum vuHoMm, nposedeHi docaidiceHHs ceiduams, Wo po3Mip KOMNAHIi enaueae Ha po3kpumms KopnopamueHoi
coyianbHoi sidnogidanbHocmi 8 45 saikeidHux komnaHisx IndoHesii. Jlesepudic | penmabeabHicms He 8NAUHYAU HA PO3KpUMMS
KopnopamusHoi coyiansHoi eidnogidaabHocmi y Hux. O0HO4acHO 6ci He3asedxcHi 3MiHHI enausaroms Ha 0,215 poskpumms

KopnopamusHoi coyianbHoi 8idnogidansHocmi.

Kawuoei caosa: posmip komnaHii; sesepudzc; peHmabeabHicmvs, po3kpumms KopnopamueHoi coyiansHoi
gidnogidasbHocmi; [106aabHa iHiyiamueHa 36imHicmb [lokoaiHHs 4.

Formulation of the problem. In the utilitarian theory
of John Locke (1632-1702), admissible activities lead to an
equalization of most prominent advantages and least cost
[42, p. 118]. The company plans to accomplish the most
extreme benefits with negligible expenses. Thus,
enterprises are less worried about the natural and social
effects brought about by them. Objections from the
public, the administration, and Non-Governmental
Organizations about the ecological contamination
because of the company's operations are at the center of
attention.

Every movement has a relationship with other
activities. Negative externalities occur when individual or
group actions produce destructive consequences for
other people [11, p. 1]. Externality is an effect of
transaction between a buyer and a seller directly affects a
third party. Negative externalities, such as pollution, cause
the socially desirable quantity in a market to be less than
the equilibrium quantity. Positive externalities, such as
technology spillovers, cause the socially desirable quantity
to be greater than the equilibrium quantity [21, p. 239].
When externalities are present, private and social costs
diverge, so that profit maximizing decisions are socially
inefficient because prices do not carry all the relevant
information. If the social cost of an activity is higher than
its private cost/ negative externalities [6, p. 23].

In Buyat Beach, pollution and environmental damage
caused malaria and diarrhea. The case of PT Inti Indorayon
Utama in North Sumatra harming river water and
vegetation sources, and PT Freeport Indonesia in Papua
dumping its waste into mountains and streams [34, p. 2].

This phenomenon causes the corporate social
responsibility disclosure is intriguing to examine.
Companies focus on developing operational

performance to achieve profits. In business structure and
practice, it is important to synergize the three
fundamental pillars; company earnings (profit),
environment (planet), and society (people). These
fundamental pillars are known as the Triple Bottom Line
[14, p. 72].

Various rationales have been advanced to explain the
phenomenon of corporate social reporting. Among these
has been legitimacy theory which posits that corporate
disclosures are made as reactions to environmental factors
and in order to legitimize corporate actions [23, p. 1]. There
would appear to be not direct connection between ethical

behavior by the management of organizations and the
enlarged scale of disclosures [41, p. 670].

The same limitation applies to environmental
disclosures which may be motivated by organizational
legitimacy or market pressures, or by a belief in the social
contract. It is also important to consider the level of detail
in which information will need to be given because of the
fact that such forms of reporting are voluntary to some
extent, but, at the same time, not really in view of
disclosure requirements on risk and control management
(including social, ethical and environmental aspects),
brand and reputation issues and the ethical dimensions of
remuneration and auditing [36, p. 12]. Corporate
reputation is a multi-stakeholder concept that is reflected
in the perceptions that stakeholders have of an
organization. The instruments used for measuring and
managing reputation can also be usefully employed in
terms of corporate responsibility [3, p. 1].

GRI G4 defines the contents of the report and ensures
the quality of information reported in terms of company
sustainability reporting. GRI consists of 3 categories (91
items), namely economy (9 items), environment (34
items), and social, which comprises of sub-categories of
labor practices and decent work (16 items), human rights
(12 items), community (11 items), and product
responsibility (9 items). The company uses GRI as a
standard for conveying corporate sustainability [20, p. 47].

Legitimacy theory relies upon the notion of a social and
on the maintained assumption that managers will adopt
strategies, inclusive of disclosure strategies, that show
society that the organization is attempting to comply with
society’s expectations (as incorporated within the social
contract). Moreover, Community expectations are not
considered static, but rather, change across time thereby
requiring organizations to be responsive to the
environment in which they operate. An organization could,
accepting this view, lose its legitimacy even if it has not
changed its activities from activities which were previously
deemed acceptable/legitimate [12, p. 319].

Company with higher corporate social responsibility
ratings present a statistically larger size and a higher
media exposure, and belong to more environmentally
sensitive industries, as compared to company with lower
corporate social responsibility ratings. The most
influential variable for explaining company’s variation in
corporate social responsibility ratings is media exposure,
followed by size and industry. Therefore, it seems that the
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legitimacy theory, as captured by those variables related
to public or social visibility, is the most relevant theory for
explaining corporate social responsibility disclosure
practices of Spanish listed companies. Thus, Spanish
companies report on corporate social responsibility
activities mainly to act and be seen acting within the
bounds of what is considered acceptable according to the
expectations of stakeholders on how their operations
should be conducted [50, p. 361].

Businesses succeeded in changing the minds of their
critics in a number of important respects. While social and
environmental initiatives by companies should continue
to be judged by their level of sincerity and real
contributions, companies themselves showed in a
significant way that corporate attitudes to sustainable
development are evolving. Companies operating around
the world realize they can no longer afford to ignore the
global ramifications and responsibilities associated with
their business activities [18, p. 69]. Larger companies
demonstrate better corporate social responsibility
performance than smaller companies. Small companies
and/or large companies are equally motivated to
participate in corporate social responsibility activities.
However, compared to smaller companies, larger
companies tend to do better in corporate social
responsibility, due to higher visibility, greater resource
access, and better internal operating system [57, p. 480].

Investors see social and environmental information as
very important in making investment decisions and hence
demand adequate disclosure of such information. The
community has been identified as an important member
of the stakeholder system. Information on community
involvement in annual report should have a significant
relevance to investment decision [65, p. 1]. Companies
with lower leverage ratios demonstrate better corporate
social responsibility performance than companies with
higher leverage ratios [57, p. 480]. Leverage is the amount
of debt used to finance company resources [7, p. 27].
Profitability is the main determinant for the aggregated
and most of individual corporate social responsibility
information in Egypt [29, p. 432].

Previous researches such as [8, p. 124], [19, p. 583],
[46, p. 101], and [52, p. 42] concluded that there was a
relationship between company size and corporate social
responsibility disclosure. [59, p. 314], [46, p. 101], and [52,
p. 42] stated there was a positive correlation between
leverage and corporate social responsibility disclosure. On
the other hand, there was a positive correspondence
between profitability and corporate social responsibility
disclosure, which was in line with [19, p. 583], [46, p. 101],
[52, p. 42], and [59, p. 314].

Based on previous research, the outcomes show that
corporate social responsibility disclosure was less
accurate and biased. While the factors were investigated
to influence the precision of corporate social
responsibility disclosure, the inconsistencies between the
studies have been examined. Based on the research gap,
the researcher wants to reevaluate the elements that can

impact the accuracy of corporate social responsibility
disclosure such as company size, leverage, and
profitability with the latest periods and data to acquire
representative samples and results.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
Determinants of the corporate social responsibility
disclosure are considered by researchers, including [49, p.
25], [56, p. 241], [29, p. 441], [47, p. 31], [53, p. 138], [8,
p. 124], [19, p. 583], [7, p. 23], [45, p. 6], [63, p. 129], [51,
p.212], [64, p. 5], [22, p. 385], [24, p. 12], [37, p. 125], [59,
p.314], [2, p. 112], [28, p. 62], [61, p. 35], [46, p. 101], [52,
p. 42], [54, p. 64] and [62, p. 32].

Formulation of research goals. The purpose of this
study was to provide empirical evidence about the
influence of company characteristics (company size,
leverage, and profitability) on corporate social
responsibility disclosure.

Outline of the main research material. In legitimacy
theory, organizations create a balance between social
values related to their activities with the estimation of
standards of conduct in social frameworks. If the two are
balanced, then organizational legitimacy is formed. In
stakeholder theory, organizations willfully reveal
information about environmental, social, and intellectual
performance

[12, p. 293]. Legitimacy itself has been defined as a
condition or status which exists when an entity’s value
system is congruent with the value system of the larger
social system of which the entity is a part. When a
disparity, actual or potential, exists between the two
values systems, there is a threat to the entity’s legitimacy
[40, p. 2].

Organizations seek to establish congruence between
the social values associated with or implied by their
activities and the norms of acceptable behavior in the
larger social system of which they are a part. Insofar as
these two value systems are congruent is called
organizational legitimacy. When an actual or potential
disparity exists between the two value systems, there will
exist a threat to organizational legitimacy [13, p. 122].

In agency theory, an agency relationship as a contract
under which one more persons (the principal) engage
another person (the agent) to perform some service on
their behalf which involves delegating some decision
making authority to the agent. If both parties to the
relationship are utility maximizers, there is good reason to
believe that the agent will not always act in the best
interests of the principal. The principal can limit
divergences of its interest by establishing appropriate
incentives for the agent and by incurring monitoring costs
designed to limit the aberrant activities of the agent [30,
p. 5.

Specific and material expenditures are necessary to
achieve social performance goals. The same expenditures
reduce net income. While the image building and public
interest concern may govern the decision to spend for
social performance and to disclose social information,
more partical considerations may also play a role
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[4, p. 38]. The common apex of the decision control
systems of organizations, large and small, in which
decision agents do not bear a major share of the wealth
effects of their decisions and chooses, dismisses, and
rewards important decision agents

[16, p. 323]. Such behavior can result in decreased
stock performance (as when high executive bonuses
reduce corporate earnings) and in strategic decisions that
point the firm in the direction of outcomes that are
suboptimal from a stakeholder’s perspective. As agency
theory argues, self interested managers act in ways that
increase their own welfare at the expense of corporate
stockholders the gain, then owners who delegate decision
making authority to their agents will incur both the loss of
potential gain [48, p. 36].

Agents must report financial statements to the
principal so that the principal can quantify and administer
the performance of the agent and the basis for providing
compensation to the agent [30, p. 46]. The corporate
monitoring by institutional investors can force managers
to focus more on corporate performance and less on
opportunistic or self-serving behavior. If institutional
ownership enhances monitoring, it could also be
associated with lower use of discretionary accruals.
However, at least in principle, it is possible that managers
might feel more compelled to meet earnings goals of
these investors, and thus engage in more earnings
manipulation [9, p. 4]. According to the agency conflicts
hypothesis, the ability of managers to distort information
and manipulate earnings depends on the firm’s degree of
organizational complexity and on the potential for agency
gains which may prove to be highly important [43, p. 177].
Businesses consisting of several different industries make
it increasingly hard for investors to carefully assess the
company's financial statements. In diversified companies,
they tend to be less transparent when compared to
corporations that focus on one segment [32, p. 626].

Externalities are the effects on parties that have not
participated in the decision and lack an effective feedback
mechanism to compensate [31, p. 151]. Profit/loss reflects
injustice between parties appreciated or endured by a
company, so the company is required to act reasonably
towards the community and the surrounding
environment that bears the impact of company
externalities through corporate social responsibility
programs [38, p. 6].

Company characteristics can be a predictor guidelines
of quality disclosure Theoretically and empirically, some
literature reviews explain company characteristics that
capable to explain variation of voluntary disclosure in the
Annual Report. Each company has special characteristic
that different between one entity to another. Company
characteristics are divided into three, there are structured
related variables, likes company size, leverage and type of
stock ownership. The second, performance related
variables like profitability, company type and company
basis. The third is market related structured like industry

type. Company characteristics explain wider variation of
voluntary disclosure in the financial report [39, p. 248].

Theoretically, large companies will not escape pressure.
They have more activities, give more influence to the
community, and have shareholders who pay more
attention to social programs. Large companies are more
likely to realize economies of scale in corporate social
responsibility activities. Big corporations likewise deal with
more oversight from the government and the community.
Company size is the most significant explanatory variable of
corporate social responsibility [10, p. 117].

Total asset is used to measure the size of the company.
Company size has correlated with the level of corporate
social responsibility activity. Larger companies which
arguably are more visible in the public eyes and more
politically sensitive disclosed more corporate social
responsibility information perhaps to manage their political
costs and legitimize their existence. Additionally he stated
that larger companies may also engage in more social
activities as part of their image building exercise [8, p. 124].

There is a relationship between corporate social
responsibility disclosure and company size. The
researchers estimate that the larger the size of the
company, the higher level of corporate social
responsibility disclosure [56, p. 241], [47, p. 31], [53, p.
138], [8, p. 124], [7, p. 30], [19, p. 583], [45, p. 6], [63, p.
129], [51, p. 212], [64, p. 5], [22, p. 385], [37, p. 125], [2,
p. 112], [28, p. 62], [46, p. 101], [52, p. 42], [54, p. 64], and
[62, p. 32]. However, the results of the study contradict
the research results that company size has a negative
effect on corporate social responsibility disclosure [24, p.
12]. On the other hand, company size has no effect on
corporate social responsibility disclosure [49, p. 25], [29,
p. 441], [59, p. 314], and [61, p. 35].

Based on agency theory, companies with elevated
levels of leverage will make more social responsibility
disclosures so that companies do not turn into the
spotlight of creditors [30, p. 52]. Companies with high
debt levels will focus on managing corporate social
responsibility [59, p. 314]. Leverage affect the corporate
social responsibility disclosure [53, p. 138], [63, p. 129],
[64, p. 5], [59, p. 314], [61, p. 35], [46, p. 101], [52, p. 42],
and [54, p. 64]. The results of this study relate to agency
theory which states that larger company tends to disclose
broader information. On the other hand, leverage
negatively affects the corporate social responsibility
disclosure [47, p. 31], [19, p. 583], [24, p. 12]. Beside that,
leverage do not affect corporate social responsibility
disclosure [49, p. 25], [56, p. 241], [8, p. 124], [7, p. 30],
[45, p. 6], [51, p. 212], [22, p. 385], [28, p. 62], and [62, p.
32].

Profitability affect the corporate social responsibility
disclosure [29, p. 441],

[53, p. 138], [19, p. 583], [45, p. 6], [71 p. 129], [64, p.
5], [22, p. 385], [59, p. 314], [46, p. 101], [52, p. 42], and
[54, p. 64]. The results of this study identify to agency
theory, which states that high profits for a company will
provide an opportunity for management to bring out and
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express forms of corporate social responsibility to the
wider community. Profitability negatively affects
corporate social responsibility disclosure [7, p. 30] and
[28, p. 62]. On the other hand, profitability does not affect
corporate social responsibility disclosure [56, p. 241], [47,
p. 31], [8, p. 124], [24, p. 12], [49, p. 25], [51, p. 212], [37,
p. 125], [2, p. 112], [61, p. 35] and [62, p. 32].

Corporate social responsibility disclosure as the
process of communicating the social and environmental
effects of organizations’ economic actions to particular
interest groups within society and to society at large. As
such, it involves extending the accountability of
organizations (particularly companies), beyond the
traditional role of providing a financial account to the
owners of capital, in particular, shareholders. Such an
extension is predicated upon the assumption that
companies have wider responsibilities than simply to
make money for their shareholders

[21, p. 9]. Corporate social responsibility disclosure is
a company's operation disclosure in which a company
voluntarily contributes to the society in terms of financial,
environmental, moral and social investment [7, p. 24].

The Global Report Initiative together with the National
Center for Sustainability Reporting establishes a global

and credible conceptual framework to sustainability
reporting which can be used by various organizations with
different company sizes, sectors and locations. Corporate
social responsibility disclosure reporting guidelines are
called as General Report Initiative Generation 4. The
purpose of the establishment of General Report Initiative
Generation 4 is to help reporters prepare sustainability
reports, find valuable information about sustainability
related to organizational critical issues, and create
practical standards for sustainability report. Based on
literature study, the hypotheses of this research are:

Hi: Company size gives effects on corporate social
responsibility disclosure.

H2: Leverage (Debt to Equity Ratio) gives effects on
corporate social responsibility disclosure.

Hs: Profitability (Earning Per Share) gives effects on
corporate social responsibility disclosure.

From the classical assumption deviation test, it was
found that the data were normally distributed, were not
affected by heteroscedasticity and were free from
multicollinearity and uncorrelated residuals. Based on this
assumption, it is expected that the regression model can
be used as an unbiased estimation model or called BLUE
(best linear unbiased estimator).

Table 1. Regression Test Results

Coefficients
Model Unstandardized Standardized t Sig. Collinearity Statistics
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF

(Constant) -0.380 0.203 -1.874 0.064
Company Size 0.020 0.007 0.348 3.067 0.003 0.737 1.357
Debt to 0.007 0.004 0.184 1.642 0.104 0.754 1.326
Equity Ratio
Earning Per -1.073 0.000 -0.085 -0.848 0.399 0.947 1.056
Share

Source: Author’s calculation

The company size shows a significant score of 0.003. It
is smaller than the level of significance (a) = 0.05 (0.003 <
0.05). Then, it can be concluded that the company size has
an effect on corporate social responsibility disclosure.

The results of this study is in accordance with [56, p.
241], [47, p. 31], [53, p. 138], [8, p. 124], [19, p. 583], [7,
p. 30], [45, p. 6], [63, p. 129], [51, p. 212], [64, p. 5], [22,
p. 385], [37, p. 125], [2, p. 112], [28, p. 62], [46, p. 101],
[52, p. 42], [54, p. 64], and [62, p. 32]. It contradicts the
results of a research conducted by [59, p. 314]. However,
the test results are in line with statement that
externalities occur when the linkage of a unit activities
affect the welfare of other economic factors occurred out
of the market mechanism. The greater the company size
is, the more increasing welfare activities on other
economic factors will be.

The leverage (measured by Debt to Equity Ratio)
shows significance score of 0.104. It is bigger than the
level of significance (a) = 0.05 (0.104 > 0.05). Therefore, it
indicates that the leverage (measured by Debt to Equity

Ratio) has no effect on corporate social responsibility
disclosure.

The results of this study is compliant with the results
of [49, p. 25], [56, p. 241], [8, p. 124], [7, p. 30], [45, p. 6],
[51, p. 212], [22, p. 385], [28, p. 62] and [62, p. 32].
However, it does not support the results of a research by
[9, p. 124]. Moreover, the result is in contrary to the
agency theory. Companies with high levels of leverage will
make more social responsibility disclosures thus those
companies do not become the creditors’ spotlight [30, p.
53].

The profitability (measured by Earning Per Share)
shows significance score of 0.399. It is bigger than the
level of significance (a) = 0.05 (0.399 > 0.05). Therefore, it
can be identified that the profitability (measured by
Earning Per Share) partially has no effect on corporate
social responsibility disclosure.

The results of this study are in line with [56, p. 241],
[47, p. 31], [8, p. 124], [24, p. 12], [49, p. 25], [51, p. 212],
[2, p. 112], [61, p. 35] and [62, p. 32]. The test result shows
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that the profit earned which is measured by Earning Per
Share has no effect on the society, as measured by
corporate social responsibility disclosure although the
average profitability measured by Earning Per Share has
increased every year, and the increase is in line with the
increasing average corporate social responsibility
disclosure each year.

The test results are not in compliant with the opinion
that profit or loss which was undergone by companies
reflects the injustice between parties, hence the company
must take reasonable responsibility to the community and
the environment that bear the impacts brought about by
company externalities through corporate social
responsibility programs [38, p. 6].

Conclusions. The conclusions are based on the analysis
and test on the effect of company size, leverage (Debt to

Equity Ratio), and profitability (Earning Per Share) on
corporate social responsibility disclosure, it can be
concluded that company size gives effects on corporate
social responsibility disclosure. The more enormous is the
company size, the greater the corporate social
responsibility disclosure will be required. Furthermore,
leverage which is assessed by Debt to Equity Ratio has no
effect on corporate social responsibility disclosure. The
higher the leverage (Debt to Equity Ratio) of the company
does not stand along with higher corporate social
responsibility disclosure. Profitability which is evaluated
by Earning Per Share, has no effect on corporate social
responsibility disclosure. The higher the profitability
(Earning Per Share) of the company does not require
greater corporate social responsibility disclosure.

References:

1. Ang, R.(1997). Buku Pintar Pasar Modal Indonesia. Jakarta: Media Staff Indonesia [in Indonesia].

2. Anggraeni, N & Sayidah N. (2017). Faktor-Faktor yang Mempengaruhi Pengungkapan Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR).
Jurnal Analisa Akuntansi dan Perpajakan, 1(2), 100-114. DOI: 10.25139/jaap.v1i2.144.

3. Baldarelli, M. G. & Sabrina, G. (2014). Exploring the Drivers of Corporate Reputation Integrated with a Corporate Responsibility
Perspective: Some Reflections in Theory and in Praxis. Journal of Management and Governance, 18(2), 589-613.

4. Belkaoui, A. & Philip, G. K. (1989). Determinants of the Corporate Decision to Disclose Social Information. Accounting, Auditing
& Accountability Journal, 2(1), 36-51.

5. Brigham, F. E. & Houston, F. J. (2007). Fundamentals of Financial Management. South Western: Cengage Learning.

6. Centemeri, L. (2019). Environmental Damage as Negative Externality: Uncertainty, Moral Complexity and the Limits of the
Market. E-cadernos CES, 21-40. DOI: 10.4000/eces.266.

7. Chauhan, S. & Amit (2014). A Relational Study of Firm’s Characteristics and CSR Expenditure. Procedia Economics and Finance,
11(14), 23-32.

8. Chek, I. T., Mohamad, Z. Z., Yunus, J. N. & Norwani, N. M. (2013). Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Disclosure in Consumer
Products and Plantation Industry in Malaysia. American International Journal of Contemporary Research, 3(5).

9. Cornett, M. M., Saunders, J. M., & Tehranian, H. (2006). Earnings Management, Corporate Governance, and True Financial
Performance. Earnings SSRN Electronic Journal. doi:10.2139/ssrn.886142.

10. Cowen, S. S, Linda, B. F. & Lee, D. P. (1987). The Impact of Corporate Characteristics on Social Responsibility Disclosure: A
Typology and Frequency-Based Analysis. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 12(2), 111-122.

11. Daraba, D. (2001). Eksternalitas & Kebijakan Publik. Bogor: IPB [in Indonesia].

12. Deegan, C. (2002). Intorduction: The Legitimising Effect of Social and Environmental Disclosures — a Theoretical Foundation.
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 15(3), 282-311.

13. Dowling, J. & Pfeffer, J. (1975). Organizational Legitimacy: Social Values and Organizational Behavior. The Pacific Sociological
Review, 18(1), 122-136.

14. Elkington, J. (1997). Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century Business. Oxford: Capstone [in England].

15. Fahmi, I. (2013). Analisis Laporan Keuangan. Bandung: Alfabeta [in Indonesia].

16. Fama, EF & Jensen, MC. (1983). Corporations and Provate Property: A Conference Sponsored by the Hoover Institution. Journals
of Law and Economics, 26 (2), 301-325.

17. Gans, J., King, S., Libich, J., Byford, M., Mankiw, G., Stonecash, R. (2015). Principles of Economics. Melbourne: Cengage Learning.

18. Gardiner, L., Rubbens, C. & Bonfiglioli, E. (2003). Research: Big Business, Big Responsibilities. Corporate Governance: The
International Journal of Business in Society, 3(3), 67-77.

19. Giannarakis, G. (2014). Corporate Governance and Financial Characteristic Effects on the Extent of Corporate Social
Responsibility Disclosure. Social Responsibility Journal, 10(4), 569-590.

20. Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). (2013). Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. Retrieved from http://www.globalreporting.org.

21. Gray, R., Owen, D., & Maunders, K. (1987). Corporate Social Reporting: Accounting and Accountability. London : Prentice-Hall
[in England].

22. Gunardi, A., Febrian, E. & Herwany, A. (2016). The Implication of Firm-Specific Characteristics on Disclosure: The Case of
Indonesia. International Journal of Monetary Economics and Finance, 9(4), 379-387.

23. Guthrie, J. & Parker, L. D. (1989). Corporate Social Reporting : A Rebuttal of Legitimacy Theory. Accounting and Business
Research, 19(76), 343-352.

24. Habbash, M. & Arabia, S. (2016). Corporate Governance and Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure: Evidence from Saudi
Arabia. Journal of Economic and Social Development, 23(December 1984), 87-103.

25. Hackston, D. & Milne, M. J. (1996). Some Determinants of Social and Environmental Disclosures in New Zealand Companies.
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 9(1), 77-108.

26.

Harahap, S. S. (2010). Analisa Kritis atas Laporan Keuangan. Cetakan 11. Jakarta: PT Raja Grafindo Persada [in Indonesia].

178


http://www.globalreporting.org/

EarekTpoHHE HaykoBe paxoBe BHAAHHS 3 eKOHOMIYHHX HaykK «Modern Economics», No21 (2020), 173-180

https://modecon.mnau.edu.ua | ISSN 2521-6392

27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.
39.

40.

41.

42.
43.

44,
45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.
56.

57.

58.

59.

60.
61.

62.

Hendriksen, E. S. & Breda, M.F.V. (2000). Teori Akuntansi (Terjemahan). Alih bahasa: Herman Wibowo. Edisi Kelima. Buku Satu.
Batam Center: Interaksara [in Indonesia].

Hidayat, W.W. (2017). The Influence of Size, Return on Equity and Leverage on the Disclosure of the Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR). International Journal of Education and Research, 5(8), 57-66.

Hussainey, K., Elsayed, M. & Razik, M.A. (2011). Factor Affecting Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure in Egypt. Corporate
Ownership & Control, 8(4), 432-443.

Jensen, M. & Meckling, W. (1976). Theory of The Firm: Managerial Behavior, Agency Cost And Ownership Structure.

Jing, W. & Sun, B. (2018). Negative externalities in the sharing economy: sources, paths and recommendations. International
Journal of Crowd Science, 2 (2), 149-163.

Jiraporn, P., Kim, Y.S. & Mathur, I. (2008). Does corporate diversification exacerbate or mitigate earnings management?: An
empirical analysis. International Review of Financial Analysis, Elsevier, 17(5), 1087-1109.

Kasmir (2014). Financial Statement Analysis: Seventh Edition. Jakarta: PT. Raja Grafindo Persada [in Indonesial.

Keraf, A. S. (2010). Etika Lingkungan Hidup. Jakarta: PT. Kompas Media Nusantara [in Indonesia].

Kieso, D. E., Weygandt, J. J. & Warfield, T. D. (2002). Akuntansi Intermediete, Terjemahan Emil Salim, Jilid 1, Edisi Kesepuluh.
Jakarta: Erlangga [in Indonesial.

Kolk, A. (2008). Sustainability, Accountability and Corporate Governance: Exploring Multinationals’ Reporting Practices.
Business Strategy and the Environment, 17(1), 1-15.

Krisna, A. D. & Suhardianto, N. (2016). Faktor-Faktor yang Mempengaruhi Pengungkapan Tanggung Jawab Sosial. Jurnal
Akuntansi dan Keuangan, 18 (2). https://doi.org/10.9744/jak.18.2.119-128.

Lako, A. (2010). Dekonstruksi CSR & Reformasi Paradigma Bisnis dan Akuntansi. Jakarta: Erlangga [in Indonesia].

Lang, M. & Lundholm, R. (1993). Cross-Sectional Determinants of Analyst Ratings of Corporate Disclosures. Journal of
Accounting Research, 31 (2), 246-271. http://www.jstor.org/stable/249127.

Lindblom, C. K. (1994). The Implications of Organizational Legitimacy for Corporate Social Performance and Disclosure. New
York: Critical Perspectives on Accounting Conference.

Mathews, M. R. (1995). Social and Environmental Accounting: A Practical Demonstration of Ethical Concern? Journal of Business
Ethics, 14(8), 663—671.

Mcdonald, G. (2014). Business Ethics A Contemporary Approach. Sydney : Copyright Agency Limited [in Australia].

Mehdi, K. E. & Seboui, S. (2011). Corporate diversification and earnings management. Review of Accounting and Finance, 10(2),
176-196. doi:10.1108/14757701111129634.

Munawir (2002). Analisa Laporan Keuangan, Edisi Keempat, Cetakan Kelima, Yogyakarta: Liberty [in Indonesia].

Muttakin, M. B. & Khan, A. (2014). Advances in Accounting, Incorporating Advances in International Accounting Determinants
of Corporate Social Disclosure : Empirical Evidence from Bangladesh”. International Journal of Cardiology.

Nasution, A. H., Erlina & Tamizi, H. (2018). An Analysis on Influence of Profitability, Firm size, Liquidity, and Leverage on the
Expression of Firm’s Social Responsibility in Banking Companies Listed in BEl. International Journal of Research & Review,
(Www.Gkpublication.In) 4(June), 6-13.

Nur, M. & Priantinah, D. (2012). Analisis Faktor-Faktor Yang Mempengaruhi Pengungkapan Corporate Social Responsibility di
Indonesia (Studi Empiris Pada Perusahaan Berkategori High Profile Yang Listing Di Bursa Efek Indonesia). Nominal Barometer
Riset Akuntansi dan Manajemen, 1 (2). https://doi.org/10.21831/nominal.v1i2.996.

Pearce & Robinson (2007). Manajemen Strategi. Jakarta: Salemba Empat [in Indonesia].

Rahman, A. & Widyasari, K. N. (2008). The Analysis of Company Characteristic Influence Towards CSR Disclosure: Empirical
Evidence of Manufacturing Companies Listed in JSX. Jurnal Akuntansi & Auditing Indonesia, 12(1), 25-35.

Reverte, C. (2009). Determinants of Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure Ratings by Spanish Listed Firms. Journal of
Business Ethics, 88(2), 351-366.

Riantani, S. & Nurzamzam, H. (2015). Analysis of Company Size, Financial Leverage, and Profitability and Its Effect To CSR
Disclosure. Jurnal Dinamika Manajemen, 6(2), 203-213.

Ruroh, I. N. & Latifah, S. W. (2018). Pengaruh Profitabilitas, Leverage, Ukuran Perusahaan dan Risk Minimization Terhadap
Pengungkapan Corporate Social Responsibility. Jurnal Akademi Akuntansi, 10(2), 1-15.

Sari, R. A. (2012). Pengaruh Karakteristik Perusahaan Terhadap Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure Pada Perusahaan
Manufaktur yang Terdaftar di Bursa Efek Indonesia. Nominal Barometer Riset Akuntansi dan Manajemen, 1 (2).

Sari, P. R. & Nuzula, N. F. (2019). Pengaruh Karakteristik Perusahaan Terhadap Pengungkapan Corporate Social Responsibility.
Jurnal Administrasi Bisnis (JAB), 72(2), 57-66.

Sartono, A. (2012). Manajemen Keuangan Teori dan Aplikasi. Edisi4. Yogyakarta : BPFE [in Indonesia].

Siregar, S. V. & Bachtiar, Y. (2010). Corporate Social Reporting : Empirical Evidence from Indonesia Stock Exchange. International
Journal of Islamic and Middle Eastern Finance and Management, 3(3), 241-252.

Sun, L. (2012). Further Evidence on the Association Between Corporate Social Responsibility and Financial Performance.
International Journal of Law and Management, 54(6), 472-484.

Suwito, E. & Herawaty, A. (2005). Analisis Pengaruh Karakteristik Perusahaan Terhadap Tindakan Perataan Laba Yang Dilakukan
Oleh Perusahaan Yang Terdaftar Di Bursa Efek Jakarta. SNA Vi, 136-146.

Swandari, F. & Sadikin, A. (2016). The Effect of Ownership Structure, Profitability, Leverage, and Firm size on Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR). Binus Business Review, 7(3), 315.

Tandelilin, E. (2010). Analisis Investasi dan Manajemen Portofolio, Yogyakarta : BPFE [in Indonesia].

Tong, X. F. (2017). A Comparative Review on Company Specific Determinants for Sustainability Reporting in United Kingdom
(UK) and Malaysia. SHS Web of Conferences, 00012(36).

Wardhani, J. V., Widianingsih, L. P. & Karundeng, F. (2019). The Effect Of Company Size, Profitability, Leverage , And

179


https://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/finana/v17y2008i5p1087-1109.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/finana/v17y2008i5p1087-1109.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/finana.html
https://doi.org/10.9744/jak.18.2.119-128
http://www.jstor.org/stable/249127
https://doi.org/10.21831/nominal.v1i2.996

EarekTpoHHE HaykoBe paxoBe BHAAHHS 3 eKOHOMIYHHX HaykK «Modern Economics», No21 (2020), 173-180
https://modecon.mnau.edu.ua | ISSN 2521-6392

Management Ownership Towards The Level Of Corporate Social Responsibility ( CSR ) Disclosure. Journal of Accounting and
Financial Technology, 1(1), 32-48.

63. Widyadmono, V. M. (2014). The impact of type of industry, company size and leverage on the disclosure of Corporate social
responsibility case on companies listed in indonesia stock exchange 2009 - 2012. Jurnal Siasat Bisnis, 18 (1), 118-132.

64. Worotikan, E. J., Topowijono & Sulasmiyati, S. (2015). Analisa Pengaruh Ukuran Perusahaan, ROA, dan DER Terhadap
Pengungkapan Tanggung Jawab Sosial Perusahaan (Studi Pada Bank Umum Swasta Nasional Devisa yang Terdaftar di BEl Tahun
2010-2013). Jurnal Administrasi Bisnis, 26 (2), 118-132.

65. Yekini, K & Jallow, K. (2012). Corporate Community Involvement Disclosures in Annual Report: A Measure of Corporate Community
Development or a Signal of CSR Observance? Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 3(1), 7-32.

@ @ Ls poboTa niueHsoBaHa Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License

180



