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Pivoting in a COVID-19 teaching environment: developing interactive teaching approaches and online
assessments to improve students’ experiences

Kate L. Morgan, Wei Chen

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the changes made to course delivery, course materials and assessment approaches
required in response to the COVID-19 pandemic which…
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Female directors and acquisition outcomes: a reflection on replicating Levi, Li and Zhang (2014)

Rebecca Lorena Bachmann, Helen Spiropoulos

In this pitch research letter (PRL), the authors re�ect on their research journey in replicating Levi, Li and Zhang (2014)
for the AFAANZ Finance SIG 2020 Shark Tank Pitch event.
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Leon Wong, Yichelle Zhang

The purpose of this paper is to describe certain choices in assessments, in the digital pivot in response to COVID-19.
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The effect of CEO and director experience on acquisition performance: a pitch

Davina Jeganathan

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the application of Fa�’s (2015, 2019) pitch template to a research proposal examining
independent directors’ acquisition…

 PDF (122 KB)

CEO power and R&D investment

Christine Naaman, Li Sun

This study aims to examine whether and how the power of a chief executive o�cer (CEO) relates to �rm-level research
and development (R&D) investment.

 PDF (189 KB)

The impact of changes in regulations on Malaysian IPOs

Rasidah Mohd-Rashid, Ahmad Hakimi Tajuddin, Karren Lee-Hwei Khaw, Chui Zi Ong

This study aims to examine the changes in equity guidelines and initial returns in the Malaysian initial public o�ering
(IPO) market.

 PDF (192 KB)

Corporate governance, CEO turnover and say on pay votes

Ayishat Omar, Alex P. Tang, Yu Cong

The purpose of this study is to investigate how compensation committee structure or characteristic impacts say on pay (SOP)
voting dissent and the impact of SOP dissent on…

 PDF (184 KB)

The contributing factors of intellectual capital disclosures in agriculture and mining sectors of Indonesia and
Thailand

Saarce Elsye Hatane, Josua Tarigan, Elenne Stefanie Kuanda, Elizabeth Cornelius

This study aims to examine the factors a�ecting intellectual capital disclosure (ICD), especially in the agriculture and mining
sectors in Indonesia and Thailand…
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The influence of ERP systems on organizational aspects of accounting: case studies in Portuguese companies

José Luís Martins, Carlos Santos

This paper aims to investigate the changes caused by the use of the enterprise resource planning (ERP) systems in the
accounting of organizations at di�erent levels…

 PDF (211 KB)

Does the fundamental indexation portfolio perform better? An Indian investigation

Santosh Kumar, Ranjit Tiwari

This study aims to compare the fundamental indexation (FI) portfolio vis-à-vis the cap-weighted index (CWI). It also
explored the return-generating attributes of the FI portfolios.

 PDF (208 KB)

Institutional pressures, environmental management practices, firm characteristics and environmental
performance

Juma Bananuka, Lasuli Bakalikwira, Patience Nuwagaba, Zainabu Tumwebaze

The purpose of this paper is twofold: to establish the contribution of institutional pressures, environmental management
practices and �rm characteristics to…

 PDF (278 KB)

Do high-reputation companies pay more non-audit fees?

Xuan Huang, Fei Kang

The purpose of this study is to investigate the association between companies’ reputation and their purchase of non-
audit services (NAS).

 PDF (170 KB)
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uvwxvxyz{|}|~{�� ����������{��������{�������{�{�������{����������

�����}vv������������������������������v�������v�����������������x��������|� �u~y��¡¢£y||¢��~u¢ ¤�y¢y �¤�x�¡¤x��¥����x�w £u� x¤¤�w �ywx¦ xvu



���������	
����
�����
�����������������������
����
�
������
��

�����

�����������	����	
��������
�
��������
����������
�������

������������
�
�������	��������
�

��
���������

����������������


����
�������
�����
������ �!
��"
����	

���

�����#���������


$�
�����
�������
�!
��%�����&��
�'����������

���

�����(���!���
�

����
�������
��
������
� ����������

���

����������!�����	
)��������%���
�����
������ ��%�

�
�
��������

�����*

�+������
�
����
�������
�#������� ��,

���

�����-��	�����
�

����
�������
��
������
� ����������

��
���������

�������������
�����

.�

�����	�����
�������
�$
��������� ����������

���

�����,
���
�%�	�/

.�

�����	�����
�������
�$
��������� ����������

���

����������%��	�

����
�������
�%����
���.�

�����	� ����������

���

�����+��
���%�����
,
��
����%���
�����
������ ��%�

���

�����-��0���%�	��

%�	�
������
������ ����������

���

�����$���%����

���/����
�����
������ ����������

���

���������$����

����
�������
�&
��
������������� ����������

���

�����%�������$�

����������

����
�������
�&
��
������������'����������

��������
����

������
�
��(
���
�
�

.�

�����	�����
�������
�$
��������� ����������

���

�����������&�����

�����������
������ ����������

���

�����%�
�&�����

����
�������
�$
���������%�	�
�� ����������

���

�����%�
��
����"




���
�����
������ ��%�

1234563789:;;3;47<4

+���=�������>*���
�>�"�

?���	
�������
������ ����������

�@ABA CD@D

�@EBC FGDF

HIJKLIJMNOPQJRSSTOINJUSJQOVIJWSMJUXIJYINUJIZ[ILOIPRIJSPJSMLJ\IYNOUI]JYMU
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Abstract
Purpose – This study aims to examine the factors affecting intellectual capital disclosure (ICD), especially
in the agriculture and mining sectors in Indonesia and Thailand. Additionally, this study discusses the
difference in ICD levels between Indonesia andThailand.

Design/methodology/approach – The sample used is companies listed on the Indonesia Stock
Exchange and Stock Exchange of Thailand from 2013 to 2017. The method used is a content analysis of 380
annual reports (150 from Thailand and 230 from Indonesia). This study uses a panel regression model.
Variables tested are firm size, market shares, minority shareholders, profitability, leverage and the focus on
ICD components such as human capital disclosure, structural capital disclosure and relational capital
disclosure.

Findings – IC disclosures in financial statements are generally oriented to past events and focus more on the
human capital component. Overall, ICDs in Thailand are more qualified than in Indonesia. The findings
support the stakeholder and legitimacy theories. It was found that the greater the company’s resources, the
higher the quality of disclosure of all intellectual capital (IC) components. Conversely, when associated with
the position in the market, companies reduce the disclosures. As the company has gained the government’s
legitimacy, management’s passion for revealing more about its ICD is diminishing.

Research limitations/implications – This study focuses on the agriculture and mining sectors in
Indonesia and Thailand. The annual report is the primary medium to observe IC in qualitative and
quantitative ways, yet firms would use other means to disclose their IC. This study deploys the content
analysis method, in which the determination of scores is based on the researchers’ judgment.

Originality/value – This study contributes to the ICD-related literature by focusing on the agriculture and
mining industries and multinational scopes. The ICD valuation is extended to the quality of disclosures, in
which numerical and monetary figures also support the disclosures. This study also examined minority
shareholders’ role in ICD quality, which is infrequent in ICD literature.

Keywords Indonesia, Thailand, Intellectual capital disclosures, Quality of disclosures,
Market share, Minority interest

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
In the manufacturing-based economy era, shareholders and stakeholders made decisions
and decided the value of a firm based on tangible assets reporting, such as through financial
performance report. However, in the current knowledge-based era, they no longer consider
not only tangible assets but also intangible assets in a firm (Cuozzo et al., 2017; Chowdhury
et al., 2018; Beretta et al., 2019). The intangible assets of a firm are also called intellectual
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capital (IC). In a firm, IC can be in the form of research and development (R&D), human
resources, employee training, relationship with external parties, information system
(Maaloul and Zéghal, 2015; Martín-de Castro et al., 2019; Dameri and Ferrando, 2021), firm
performance, database, employee capabilities and other intangible assets (Huang et al., 2010;
Mardini and Lahyani, 2020). One of the instruments used to inform about the IC owned by
companies is through annual reporting.

The significance of IC earns the attention of investors and becomes the object of many
studies. Based on previous research studies, IC is divided into the following three categories:
human capital (HC), structural capital (SC) and relational capital (RC) (Alfraih, 2018; Ginesti
et al., 2018; Mardini and Lahyani, 2020). HC covers knowledge, experience, the ability to
innovate and each individual’s professional behavior. SC includes the company’s internal
culture and the process to help employees develop and become more productive, effective
and innovative. Meanwhile, RC refers to the relationship between a company and the market
channel, such as customers and suppliers (Boujelbene and Affes, 2013; Yu et al., 2017). Thus,
if all IC categories can be integrated properly, they can be a competitive advantage for a firm
in the middle of the current global competition (Dameri and Ferrando, 2021). The three
components of IC can be integrated in a report that documented some of the non-financial
aspects that important for a firm’s responsibility and sustainability.

To improve the benefits of using IC, it is necessary to know what factors affect the size of
IC disclosure in the annual report. Previous studies have discussed several factors that
influence IC, e.g. size, industry type, market share, profitability and leverage, where it
was found that these variables significantly affect IC disclosure (ICD). However, several
studies found conflicting results. For instance, Ousama et al. (2012) and Mardini and
Lahyani (2020) found a significant relationship between profitability and ICD, but Yau et al.
(2009) did not find any significant relationship between the variables. Similarly, with
leverage, Rashid et al. (2012) discovered that leverage influences IC disclosure whileWhiting
and Woodcock (2011) stated that leverage is not proved to influence ICD significantly. On
variable size, Ferreira et al. (2012) presented that variable size significantly affects IC
disclosure, whereas according to Huang et al. (2010), size does not significantly affect ICD.

The agricultural industry was chosen as according to the results of Rice Market Monitor,
organized by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), Indonesia
and Thailand are the two largest rice producers in the world in 2017 (Ministry of Agriculture
of the Republic of Indonesia, 2017). Additionally, based on gross domestic product (GDP),
both are the two largest countries in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)
Economic Community (AEC). Based on the World Bank’s data, Indonesia has a population
of 263.9 million and a GDP of US$1.016tn. It makes Indonesia the country with the largest
population and GDP in AEC. The agricultural sector alone contributes to 14.3% of total
GDP and absorbs 38.9% of total labor. Thailand is in the following position with a GDP of
US$455.3bn and a population of 69.03 million. Its agricultural sector contributes 12.10% of
the total GDP (Kijboonchoo et al., 2018) and uses 32.8% of labor in 2017. It can be concluded
that although agricultural contribution to GDP is not very high, this sector absorbs a third
of the total labor force.

Thailand and Indonesia are also part of the ASEAN Economic Community. The
enactment of AEC, which removes trade barriers in Southeast Asia, motivates economic
improvement in Southeast Asian countries. However, at the same time, it also increases
intraregional competition. Consequently, economic agents would need to change their
strategy, maintain their competitive edge in the middle of an increasingly aggressive
situation, continue their existence and keep pace with competition (ASEAN Economic
Community, 2021). IC becomes a form of capital that should be sustained and developed for
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firms to compete (Chowdhury et al., 2018). Previous firm strategy, which focused on
products, as well as physical and financial assets, now turns toward IC, such as capabilities
to innovate, knowledge and human resource.

Through President Joko Widodo, Indonesia has realized the importance of IC, especially
on HC and SC like technology. It is visible from efforts to change, notably in human
development and productivity increase in accomplished projects during 2014–2018, four
years of his tenure (BkkbN, 2018). Having excellent human resources, manifested through
increased education, health and social protection, is significant and warrants a yearly
increase in the state budget. Productivity improvement is demonstrated by holding
education, training, certification program and internship activities. President Widodo’s rule
also focuses on advancing research and technology to welcome Industry 4.0 to better
compete in the international market (Ministry of Industry of the Republic of Indonesia,
2021).

Thailand, as the largest rice exporter in the world, is also evolving in technology usage.
During the past two years, Thailand has begun to implement Agriculture 4.0 using the
concept of smart farming. Currently, nearly 90% of all farming processes in Thailand uses
technology. The Thai Government also implemented a policy to encourage technology
utilization, in the form of tax exemption for five years for all business entities which apply
the technology of production modernizing in private farming (Poapongsakorn and
Chokesomritpol, 2017).

Finally, this study examines the factors that influence ICD quality in the agriculture and
mining sectors in Indonesia and Thailand. This study contributes to providing awareness
for policymakers in companies about financing company resources, such as assets, debt,
profit and market share, in influencing the number and quality of ICDs. This study also
examines information asymmetry, measured by the number of minority shareholders, in
influencing the quality of IC disclosure. Furthermore, this study is arranged as follows:
Section 2 discusses the literature and prepares a set of hypotheses; Section 3 discusses the
research method; Section 4 discusses research results. Section 5 concludes the discussion
study. Finally, managerial implications and conclusions are shown in Sections 6 and 7.

2. Literature review and hypothesis development
2.1 Intellectual capital disclosure
Intellectual capital is a set of firms’ “hidden assets” that cannot be included in the financial
statements, as financial statements only show the tangible assets of a company (Roos and
Roos, 1997; Davey, 2016). Intellectual capital disclosure (ICD) is information or intangible
asset that can show a firm’s value and long-term sustainability (Farooq and Nielsen, 2014).
However, there is no clear definition regarding IC (Tawy and Tollington, 2012; Martín-de
Castro et al., 2019). The lack of understanding and established definition creates the
difference between the company’s market value and book value (Cheng et al., 2010). Sheiby
(1997) split IC into the following three categories: HC, SC and RC. These three categories are
then widely used by subsequent studies (Hossain, 2011; Striukova et al., 2008; Martín-de
Castro et al., 2019).

2.2 Human capital disclosure
HC is the capability and knowledge owned by a person and used to reach a company’s goal.
According to Ellis and Seng (2015), HC is classified into three dimensions. The first is
knowledge earned from experience, formal education and training. The second dimension is
abilities such as leadership, method of communication and professional know-how. The last
one is behavior, which covers the feeling of ownership, flexibility and creativity.
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2.3 Structural capital disclosure
SC refers to existing knowledge in organizational structures, procedures, systems and
cultures created and brought by employees yet would remain even after employees have left
the organization (An et al., 2011). According to Scafarto (2016), SC can be categorized into
innovation capital and process capital. Innovation capital involves innovation by a company
through R&D. Process capital comprises procedures and techniques of a company to
increase process quality and operational efficiency.

2.4 Relational capital disclosure
According to Bruggen et al. (2009), RC is the knowledge that appears during relations with
outside parties. RC is the relationship between firms and external parties, such as customers,
suppliers, government and others or the relationship between a company’s internal parties
with its external parties (Duff, 2018; Al-Sartawi, 2018). Through this relationship, a
perception is created by external parties on the company, such as the image of the firm,
customer satisfaction, reputation and customer loyalty.

2.5 Research hypothesis
In longitudinal studies on ICD, it was found that ICD increases over a period of time
(Sihotang and Winata, 2008; Haji and Ghazali, 2012; Wagiciengo and Belal, 2012; Kamath,
2017; Martín-de Castro et al., 2019). The change in the business environment causes an
increase in demand for information relevant to decision-making (Haji and Ghazali, 2012; Al-
Sartawi, 2018). It results in firms having to provide this information to satisfy stakeholders,
supporting stakeholder theory. Thus, logically, ICD will increase over time.

Some studies compared the level of human capital disclosure (HCD), structural capital
disclosure (SCD) and relational capital disclosure (RCD) and found mixed results. Research
by Manolopoulou and Tzelepis (2014) in Greece found that RC-related information is the one
most disclosed. Specifically, studies by Sihotang and Winata (2008) in Indonesia, Haji and
Ghazali (2012) and Campbell and Rahman (2010) discovered that RC is the most common
disclosure, followed by HC and SC while Yi and Davey (2010) and Nerantzidis (2014) ranked
RC then SC in report materials. Other studies found SC-related information as receiving the
most disclosure, followed by RC and HC (Yau et al., 2009; Bruggen et al., 2009; Mardini and
Lahyani, 2020). Wagiciengo and Belal (2012) discovered HC to gain the most report;
particularly, Branco et al. (2010) in Portuguese and Kamath (2017) in India found that HC is
reported the most, followed by RC and SC. However, logically, HC should receive more
disclosure in labor-based sectors, such as agriculture and mining (Yusoff and Lim, 2011).
These labor-based companies must be supported by excellent management and operation or
R&D team, shown in SCD. The company’s dependence on its staff’s knowledge and skills
increases; hence, HCD gains more attention than the other IC components (Petty and
Guthrie, 2000). The expectation set is that HC is the most highly disclosed material, followed
by SC and RC.

There are arguments that cultural and institutional settings, including regulation, could
affect the decision and action of corporate governance, including ICD (Adnan et al., 2018).
For example, from a cultural perspective, uncertainty avoidance, as mentioned in Hofstede’s
cultural dimensions theory, is defined as how the public reacts toward ambiguity and lack of
certainty. A nation with a low level of uncertainty avoidance, such as Indonesia, will be
more tolerant of an ambiguous situation and withstand uncertainty risk. On the other hand,
a nation with high uncertainty avoidance levels, e.g. Thailand, tends to manage the potential
risk of uncertainty (Amar and Chelli, 2018). Thus, it is expected that Thailand will disclose
more information to avoid undesirable conflict with stakeholders. Both Thailand and
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Indonesia have similar regulations on public company reporting; they have the same legal
system (civil law) and low shareholder protection (Jatmiko and Kusumastuti, 2017;
Thanatawee, 2012). Therefore, in this research, the institutional setting is not discussed in
depth.

Li et al. (2008) and Al-Sartawi (2018) also reported that structural ownership affects
disclosure. Both Thailand and Indonesia have highly-concentrated ownership. Companies in
Thailand are owned mainly by institutions (Thanatawee, 2012) while in Indonesia,
companies are mostly owned by the family (family firms) (Setiawan et al., 2016). When a
company’s ownership structure is concentrated on institutional ownership, supervision will
be tighter (Thanatawee, 2014). This forces firms in Thailand to provide more disclosure in
annual reporting. Lepore et al. (2017) added that when a firm’s ownership structure is more
concentrated on family, agency conflict can be reduced. When agency conflict is reduced,
then monitoring costs such as disclosure can be diminished.

Based on the explanation above, three hypotheses are formed as follows:

H1. ICD increases over the period of study.

H2. HC component receives most disclosure, followed by SC and RC, in sectors
agriculture andmining in Thailand and Indonesia.

H3. There are different quantities and quality of disclosure between Thailand and
Indonesia in the mining and agriculture sectors (Thailand will disclose more
information than Indonesia).

Many studies have shown the relationship between size and IC disclosure (Khlif and Souissi,
2010; Domínguez, 2012; Ousama et al., 2012; Eddine et al., 2015; Mardini and Lahyani, 2020).
Larger firms naturally have a more varying activity and a supporting information
management system. Consequently, more resources are being owned and can be reported.
Furthermore, larger firms have more resources, like expertise and can pay more to measure
and disclose than smaller firms.

By theoretical framework, the relation between size and IC disclosure can be explained
using agency theory (Ousama and Fatima, 2010). The complexity of large firms causes the
gap between the manager (agent) and stakeholders (principal), increasing agency costs. To
lessen the agency cost, companies will reveal more information. Additionally, using the
framework of stakeholder theory, larger firms have more stakeholders. Accordingly, firms
will receive more demand to disclose information to meet each stakeholder’s interest. Large
companies will drawmore interest from stakeholders. They will be carefully watched in that
they tend to reveal relevant information, including IC. It will increase firm transparency,
decrease the cost of capital and maintain company reputation. Thus, hypothesis four is that
firm size positively affects HCD, SCD and RCD.

The relationship between market shares with IC disclosure is still rarely studied in ICD.
The market share shows the total firm sales compared with other firms or competitors in the
same industry (O’Regan, as cited in Etale et al., 2016). When a firm has received the public’s
attention and great trust, it reduces IC disclosure. As it already obtained a good reputation, it
does not have any other reason for disclosing IC. Further, after reaching a certain level, a
firm will reduce disclosure so competitors cannot use it to harm the company (Bagchi et al.,
2015). Therefore, the adverse influence of market share on ICD in Indonesia and Thailand is
the fifth hypothesis.

In a company, agency problems can occur when the majority share ownership is very
high; a takeover of minority shareholders’ interests can happen (Hope, 2013). The interest of
minority shareholders must be met by providing accurate information regarding firm value
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so that the minority party can avoid the deception of majority shareholders and company
management (Haidar, 2009). Based on research by Cuasdrado-Ballesteros et al. (2016), if
there is a difference in the information received between the majority and the minority, the
party with less information will expect a more massive return, increasing the cost of capital.
As a result, the sixth hypothesis states that minority interest positively affects ICD in
Indonesia and Thailand.

The association between profitability with IC disclosure can be explained using
signaling theory. Companies with enormous profits will give a signal to stakeholders by
disclosing their IC. It is done to attract stakeholders’ attention and show that they have
better performance (Ousama et al., 2012) and avoid undervalued stock (Domínguez, 2012).
Mardini and Lahyani (2020) mention that companies with high profitability tend to show
conservative disclosure practices. They prefer to withhold the disclosures regarding
creativity, knowledge and research plan to manage the risk of competitive disadvantages.
Moreover, IC can become one factor that helps firms reach higher profit; consequently, firms
will disclose IC to stakeholders.

In agency theory, the management of companies that have better profit will reveal IC to
shareholders to convince them that the management has the capability to manage the
company satisfactorily. The management can hold their position or earn compensation/
incentive from shareholders (Ferreira et al., 2012). The research about the relationship
between profitability and IC disclosure has been done many times (Taliyang et al., 2012;
Domínguez, 2012; Ousama et al., 2012). Previous studies have found that profitability
significantly has a positive effect on HC and SCD. Therefore, from this discussion, the
seventh hypothesis is that profitability is favorable for ICD in Indonesia and Thailand.

Firms with a higher level of leverage will get more attention from stakeholders,
particularly creditors (debtholder). In agency theory, this kind of company has substantial
agency cost due to higher risk levels (e.g. financial distress) and the possibility of wealth
transfer from debtholders to shareholders or managers (Ferreira et al., 2012). To reduce
agency costs, firms will disclose more information, including IC, to fulfill stakeholders’
wishes. Besides, firms usually reveal their IC to convince stakeholders that firms depend on
other factors besides financial performance, such as IC (Ousama et al., 2012).

Leverage and IC disclosure have been researched many times. Whiting and Woodcock
(2011), Ferreira et al. (2012) and Eddine et al. (2015) found that leverage does not significantly
affect IC disclosure. On the other hand, Rashid et al. (2012) and Kamardin et al. (2017) found
the reverse. Mardini and Lahyani (2020) found mixed results in relationships of leverage
toward IC disclosures and the disclosure of IC components particularly. Thus, hypothesis
eight is about and the positive impact of leverage toward ICD in Indonesia and Thailand.

TheH4–H8 are framed in Figure 1.

3. Research method
3.1 Sample selection and data collection
This study uses agricultural and mining companies based on data from Bloomberg.
Indonesia’s total population is 21 agricultural companies and 43 mining companies while for
Thailand, it is 59 agricultural companies and 63 mining companies. The sample is chosen
based on annual reports and financial statements as follows: consecutively present between
2013–2017 and available in English. Thus, this research sample includes 46 companies from
Indonesia (18 from agriculture and 28 from mining) and 30 companies from Thailand (15
from agriculture and 15 frommining).
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3.2 Variable measurement
3.2.1 Dependent variable. The purpose of the study is to decide on what factors influence
ICD. This study’s dependent variable is thereby ICD, with this study focusing on the
following three components of ICD: HCD, SCD and RCD.

The first step is to determine the related terms regarding HC, SC and RC, representing
ICD. Using the survey from previous research studies (Sihotang and Winata, 2008; Branco
et al., 2010; Campbell and Rahman, 2010; Taliyang et al., 2012; Yi and Davey, 2010;
Wagiciengo and Belal, 2012; Morariu, 2013; Manolopoulou and Tzelepis, 2014; Bagchi et al.,
2015; Abhayawansa and Guthrie, 2016; Kamath, 2017; Yan, 2017), the related terms used in
this study are collected in Tables 3–8. The next step is performing content analysis on
annual reports from the sample that has been set. Content analysis is used as one of the most
common and relevant methods used by researchers (Yau et al., 2009; Kamath, 2017;
Wagiciengo and Belal, 2012). This content analysis involves reading, identifying and
indexing-related terms existing in the annual report.

For this reason, this method is relevant to stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory, as
companies would disclose the information related to their interests and legitimacy through
the annual report as one of the media (Kamath, 2017). This research uses a content analysis
method manually by researchers, with no differentiation between voluntary disclosure and
mandatory disclosure. The first step that has been carried out in this content analysis was to
determine the items used to measure each component in the ICD. This study combines the
items in the research of Yau et al. (2009) and Kamath (2017). Then, the researcher determines
several keywords for each category item related to each other through their content or
context. After that, the research team was divided into 2. The first team read each
company’s annual reports per year to Codes 0–3 for each item category based on the
predetermined keywords. To test the accuracy of reading and coding, the second research
team reread the data collection, and the results were tested by a senior examiner appointed
by the research institution.

The disclosure index on this research uses four scoring methods, with a range from 0 to
3. A score of 0 is given if there is no disclosure, 1 if there is a disclosure in narration or
description, 2 if there is disclosure followed by numerical data (such as percentage or
number of years) and 3 if the disclosure is provided with financial numbers, i.e. Indonesia
Rupiah on Indonesian companies’ annual report and Thai Baht on Thai companies’ annual
report. As shown in the equation below, the scoring form and indexing follow Yau et al.
(2009). The score of HCD, SCD and RCD are measured by dividing the total disclosure index
on an individual component by the total number of related terms on the individual
component (30 items in HC, 22 items SC and 19 items in RC).

Figure 1.
Research framework

H8
H7

H6

H5

H4
Market Share

Firm Size

Minority Share

Profitability

ICD: 
HCD, SCD, and RCD

Leverage
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HCD; SCD; RCD ¼

X
di

M

where:
di (disclosure index) = scoring on a certain criterion.
M = the number of related terms on a certain component.
3.2.2 Independent variables. Size: This study uses the logarithm of total assets to

measure the firm size (Ferreira et al., 2012; Taliyang et al., 2012; Bruggen et al., 2009; Mardini
and Lahyani, 2020). Bloomberg is referred to in collecting data of total assets from each
sample firm. Firm size is expected to have a positive relationship with ICD.

Market share: Market share is measured by dividing the company’s sales revenues with
industry total sales, as used by Etale et al. (2016) and Bagchi et al. (2015). It reflects on how
much a firm dominates the existing market. The data for firm sales and industry sales are
taken from Bloomberg. Market share is expected to have a negative relationship with ICD.

Minority shareholders: Minority shareholders are measured using the percentage of
minority share ownership. Data are taken from the annual report. Minority shareholders are
expected to have a positive relationship with ICD.

Profitability: Profitability is measured using the ratio of return on assets (ROA), as used
in previous studies (Domínguez, 2012; Yau et al., 2009; Mardini and Lahyani, 2020). ROA is
calculated by dividing net income with total assets, the data taken from Bloomberg.
Profitability is expected to have a positive relationship with ICD.

Leverage: Leverage is commonly used to measure external funding. The debt-to-equity
ratio (D/E) is used to measure leverage. D/E is calculated by dividing total debt with total
equity, as used in previous research studies (Ferreira et al., 2012; Bruggen et al., 2009). The
data for total debt and total equity is obtained from Bloomberg. Leverage is expected to
have a positive relationship with ICD.

3.3 Panel regression model
This research uses the panel regression model’s technique to examine the effect of independent
variables on the dependent variable. In this technique, panel testing is done to establish
whether the hypothesis will be tested using a fixed-effect model, random effect model, ordinary
least squares or weighted least squares if the fixed effect has heteroscedasticity.

HCDt;SCDt;RCDt ¼ b 0þ b 1SIZEt þ b 2MSHAREt þ b 3MINSHAREt þ b 4PROFt

þ b 5LEVt þ e

where:
HCD =Human capital disclosure;
SCD = Structural capital disclosure;
RCD = Relational capital disclosure;
SIZE = Firm size;
MSHARE =Market share;
MINSHARE =Minority shareholders;
PROF = Profitability;
LEV = Leverage;
e = error; and
t = year (2013–2017).
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4. Data analysis and the main finding
4.1 Descriptive statistics
Table 1 shows the IC disclosure pattern from year to year in both countries’ agriculture and
mining sectors, except for Indonesia’s agriculture, which was stagnant in 2015–2017. These
three years was a challenging period for Indonesia’s agriculture. From the annual report of
various companies (Astra Agro Lestari, Central Proteina Prima, Provident Agro, Sampoerna
Agro, SSMS and Tunas Baru Lampung), there were numerous hardships faced by the
agricultural sector, prolonged economic growth, strong US dollar and a long dry season due
to El Niño. It confirms why industry sales were decreasing from 2014 to 2016. The table also
demonstrates that, in 2016, Indonesia’s agriculture suffered a decline in the disclosures of
the three IC components. According to Indonesia investment, Bloomberg and firms’ annual
reports, the 2015 dry season’s impact and the dramatic drop in commodity prices led by
falling oil prices are some of the reasons 2016 was a challenging year for agriculture in
Indonesia. These challenges resulted in reduced income, followed by declining costs for less
needed (or less urgent) activities, for instance, training, innovation or R&D. However,
despite the challenges and some decline in HCD, SCD and RCD in both countries (i.e.
Indonesia’s agriculture in 2015–2016 for HCD and Thai’s mining in 2015–2016 for SCD), ICD
increases during the period of the study. Hence,H1 is accepted.

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics on ICD, HCD, SCD and RCD in agricultural and
mining companies in Indonesia and Thailand, in 2013–2017. The table demonstrates that
Thailand has disclosed an average of 77% of the information for the past five years while
Indonesia only disclosed an average of 51% of IC-related terms. It can be concluded that both
countries already have an awareness of IC’s importance for firm sustainability. Both nations
exhibit a similar pattern, where themost highly disclosed component is HC, followed by SC and
RC. This may be explained by agriculture and mining being fundamentally labor-focused
sectors operationally (Yusoff and Lim, 2011). H2 is, thus accepted. The result is in line with
Beretta et al. (2019). However, this result is slightly different compared to the study by Noor
et al. (2017), where RC was revealed more than SC. This result is also different from Mardini
and Lahyani (2020) that found SC is superior, followed by RC and HC. It illustrates the high
development of SC, such as technology, information system and research development, in both
sectors in the past five years. The high standard deviation score, especially in Indonesia, is
caused by the uneven disclosure on each IC-related term (shown in Tables 3–6). It can become a
point for attention; thus firms in Indonesia could consider other IC-related terms.

Table 1.
Disclosure ordered
by year (2013–2017)

Thailand Indonesia
Variables 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Agriculture (%)
HCD 42 42 42 42 41 44 45 45 44 46
SCD 31 31 32 31 32 39 39 40 40 39
RCD 27 27 26 27 27 17 17 15 16 15
ICD 77.37 78.87 79.81 80.47 80.66 42.72 45.54 46.40 46.40 46.40

Mining (%)
HCD 41 41 42 42 42 43 44 44 44 44
SCD 36 36 36 35 35 35 35 35 34 34
RCD 23 22 22 23 23 22 21 22 22 22
ICD 70.14 72.21 73.90 77.46 79.62 54.18 54.38 55.53 55.48 55.63

Source:Authors’ compilation
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Tables 3–6 show the related terms on HC, SC and RC, minimum, maximum and standard
deviation values, in addition to the result of discrimination testing. The result in Indonesia
indicates that expert seniority is always disclosed, whether followed by numerical data or
not. On the other hand, expert seniority is not always revealed in Thailand, but several
disclosures are provided with numerical data. Further, firms in Indonesia often disclose the
philosophy of management, such as vision and mission, as the basic framework of the
establishment and operation of the firm. Meanwhile, some firms still have not divulged their
vision and mission on their annual report in Thailand. Conversely, firms’ annual reporting
in Thailand always publishes the financial amount of company shares. In contrast, several
firms in Indonesia still have not published the number of company shares in their annual
report.

A disclosure is considered to have quality if its score reaches number 2 or 3 if numerical
or financial data follow the disclosure. This is, as the data provided will be considered more
accurate if given along with a measurable value and can increase decision-usefulness (Yau
et al., 2009). However, it needs to be noted that some disclosures could not possibly reach a
score of 2 or 3, like corporate culture.

Disc. (Disclosure) in Tables 3–6 shows how often related terms are disclosed by
companies, whether in descriptive, numerical or financial data. In Indonesia, information
regarding expert teams, training and development and work experiences are frequently
disclosed (>95%). In contrast, in Thailand, employees’ know-how, work experiences and
training and development are IC-related terms that are always disclosed (100%). Innovative
capabilities, employee satisfaction and cultural diversity are still low in both countries.
Nonetheless, if observed closely, disclosure of these terms is still done more times in
Thailand (<45%) compared to Indonesia (<15%). It means that companies in Thailand
realize more on the importance of satisfaction, innovative capabilities and cultural diversity
of their employees than in Indonesia.

For SCD-related terms, Indonesia and Thailand have a high level of disclosure (>99%)
concerning organizational and management structure, corporate governance and network
system. It may happen due to government regulations that require the disclosure of
corporate governance in publicized reports. The disclosure of patents and copyright in
Indonesia is still deficient, being<5%. Thailand has disclosed around 50% of the copyright
and 23% of owned patents. According to Global Innovation Index (GII) 2017, Thailand

Table 2.
Extent of ICD

(five years)

ICD HCD SCD RCD
Countries and sectors N Mean SD Mean SD (%) Mean SD (%) Mean SD (%)

Thailand
Mining 75 0.75 18.68 55.50 16.93 42 64.18 13.66 36 47.32 22.70 23
Agriculture 75 0.79 17.91 58.87 16.13 42 60.32 18.61 31 59.84 20.55 27
Subtotal 150 0.77 33.60 114.37 30.17 42 124.50 30.58 33 107.16 40.71 25

Indonesia
Mining 140 0.55 45.88 79.73 42.95 44 85.59 49.77 34 62.95 44.86 22
Agriculture 90 0.45 32.11 43.37 29.25 45 51.91 33.14 39 24.42 30.07 16
Subtotal 230 0.51 72.56 123.10 67.65 44 137.50 75.97 36 87.37 69.76 20
Total 380 116.79 56.35 118.73 52.12 43 131.00 57.61 35 97.26 57.22 22

Notes: N is the number of sample x in the observed year. Percentage (%) is the percentage of disclosure in
the annual report sample
Source:Authors’ compilation
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ranked 51 and Indonesia 87, meaning Indonesia still lags on innovation. Due to the poor
innovating capabilities of human resources in Indonesia, which is led by low education,
restricting government regulations, lack of awareness on the usage of patent and copyright
and inadequate R&D in Indonesia (60%, compared to 91% for Thailand).

Both countries have almost always disclosed the share performance and the firms’ share
prices. Share’s performance is disclosed as the firm’s performance indicator while contract
and disabled customers are hardly ever disclosed. A possible explanation for this is that
both agriculture and mining industries very rarely own a franchising system in their
operations.

Next, if the significance is less than 0.1, statistically, there is a significant difference
between Indonesia and Thailand. There are only several-related terms with no differences in
disclosure among Indonesia and Thailand, e.g. management philosophy, network system,
the value of company’s shares and disabled customer. The absence of difference may
because this information being either commonly or rarely disclosed by both countries.

If there is a significant difference and the mean difference shows a positive result,
Indonesia has a higher average than Thailand and vice versa. Tables 3–5 show that
Indonesia only has better disclosure from Thailand in some-related terms such as employee
training, employee safety and health and corporate governance. It would mean that
Indonesia is more specific in disclosing these related terms than Thailand, for instance, with
numerical or financial data. Even so, an overall more negative mark than positive ones on
mean difference indicates that Thailand discloses more information (whether quantitative or
qualitative) in contrast to Indonesia. Therefore,H3 is accepted.

4.2 Panel regression analysis (Tables 7 and 8)

5. Discussion
In all ICD components, the most common form of expression is narrative. These results align
with those expressed by Beretta et al. (2019) that the ICD is more in the form of actionable
information that is not fully supported by numerical data. The conclusion of the panel model
is shown in Table 7. Table 8 presents for Indonesia and Thailand, and size significantly
affects HCD, SCD and RCD. The larger the company, the more information it discloses.
Therefore, H4 is accepted. The reason is that larger firms will have more resources and
activities to be disclosed.

Additionally, larger firms have a more complex relationship between agent and
principal, leading to a more necessary disclosure. Stakeholders will give more attention and
supervision to larger firms, which results in firms publicizing more information regarding
its legitimacy. Companies will also try to meet the interests of stakeholders through the
provided information. This result supports previous studies (Eddine et al., 2015; Taliyang
et al., 2012; Ferreira et al., 2012; Ousama et al., 2012).

In Indonesia, market share is adverse for HCD while in Thailand, it negatively affects
SCD. These results imply that H5 is failed to be accepted. In this study, market share is
calculated by dividing firm sales by industry sales. Market share indicates howmuch a firm
has dominated the market and earned public trust. When a company has obtained the
public’s attention, IC disclosure will be reduced as there is no more purpose to reveal more
information. In addition, disclosure is reduced, so the information will not be exploited to
harm the company (Bagchi et al., 2015). The difference in government demands can explain
the disparity of results between Indonesia and Thailand. For Indonesia, under the leadership
of Joko Widodo, the government is focusing more on developing human resources. It makes
companies in Indonesia disclose more of their human resources through HCD as one
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legitimation. Despite that, after earning public trust and disclosing HC as regulated by the
government, companies will reduce the less-needed HCD.

Moreover, the Thai Government encourages technology (machines), new methods and
research development in finding new or superior seeds. The new development is called
AgriTech, which uses the use of global positioning system and automation with robots.
With the same logical thinking, after gaining public trust and disclosing SC under the
government’s regulations, companies will reduce their less-urgent SCD.

The result of the regression panel reveals that minority shareholders in Indonesia do not
affect IC. The companies in Indonesia’s samples do not disclose an IC to fulfil the
information needs of minority shareholders. The result is in line with Bruggen et al. (2009).
A possible interpretation is that firms deliver the information using different means other
than annual reports so that minority shareholders do not depend on the annual report
disclosure. Conversely, in Thailand, minority shareholders positively affect RCD, which
corresponds with Orens et al. (2009), which found a connection between disclosure and
information asymmetry amongst the majority and minority shareholders. Thus, H6 is
accepted for Thailand’s companies. When the number of minority shareholders is high,
information asymmetry will be greater. This gap of information causes minority
shareholders to demand more returns. To figure out the gap, disclosure is indispensable to
reduce asymmetry information.

This research found that profitability positively influences HCD in Indonesia while in
Thailand, it positively affects HCD and SCD. Therefore, H7 is accepted. This result
corresponds with signaling theory, where the company with enormous profit will signal to
stakeholders to inform the favorable firm performance in reaching profitability. It is to
reduce the possibility of share value being undervalued. This study also discovered that
firms with high profitability would disclose more IC, especially on HC (in Indonesia and
Thailand) and SC (in Thailand). Furthermore, Domínguez (2012) found that companies with
enormous profitability will pay more attention to the social environment, whether internally
(employees) or externally, to maintain sustainability. Consequently, firms will disclose more
information related to employees in HCD. This study supports Khlif and Souissi (2010) and
Eddine et al. (2015).

Leverage does not significantly affect ICD in Indonesia and Thailand; thusH8 is failed to
be accepted. It is in line with previous studies by Ferreira et al. (2012), Whiting and
Woodcock (2011), Ousama et al. (2012) and Eddine et al. (2015), but different from studies by
Rashid et al. (2012), Bagchi et al. (2015) and Kamardin et al. (2017). Creditors may see more
from the financial report than IC disclosure, as they prioritize a firm’s capability to pay its

Table 8.
Panel regression

Indonesia Thailand
Variables HCD SCD RCD HCD SCD RCD

Firm size 0.297 *** 0.106 *** 0.099 ** 0.487 *** 0.578 *** 0.516 ***
Market share �0.720 *** 0.148 0.628 �0.468 �4.815 *** �0.342
Minority shareholder 0.007 �0.109 �0.010 �0.190 0.294 0.733 ***
Profitability 0.183 ** 0.027 �0.040 0.511 ** 0.583 *** �0.056
Leverage �0.002 0.000 �0.001 0.018 0.016 0.016
p-value (F) 0.000 *** 0.005 *** 0.098 * 0.000 *** 0.000 *** 0.000 ***
Adjusted R2 0.501 0.152 0.171 0.194 0.394 0.219

Notes: statistical significance is at the following levels: *** = 1%; ** = 5%; * = 10%
Source:Authors’ compilation
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debts to creditors. The annual report, which exhibits financial data, can represent a firm’s
financial risks. Accordingly, non-financial data, i.e. IC, becomes less interesting for creditors.
Moreover, the existence of contracts like debt covenants, which monitor managers’
activities, is one reason ICD does not solve the conflict of interest between debt holders and
management (Nazir et al., 2012; Silva et al., 2013). There is a possibility that firms do not use
only annual reports and other media to communicate with debt holders to mitigate conflicts
and reduce agency costs (Ousama et al., 2012).

Cuozzo et al. (2017) stated that empirical findings on the factors influencing ICD are very
mixed. Various findings such as company size, business concentration, profitability can
increase, decrease or even not affect the ICD. In general, there is no coherent argument to
show a strong relationship between the company’s financial performance and the
company’s motivation to be more likely to withhold IC information or disclose it (Schaper
et al., 2017; Cuozzo et al., 2017). In addition, there is a need to rise the internal awareness of
directors and management about the role of IC It is also important for increasing the internal
awareness of managers and physicians about the importance and role of IC (Dameri and
Ferrando, 2021). The awareness may lead to a better understanding of management to
improve the performance of IC as the firm’s intangible asset and disclose the IC activities
and performance as a communication media to stakeholders.

6. Managerial implication
In Thailand, the results show that companies in the agricultural sector have a higher quality
of disclosure in HCD and RCD; meanwhile, mining companies have a higher quality of
disclosure regarding SCD. The opposite is found in Indonesia. For the three ICD
components, a higher quality of disclosure was found in mining companies. Overall, the
number of items disclosed in each component of the ICD is also seen to be higher for
agricultural companies in Thailand and higher for mining companies in Indonesia. These
findings indicate that agricultural companies in Thailand have a higher interest in ICD than
mining companies. On the other hand, mining companies in Indonesia pay more attention to
the disclosure of intellectual capital.

The development of the agricultural industry in Indonesia is lagging behind Thailand
(OECD-FAO, 2017). Thailand is well-known as one of the countries with advanced plant
cultivation technology. Using research and technological engineering involving world
experts and experts, Thailand uses superior seeds to produce superior agricultural products.
After conducting various research to obtain productive and efficient seeds, these superior
seeds are produced in government programs, raja programs, private programs and
university programs (OECD-FAO, 2017).

Although no mining company from Indonesia has crossed the market capitalization limit
of US$5.3bn and entered the category of the world’s 40 largest mining companies in 2017,
the mining industry in Indonesia has also shown good performance as commodity prices
recover and increase in commodity demand globally (PWC Indonesia, 2018).

In both industry and country, the highest quality disclosure is found in the SCD
component. The highest quality score is when numerical and financial data support the
disclosures. The SC items are very supportive for companies to disclose down to the
numerical and financial levels, for example, the number of patents and copyrights,
organizational and management structure and corporate governance. In this regard,
Thailand is also superior to Indonesia. It may be due to Indonesia’s low innovation index
compared to Thailand (GII, 2017). It should be the concern of the Indonesian Government,
especially in the agricultural industry. The increasing number of government grants for
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universities to conduct research and community service can help answer Indonesia’s
backwardness in innovation.

The results showed that the more prominent and higher the company’s profitability, the
better the ICD quality. The company is considered more capable of providing more
disclosure, both in narrative information and even numerical and financial data. This study
also indicates that companies with a high market share will reduce HCD and SCD.When the
company has gained the public trust and a good reputation, it will be better for the company
to reveal how the company manages human resources and SC, such as training, capacity
building, employee retention, corporate governance and corporate capital management. It
will further strengthen investor confidence in the company.

7. Conclusion
This study examines the factors that affect ICD in sectors of agriculture and mining in
Thailand and Indonesia. The content analysis method is used on 75 mining annual reports and
75 annual agriculture reports in Thailand and 140 annual reports of mining and 90 annual
agriculture reports in Indonesia. The period of observation is in 2013–2017. This study finds an
increase of ICD during the research period and that both countries have similar patterns in IC
disclosure, with HC being the most common disclosure followed by SC and RC. On the whole,
Thailand discloses more information (both quantitative and qualitative) compared to
Indonesia. The main finding is that firm size influences ICD in Thailand and Indonesia while
market shares affect HCD in Indonesia and HCD in Thailand. Minority shareholders do not
significantly influence ICD in Indonesia but affect SCD in Thailand. In Indonesia, a firm’s
higher profitability means higher HCD while in Thailand, it increases HCD and SCD. This
research finds that leverage does not affect ICD, both in Indonesia and Thailand.

This research contributes to previous studies on IC, especially in mining and agriculture,
which have not been explored before. Longitudinal and multinational approaches contribute
to previous research, which only used single-year and single-country approaches. A more
extensive IC disclosure will create transparency between a company and its stakeholders
and convince potential investors. Because of this, the government should start pushing
businesses to disclose IC by implementing rules or regulations, so businesses can have a
competitive edge in facing business competition, particularly in the era of AEC.

This study has several limitations. For instance, it only uses the annual report to
understand IC both in qualitative and quantitative ways. Future research studies should use
other media to regard IC, such as the company website. There is a possibility that firms use
different means to disclose their IC. This study also uses the content analysis methodmanually,
where the scores’ determining is based on researchers’ judgment. Future studies may double-
check by using software and reading manually. The application of content analysis can also be
accompanied by other methods such as questionnaires and interviews. Future studies can also
use other variables, like corporate governance, to complement this study.
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