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Abstract: This study aims to examine the relationship between the corporate governance structure and
sustainability disclosure in Turkish business. To measure the impact of the board of directors on
sustainability disclosure, companies on the Istanbul Stock Exchange that prepared sustainability reports
per the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) were selected as the working sample. In this study, 68 fiscal
year data sets of 17 businesses that published regular sustainability reports during 2013-2016 were used.
All were audited by the GRI. During the analysis, it was observed that the presence of influential
community board members and the profitability of the enterprises are factors that bear positive effects
on sustainability disclosures. Board size, the presence of independent board members, and the
existence of corporate social responsibility committees were negative factors that, in fact, reduced
sustainability disclosures of the companies. To increase sustainability disclosures, this study suggests
that boards of directors should consist of influential community leaders.
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INTRODUCTION

The term “sustainable development” was coined in 1987 by the World Commission on the Environment and
Development. This notion aims to generate a society which has economic, social, and environmental goals,
and can establish an appropriate balance between them. Economic, environmental, and social dimensions
are three dimensions of sustainability; and corporate governance takes place in the heart of the corporate
strategies of the enterprises and helps them in managing the risks and opportunities of daily activities

(Kocmanova et al., 2011).

Corporate sustainability disclosure is influenced by corporate governance; and the sustainability reports
are managed by corporate governance of the enterprise (Adnan et al., 2018). Especially, the board of directors
plays an important role in increasing corporate sustainability performance and has a clear effect on the adoption
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of ethical operations in all organizational structure of the enterprise (Janggu et al., 2014). Currently, there are
many international initiatives involved in disclosing and reporting sustainability performance. One of the most
important of these initiatives is the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). This initiative has been a globally accepted
framework of standards for the measurement of the enterprises’ sustainability reporting (Kurniawan 2018;
Tschopp & Nastanski 2014). Therefore, in accordance with global trends, we can observe development of
sustainability disclosure in Turkey. Istanbul Stock Exchange (BIST) supports this trend and prepares
sustainability indexes for the enterprises. Despite extensive research on sustainability, there are relatively
few studies investigating the relationship between the board structure of the enterprise and sustainability
disclosure (Janggu et al., 2014). This study focuses on investigation of the relationship between the corporate
governance and sustainability disclosure (Anazonwu et al., 2018).

In this study, the relationship between the board of directors, one of the important indicators of the
corporate governance, and sustainability disclosures, prepared in accordance with the GRI reporting standards
was examined. As a result, it is aimed to determine the relationship between these two terms, importance of
which is increasing in local and global terms.

According to the theories of stakeholders and legitimacy, an enterprise is part of a large social system and
in this system society and the enterprise are affecting each other. From this perspective, stakeholder’s theory
suggests that higher quantity of participators in management of the enterprise increases the legitimacy of
organization and this creates framework linking between the corporate governance and sustainability
disclosures (Martin et al., 2018; Michelon & Parbonetti, 2012). According to the economy theory, the board
of directors of the enterprise is an important part of the corporate governance of that enterprise. This part has
very important impact on the reporting procedures and their executions of the enterprise (Ong & Djajadikerta,
2017). Individual and class priorities of the members in the board of directors have an influence on disclosure’s
quality.

Commitment to corporate management applications together with diversity in the board of directors will
solve this problem and help decrease it to the lowest possible level. Therefore, a strong relationship between
the sustainability disclosure and governance structure of the enterprises can be expected.

Corporate governance plays an important role in financial reporting. Michelon and Pabonetti (2012) argue
that good corporate governance and sustainable reporting are complementary mechanisms that improve the
relationship between the stakeholders and enterprises. They particularly assert that sustainable reporting is a
function of the board of directors (Cartwright & Craig, 2006; Ceran, 2017).

There are not many studies examining the relationship between the sustainability and corporate
governance. Many studies have examined these two issues separately. One of the main reasons for this is that
the concept of corporate sustainability is difficult to measure (Ceran, 2017: p. 63).

Galbreath et al. (2008) examined the impact of corporate governance on three dimensions of
sustainability in oil and gas enterprises in Australia and Canada. They have investigated whether variables
such as the size of the board of directors, CEO duality, the presence of women and executives in the board of
directors, have a positive or negative impact on sustainability disclosures. As a result of the study, it was
determined that enterprises with a larger board of directors are more interested in sustainability issues.
The impact of other factors on sustainability was found to be insignificant.

Michelon and Parbonetti (2012) examined the impact of corporate governance on sustainable reporting in
businesses included in the Dow Jones sustainability index. The corporate governance structures of the
enterprises were measured by the variables of the number of independent managers on the board of directors,
the presence of community influential members, the presence of the corporate social responsibility committee,
and the CEO duality. In the study, a positive relationship was determined between the environmental and
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strategic sustainable reporting and community influential members. No significant relationship was found
between the sustainability and the structure of the board of directors and CEO duality variables. A weak positive
relationship was identified between the corporate social responsibility committee and sustainable reporting.

Ong and Djajadikerta (2017) examined the impact of corporate governance structures of enterprises on
sustainable reporting in Australia. Corporate governance factors that affect sustainable reporting were
identified as independent executives, multiple directorships of board members in several businesses, female
executives in the board of directors, CEO duality, and the existence of a sustainability committee. As a result of
the study, it was found that there is a positive relationship among independent managers, multiple directorships
of board members in several businesses, existence of female directors in board of directors, and sustainable
reporting.

METHODS

The data used in the current study were obtained after the analysis of the financial statements and sustainability
reports, prepared according to the GRI standards, of enterprises publicly traded in BIST. As sustainability reports
are prepared on a voluntary basis, enterprises publish their reports at their own convenience and varying
intervals. Thus, the reports issued until Aug. 11, 2017 have been taken into consideration.

The data used in the study were obtained from the GRI reports pertaining to 17 enterprises traded in the
BIST that have published their reports until the above quoted date and the mentioned reports covered the years
2013-2016. A sum of 68 enterprise/year datasets was used. Balanced panel data analysis was used as each
section of the data used in the study has an equal interval of time-related observed scores. We have formulated
Equation 1 for the measurement of the impact of corporate governance on corporate sustainability:

Csdit = B, + B,Ceoit + B,Bsizeir + BySrcit + B,Cii + BsIndic + BeRoair + B,Sizei + uit (1)

This model will be analyzed by the ordinary least squares method. Equation 1 constitutes the research
model of the study. In this equation, the factors that affect corporate sustainability applications are based on
relevant literature. The variables used in the equation might be explained as follows:

Csd: indicates the corporate sustainability disclosure score of an enterprise. It is the dependent variable

of the model. This variable is based on the data obtained from the GRI sustainability reports. It is a
quantitative expression of the ratio of the possible maximum score to the actual score of the enterprise in the
GRI reports.

Ceo: this variable can be used to define the centralization of authority. In case the general manager is also the
chairman of the board the variable is taken as 1, otherwise 0. This is a proxy variable.

Bsize: this variable shows the total number of members in the board of directors.

Src: this is a proxy variable which indicates the existence of the corporate social responsibility committee at
the enterprise. This variable is equal to 1 if there is a corporate social responsibility committee; otherwise it is
equal to o.

Ci: this variable is related to community influential members (leaders). If the board members include
politicians, academics, military, or civil society members this dummy variable is taken as 1, otherwise as 0. The
resumes of the board members were examined for deciding on this variable.

Ind: this variable shows the number of independent members in the board of directors.

Size: this variable is the control variable of the model. This variable represents the size of the enterprises and
it is based on the natural logarithm of the sales amount of the each enterprise.
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Roa: another control variable of the model. It indicates the return on assets value. It is calculated by dividing
of the net profit of the enterprise to the total assets of the enterprise.
u: error term of the model.

Moreover, the indices on the right of the variables, i and t, indicate sections of time and observation.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the sample before analysis. According to the descriptive statistics in
Table 1 (Csd), Corporate Sustainability Disclosure of the enterprises ranges between the lowest 24 and the
highest 94 points. The mean value of the enterprises in the study is 61 points. Mean value of the Ceo Duality
(Ceo) was determined as 0.82. This indicates that the general manager is also the chairman of the board for most
of the enterprises in the sample.

The total number of the members in the board of directors (Bsize) ranges between 6 and 15, and the mean
value for our sample is 10.22. This might be interpreted as the average number of the members in the board of
directors is 10. The mean value of the Src variable which represents the existence of a corporate social
responsibility committee at the enterprise is 40%. The figure indicates that only 40% of the enterprises from our
sample have corporate social responsibility committee. As shown in Table 1, the number of community
influential members (leaders) ranges from 2 to 9, with a mean value of 5.44. The number of independent
members in the board of directors (Ind) ranges from o to 5 with a mean value of 2.50. As shown in Table 1, the
mean values of the (Roa) net profit and the (Size) size of the enterprises are 0.048 and 22.40, respectively.

The validity of the assumptions related to panel data analysis needs to be tested before performing a
panel data analysis. Most importantly the data set should be free of heteroskedasticity, autocorrelation, and
interdependent variables. In order to test the validity of these assumptions, Greene’s heteroskedasticity and
Wooldridge’s autocorrelation tests will be used in addition to the correlation table.

Table 2 shows the results of the Wooldridge’s autocorrelation test and Greene’s heteroskedasticity test.
As the probability value of the Greene’s heteroskedasticity test is greater than 0.05 further procedures might be
carried out because there is no problem of heteroskedasticity in the datasets.

However, the probability value of the Wooldridge’s autocorrelation test is less than 0.05 which indicates
the presence of an autocorrelation problem in the datasets which will be used. Table 3 shows the correlation
results which will be used to determine whether an intercorrelation problem exists or not.

Table 1 Descriptive Statistics

Variable Average Median Max. Min. S.D.
Csd 61.31253 62.29252 94.00000 24.66667 16.90246
Ceo 0.823529 1.000000 1.000000 0.000000 0.384054
Bsize 10.22059 10.50000 15.00000 6.000000 2.107879
Src 0.411765 0.000000 1.000000 0.000000 0.495812
Ci 5.441176 6.000000 9.000000 2.000000 1.942320
Ind 2.573529 2.500000 5.000000 0.000000 1.041184
Roa 0.048245 0.049288 0.209937 —0.108766 0.050735
Size 22.40519 23.01949 23.94459 16.29416 1.315919
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Table 2 Autocorrelation and Heteroskedasticity Test Results

Hypothesis Name of the Test Test Results Probability Value
Ho: There is no autocorrelation Wooldridge autocorrelation test 37.050 0.0000
H,: Autocorrelation is present
Ho: Co-variance is present Greene changing variance test 0.60266 0.4375

H, : There is no co-variance

Table 3 Correlation Table

Csd Ceo Bsize Src Ci Roa Size Ind

Csd 1 0.5171 0.4453 0.0944 0.2652 0.1455 0.1995 —0.1957
Ceo 0.5171 1 0.6203 0.1521 0.2459 —0.1737 0.2792 —0.0043
Bsize 0.4453 0.6203 1 0.1545 0.5773 —0.1631 0.3500 0.1591
Src 0.0944 0.1521 0.1545 1 0.0100 —0.3817 0.1837 —0.0884
Ci 0.2652 0.2459 0.5773 0.0100 1 —0.0139 0.4296 0.2789
Roa 0.1455 —0.1737 —0.1631 —0.3817 —0.0139 1 —0.0962 0.0300
Size 0.1995 0.2792 0.3500 0.1837 0.4296 —-0.0962 1 0.0684
Ind —0.1957 —0.0043 0.1591 —0.0884 0.2789 0.0300 0.0684 1

In the correlation table (Table 3), because the maximum coefficient value is not greater than 0.62 it is
considered that there is no correlation problem between variables to be used in this study. Considering the
evaluated results of Tables 2 and 3 it is concluded that there is no correlation and variance problem between
the data sets for the model of Equation 1, but there is a presence of autocorrelation issue. After checking the
stability conditions for the model and selecting the suitable method it is possible to determine the analysis type
for the panel data analysis.

Three different methods are used for the simple panel data analysis. These methods are pooled data
analysis, random effects analysis, and fixed effect analysis. To determine which one of these three analyses will
be chosen, F-test, Breusch—Pagan LM test, and Hausman test were applied.

With the F-test, it was examined whether pooled data analysis or fixed effects methods would be
effectual. Moreover, the Breusch-Pagan LM test was used in order to determine whether pooled data analysis
or random effects methods should be used in the research. The Hausman test was used for determining
whether fixed effects or random effects estimates should be used in the research. The F-test probability values
given in Table 4 were less than 0.10 which means that the pooled data set technique is not suitable as for the

Table 4 Selection of Analysis Method for the Panel Data Analysis

Hypothesis Name of the Test Test Results Probability Value

Ho : Bi=p F-test 5.6470 0.0001

Hi: B # B

Ho 102 =0 Breusch-Pagan LM test Section 14.61 0.0071

Hi:o) # 0 Time 0,38 0.53.72
Sect. and time 15,00 0.0001

Ho : E(&i¢/xit) =0 Hausman test 15.4105 0.0516

Ho : EESLt/X,'t; <>0

Indonesian Journal of Sustainability Accounting and Management, 2020, 4(1), 93-102



98  Onder and Baimurzin

fixed effects method. The probability value of the Breusch-Pagan LM test was found to be greater than o.10.
Therefore, when compared to the random effects method, the pooled data set technique was not found to be
suitable. From the results of these two tests it was understood that the pooled data set is not the suitable
analysis technique. The probability value of the Hausman test, which was performed in order to determine
whether fixed effects or random effects would give consistent estimators, was lower than 0.10. Therefore, it is
assumed that the fixed effects estimator would produce more consistent estimators for the given model
and data set. The fixed effect estimators’ method for the model and data sets assumed as a more suitable
analysis method.

Briefly, the results given in Tables 2-4 reveal that it is necessary to use fixed effects estimator and White
cross-sectional covariance method for analyzing the model in Equation 1. The results of panel data analysis
obtained with the selected method are shown in Table 5.

When the analysis results given in Table 5 are considered it is clear that F-statistic and probability value,
which shows the level of the significance of the model in general, indicate that the model is significant at the 1%
statistical significance level in general. The adjusted R value indicates that the model is generally well described.
Considering the statistical significance levels of the variables in the model it was determined that, Src and Ind
variables were statistically significant at the 1% level, Roa, and Bsize variables were statistically significant at the
5% level, and Ci was statistically significant at the 10% level. The other variables in the model such as Ceo and Size
were not statistically significant.

Src, Bsize, and Ind variables, which were among the significant variables, were in an inverse relationship
with the Csd dependent variable. Therefore, any changes, such as increasing value of the Src, Yon, and Ind
variables will cause a decrease in the Csd variable. Roa and Ci variables have a straight relationship with the Csd
dependent variable. Therefore, any changes, such as increasing value of the variables Roa and Ci will have a
positive effect on the Csd variable (value of the Csd variable will also be increased). The Roa variable has the
highest effect on the dependent variable. The change of the Roa variable per unit will have an effect of 195 units
on the dependent variable. The Ci variable has the lowest effect on the dependent variable. The change of the
Ci variable per unit will have an effect of 1.02 units on the dependent variable. Any changes per unit of the other
statistically significant variables, such as Src, Bsize, and Ind variables will cause an effect of 7.26; 1.792; and
6.59 units on the dependent variable, respectively.

According to research by Ray and Berndtson, Turkey Enterprise, and the Turkish Capital Magazine
conducted in year 2003, the average number of members in the board was 12 for “the best implementations”
around the world. According to the findings of the current study, the size of the board of directors for Turkish

Table 5 Results of the Research

Variables Coefficient Standard Error Probability Value
Ceo 1.719679 7.152860 0.8111
Bsize —1.792385 0.877050 0.0470%**
Csr —7.261641 2.186922 0.0018*
Ind —6.591840 1.151086 0.0001*
Ci 1.020616 0.604664 0.0985***
Roa 195.3872 76.10407 0.0137**
Size —1.441096 1.726371 0.4084
C 115.4782 31.66688 0.0007%
Section G. 17 R? Adjusted R* F-statist. 7.371
Period. Count. 4 0.793 0.686 Probability 0.0001
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enterprises is significantly lower than the size of the board of directors of “best implementations.” Despite the
initial expectations of the researchers that a positive relationship was likely to exist between the sustainability
and size of the board of directors it was revealed as a result of the analysis that a negative relationship exists
between the size of board of directors and sustainability. Similar results were encountered in the reviewed
literature. It is reported by Yermack (1996) and Eisenberg et al. (1998) that larger sizes of board of directors
weaken the control process of the enterprise. According to agency theory, asymmetric information flow
diminishes the flexibility and fast response capacity of the board. Moreover, due to the lack of adequate control
mechanisms held by the board of directors sustainability reports shared with stakeholders would be of lower
quality and contain misleading or incomplete information (Sdnchez et al., 2011). Kathy Rao et al. (2012) and
Andres and Vallelado (2008) also suggest that greater sizes of board of directors would lead to conflicts and
slow decision making. These problems become more evident, when the number of members in the board of
directors increases. These findings indicate that greater sizes of board of directors have a negative impact on
sustainability disclosure (Kili¢ et al., 2015).

As a result of this study, a negative relationship was found between the independent managers and
sustainability disclosure. Many researchers suggest that the presence of the independent members in the board
of the directors facilitates the protection of stakeholder interests and contributes to objective monitoring of the
operational performance whereas many others express their doubts that independent board members do not
act objectively. According to Mangel and Singh (1993) an independent manager in one enterprise is very likely to
work at a different position in another enterprise. Therefore, this independent manager may sympathize with
other members of the board that are responsible of operations, and this might prevent a disinterested
evaluation of the issues at stake. According to Bettenhausen and Murnighan (1985), Cormier and Magnan
(2003), and Haniffa and Cooke (2005), managers who do not objectively approach social and environmental
issues in one enterprise do not act objectively at the other enterprises, either (Elsakit & Worthington, 2014).
Franks et al. (2001) determined in their research on UK enterprises that independent managers acted only
as advisors. They did not carry out the guidance tasks they were supposed to do (with guidance tasks
we mean an objective evaluation of the negative activities of the enterprise and re-orientation of the
enterprise if necessary). It was determined that such a failure stemmed from the weak legal framework of the
UK and hard obligations (Franks et al., 2001). In their study on Malaysian enterprises, Haniffa and Cooke (2005)
have identified a negative relationship between the independent managers and sustainability disclosure.
The reasons of such a relationship are twofold: either independent managers are not interested in
social problems or they do not have adequate knowledge and information on the issues in question
(Elsakit & Worthington, 2014).

Another implementation of corporate management that is supposed to influence sustainability in
enterprises is the presence of a social responsibility committee. According to Ullman (1985) the presence of a
person in charge of social responsibility issues and/or a social responsibility committee at an enterprise shows
that the enterprise is interested in its stakeholders and willing to engage in active strategic interaction with them
(Michelon & Parbonetti, 2012). Therefore, a positive relationship is expected between these two variables.
However, as a result of analysis a negative relationship was observed.

A positive relationship was found between the community influential members (leaders) and the
sustainability disclosure. According to Baron (1995) the presence of community influential members in the
board of directors increases communication level with the stakeholders of the enterprise within business
orientation activities. According to Kassinis and Vafeas (2002), since community influential members are
more concerned with the needs and interests of the society and the stakeholders; they are more sensitive to
the problems of these groups. Therefore, these influential members adapt to the social values and enable the
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enterprise to act within the framework of responsibility (Mallin & Michelon, 2011). The results of the study
comply with the results of similar studies in the literature.

In the constructed model, the relationship between the control variables “size of the enterprise” and
“return on assets ratio” and sustainable reporting was also measured. It was determined that the sales of the
enterprise as demonstrative of the size of the enterprise had no significant relationship with sustainability
reporting. However, a significant and positive relationship was identified between the return on assets ratio and
sustainability disclosure. Accordingly, the interest of the enterprise on sustainability reporting increases in line
with the increasing profitability of the enterprise. It might be deduced that increasing profitability enforces a
corporate structure on the enterprise and sustainability reporting becomes more important. It might also be
claimed that enterprises with high profitability rates prefer institutionalization in order to achieve and sustain
the same success in future and pay special attention to a sustainable structure.

CONCLUSION

If the size of the board of directors for the Turkish enterprises increases, their sustainability disclosure
decreases. This might stem from the fact that the increase in the size of the board of directors is only an increase
in the number not in the quality of members on the board. Although the reviewed literature suggests that an
effectively working board of directors is based on the inclusion of independent and experienced board
members it was observed that most of the Turkish enterprises are family-owned businesses. For this reason,
members of the board of directors are family members rather than experienced and independent members.
Thus, it might be asserted that even if the size of the board of directors was increased, sustainability disclosures
would still be negatively affected.

If the number of the independent managers for the Turkish enterprises increases their sustainability
disclosure decreases. The reason for this may be the lack of adequate legal infrastructure, insufficient attention
to the issues under consideration, and/or lack of experience. It must also be stated that a significant amount of
the enterprises in Turkey is family businesses. It might be observed that the independent members on the board
of directors generally have served as independent members in other family businesses during different periods.
This might be interpreted as the independent managers are not quite independent. A negative relationship was
found between the sustainability committee and the sustainability disclosure. It was observed that in those
enterprises which have this committee, instead of sustainable reporting procedures, individual social
responsibility projects such as outreach programs are preferred.

With this research study, for the first time in Turkey the board members were examined as community
influential members (leaders). As a result of the analysis conducted in the scope of the study it was determined
that the presence of community influential members in the board structure of the Turkish enterprises has a
positive effect on sustainability disclosure and thus on the sustainability of the enterprise. Sustainability
disclosure is a new subject worldwide. It is highly probable that sustainability reporting is adopted by all
enterprises and prepared according to a single standard in future. It is expected that the current study serves as
a starting point for further studies on the relationship between the corporate governance quality and
sustainability disclosure with different variables and over different samples.

ORCID

Serife Onder (9 http:/lorcid.org/0000-0001-9251-0283

Indonesian Journal of Sustainability Accounting and Management, 2020, 4(1), 93-102


http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9251-0283
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9251-0283
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9251-0283
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9251-0283
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9251-0283
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9251-0283
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9251-0283
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9251-0283

Effect of Corporate Governance on Sustainability Disclosures 101

REFERENCES

Adnan, S. M., Hay, D., & Van Staden, C. J. (2018). The influence of culture and corporate governance on
corporate social responsibility disclosure: A cross country analysis. Journal of Cleaner Production, 198,
820-832. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.07.057

Anazonwu, H. O., Egbunike, F. C., & Gunardi, A. (2018). Corporate board diversity and sustainability reporting:
A study of selected listed manufacturing firms in Nigeria. Indonesian Journal of Sustainability Accounting
and Management, 2(1), 65-78. https://doi.org/10.28992/ijsam.v2i1.52

Andres, P. D., & Vallelado, E. (2008). Corporate Governance in Banking: The role of the board of directors.
Journal of Banking & Finance, 32(12), 2570-2580. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpbankfin.2008.05.008

Baron, D. P. (1995). Integrated strategy: Market and nonmarket components. California Management Review,
37(2), 47-65. https://doi.org/10.2307/41165788

Bettenhausen, K., & Murnighan, J. K. (1985). The emergence of norms in competitive decision-making groups.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 30(3), 350-372. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392667

Cartwright, W., & Craig, J. L. (2006). Sustainability: Aligning corporate governance, strategy and operations with
the planet. Business Process Management Journal, 12(6), 741-750. https://doi.org/10.1108/
14637150610710909

Ceran E. B. (2017). Kurumsal Siirdiriilebilirlik Kavrami ve Olciimiine iliskin Bir On Calisma. istanbul Universitesi
Isletme Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 46, 59-70. https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/iuisletme/issue/32177/357071

Cormier, D., & Magnan, M. (2003). Environmental reporting management: A continental European perspective.
Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 22(1), 43-62. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0278-4254(02)00085-6

Eisenberg, T., Sundgren, S., & Wells, M. T. (1998). Larger board size and decreasing firm value in small firms.
Journal of Financial Economics, 48(1), 35-54. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(98)00003-8

Elsakit, O. M., & Worthington, A. C. (2014). The impact of corporate characteristics and corporate governance on
corporate social and environmental disclosure: A literature review. International Journal of Business and
Management, 9(9), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.vongp1

Franks, J., Mayer, C., & Renneboog, L. (2001). Who disciplines management in poorly performing companies?.
Journal of Financial Intermediation, 10(3-4), 209-248. https://doi.org/10.1006/jfin.2001.0317

Galbreath, J., Singh, 1., & Zahn, J. L. M. (2008). The link between corporate governance, sustainability: Evidence
from the oil and gas industry. Graduate school of business working paper series: No. 72, Curtin University
of Technology, School of Accounting, Australia. http://espace.library.curtin.edu.au/R?func=dbin_jump
fullandobject_id=20539

Haniffa, R. M., & Cooke, T. E. (2005). The impact of culture and governance on corporate social reporting.
Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 24(5), 391-430. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2005.06.001

Janggu, T., Darus, F., Zain, M. M., & Sawani, Y. (2014). Does good corporate governance lead to better
sustainability reporting? An analysis using structural equation modeling. Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 145, 138-145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.06.020

Kassinis, G., & Vafeas, N. (2002). Corporate boards and outside stakeholders as determinants of environmental
litigation. Strategic Management Journal, 23(5), 399-415. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.230

Kathy Rao, K., Tilt, C. A., & Lester, L. H. (2012). Corporate governance and environmental reporting: An Australian
study. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 12(2), 143—163. https://doi.org/
10.1108/14720701211214052

Kilic, M., Kuzey, C., & Uyar, A. (2015). The impact of ownership and board structure on corporate social
responsibility (CSR) reporting in the Turkish banking industry. Corporate Governance, 15(3), 357-374-.
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-02-2014-0022

Kocmanovd, A., Hrebicek, J., & Docekalovd, M., (2011). Corporate governance and sustainability. Economics &
Management, 16, 543-550.

Indonesian Journal of Sustainability Accounting and Management, 2020, 4(1), 93-102


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.07.057
https://doi.org/10.28992/ijsam.v2i1.52
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2008.05.008
https://doi.org/10.2307/41165788
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392667
https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150610710909
https://doi.org/10.1108/14637150610710909
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/iuisletme/issue/32177/357071
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0278-4254(02)00085-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(98)00003-8
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v9n9p1
https://doi.org/10.1006/jfin.2001.0317
http://espace.library.curtin.edu.au/R?func=dbin_jump_fullandobject_id=20539
http://espace.library.curtin.edu.au/R?func=dbin_jump_fullandobject_id=20539
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2005.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.06.020
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.230
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720701211214052
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720701211214052
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-02-2014-0022

102 Onder and Baimurzin

Kurniawan, P. S. (2018). An implementation model of sustainability reporting in village-owned enterprise
and small and medium enterprises. Indonesian Journal of Sustainability Accounting and Management, 2(2),
90-106. https://doi.org/10.28992/ijsam.v2i2.49

Mallin, C. A., & Michelon, G. (2011). Board reputation attributes and corporate social performance: An empirical
investigation of the US best corporate citizens. Accounting and Business Research, 41(2), 119-144. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2011.550740

Mangel, R., & Singh, H. (1993). Ownership structure, board relationships and CEO compensation in large US
corporations. Accounting and Business Research, 23(sup1), 339-350. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.
1993.9729902

Martin, R., Yadiati, W., & Pratama, A. (2018). Corporate social responsibility disclosure and company financial
performance: Do high and low profile industry moderate the result?. Indonesian Journal of Sustainability
Accounting and Management, 2(1), 15-24. https://doi.org/10.28992/ijsam.v2i1.42

Michelon, G., & Parbonetti, A. (2012). The effect of corporate governance on sustainability disclosure. Journal of
Management & Governance, 16(3), 477-509. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-010-9160-3

Ong, T., & Djajadikerta, H. G. (2017). Impact of corporate governance on sustainability reporting: Empirical study
in the Australian resources industry. [Paper presented at the 8th conference on financial markets and
corporate governance]. New Zealand. April 20-21.

Sanchez, I.-M. G., Dominguez, L. R., & Alvarez, I. G. (2011). Corporate governance and strategic information on
the internet: A study of Spanish listed companies. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 24(4),
471-501. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513571111133063

Tschopp, D., & Nastanski, M., (2014). The harmonization and convergence of corporate social responsibility
reporting standards. Journal of Business Ethics, 125(1), 147-162. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1906-9

Ullmann, A. A. (1985). Data in search of a theory: A critical examination of the relationships among social
performance, social disclosure, and economic performance of US firms. Academy of Management Review,
10(3), 540-557. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1985.4278989

Yermack, D. (1996). Higher market valuation of companies with a small board of directors. Journal of Financial
Economics, 40(2), 185-211. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(95)00844-5

Indonesian Journal of Sustainability Accounting and Management, 2020, 4(1), 93-102


https://doi.org/10.28992/ijsam.v2i2.49
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2011.550740
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2011.550740
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.1993.9729902
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.1993.9729902
https://doi.org/10.28992/ijsam.v2i1.42
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-010-9160-3
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513571111133063
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1906-9
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1985.4278989
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(95)00844-5

	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	Equation 1

	RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	Table 1
	Table 2
	Table 3
	Table 4
	Table 5

	CONCLUSION
	ORCID
	REFERENCES
	Adnan et al. 2018
	Anazonwu et al. 2018
	Andres and Vallelado 2008
	Baron 1995
	Bettenhausen and Murnighan 1985
	Cartwright and Craig 2006
	Ceran 2017
	Cormier and Magnan 2003
	Eisenberg et al. 1998
	Elsakit and Worthington 2014
	Franks et al. 2001
	Galbreath et al. 2008
	Haniffa and Cooke 2005
	Janggu et al. 2014
	Kassinis and Vafeas 2002
	Kathy Rao et al. 2012
	Kiliç et al. 2015
	Kocmanová et al. 2011
	Kurniawan 2018
	Mallin and Michelon 2011
	Mangel and Singh 1993
	Martin et al. 2018
	Michelon and Parbonetti 2012
	Ong and Djajadikerta 2017
	Sánchez et al. 2011
	Tschopp and Nastanski 2014
	Ullmann 1985
	Yermack 1996




