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ARBSTRACT

Each company had a different ownership structure that can affect the company’s disclosures. This study
Almed to examine the differences-in the level of [CD and its components in Thailand and Indonesia, which
bave severnl stmllavities, The ownership structure 15 divided into two types, namely managerdal
ownership and financial institution ownership. This study used 2 non-parametric statistical test In the
Mann-Whitney Test by Hrst conducting a normality test. The results indicated no significant difference in
the ICD level between companies that have and companies that do not have managerial ownership. This
study also did not find any significant difference in the [CD level for the companies with and without
Freanelal institution owsership. Tnoaddition, tis study found 2 slgnificant differanes |n the leval of HCD
betwesn companies that have and companies that do not have linancial institution ownership.

1. INTRODUCTION

Each company has a different ownership strueture that can affect the rnm]mn_‘p 5 disclosures,
depending on the country or economic sector in which the company is located [(Eivin & Hamd, 2016)
Differences in ownership structure can also rely opn the business combinations carried out by the company
(Prochaglkn, 2017] The company's -ownesship structure dramatically influences the disclosure policy,
where the procedure ran increase the level and quality of the company’s disclesure [Raimo et al, 2020) In
addition, this ownership struocture can contribute to competitiveness or reduce Information asymmety
problems - within the company [Elvin & Hamid, 2016; Baimo ot al, 20200, It allows companies that have
different pwoership structurss hove o disthel competitive advantage. Based on the adency theory, the
relationship between management and shareholders canlead to problems or confiiets of terest Letween
the two parties that make an Information asymmetry problem oecrors (Naimab & Mok#, 2009)
Information asymmetry is a condition where the information held by the company ar management is
more than the information contained by the market or sharvshelders [Nururmabl & Hossaln, 2011}, In
stukeholder theory, companies must carry oul various strategies Lo malotain good relations with thelr
stukeholders (Hervana &1 al, 2020] that are asswned o have a strong pesition [Widyastutl £ Apeilla
20197 Therefore, disclosure can be 3 tool for 3 company to solve this problem.

In signaling theory, disclosure can also help the company to pet a positive signal from investors ar
stakeholders [Astuti-et al, 2020; Machnmuddah et al, 2020; Nurunnabl & Hossain’ 2011). [nfermation
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dizclosed is information related W non-flnanclal aspects in the company's annual report used by investors
o determine the company's sustalnabillly [(Briiggen =0 al, 2009), Based on the lepitimacy theory,
comparnies tend to disclose mare |0 to legitimize their status in soclety [(Rahayu, 2009) and ensure the
rompany's activities have complied with regulatory compliance in the commumity (Birindelli ot al, 2020)
The development of diseclosure made by the company {s currently mare focused on intangible assets in the
form of Intellectual Capital Disclosure (1CD) (Musman et al, 2017, Oppong & Pattanavak, 20197, 1CD can
reduce the information asyvmmetry problem, fnereuse the company's share price, and increase
trafsparency and acecountabllity that 15 beneficial for the company [Kamath, 2017). In addition,
fntelléctual Capital (IC) can also contribute fo achieving competitive ddvantage and paining invéstar
confidence regardless of the company’s industry [Astuti &t al, 2020; Pasban & Nojedeh, 2016; Widarjo =t
al., 2020]. Information related to IC canalso inerease the company's long-term value, which is needed for
sustainability, sspscially i supporting economic development and people’'s wellure o line with
Sustaimabile Development Growth [SDGs] (Alvino =t al. 2021 Some of these explanations bnally mzke
management pay more attention to the 1CD by the company.

€D is disclosed through the eompany's annual report, which is divided into three items, they are
Human Capital (HC), structural capital (S€), and Relational Capital (RC) (Abhayawansa & Guthre, 2016;
Alfrath, 2018; Anffownse et al. 2017 Thaff 201 8; Goebel, 201%; Hatane etal, 2022 Mamun & Aktar, 2020
Mardini & lahyani, 2020: MeCracken et al. 2018; Ozkan et al, 201 7; Raimo et al, 2020; Wee & Chus 2016;
Yan, 2017} Human Capital (HC) focuses on individual aspects of the company’s employees. Structural
Capital [SC) refers to the internal struchire of the orpanization, Relational Capital (RC) relates to marlet
or externs] aspecty of the organization. Several types of ownership structures, including fmily ewnership,
managerial ewnership, government pwnership, and institotional ownership, This stody foouses more on
managerial awnership and financial institution ewnership. This study uses a sample of tourism and
hospitality industry companles from Thajland and [ndonesia as representatives of developing countrias.
The two countries are known to have estabilished bllateral relations and cobperation in many sectors. It
mikes Loth of tem have several similarities, especially by s of tourism and hespitality, Both
countries’ tourisue and hospitality sectors are ope of the main drivers of sconomic growth n those
respective comnntries [Hess, 2009 Riadil, 20200, Thalland and [ndonesia are also part of the ASEAN
Economic Community (AEC), which removeas trade barriers and motivates economic growth in Southeast
Agian countries [Iatane et al, Z021). In addition, both countries do net regulate [C explicitly. They are still
being discuszed only Dmplicitly where Indonesia uses PSAK No. 19 and Thailand uses TAS No. 51 to
deseribe its (nmngible assets | Ramannoda & Noprahanil, 2004

The company cwnership structure in the tourism and hespitality industry affects 1CD. In addition,
several previous studies found that managerial ownership has a significant pesitive effect on 10D in
industries other than tourism and hespitality {Astuti et al, 2020; Indart et al. 2021 Mukhibad &
Setyawaty, 2019) The research foand a significant negative relationship between managerial ownership.
and ICD (Khatid & Alifim, 2018; Ultzh et al, 2021). Regarding instihitional owneeship, previous research
found a significant positive effect [Muryant & Subowo, 2017 Rahavuni ot al, 2018) and a significant
negative effect {Astufi ot al, 2020] between institutional ownership and 1CD. This study starts from the
guestion, "Does the company's ownership structure have a different effect on ICD7". To answer this
question, the researcher will conduct a different 10D level test. This ressarch was conducted considering
that there are rarely previons studies that have tested the conditons of 2 companies from other countries
with similarities in terms of tourism and hospitality.

2. METHODS

This study used quantitative daty obtained from secondary data sources through annual report
documents and collect data wsing docwmentation techniques from companies In the tourism and
heapitality imdustry in Thalland and Indonesia from 2015 to 2019 The data analvais technigue used in
this studv {5 2 non-parametric statistical test using the Mann-Whitney test and the jonckheere-Terpstra
test through the SPSS application. In addition, this study conducted a previous normality test to determine
the résearch method to be used. The population used are compuanies in Thailand and Indenesia listed on
the Stock Exchange of Thailand and the Indonesia Stocl Exchange. With a total population of 57
campatites, 33 companiss In Indonesis and 24 companies in Thailand. This study vsed the purposive
sampling method with the eriteria that companies have the availability of finamcial and non-financial data
needst in the company's annoal report from 2015 to 2019, Of the 57 companies tut make up the
population, only 531 compames meet the criteria and are sslected as samples. Therefors, the research
gampleused is 51 companies, with 31 from Indonesia and 20 from Thailand,
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In thds study, pesearchers caloulited the 10D uslng the averapgs value of HCD, ST, and RCD. The
tstrument used Lo determine this variable has besn developed to measure the overall 1D Thersfare, this
study uses a disclosure index consisting of 78 items for HCD, 32 ftems for SCD, and 31 Ttems for RCD. This
disclosure index is te measure the extent of 10D in the annnal reports of selected sample companies and
conslder the disclosure tems identified from previous studies on the disclosure tople of HCD, SCDO, and
RCD [Abhayawansa & Guthrie, 2016; Mavdinl & Lalyanl, 2020; Raimo et al, 2020). HCD refers to: the
knowledge, experience, motivation, and credtivity Inherent o an ndividual SCD helps bulld intsllectual
property through human eontributions, including information technology and arganizational procedures
and systems, to support émplovee productivity. RUD represents all resources relited to the company's
external relations or business relations (Sunion & Tobia Z0L18] ICD ealeulation uses a dichotomous
approach (unweighred) where "0" is assigned to non-disclosure, and "1 is denoted for items disclosed in
HCD, 8CD, and RED,

Managenal ownership is a corporate governanee mechanism that can reduce agency conflicts
or information asymmetry preblems (jensen & Meckiing 1976]. Managerial Ownership is the
percentage of shares owned by management and measurad using the formula for the number of shares
owned by the manager divided by the company's total putstanding shares [Muklubad £ Setyawath
2005 Patr, 201 8] Meanwhile, financial institution ownership is shares owned by finanoal institutions
such as banks, insurance companies, and investment companies {Sakawa & Watamabel, 20207 It is
measured using the formula for the number of shares owned by financial institutions divided by the
cotnpaty’'s tofal outstanding shares, Instittutional investors are said to play an essential role in corporate
sovernance and support policies regarding IC (Iranmahd of al, 2001) because they can use that Lo
momter #very decision-making taken by management [Ralizgu, 20049 )

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Results
Normality Test

Tulile 1 shows that HCD, SCD, RCD, managerial ownesrship, and financial instiation ownership
have nat normially distributed data, HOD (s et normally distributed at a sipnificance level of 109, SCD 5
not normally distributed atthe 5% significance level, and RCD, mianagerial ownership, Anancial institation
ownership are not normally distributed at the 1% significance level, Only the [CD shows that the data is
normally distributed.

T'able 1. Normality Test Resuit

1co scD RCD 1D Managerial Financial
Ownership Institution
Ownership
Kolmogorowv.
Smirmov E 1.25% 1:578 1.745 1718 6620 T.218
Asymp: Sig.
[pvalue 2-tailed]  (LORT 0014 (.005 1,681 0,000 0.000%=
Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 shows the results of deseriptive statisties for each variable in general, The minimum value
of three ICD components explains that, among the three rompenents af the 10D, companies hayve not paid
maximum attention to ROD. Meanwhile, the minfmun value of two variahles regarding ownership
explained that there are companies that do not yet have a managerial or financial institution ownership
structure. The maximum value in Table 2 indicates that amone the three components of [CD, the company
pavs the moest atientlon to HCDL

In addition, Table 2 also explains that all ICD components have an even distribution as indirated
by their standard deviarton values which are smaller than the miean value. The mean value can also
support the previous statement which states that companies in Thailand and Indonesia have not paid
mnch attention to RCD. The descriptive statistics regarding the dichotomous variables in this study are as
shown o Table 2 The number of companles in Thalland and Indonesia ndicates that the number of
companies in [ndonesia with managerial dwnership & 67% mors than companies ln Thalland, Tn contrast,
the numiber of companies in Thailand with fimaneial instifution ewnership is B8% more than companiss in
Indonesia,
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Tuble 2. Descriplive Stalstics

HCEH SCD RCD ICT Managerial Financial Institution
Cwnership Dwrnership
Min 0.10256 015625 0.0323 0:2038 0.000 .000
Max U0.7H205 (1 6462 hO473 65030 74300
Mean 04830 04562 0,2989 4127 B.600 14,9934
Standand
Deviation 0.1279 01323 1373 010682 14.725 1670156
Country Score 0 Score 1 Total
Managerial Ownership
Thailand 40 40%, (1] 603G 100
Indonesta 51 33495 104 67 % 155
Total Dichotomeons Variable 91 Jo4e 164 G 255
Financial Institution Ownership
Thailand 12 120 a8 883 100
Lndonesia B0 39% 95 B1% 155
Total Dichotemous Variakle T2 28% 183 7255 255

Alontg with the inekease o the vear, there wis an inerense in the number of disclosures made b v
compantes in the tourtsm and hospitalty industey; both in Thailand aod Indonesta. As a result, there Is an
merease in HED, SCD, and 1CD every year for companies in Thailand. Meanwhile, RCD has increased i
2019 and remained constant from 2015 to 2018, This means that this company engaged tm Thailand's
tourisin and hospitality sector has not paid much attention to RCD and began to increase it in 2019 Table
3 ulsp shows an Inerease in HCD, SCD, RCD, and ICD every year which indicatss that companies engaged in
the tonrism and hespitality sector in Indonesia have begun to move to forus an all components of the 10D,
Howewver, when viewed trom the mimiber af disclosures, disclasures related to RC in Indonesia are still not
much compared to the disclostures of other aspects such as HC and SC

Table 3. Disclosure Ordersd by Year{y)

Thailand
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
HED 47% 47% 48% 494, =
SC 320 4405 45% 48 48
RCD 2984 29% 29% 2904 F1%
1Ich 3995 4005 #1%% 42% 43%
Indonesia
2015 2011 2017 2018 2019
HCD 4504 4804 490 ST 5304
SCD A3% A3% 45% 45% 400
RCD i 25940 305 31% 33%
1 33% A0%% 4195 42 444 %%

Liypotheses Testing
Tuble 4 shows the resulis al the Mann-Whitsey test fegarding the dillerences in the vomposition
af owmership owned by Thailand and Indonesia, Resuits in Table 4 explain no significant differenee

S3arco Elsye Hatane [/ Intelloctual Capital Tisclozsures Amalysis of indonesia and Thailand Tourism and Hospitality Indiistry:
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between the composition of managerial ownership and (oancial institntion ownership i Thailand ad
[ndonesia,

Table 4. Independent Sample Test Ownershlp Components based an Country

Mean Rank
Country N .. . Financial Institution
Managerial Ownership Ownaribin
Thailand 100 135.41 133.93
Indonesia A55 12328387 1241742
Mans-Whitngy 17 Z -1.3012 10430
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 019320 0.2969

in addition, this study dlse conducted the Mann-Whithey test to identifs whether there are
differences in the 1CD components by eompanies located In Thalland and Indonesia, The results in Table 5
show that there is no significant difference in the disclosures of HC, 5C, RC, and 1C between Thailand and
Indonesia,

I'able 5. Independent Sample Test ICD Components based an Comrtry

Mean Rank
Country N HCD SCD RCD iCD
Thailand 130 129.49 128,545 125.39 126.07
Indonesia 125 127.031 1270484 1 2%.6839 1292452
Mann: nay: ; } o
Wiitney 0 i 0.2593 0,095 045449 0.3356
Asymp. Sig: (2- 0.7954 (,9243 0.6491 07371
failed)

Tables 4 and'I'able § have indicated no significant differences in both the compasition of ownership
and 1CD components of the two countries. Therefere, this study combines the two countries as the
research sample. The trend of increasing 1D in botl: countries is known by conducting the Jonckheere-
Terpstia test Table o indleates a-significant increasing trend in HCD, SCD, RCD, and ICD every year.

Table 6. 1CD Trend

Year N Mean H

- HCE 50D R ([ ¥

2015 51 111,37 11424 116,33 111.756

216 51 11948 121.50 122556 120h32

2017 2l 127.45 131 46 126.88 128.594

2018 21 13650 134.44 13342 135,64

2019 51 14520 138.30 140,81 14334
lomeckheere- St -1 "

il 2
Terpstra Test Statistic 2.625 1912 1835 2413
Agymp. Sig. [2- "
tafled) 0.009 005G 0.066 hULn

Table 7 and Table 8 show the results of hypothesis testing At the time of testing, tourism and
haspitality companies located in Thailand and Indonesia were divided into 2, namely companies that have
and companies that do not have managerial ownership or financial Institoton giwnetship, Table 7 shows
that there Is no significant difference in the level of HCD, SCD, RCD, and ICD between comparnies that do
not lave and companies that have managerial ownership, Table 8 shows an insignificant difference n the
level ICD and ils components, except for HCD. These resulls ndicate that the HED lor compaties with
Fnancial instifution ownership is significanty greater than companies without financial institution
owmership.

IJS5E. P-1SSN: 2614-6533 E-ISSN: 25456408
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Table 7, ludependenl Sampls Test ICD Components based on Managerial Ownership

Managerial N Mean Rank
Chwnership HCD SCD RED icD
Not Haye a1 124.7473 124.0165 1192088 121.5989
Huve 164 1249,8049 1302104 132.878 1315518
M““”‘T}’h'm“y A 05249 06459 14212 -1.0323
Asymp. Sig, (2- 504 05 1552 0.3014
tailed) 0.5996G 5196 01552 L5301

Table 8, Independent Sample Test ICD Camponents based an Managerial Ownorship

Financial Mean Hank
Institution N
_ Gwhiidhis HCD SCD RCD ICh
Not Have 72 113.757 118,069 123,486 116368
Have 183 133,603 131907 129776 132,576
M““”"'LT]“J“‘“T 7 -1 9355 -1.3518 0.H145 15797
Asynap. Sig. (2- 0.0529 01765 (.5389 0.1142
Labled]

Tuble 9 shows thie results ol the differsnt tests between companies that de not have and companies
that hiave linanclal institution ownseship (o Thailand and Tndonesia partially. Theresalts in Tabl= 9 show g
significant difference hotween companies that ondy applics in Thatland. However, companies in Indenesia
have net demonstrated significant differences in their HCD,

Table 9. lndependent Sample Test IED Components-based an Fingneis! lnstitution Ownership by Country

Thailand
Financial Institution M Mean Rank
Orwnership
HCD SCD RCD ICD
Mot Have 12 3282 3167 2713 2579
“Have RA 52,90 53.07 53,69 5387
z -2.241 -2 402 2987 =3.145
Mann=-Whitrey 17
Asymp. Sig, (2-talled) 0.025 0.016 0,003 0.002
Indonesin
Financial Institution N Mean BRank
Ownership
HCD S5CD RCD ICh
Not Have 60 73.84 76.38 81.08 7723
Hawve 95 20,63 79.02 TG ToA48
Mann-Whitney U YA 917 (354 ~ih681 (164
Asymp. Siz. (2-tailed) {1.359 0.721 1496 01.860
Discussion

Based on Table 7, it can be concluded that ypothesis from H1: There is a sipnificant difference in
the level of ICD between companies that have and companies that do net have managerial ewnership is

Saarco Elsye Hatane [ Intoliectial Capital Tisclozires Analysis of indonesid and Thailsnd Tourism and Hospitality Indtistry:
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rejected. In addition, Table 7 also shows no sipnificant differences in the level of HCD, RCD, and SCD). The
rejection ul the first hypothesis and additional research on the three components of the 1CD may vecur
hecause the companies used as samples have many small managerial ownership compositions. This
explanation can be supported by the resolts of desoriptive statistics i Table 2 which shows the average
managerial ewnership In the company is only B.0%, However, the same table shows that 64% of
companies have managerial ovwnership. These results indleate that there iz a possibility that the managet's
role In the company is loo small Lo alfect the munber of ICDs 1o the company's aunual report. Theréfore,
the test results state no difference in 1ICD between the bwvd types of companies used as samiples. Several
previous shidics can sapport the results of the rejection of the first hypothesis, where managerial
ownership has no significant effect on [CD (Barokal & Faclirurrozie, 2019, Rahayuni et al, 2018).

The study results in Table 8 mdicate that hypothesis from 112: There is a significant difference in
ICD level between companies that have and companies that do not have financial institution cwnership m
this study 1s rejected, The results of this study can be explamed through several previous studias, where
institutional ownership has no stgmificant effect on 1CD [Ahmed =t al, 2001 Indartietal, 2021; Khafid &
Alifia, 2008; Ulfabi et ol 2021) This rejection can also be explained in Table 2, where companies' average
financial institution ewnership is only 1499349, Although the maximum value of ownership is high,
reaching vup to 74.3% and around 728 of companies have financial institution ownership, the total
composiion of ownership may be small considering the average is only 14,9%934%, These results show
that many companies in this study have a small composition of financial institution ownership, so they
may not affect the [CD level significanthy,

This study conducted additional analveis related to HCD, SCD, and RCD. The analysis found
preater HCDY from companies with financial Institution ownership than companies with no financial
institition ownership. The axistence of financial institution investors s considered capable of significantly
nftuencing the HCD in epmpanies so that campanies can pay moere attention to and develop corporate
oovernance. The previous study Indicated that institutional ownership positively affected HCD {Muktd &
Bsbipningsih, 20181, Table 2 demonsirates that HCD has the highest avergge and moximowg value
compared to other ICD components. 11 can be proven by research which states that companies that are
members of the tourism industiy are very dependent on employess’ skills and knowledge (Oonjanowic,
20017 Exeellent human capital expressed in highly innovative employess also can be favourable for
miarketing activities. The marketing activities of tourlsin and hospltality companies in Indonesia and
Thaitland have been successtully brought income Lo the countries [Wu & Wa, 2018). This resull [s in line
with Signaling Theory, whers companies thal want to give a positive signal to the markst will discluse
mare. In addition, if seen in Table 3, there is an increase in disclesure regarding HC It means that
companies in both countries pay attention to and continue to strive to improve the kmowledge,
experience; motivation, and creativity inherent in individuals within the eompany. This is also fellowing
the results pf ressarch which states that customer demand influences innovation made by company
employees; especially in the tourism industry (Gomezel] Owierzel & Smoler Jurdans, 200a) Other study
also states that HE has received more attenition and is disclosed in Asian countries (Kamath, 2017,

The results of this additional study also apply to Thailand. As can be seen in Table 4, there are
significant differences in the levels of HCD, SCD, RCD, and ICD between companies that have and
companies that do not have francial fnstitution ownership, However, these results are not applied for
Indonests, where the level of 1ICD and its components do nat have a sipnificant difference. It can be
explained through Table 2, where the proportion of companies with financial institution ownership in
Thailand {s greater than (n Indenesia. In addition, Lin ot af. (2014) state that institutional ownership can
terease company (ransparsney, This means that companies o Thalland witl: larger lustitutional
ownership tand to have s higher level of transparency. However, Table 9 shows that the disclosurss nde
by rompanies in Indonesia are greater than in Thailand, Therefore, the researcher concludes that there
are greater demmands fom institutional investors recarding wansparency in Thatland. Meanwhilz,
investors in Indonesia have the same neads regarding company transparency:

4. CONCLUSION

Thepazults of this study indicate an Insignificant difference in the feval af HCD, SCD, RCD, and €D
hefween companies that have and companies that do hat have managerial ownership. The vesults also
reveal an insignificant difference in the level of SCD, RCD, and ICD between companies that have and
compaties that do not have financimal mstitution ownership. This study found a significant difference i the
level of HCD petween companies that have and companies that do oot have financial mstitution
ownership: After conducting & partial difference test in financial institution ownership: from the two
couniries, the results show a significant difference in the level of HCD m Thailand. This study can be

IJS5E. P-1SSN: 2614-6533 E-ISSN: 25456408
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benelicial fur munagement since disclosing IC is proven to be favarable [or the company's reputation An
optimistic company’s reputation can occur when the company has sulflvient rasouress to be uncoversd
This study also reveals that excellent human capital expressed in highly innovative smployees can be
Favarable for marketing activities. The marketing actvities of tourism and hospitality companies in
Indonesia and Thailand have been successfully brought ncome to the countries. Disclosure can reduce
information asymmetty to investors because fransparency can increase legitimacy, so the market has
preater Lrust o the company. This researdl contributes to previous studies related Lo the [CD level
difference test, especially in the tourism and hospitality sector, which has net been sufficlently
highlighted, despite having high IC assets. This study is Hinited toa specific industry and does not use data
for the 2020 period affected by the Covid-19 pandemic. The next researcher may consider doing a cross-
industry for comparison, using other company characteristics variables, or using data for the 2020 period
to enrich the emypirical result in the 1CD topics.
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