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Abstract

This study aimed to examine the effect of corporate characteristics, including the industrial sector and scale of operation, financial leverage, 
profitability, operating period, and social reputation, on socio-ecological responsibility based on Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 
standards. The study was conducted in the Indonesian context. A total of 90 public companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange 
were selected as samples, with an observation period of 10 years. A univariate regression analysis was applied to test the hypotheses. 
The results showed that the industrial sector, scale of operation, financial leverage, profitability, operating period, and social reputation 
of the corporate had a positive effect on socio-ecological responsibility. This study also obtained evidence that there were differences in 
the level of socio-ecological responsibility among the industrial sectors. The higher the relationship between the industrial sector and the 
possibility of the emergence of social and environmental issues, the higher the level of corporate socio-ecological responsibility. From a 
policy perspective, the implication of the results of this study was that it could be used as a consideration by the authorities or regulators 
in Indonesia, particularly the Financial Services Authority (OJK), in determining specific indicators of socio-ecological responsibility that 
must be carried out by corporates.
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environmental sustainability, and fight against bribery 
and corruption. However, that there has been no standard 
until now regarding the form of social and environmental 
responsibility that corporates in Indonesia must explicitly 
implement, which is standards on specific indicators that can 
function as guidelines for corporates in Indonesia to fulfill 
various aspects of social and environmental responsibility 
(Atmadya & Dianawati, 2020; Alqirem et al., 2020; Hoang 
et al., 2020).

Although there is no specific standard as regards guideline, 
efforts to fulfill and disclose the corporate socio-ecological 
responsibility in Indonesia have increased quite significantly 
in the last few decades (Famiola & Adiwoso, 2016). A study 
by Famiola and Adiwoso (2016) revealed that the increase 
in the fulfillment and disclosure of the corporate socio-
ecological responsibility in Indonesia was not caused by the 
existence of mandatory laws and regulations, but was rather 
triggered by the expectations and demands of investors and 
other stakeholders. Famiola and Adiwoso (2016) emphasized 
that the corporate socio-ecological responsibility disclosure 
in Indonesia tends to aim at obtaining the legitimacy 
of stakeholders who have expectations of corporate 
sustainability based on three aspects, including economic 
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1. Introduction

It is an obligation for corporates operating in Indonesia 
to fulfill their social and environmental responsibilities. 
This obligation is strictly regulated in Law Number 19 of 
2003 concerning State-Owned Enterprises, Law Number 25 
of 2007 concerning Investment, Law Number 47 of 2007 
concerning Limited Liability Companies, and Regulation of 
the Financial Services Priority Number 51/POJK.03/2017. 
These laws and regulations oblige corporates to fulfill 
corporate responsibilities for work safety, labor rights, 
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sustainability, social sustainability, and environmental 
sustainability. Therefore, although there are no specific 
indicators and clear disclosure standards for the fulfillment 
of socio-ecological responsibilities, many corporates have 
attempted to fulfill these socio-ecological responsibilities 
and disclose them to stakeholders.

Supporting Famiola and Adiwoso (2016), Fajar (2018) 
stated that efforts to fulfill and disclose the corporate 
socio-ecological responsibilities in Indonesia tend to be 
voluntary rather than complying with applicable laws and 
regulations (mandatory). To fulfill the socio-ecological 
responsibility and disclose it to stakeholders, Siregar and 
Bachtiar (2010) and Utama (2011) stated that Indonesian 
corporates generally refer to the Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI) Standards. GRI was established in 1997 with the aim 
to develop globally applicable guidelines for corporates 
on economic, environmental, and social performance 
disclosure. The volunteerism of Indonesian corporates to 
fulfill their socio-ecological responsibility and disclose it to 
stakeholders by referring to the GRI Standards is a corporate 
effort to gain social legitimacy (Siregar & Bachtiar, 2010) 
and the legitimacy of the governing authorities, even though 
the governing authorities in Indonesia have not prepared the 
infrastructure that supports transparency and accountability 
to disclose the socio-ecological responsibility (Utama, 2011) 
( Chen et al., 2020).

Some studies revealed that the awareness of corporates 
in Indonesia to fulfill and disclose their socio-ecological 
responsibilities voluntarily by referring to the GRI Standards 
is influenced by various factors. These factors include 
profitability (Asrori et al., 2019; Devie et al., 2020; Tarigan 
& Stacia, 2019), financial risk (Devie et al., 2020; Siregar & 
Bachtiar, 2010), the scale of operation or firm size (Asrori 
et al., 2019; Tan et al., 2016; Waluyo, 2017), ownership 
structure (Asrori et al., 2019; Nurleni et al., 2018), industrial 
sector, the pressure of mass-media coverage (Tan et al., 
2016), operating period or firm age, firm growth (Waluyo, 
2017), management commitment and corporate reputation 
(Muafi, 2017), organizational dynamics and institutional 
effects (Famiola & Adiwoso, 2016).

Several studies in the Indonesian context found 
consistent empirical evidence, but several other studies found 
inconsistent empirical evidence. The consistent findings are, 
for example, studies by Asrori et al. (2019) and Nurleni et 
al. (2018) that obtained the same evidence that ownership 
structure has a positive effect on the level of fulfillment of 
the socio-ecological responsibility. Likewise, the study by 
Tan et al. (2016) found evidence that the industrial sector 
has a positive effect on the level of fulfillment of the socio-
ecological responsibility. Waluyo (2017) also found the same 
evidence that the corporate operating period has a positive 
effect on the level of fulfillment of the socio-ecological 
responsibility.

Studies that found inconsistent empirical evidence 
are, for example, Asrori et al. (2019) and Waluyo (2017) 
that found evidence that the corporate scale of operation 
of has a positive effect on the level of fulfillment of the 
socio-ecological responsibility, but Tan et al. (2016) found 
evidence that the scale of operations has no effect on the 
level of fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility. 
Likewise, Devie et al. (2020) found evidence that financial 
risk has a negative effect on the level of fulfillment of the 
socio-ecological responsibility, while Siregar and Bachtiar 
(2010) found evidence that financial risk has no effect on 
the level of fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility.

This study aimed to re-examine the effect of corporate 
characteristics on the level of fulfillment of the socio-
ecological responsibility in the Indonesian context. The 
corporate characteristics were limited to six aspects, which 
were seen as the main determinants of the fulfillment of 
the corporate socio-ecological responsibility in Indonesia, 
namely, the industrial sector, scale of operation, financial 
leverage, profitability, operating period, and social reputation. 
Different from previous studies, this study was conducted by 
expanding the sample size, which was 90 public companies, 
and expanding the observation period, which was 10 years 
grouped into two 5-year periods. Also, different from 
previous studies, the six corporate characteristic variables in 
this study were not tested simultaneously in one univariate 
regression model, but were tested one by one. With the 
different univariate regression model, the previously tested 
variables were included as control variables in the next 
variable testing.

2. Literature Review 

2.1.  Industrial Sector and Socio-Ecological 
Responsibility

Ackers (2017) stated that the industrial sector is very 
influential on the level of fulfillment of the corporate socio-
ecological responsibility because there are industrial sectors 
that are directly related to social and environmental issues, 
and there are also industrial sectors that are not directly 
related to the social and environmental issues (Herzog, 2017; 
Lindorff et al., 2012; Mobin et al., 2019). The industrial sector 
has a positive effect on the level of fulfillment of the socio-
ecological responsibility (Cha & Abebe, 2016; Garde-Sánchez 
et al., 2017; Mobin et al., 2019; Syed & Butt, 2017), in the 
sense that the higher the impact of the corporate’s operations 
on social and environmental aspects, the higher the level of 
fulfillment of the corporate socio-ecological responsibility 
(Ackers, 2017; Herzog, 2017; Lindorff et al., 2012).

Kansal et al. (2014), Herzog (2017), and Mobin et 
al. (2019) revealed that the level of fulfillment of the 
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corporate socio-ecological responsibility varies depending 
on the industrial sector, including the characteristics of 
the production process and the products produced by the 
corporate. Kansal et al. (2014) and Mobin et al. (2019) 
explained that the level of fulfillment of the corporate socio-
ecological responsibility engaged in the mining sector is 
higher than the agriculture sectors; likewise, the level of 
fulfillment of the corporate socio-ecological responsibility 
engaged in the agriculture sector is higher than the basic 
industry and chemical sector. The same explanation was 
provided by Ackers (2017) and Herzog (2017).

In the Indonesian context, Tan et al. (2016) found 
evidence supporting the findings of the above studies, that 
the industrial sector has a positive effect on the level of 
fulfillment of the corporate socio-ecological responsibility. 
This shows that the higher the impact of the corporate’s 
operations on social and environmental issues, logically, 
the broader the corporate’s obligations to fulfill its socio-
ecological responsibility. 

2.1.1.  Scale of Operation and Socio-Ecological 
Responsibility

The larger the corporate scale of operation, the broader 
the corporate’s obligations to fulfill its socio-ecological 
responsibility (Golrida et al., 2019), and therefore, the 
higher the corporate’s efforts to fulfill the socio-ecological 
responsibility (Drempetic et al., 2019). Relationships with 
suppliers and customers are also expanding (Hackert et al., 
2014). This is logical, because the larger the corporate scale 
of operation, the more complex the production processes 
and the products produced, and the impact of the corporate’s 
operations on social and environmental issues will also 
increase.

Golrida et al. (2019), Drempetic et al. (2019), and 
Sajida et al. (2019) found empirical evidence that the scale 
of operation (firm size) has a positive effect on the level 
of fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility. Their 
findings support previous studies conducted by Kansal et al. 
(2014) and Hackert et al. (2014). Meanwhile, Crisóstomo 
and Oliveira (2016) and Arora and Soni (2017) found 
different empirical evidence. They found evidence that the 
scale of operation (firm size) does not affect the level of 
fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility, and they 
presumed that an increase in the scale of operation of the 
corporates studied is not necessarily followed by an increase 
in the complexity of the production process and an increase 
in its impact on social and environmental issues.

In the Indonesian context, Waluyo (2017) and Asrori et al. 
(2019) found evidence that the scale of operation or firm size 
has a positive effect on the level of fulfillment of the socio-
ecological responsibility. Their findings differ from those of 
Tan et al. (2016) that found evidence that the corporate scale 

of operation has no effect on the level of fulfillment of the 
socio-ecological responsibility. The difference in findings is 
considered to have occurred due to differences in research 
samples or measurements of the corporate scale of operation.

2.1.2.  Financial Leverage and Socio-Ecological 
Responsibility

One indicator of corporate financial risk is financial 
leverage, which is the proportion of liabilities to equity 
(Harjoto, 2017), in the sense that the higher the proportion of 
liabilities above equity, the higher the corporate’s obligation 
to pay creditors’ rights and the lower the corporate’s ability 
to pay for investors’ rights. However, from a different 
perspective, Mishra and Modi (2013) and Hsu and Chen 
(2015) stated that the proportion of liabilities to equity does 
not always have to be viewed as a corporate’s financial 
risk. They argued that if the corporate is able to manage 
its debt properly, this debt can be a leverage for corporate 
growth in the future. Studies on the effect of financial 
leverage on the level of fulfillment of the socio-ecological 
responsibility show different findings. Lee et al. (2016), 
Diemont et al. (2016), Syed and Butt (2017), and Harjoto 
(2017), for example, found evidence that financial leverage 
has negative effects on the fulfillment of the socio-ecological 
responsibility. It is assumed that corporate management 
views financial leverage as a financial risk, and to reduce 
this financial risk, the provision of funds to fulfill the socio-
ecological responsibility must also be reduced. In contrast to 
the two studies above, Mishra and Modi (2013), Gregory et 
al. (2014), and Kansal et al. (2014) found opposite evidence, 
in which the financial leverage has a positive effect on the 
fulfillment of the corporate socio-ecological responsibility. 
The same finding was revealed by Hsu and Chen (2015) and 
Sajida et al. (2019). They argued that corporate management 
views financial leverage as an opportunity to encourage the 
firm growth, and to encourage that growth, the fulfillment 
of the socio-ecological responsibility must be continuously 
improved. In other studies, Benlemlih (2017) and Bae et al. 
(2018) found evidence that financial leverage does not affect 
the fulfillment of corporate socio-ecological responsibility.

In the Indonesian context, Devie et al. (2020) found 
evidence that financial risk (leverage) has a negative 
effect on the level of fulfillment of the socio-ecological 
responsibility, while Siregar and Bachtiar (2010) found 
evidence that financial risk (leverage) has no effect on the 
level of fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility. 
However, the findings of studies by Mishra and Modi (2013), 
Gregory et al. (2014), Kansal et al. (2014), and Hsu and 
Chen (2015) the arguments underlying them are logically 
accepted. They found evidence that financial leverage has 
a positive effect on the fulfillment of the corporate socio-
ecological responsibility, and they argued that management 
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who is willing to take risks will view financial leverage as an 
opportunity to encourage firm growth, and to encourage that 
growth, the fulfillment of socio-ecological responsibility 
must be continuously improved. 

2.1.3. Profitability and Socio-Ecological Responsibility

The results of previous studies on profitability as a 
determinant of the fulfillment of the socio-ecological 
responsibility are also varied. Kansal et al. (2014), 
Giannarakis (2014), Xu and Zeng (2016), Elshabasy 
(2018), and Tarigan and Stacia (2019) found evidence that 
profitability has a positive effect on efforts to fulfill the socio-
ecological responsibility. They argued that management 
has an awareness of the corporate’s role in maintaining the 
sustainability of social life and environmental sustainability 
besides economic sustainability for investors. Therefore, as 
Xu and Zeng emphasized (2016), the higher the corporate’s 
potential to increase profitability for investors, the higher the 
management’s efforts to share a concern for the community 
and the environment.

In contrast to the above studies, Mahmood and Malik 
(2018) and Nizamuddin (2018) found that the level of 
fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility in the 
corporates they studied remained high even though the 
profitability of these corporates is low or high. They argued 
that the high level of fulfillment of the corporate socio-
ecological responsibility is not influenced by the profitability 
factor. It may be due to factors in the industrial sector of 
the corporate they studied, including the mining and natural 
resource exploration sectors, which are obliged to maintain 
socio-ecological sustainability.

2.1.4.  Operating period and Socio-Ecological 
Responsibility

The longer the operating period, the more well known 
the corporate is by the community, and the higher the 
community’s expectations about the corporate’s role 
in maintaining the sustainability of its social life and 
environmental sustainability (Kansal et al., 2014). Thus, as 
stated by Kansal et al. (2014), Garde-Sánchez et al. (2017), 
and Sajida et al. (2019), the longer the corporate operating 
period, the higher the level of fulfillment of the socio-
ecological responsibility. However, Majumder et al. (2019) 
found different evidence, in which the corporate operating 
period has no effect on the level of fulfillment of the socio-
ecological responsibility. Based on the results of their study, 
Majumder et al. (2019) argued that the level of fulfillment of 
the socio-ecological responsibility remains high regardless 
of the corporate operating period because the corporates 
studied are corporates engaged in the natural resource 
exploration sector.

In the Indonesian context, Waluyo (2017) found the same 
evidence that the corporate operating period has a positive 
effect on the level of fulfillment of the socio-ecological 
responsibility. His study supports the research findings of 
Kansal et al. (2014), Garde-Sánchez et al. (2017), and Sajida 
et al. (2019). 

2.1.5.  Social Reputation and Socio-Ecological 
Responsibility

The higher the corporate social reputation, the higher 
the level of fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility 
(Ulke & Schons, 2016) because the higher the corporate 
social reputation, the management will continue to strive to 
maintain or improve that reputation by carrying out programs 
that are considered capable of increasing the legitimacy 
of stakeholders (Leiva et al., 2016). This argument is 
expressed as an idea underlying Ulke and Schons’ research 
(2016) and Leiva et al. (2016) who found evidence that the 
corporate social reputation has a positive effect on the level 
of fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility. Their 
studies support the research findings of Kansal et al. (2014) 
and are supported by Aguilera-Caracuel et al. (2017) that 
revealed the same findings. The study by Kansal et al. (2014) 
and Aguilera-Caracuel et al. (2017) also found evidence that 
the level of fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility 
differs significantly based on the level of corporate social 
reputation. 

Opposite to the studies mentioned above, Arikan et al. 
(2016) found different evidence, in which the corporate 
social reputation has no effect on the level of fulfillment 
of the socio-ecological responsibility. They argued that the 
level of fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility 
remains low regardless of the social reputation because 
the corporates they studied are corporates operating in the 
financial and banking industry sectors.

2.2. Hypothesis Development

Based on these empirical facts and logical thinking, the 
hypotheses in this study are stated as follows:

H1: The industrial sector has a positive effect on the 
fulfillment of socio-ecological  responsibility.

H2: There are differences in the fulfillment of the 
corporate socio-ecological responsibility among the 
industrial sectors.

H3: The corporate scale of operation has a positive effect 
on the fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility.

H4: Financial leverage has a positive effect on the 
fulfillment of socio-ecological responsibility.

H5: Profitability has a positive effect on the fulfillment of 
socio-ecological responsibility.



Andajani ANDAJANI, Dian AGUSTIA /  Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business Vol 8 No 2 (2021) 0183–0194 187

H6: The corporate operating period has a positive effect 
on the fulfillment of socio-ecological responsibility.

H7: The corporate social reputation has a positive effect 
on the fulfillment of socio-ecological responsibility.

3. Research Methods and Materials

This study was conducted by selecting 90 samples of 
public companies in Indonesia that are included in eight 
industrial sectors based on the grouping conducted by the 
Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) as presented in Table 1:

The IDX classified public companies into nine industrial 
sectors, but companies engaged in the financial sector were 
excluded from this study sample for the following reasons. 
First, the operating activities of financial sector companies 
in Indonesia (which include financial intermediaries, 

Table 1: Sample profiles by industrial sectors

Group Industrial Sector Number %
INDSEC1 Trade, service, and investment 10 11.11
INDSEC2 Infrastructure, Utilities, and Transportation 12 13.33
INDSEC3 Property, Real Estate, and Construction 10 11.11
INDSEC4 Consumer Goods 13 14.45
INDSEC5 Miscellaneous Industry 11 12.23
INDSEC6 Basic Industry and Chemical 12 13.33
INDSEC7 Agriculture 6   6.67
INDSEC8 Mining 16 17.77
Total 90 100.00

Table 2: Statistical Test Methods

Hypothesis Statistical Test
Hypothesis 1 (H1) Model 1 (1-tailed)
Hypothesis 2 (H2) ANOVA (2-tailed)
Hypothesis 3 (H3) Model 2 (1-tailed)
Hypothesis 4 (H4) Model 3 (1-tailed)
Hypothesis 5 (H5) Model 4 (1-tailed)
Hypothesis 6 (H6) Model 5 (1-tailed)
Hypothesis 7 (H7) Model 6 (1-tailed)

Table 3: Descriptive statistics of CSERDI and corporate characteristics

Variable N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. K-S1)

CSERDI 900 ,50556 ,96628 ,78050 ,09524 0.150
INSEC 900 1.00 8.00 4,59 2,325 0.154
SIZE 900 7,03644 12,70220 9,49129 1,54937 0.168
LEV 900 ,61194 1,49675 ,85859 ,15893 0.091
ROA 900 ,10255 ,28761 ,18817 ,04252 0.099
AGE 900 9 97 34,40 18,503 0.161
SOCR 900 1 6 3,81 1,480 0.111

insurance, financial institutions, securities companies, and 
investment companies) do not have a direct impact on social 
and environmental issues, so that the corporate social and 
environmental sustainability programs are also very low. This 
fact is consistent with the facts found by Kansal et al. (2014), 
Herzog (2017), and Beschorner and Hajduk (2017). Second, 
financial sector companies in Indonesia do not consistently 
publish sustainability reports during the observation period, 
and in the existing sustainability reports, the number of socio-
ecological responsibility disclosures according to the 2006 and 
2011 GRI standards is relatively low. The sample as presented 
in Table 1 was selected from corporates that implement 
sustainability disclosures consistently based on the 2006 GRI 
and 2011 GRI disclosure standards. The hypotheses in this 
study were tested with an error tolerance of 5%. The statistical 
test methods for each hypothesis are presented in Table 2.
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4. Results and Discussions

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for the research variables used in 
the regression equation models are presented in Table 3.

Table 3 shows that the lowest level of fulfillment of 
the corporate socio-ecological responsibility (CSERDI) 
by the sample corporates is 0.51 from the GRI standard, 
and the highest is 0.97, with a mean of 0.78. The CSERDI 
mean of 0.78 indicates that the level of fulfillment of the 
corporate socio-ecological responsibility by the sample 
corporates is relatively high. The industrial sector (INSEC) 
variable mean is 4.59, indicating that the corporates in the 
study sample are corporates whose business activities have 
a high impact on socio-ecological issues. The corporate 
scale of operation (SIZE) variable mean is 9.49, indicating 
that the sample corporates in this study are corporates 
that have a relatively large size. The financial leverage 
(LEV) variable mean is 0.86, indicating that the sample 
corporates are corporates that have relatively low financial 
risk. Likewise, the profitability (ROA) variable mean 
is 0.19 and the operating period (AGE) variable mean is 
34.40, indicating that the sample corporates are corporates 

that are relatively profitable and have been operating for a 
relatively long time. The social reputation (SOCR) variable 
mean is 3.81, indicating that most of the sample corporates 
are corporates that have a relatively high reputation. Table 
3 also shows that all data used in the regression models are 
normally distributed. This is indicated by the results of the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests which all show the significance 
value higher than a (0.05).

4.2. Correlation Between Variables

The correlation between the variables of this study is 
presented in the form of a matrix as shown in Table 4.

Table 4 shows that the corporate characteristics variables 
(INSEC, SIZE, LEV, ROA, AGE, and SOCR) have a fairly 
strong correlation with the fulfillment of the corporate 
socio-ecological responsibility (CSERDI) variable, which is 
indicated by the respective r values that range from 0.237 
to 0.658 with each level of significance of less than 0.05. 
Table IV also shows that the correlation between corporate 
characteristics variables (INSEC, SIZE, LEV, ROA, AGE, 
and SOCR) is very weak, even not statistically significant. 
This means that the regression models do not contain 
multicollinearity problems.

Table 4: Correlation matrix between CSERDI and corporate characteristics

Variables CSERDI INSEC SIZE LEV ROA AGE SOCR
CSERDI r 1 0,624** 0658** .501* .528** .283** .237*

Sig. .000 .000 .041 .000 .000 .032
N 900 900 900 900 900 900

INSEC r 1 ,329 ,560 ,318 ,066 ,052
Sig. ,068 ,113 ,141 ,098 ,117
N 900 900 900 900 900

SIZE r 1 ,470 ,552 ,174 ,038
Sig. ,091 ,112 ,077 ,259
N 900 900 900 900

LEV r 1 ,330 ,061 ,093
Sig. ,211 ,068 ,095
N 900 900 900

ROA r 1 ,047 ,042
Sig. ,163 ,210
N 900 900

AGE r 1 ,882
Sig. ,164
N 900

SOCR r 1
Sig. -
N 900
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Table 5: Multiple regression models for CSERDI with corporate characteristics

Model 1 : CSERDI = α + β1 INSEC + ε  
Model 2 : CSERDI = α + β1 INSEC +  β2 SIZE + ε  
Model 3 : CSERDI = α + β1 INSEC +  β2 SIZE + β3 LEV + ε  
Model 4 : CSERDI = α + β1 INSEC +  β2 SIZE + β3 LEV + β4 ROA + ε  
Model 5 : CSERDI = α + β1 INSEC +  β2 SIZE + β3 LEV + β4 ROA + β5 AGE + ε
Model 6 : CSERDI = α + β1 INSEC +  β2 SIZE + β3 LEV + β4 ROA + β5 AGE+ β5 SOCR+ ε

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
R 0,624 0,691 0,707 0,738 0,772 0,778
R2 0,390 0,478 0,501 0,544 0,595 0,606
Adjusted R2 0,389 0,477 0,499 0,542 0,593 0,603
Std. Error of Estimate 0,744 0,689 0,675 0,044 0,061 0,060
Durbin-Watson 1,988 1,963 1,964 1,962 2,007 2,026
F-value 7,762 10,476 19,323 27,370 23,224 28,952
Sig. 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
Constant 0,663 0,470 0,406 0.406 0,381 0,361
Sig. 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
Beta value and Sig.
INSEC 0,126** 0,113** 0,109** 0,112** 0,102** 0,113**
Sig. 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
SIZE 0,127** 0,125 ** 0,115** 0,110** 0,112**
Sig. 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
LEV 0,110** 0,185** 0,107** 0,103**
Sig. 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
ROA 0,576** 0,609** 0,566**
Sig. 0,000 0,000 0,000
AGE 0,101** 0,103*
Sig. 0,000 0,047
SOCR 0,115**
Sig. 0,000

4.3. Hypothesis Test Results

Hypotheses 1 (H1), H3, H4, H5, H6, and H7 were tested 
using univariate regression with Model 1 to Model 6. Table 
5 presents the results of the feasibility test of these regression 
models and presents the results of the hypothesis testing.

Table 5 shows that the regression models (Model 1 to 
Model 6) are fit, in which it reflects that changes (variations) 
in the independent variables can explain changes (variations) 
in the dependent variable in each model. This is indicated by 
the significant F-value in each model at p-value < 0.05. All 
models are also free from autocorrelation problems, which 
is indicated by the Durbin-Watson (d) value that met the 
condition that d > dU and (4-d) > dU. In this study, with 
a total of 900 observations and seven variables, the dL and 
dU values based on the Durbin-Watson table are 1.87705 
and 1.90389, respectively. Thus, the use of each model for 
hypothesis testing can be continued.

The Effect of the Industrial Sector on the Fulfillment of 
Socio-Ecological Responsibility

Hypothesis 1 (H1) states that the industrial sector has 
a positive effect on the fulfillment of socio-ecological 
responsibility. Table 5 shows that the regression coefficient 
for the industrial sector (INSEC) variable is 0.126 and is 
significant at ≤ 0.01. The results of this analysis indicate 
that the H1 in this study is accepted. Thus, this study proves 
that the industrial sector has a positive effect on the level 
of fulfillment of corporate socio-ecological responsibility. 
These results logically support the results of the study by 
Kansal et al. (2014) that obtained evidence that the industrial 
sector has a positive effect on the level of corporate social 
responsibility disclosure. This study also supports the 
findings of studies by Cha and Abebe (2016), Syed and 
Butt (2017) , Garde-Sánchez et al. (2017), and Mobin et al. 
(2019).
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among the corporates from different industrial sectors. The 
acceptance of H2 provides support for H1 acceptance, that 
the higher the relationship among the industrial sectors and 
the possibility of the emergence of social and environmental 
issues, the higher the corporate’s obligations and efforts to 
fulfill its socio-ecological responsibility.

The Effect of Scale of Operation on the Fulfillment of 
the Socio-Ecological Responsibility

Hypothesis 3 (H3) states that the corporate scale of 
operation has a positive effect on the fulfillment of the 
socio-ecological responsibility. Model 2 in Table 5 shows 
that the regression coefficient for the scale of operation 
(SIZE) variable is 0.127 and is significant at p-value ≤ 
0.01, after being controlled by the industrial sector (INSEC) 
variable which has been tested on H1. The results of this 
analysis indicate that H3 is accepted. Thus, this study proves 
that the larger the corporate scale of operation, the higher 
the level of fulfillment of the corporate socio-ecological 
responsibilities. These results support the research findings 
of Kansal et al. (2014), Golrida et al. (2019), Drempetic et al. 
(2019), and Sajida et al. (2019) that also obtained evidence 
that the industrial sector has a positive effect on the level of 
corporate social responsibility disclosure. Model 2 in Table 
5 also shows that the regression coefficient of the industrial 

Differences in the Level of Fulfillment of the Socio-
Ecological Responsibility Among the Industrial Sectors

Hypothesis 2 (H2) states that there are differences in the 
fulfillment of the socio-ecological responsibility among 
the industrial sectors. The level of fulfillment of the socio-
ecological responsibility (CSERDI) for each industrial sector 
is presented in Table 6. 

Panel A Table 6 shows that the CSERDI mean of the 
sample corporates during the observation period is 0.78050 
(78.05%) of the GRI disclosure standards), while the 
CSERDI mean among the industrial sectors varied, ranging 
from 0.65369 to 0.86896. The lowest CSERDI mean is in 
the trade, service, and investment sector (which is 0.65369) 
and the CSERDI mean increases in line with the risk of the 
industrial sector on socio-ecological issues. The highest 
CSERDI mean is in the mining sector, which is 0.86896.

Panel B Table 6 presents the results of the CSERDI 
variance analysis among the industrial sectors. Panel B Table 
6 shows that there are significant differences in the level of 
fulfillment of the corporate socio-ecological responsibility 
among the industrial sectors. This is indicated by the F-ratio 
of 14.785, which is significant at a p-value of 0.000 (< 0.05). 
The fact of this statistical test shows that Hypothesis 2 (H2) is 
accepted, that there are differences in the level of fulfillment 
of the corporate socio-ecological responsibility (CSERDI) 

Table 6: CSER Disclosure Index (CSERDI) and ANOVA for CSERDI by the industrial sector

Panel A: CSERDI across Industrial Sector
Group Industrial Sector Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. K-S1)

INSEC1 Trade, service, and investment 0,50556 0,72881 0,65369 0,0589223 0,120
INSEC2 Infrastructure, Utilities, and 

Transport 0,63881 0,77805 0,71610 0,0342132 0,144

INSEC3 Property, Real Estate, and 
Construction 0,71272 0,73941 0,72320 0,0102432 0,118

INSEC4 Consumer Goods 0,74165 0,88636 0,80636 0,1563221 0,081
INSEC5 Miscellaneous Industry 0,72881 0,94145 0,82037 0,0425216 0,095
INSEC6 Basic Industry and Chemical 0,73468 0,88222 0,81276 0,0126574 0,161
INSEC7 Agriculture 0,81078 0,91931 0,83661 0,0342763 0,117
INSEC8 Mining 0,52432 0,96628 0,86896 0,1765835 0,143
Total 0,50556 0,96628 0,78050 0,0952423 0,150
Panel B: ANOVA for CSERDI by industrial sector
Source Sum of Square Df. Mean Square F-Ratio Sig.
Between 
group

4566,222 78 58,541 14,785 0.000*

Within 
group

291,667 821 ,355

Total 4857,889 899
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sector (INSEC) variable as a control variable is 0.113 and it 
is consistently significant at p-value ≤ 0.01. This means that 
Model 2 consistently supports the acceptance of H1, which 
has been tested in Model 1.

The Effect of Financial Leverage on the Fulfillment of 
the Socio-Ecological Responsibility

Hypothesis 4 (H4) states that the corporate’s financial 
leverage has a positive effect on the fulfillment of the socio-
ecological responsibility. Model 3 in Table 5 shows that 
the regression coefficient for the financial leverage (LEV) 
variable is 0.110 and is significant at p-value ≤ 0.01, after 
being controlled by the industrial sector (INSEC) variable 
and the scale of operation (SIZE) variable, which have been 
tested on H1 and H3, respectively. The results of this analysis 
indicate that H4 is accepted. Thus, this study proves that the 
higher the corporate’s financial risk, the higher the level of 
fulfillment of the corporate socio-ecological responsibility. 
The results of this study support the findings of Mishra and 
Modi (2013), Gregory et al. (2014), Kansal et al. (2014), 
Hsu and Chen (2015), and Sajida et al. (2019). The results of 
this study show that corporate management views financial 
leverage as an opportunity to encourage the firm growth, 
and to encourage that growth, the fulfillment of the socio-
ecological responsibility must be continuously improved.

The results of this study do not support the studies by Lee 
et al. (2016), Diemont et al. (2016), Syed and Butt (2017), and 
Harjoto (2017) who found evidence that financial leverage 
has a negative effect on the fulfillment of the socio-ecological 
responsibility. Harjoto (2017) presumed that corporate 
management views financial leverage as a financial risk, and 
to reduce this financial risk, the provision of funds to fulfill 
the socio-ecological responsibility must also be reduced. Lee 
et al. (2016) presumed that the reduction in the fulfillment of 
the socio-ecological responsibility activities for corporates 
with high leverage is intended to make creditors’ rights 
sufficiently available and can be paid off based on contracts, 
so that creditor trust in the corporate is maintained.

Model 3 in Table 5 also shows that the regression 
coefficient of the variables of the industrial sector (INSEC) 
and scale of operation (SIZE) as control variables are 0.109 
and 0.125, respectively, and are consistently significant 
at p-value ≤ 0.01. This means that Model 3 consistently 
supports the acceptance of H1, which has been tested in 
Model 1 and supports the acceptance of H3 that has been 
tested in Model 2. 

The Effect of Profitability on the Fulfillment of the 
Socio-Ecological Responsibility

Hypothesis 5 (H5) states that corporate profitability 
has a positive effect on the fulfillment of socio-ecological 
responsibility. Model 4 in Table 5 shows that the regression 

coefficient of the profitability (ROA) variable is 0.576 and 
is significant at p-value ≤ 0.01, after being controlled by 
the variables of the industrial sector (INSEC), the scale of 
operation (SIZE), and financial risk (LEV), which have been 
tested on H1, H3, and H4, respectively. The results of this 
analysis indicate that H5 is accepted. Thus, this study proves 
that the higher the level of corporate profitability, the higher 
the level of fulfillment of the corporate socio-ecological 
responsibility.

The results of this study support the findings of Kansal 
et al. (2014), Xu and Zeng (2016), and Elshabasy (2018) 
that obtained evidence that profitability has a positive effect 
on the level of corporate social responsibility disclosure. 
Kansal et al. (2014) and Xu and Zeng (2016) argued that 
the higher the profitability, which is reflected in the level of 
return-on-assets (ROA), the corporate will try to increase or 
set aside funds to fulfill the socio-ecological responsibility. 
Elshabasy (2018) and Tarigan and Stacia (2019) also argued 
that the increase in the fulfillment of the socio-ecological 
responsibility activities for corporates with high profitability 
is intended to increase stakeholder legitimacy, so that 
stakeholder trust and support for the corporate increases. 

Model 4 in Table 5 also shows that the regression 
coefficient of the variables of the industrial sector (INSEC), 
the scale of operation (SIZE), and financial leverage (LEV) 
as control variables are 0.112, 0.115, and 0.185, respectively, 
and are consistently significant at p-value ≤ 0.01. This means 
that Model 4 consistently supports the acceptance of H1, H3, 
and H4, which have been tested in Model 1, Model 2, and 
Model 3, respectively.

The Effect of Operating period on the Fulfillment of 
the Socio-Ecological Responsibility

Hypothesis 6 (H6) states that the corporate operating 
period has a positive effect on the fulfillment of socio-
ecological responsibility. Model 5 in Table 5 shows that 
the regression coefficient of the operating period (AGE) 
variable is 0.101 and is significant at p-value ≤ 0.05, after 
being controlled by the variables of the industrial sector 
(INSEC), the scale of operation (SIZE), financial risk 
(LEV), and profitability (ROA), which have been tested on 
H1, H3, H4, and H5, respectively. The results of this analysis 
indicate that H6 is accepted. Thus, this study proves that the 
longer the corporate operating period, the higher the level of 
fulfillment of the corporate socio-ecological responsibility. 
The results of this study support the findings of Kansal et al. 
(2014) that obtained evidence that the operating period has a 
positive effect on the level of corporate social responsibility 
disclosure. Kansal et al. (2014) argued that the longer the 
corporate operating period, which is reflected in the firm 
age, the broader social relations of the corporate, so that the 
more impact the corporate’s operations have on social and 
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environmental aspects. Therefore, the longer the corporate 
operating period, the higher the corporate’s efforts to fulfill 
its socio-ecological responsibility.

Model 5 in Table 5 also shows that the regression 
coefficient of the variables of the industrial sector (INSEC), 
the scale of operation (SIZE), financial leverage (LEV), 
and profitability (ROA) as control variables are 0.102, 
0.110, 0.107, and 0.609, respectively, and are consistently 
significant at p-value ≤ 0.01. This means that Model 5 
consistently supports the acceptance of H1, H3, H4, and H5, 
which have been tested in Model 1, Model 2, Model 3, and 
Model 4, respectively.

The Effect of Social Reputation on the Fulfillment of 
the Socio-Ecological Responsibility

Hypothesis 7 (H7) states that the corporate social 
reputation has a positive effect on the fulfillment of the socio-
ecological responsibility. Model 6 in Table 5 shows that the 
regression coefficient of the corporate social reputation 
(SOCR variable) is 0.115 and is significant at p-value ≤ 0.01, 
after being controlled by the variables of the industrial sector 
(INSEC), the scale of operation (SIZE), financial leverage 
(LEV), profitability (ROA), and operating period (AGE), 
which have been tested on H1, H3, H4, H5, and H6, respectively. 
The results of this analysis indicate that H7 is accepted. 
Thus, this study proves that the higher the corporate social 
reputation, the higher the level of fulfillment of the corporate 
socio-ecological responsibility. The results of this study 
support the findings of Kansal et al. (2014) that obtained 
evidence that corporate reputation has a positive effect on 
the level of corporate social responsibility disclosure. Kansal 
et al. (2014) believed that the higher the corporate social 
reputation, which is reflected in the number of awards or 
certifications, the higher the corporate’s efforts to maintain 
and enhance its social reputation. Therefore, the higher the 
corporate social reputation, the higher the corporate’s efforts 
to fulfill its socio-ecological responsibility.

Model 6 in Table 5 also shows that the regression 
coefficient of the variables of the industrial sector (INSEC), 
the scale of operation (SIZE), financial risk (LEV), and 
profitability (ROA) as control variables are 0.113, 0.112, 
0.103, and 0.566, respectively, and are consistently 
significant at p-value ≤ 0.01. Model 6 also shows that the 
operating period (AGE) also consistently has a positive 
effect on CSERDI as has been tested in H6. This means that 
Model 6 consistently supports the acceptance of H1, H3, H4, 
H5, and H6, which have been tested on Model 1, Model 2, 
Model 3, Model 4, and Model 5, respectively.

5. Conclusions

This study obtained empirical evidence that corporate 
characteristics (industrial sector, the scale of operation, 

profitability, financial leverage, operating period, and 
social reputation) are determinants of socio-ecological 
responsibility for the corporates. The empirical evidence 
shows that these corporate characteristics have a positive 
effect on the socio-ecological responsibility. This means 
that the corporate’s responsibility for socio-ecological issues 
will increase in line with the increase in operating risk to 
the environment, and in line with the increase in the scale of 
operation, profitability, financial leverage, operating period, 
and an increase in social reputation. This study also obtained 
evidence that there are differences in the level of socio-
ecological responsibility among the industrial sectors. This 
means that the higher the relationship between the industrial 
sector and the possibility of social and environmental issues, 
the higher the awareness of management to fulfill the 
corporate socio-ecological responsibility.

Even though there are no standards regarding specific 
indicators that can guide corporates in Indonesia to 
fulfill various aspects of their social and environmental 
responsibility until now, the results of this study show 
that Indonesian corporates have fulfilled these obligations 
and disclosed them to the public. The guidelines used by 
Indonesian corporates are the GRI disclosure standards. 
The empirical facts found in this study also indirectly 
reflect that the fulfillment and disclosure of the corporate 
socio-ecological responsibility in Indonesia are triggered 
by management awareness to meet the expectations and 
demands of stakeholders. Stakeholders have expectations 
of corporate sustainability from three aspects, including 
economic sustainability, social sustainability, and 
environmental sustainability. Therefore, although there 
are no specific indicators and disclosure standards for 
the fulfillment of clear socio-ecological responsibility in 
Indonesia, many corporates have made efforts to fulfill the 
socio-ecological responsibility.
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