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ABSTRACT
This study examines the extent of, and factors influencing, energy disclosure in Malaysia. We
content analysed the annual reports of top 100 energy intensive companies for the year 2014.
Using resource-based theory, we analysed if companies' tangible and intangible resources as
well as human capabilities determine the extent of energy disclosure. Overall, the disclosure
is low with an average 'occurrence' of energy-related information of 3.53. We also find that
the ‘Top Brand Value’ companies and companies with a larger number of directors serving
on the board tend to provide greater energy disclosures. However, other variables - in
particular tangible resources - have no significant influence. The findings provide tentative
evidence to support the arguments of resource-based theory.
Keywords: energy reporting, resource-based theory, Malaysia.
INTRODUCTION
The world economic and industrial development brings along negative environmental
impacts such as climate change and global warming (Akbas and Canikli, 2014). The rising
use of fossil fuels continues to increase energy-related carbon-dioxide (CO2) emissions. A
report by International Energy Agency (2013) indicates that the Southeast Asia’s energyrelated CO2 emissions had almost doubled, from 1.2 gigatonnes (Gt) in 2011 to 2.3 Gt in
2035, or from 3.7% to 6.1% of global emissions. Additionally, the total electricity net
consumption had increased from 109.834 billion kWh in the year 2010 to 115.338 billion
kWh in the year 2011 (International Energy Outlook, 2014).
Malaysia is an example of developing country in the East Asian region as there is rapid
growth in the economic environment (Arshad et al., 2012). It is known as the world's secondlargest exporter of liquefied natural gas and the second-largest oil and natural gas producer in
Southeast Asia as reported in the website of U.S Energy Information and Administration. In
year 2012, the electricity production in Malaysia stood at 118 billion kWh and consumption
at 112 billion kWh. The growing electricity demand has spurred the use of fuels such as coal,
oil, and gas. Commercial and residential buildings alone accounted for about 13% of total
energy consumption and 48% of electricity consumption in Malaysia (Al-Mofleh et al.,
2009). The increase in the consumption of energy and fossil fuels will eventually lead to
emissions released to the atmosphere. Hence, estimation of energy consumption for operating
household appliances, savings of energy under policy intervention, and emission of
poisonous gases in a fast developing country deserve academic attention (Saidur et al., 2007).
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Among the mechanisms that have been instituted by the government of Malaysia to mitigate
the emissions build up are energy efficiency and the use of renewable energy. For example,
Sustainability Achieved via Energy efficiency (SAVE) was introduced in 2011 to encourage
the purchase of energy efficient equipment to initiate market development of energy efficient
appliances by giving rebates. Moreover, the establishment of Sustainable Energy
Development Authority Malaysia (SEDA) and Green Technology Financing Scheme (GTFS)
are examples of government initiatives regarding renewable energy. In a similar vein,
companies are expected to undertake initiatives to reduce their environmental impacts from
energy-related activities and to report them to the public. The reporting of such information
can be done through annual reports, stand-alone sustainability reports, and the websites.
Unlike the literature on generic environmental reporting and later on carbon reporting, there
are limited studies focusing on the reporting of energy information. To date, only Maneschijn
et al. (2014) focused specifically on energy reporting; however it is not conducted on
Malaysia. Additionally, most of prior literature in social and environmental reporting had
relied on legitimacy theory to explain the reporting practice. The use of alternative theoretical
lens is thus needed.
The objectives of this study are twofold. Firstly, it aims to explore the extent of energy
disclosure made by energy intensive companies in Malaysia. In this regard, a checklist
instrument is constructed to measure the quantity of energy related items being reported in
the annual reports, stand-alone reports and also the corporate websites. Secondly, using
resource based theory, it aims to examine the influence of tangible and intangible resources
as well as human capabilities on the extent of energy disclosure.
The study is pertinent for several reasons. This study will be the first attempt in providing
evidence of energy reporting in Malaysia. In so doing, it adds to the body of knowledge
which had placed greater emphasis on the reporting of general environmental information and
carbon information. It also contributes in using resource-based theory as an alternative
explanation for the disclosure practice. The constructed checklist instrument could be used by
researchers for conducting further studies and for companies to identify the information they
might consider for reporting. Finally, the findings will provide indication for the policy
makers to revisit the requirements for energy reporting in Malaysia hence to improve the
existing energy-related policy frameworks.
The remaining sections of the paper are structured as follows. Section 2.0 provides the
discussion of related literature and hypotheses development. Section 3.0 presents the research
methods. Section 4.0 discusses the findings. Section 5.0 concludes the paper.
LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
Literature review
Malaysian government has embarked on various strategies to enhance its’ energy-based
initiatives. The most prominent strategy is the introduction of various energy based policies.
Among those are the introduction of National Energy Policy (1979), National Depletion
Policy (1980), National Biofuel Policy (2006), National Green Technology Policy (2009),
and National Renewable Energy Policy (2010). Currently, a final draft of National Energy
Efficiency Action Plan is introduced in January 2014. The plan outlines strategic actions that
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are needed for an effective and efficient implementation of energy efficiency programs. The
introduction of National Green Technology Policy (2011-2015) provide details on the
strategy to restructure the energy subsidies on natural gas and electricity used by industry
sector as well as discounted energy pricing mechanism for selected industrial users. With
several energy policies being implemented by the government that acts on behalf of the
public, this means a company is now being bequeathed with legitimacy based on its ability to
operate within the bounds imposed by the society in order to enjoy continued access to
products and resource markets (Campbell et al., 2003). Corporate reporting, therefore, has
become one of the strategies used by companies to educate the public or to communicate the
changes that have been made, in response to the pressure made by the government/public to
contribute to energy-based initiative. Nonetheless, with financial reporting being the center of
attention since the existence accounting, the reporting of non-financial based information in
Malaysia has only been made compulsory in year 2007 with the mandatory requirement of
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) reporting to all Malaysian public listed companies
(PLCs) (Sulaiman et al., 2014).
Prior studies on climate change reporting (see for example De Aguiar and Bebbington, 2014;
Ahmad and Hossain, 2015), CSR reporting (see for example Othman and Ameer, 2009;
Salleh et al., 2010) and environmental reporting (see for example Ienchu et al., 2012;
Sulaiman et al., 2014) are among studies that have evaluated companies disclosure, in
response to pressure resulting from social contract, in different forms of corporate reports.
Most of these studies have also incorporated energy based information as part of the
information being evaluated. A CSR reporting study conducted by Ahmad et al. (2003), for
example, reported only small minority (1 percent) of companies in industrial sector disclose
information related to on energy. Nonetheless, with energy-based information being
incorporated with other types of sustainability information, the analysis can be regarded as
being very limited. To the knowledge of this study, there is only one study that put a specific
focus on energy reporting and it is conducted by Maneschijn et al. (2014). This study which
is based in South African developed a guideline for the development and implementation of
effective energy reporting. Unfortunately, Maneschijn et al. (2014) only focuses on preparing
a special energy report for a company’ energy management system that may not be able to
represent overall energy initiatives implemented by the company. Taking into consideration
the importance of energy conservation issue in Malaysian and the lack of focus on energy
reporting per se, it is the objective of this study to provide a close examination of energy
information reported by top energy intensive companies in Malaysia.

Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses Development
Resource-Based Theory
The resource based theory (RBT) serves as the theoretical foundation of this study. The
general argument for this theory is that companies need to have resources for them to
implement any strategies and to achieve competitive advantage. In this regard, previous
scholars have attempted to categorise the resources. Russo and Fouts (1997) classified
resources into (1) physical assets and technology, (2) human resources and organisational
capabilities and (3) intangible resources such as reputation and organisation’s political
acumen. Das and Teng (2000) identified two major types of resources: (1) property-based
resources and (2) knowledge-based resources. Branco and Rodrigues (2006) suggested the
following categories of resources: (1) tangible resources (financial assets and physical
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assets); (2) intangible resources and capabilities (intellectual property assets, organisational
assets, and reputational assets).
In this study, we consider the following: (1) tangible resources (Russo and Fouts, 1997), (2)
intangible resources, including corporate reputation (Russo and Fouts (1997), (3) capabilities,
including human resources (Wright and McMahan, 1992; Barney, 1991; Russo and Fouts,
1997). In essence, companies with tangible resources (profitability, leverage, and financial
slack), reputation, and human capabilities (board size, CEO with international experience,
and board with international experience) tend to provide greater extent of energy disclosures.

Hypotheses Development
Profitability
Sulaiman et al. (2014) expected that a company with good profitability is perceived to have
more resources to provide better quality environmental disclosure. Accordingly, companies
with higher profitability may increase the quality of environmental disclosure primarily as
they have better means and opportunities as compared to companies with lower profitability.
A number of previous studies revealed negative findings on the relationship between
profitability and energy reporting. Sulaiman et al. (2014) concluded that profitability had no
significant relationship with the quality of environmental reporting. Toppinen et al. (2012)
also found no statistically significant association between profitability and voluntary
disclosures for the sample companies. One explanation could be the use of single profitability
indicator (ROCE) and the cross-sectional nature of data in the study.
Nevertheless, the following researchers reached opposing conclusions (Qiu et al., 2014; Luo
et al., 2013). Luo et al. (2013) who studied on carbon disclosure argued that profitable firms
are less constrained by financial resources in making green decisions and directly enhance
their economic performance as compared to less profitable firms. Qiu et al. (2014) also found
being profitable firms have the resources and the willingness to commit to investments in the
social arena. The study concludes that profitable firms make higher social disclosure
compared to environmental disclosure and higher combined social and environmental
disclosure. Based on these arguments, we develop the following hypothesis:
H1: Profitability is associated with the extent of energy disclosure
Leverage
Clarkson et al. (2008) suggested that firms with high leverage may not be able to absorb the
adverse financial impact of disclosing energy information, due to high financial risk inherent
in such disclosures. Luo et al. (2013) revealed that firms in developing countries with higher
leverage are less likely to disclose carbon information. Firms with poor financial condition
tend to less disclose and bear the consequences of revealing proprietary carbon information.
The level of average is negatively associated with disclosure, due to a heavier liability for
debt and interest repayment would restrict a firm’s ability to undertake strategies for carbon
reduction and disclosures and high leverage firms would be more sensitive to carbonprevention expenditures.
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Thus, the following hypothesis is developed:
H2: Leverage is associated with the extent of energy disclosure
Organisational Slack
Nohria and Gulati (1996) refer slack as the pool of resources in an organisation that is in
excess of the minimum necessary to produce a given level of organisational output. When an
excess of available resources exists, businesses are able to invest in socially responsible
activities, such as energy reporting, which may enhance the corporate social and
environmental performance (Elsayed, 2006). Companies with more slack resources have a
wider variety of strategic options compared to a company that have limited resources (Yol
Lee and Rhee, 2007). Bansal (2005) recommended that organizational slack allows
organisations to engage in creative practices. Whereas inadequate of slack resources limits
business flexibility, thus hindering its performance and response to institutional pressures on
timely issues such as climate change.
Yol Lee and Rhee (2007) found that slack resources have positive relationship with corporate
environmental strategies. Bansal (2005)’s finding shows a positive relationship between
organisational slack and corporate sustainability. Recent scholars however found contrary
evidence. Amran et al. (2016) indicate that organisational slack is inversely related to climate
change business strategy. Darus et al. (2014) posits negative relationship between
organisational slack on corporate social responsibility (CSR) of financial institutions in
Malaysia. Accordingly, Arshad et al. (2012) find inverse relationship between organisational
slack and two types of environmental disclosure; annual report and corporate websites.
The following hypothesis is developed:
H3: Organisational slack is associated with the extent of energy disclosure
Corporate Reputation
Corporate reputation is arguably one of the most important intangible assets that provide
competitive advantage (Toms, 2002). A good corporate reputation is important to firm
performance and such resource is more likely to be valuable and inimitable when society
demands a cleaner environment (Russo and Fouts, 1997).
Cao et al. (2012) provided evidence that companies with higher reputations are less likely to
misstate their financial statements. Zeng et al. (2012) argue that a company which aims to
convey a better image and value its public reputation among stakeholders is more likely to
voluntarily disclose environmental information. On the other hand, Steverman (2010) gave an
example of British Petroleum (BP), receiving high marks from many influential CSR and
sustainability rating agencies between 2001 and 2009, was responsible for the Deepwater
Horizon oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, the worst environmental disaster in the U.S. history.
Therefore, we develop the following hypothesis:
H4: Corporate reputation is associated with the extent of energy disclosure
Board size
The board size affects the monitoring ability of the boards and that larger board sizes are
often believed to be more capable of monitoring the actions of top management (Amran et al.
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2016) as it will increase the communication problems and cost of poor decision making
Mohamad Taha, 2013) . A larger board size is assumed to consist of directors with different
backgrounds such as education, industrial, knowledge and skills. The combination of various
knowledge and skills could help to improve the quality of actions or decisions made. Thus,
the hypothesis is developed as follow:
H5: Board size is associated with the extent of energy disclosure
CEO/Board of directors with international experience
CEO represents one of the unique resources who lead the organisation by formulating
business strategy and implement strategies towards strategic competitive advantage (Slater
and Dixon-Fowler, 2009). Wei and Ling (2015) opined that CEOs/boards who have working
experience at foreign firms possess higher levels of corporate entrepreneurship than those
with CEOs/boards who have worked only at domestic firms. As international assignments
mostly hold more responsibility, executives experience higher levels of autonomy, which
may instill higher confidence levels (Suutari and Mäkelä, 2007). The international experience
which they have gained enabled them to develop a set of best practice based on their
collective learning in prior working assignment (Bansal, 2005).
Bansal (2005) further argued CEO/boards with international experience could build up the
best practice based on their knowledge obtained from different countries. This is supported
by other past studies that have indicated that CEOs’ international experience positively
impacts business performance (Carpenter et al., 2001; Slater and Dixon-Fowler, 2009). Such
experience is considered as tacit knowledge, represent the strategic value for the business and
directly leading to higher business performance (Carpenter et al., 2001). Arshad et al. (2012)
found that international experience of CEO /boards is significantly positively related to the
extent of environmental reporting in corporate websites.
This is however not the case in Amran et al. (2016). The authors found a negative association
and argued that CEO/board with international experience does not have any advantage over
locally experience CEO in formulating climate change business strategy. Additionally, Darus
et al. (2014) found a negative relationship between foreign exposure of top management on
corporate social responsibility (CSR) of financial institutions in Malaysia.
Hence, the hypothesis is developed as follow:
H6: CEO with international experience is associated with the extent of energy disclosure
H7: Board of directors with international experience is associated with the extent of energy
disclosure

RESEARCH METHODS
Sample selection
The sample for this study is public listed companies which are among the energy producers
and energy intensive industries. The industries classified as energy intensive industries are
energy production, wood, glass, rubber, pulp and paper, food, cement, ceramic, iron, steel,
chemical, textile, aluminum, and transportation. Table 1 below provides the classification of
industries based on their energy intensity according to prior literature.
[Type here]
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Industry

References

Iron & steel

Song & Oh (2015); Liddle (2012); Saygin et al.(2011)

Cement

Li et al. (2014); Napp et al. (2014); Campana et al. (2013)

Chemical

Liddle (2012); Bassi & Yudken (2011); Saygin et al. (2011)

Pulp & paper

Song & Oh (2015); Liddle (2012); Saygin et al., (2011)

Textile

Bassi et al. (2012); Palamutcu (2010)

Aluminum

Li et al. (2014); Liddle, (2012); Bassi & Yudken, (2011)

Oil & gas

Song & Oh (2015); Li et al. (2014); Campana et al. (2013)

Electricity & heat

Li et al. (2014); Bassi et al. (2012)

Ceramic

Li et al. (2014)

Glass

Campana et al. (2013)

Wood

Paramonova et al. (2015)

Coal mining

Levesque et al. (2014)

Transport

Lin & Xie (2014)

Table 1: Energy intensive industries

Since the classification of the industry based on Bursa Malaysia is different, we contacted the
officer at Bursa Malaysia to provide a list of companies based on their core activities
according to market capitalisation. From the list, we selected the top 100 companies based on
the arguments in the literature that companies that are large are more visible to the public
hence expected to provide greater disclosures.

Data Collection Procedures
In conducting this research, the data were extracted from the annual reports, stand-alone
reports and also corporate web reports. The annual and stand-alone reports of these
companies were accessed through website of Bursa Malaysia and the companies’ websites.
We used all these media since energy disclosure is considered a new area – both in literature
and practice – and to ensure that the disclosure is comprehensive (Unerman, 2000). Data for
the year 2014 were used because they are the most recent data available at the
commencement of this research.

Energy Disclosure Instrument
To achieve the first objective in this study, energy disclosure checklist instrument is
constructed. The development of this instrument involved scrutinising preliminary indexes of
energy efficiency and renewable energy through a review of previous literature (Kansal et al.,
2014; Abdullah et al., 2011; Buniamin, 2010) and Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)
indicators that are relevant to energy efficiency and renewable energy
Table 2 below shows a self-developed checklist instrument which suits the Malaysian context
on energy.
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No.

Items

Indicators
1 Report total energy consumption within the organisation in joules or multiples
2

Report energy consumed outside of the organisation, in joules or multiples

1

Energy
consumption
organisation

3

Report on energy usage by types (Coal, electricity, etc)

4

Report on energy use by facility or segment level

5

Report the energy intensity ratio

1

Development / Usage of energy-efficient products and services
Procedures related to training and raising awareness in relation to the society
aspects
Have a clear target on energy conservation

of

2
2

3

4

Initiative to reduce
energy consumption

Energy governance
& ethics

Energy
based
achievement
&
awards

3
4
5

Disclose relevant technologies (energy management system)
Participation in voluntary environmental initiatives endorsed by Ministry of
Energy, Green Technologies & Water (MEGTW) or other organisation

1

Disclosing company's policy on energy

2

Disclosing governance structure related to energy including committees
[Sustainability and Transformational Management Office] (TMO)

3

Disclose the organisation's values, principles, standards, and norms of behavior
related to energy

1

Receiving an award for an energy conservation programme (Environment, etc)

2

Comparison of energy consumption with previous year or reduction target
level
Report on total energy saving due to direct conservation activities

3

Report the reductions in the energy requirements of sold products and services

1

Disclosure on the use of renewable energy sources

2

Disclosure on investment in RE

3

Acquisition of renewable energy certificates

1

Any other energy disclosures not fitting the items above

1
5

Reduction of energy
consumption

6

Renewable energy

7

Other disclosure

Table 2: Energy disclosure checklist instrument

Measurement of variables
For this research, the dependent variable is the extent of energy reporting, while the
independent variables consist of variables representing the resources available to the
companies. We also included two additional variables asset newness and capital intensity as
control variables since these two variables have been used in the past to proxy for
environmental performance. High asset newness and capital intensity indicate greater
proportion of investment in new technologies that might be more environmentally friendly
(see Clarkson et al., 2008). Table 3 below summarises the measurement of variables.
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Variables

Measurement of variables

References

Occurrence (how many times the
energy related information being
mentioned)

x

Dependent Variables
Extent of Energy
Reporting

x

Michelon
and
(2012)
Buniamin (2010)

x
x
x

Qiu et al. (2014)
Sulaiman et al. (2014)
Luo et al. (2013)

x

Luo et al. (2013)

x
x

Amran et al. (2016)
Darus et al. (2014)

x

Arshad et al. (2012)

x
x

Yol Lee & Rhee (2007)
Bansal (2005)

x

Zeng et al., (2012)

Number of board members

x

Buniamin et al. (2008)

International experience CEO /
Chairman = 1; No international
experience = 0

x Darus et al. (2014)
x Amran, et al. (2016)
x Arshad et al., (2012)

Percentage of board members with
international experience of the total
board of directors

x
x
x

Amran et al. (2016)
Darus et al. (2014)
Arshad et al. (2012)

x

Clarkson et al., (2008)

x

Clarkson et al., (2008)

Independent Variables
Resource Based Variables
Return on asset (ROA)
Profitability

= Net Income : Total Asset
Debt to equity ratio

Leverage

[Ratio of total debt divided by total
assets]

Organisational
Slack

Current ratio [Ratio of current assets
to current liabilities] (CA:CL)

Corporate Brand Value
Companies listed in the Top 100
companies of brand value = 1

Corporate
Reputation

Companies not listed in the Top 100
companies of brand value = 0
Board size
CEO
International
Experience

with

Board of directors
with International
Experience
Control Variables

Asset Newness

Ratio of net properties, plant and
equipment
divided by the gross properties, plant
and equipment

Capital Intensity

Ratio of capital spending divided by
total sales revenues

Table 3: Summary of variables
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Regression model
The following regression model is used to examine the relationship between the extent of
energy reporting and resource-based theory elements which comprise profitability, leverage,
organizational slack, corporate reputation, board size, CEO with international experience,
boards of directors with international experience, and control variables.
EREP = β0 + β1ROA + β2LEV + β3SLACK + β4REPUT + β5BSIZE + β6CEOEXP + β7BEXP +
β8NEWNESS + β8CAPIN + ε
Where:
EREP
ROA
LEV
SLACK
REPUT
BSIZE
CEOEXP
BEXP
NEWNESS
CAPIN
ε

: Level of Energy Reporting
: Intercept
: Profitability
: Leverage
: Organisational Slack
: Corporate Reputation
: Board size
: CEO / Chairman with international experience
: Board of directors with international experience
: Asset Newness
: Capital Intensity
: Disturbance term

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
This section presents the findings from the descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and
regression analysis.
Descriptive statistics
Table 4 depicts the descriptive statistics for the variables used in estimation. Based on the
table, the extent of energy disclosure among the sample companies is low with an average
occurrence of 3.530. Additionally, the majority of the sample companies consist of profitable
(ROA = 0.415), highly leveraged (LEV = 1.398), and positive working capital (SLACK =
2.734) companies. Top Brand companies make up only 19% of the sample (REPUT). In
regards to human capabilities, the average number of board members is 8, with 59% of the
CEO and 44.7% of the board members have international experience. For control variables
representing the degree of environmental performance, NEWNESS and CAPIN, due to the
nature of the companies which are high energy intensive, the sample can be considered as
having high impact to the environment, with means of 0.655 and 0.807, respectively.
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Panel A: Descriptive statistics of continuous variables used in estimation
Variable
Mean
Median
Q1
EREP
3.530
1.000
0.000
ROA
0.415
0.060
0.025
LEV
1.398
0.465
0.138
SLACK
2.734
1.655
1.113
BSIZE
8.490
8.000
7.000
BEXP
0.447
0.500
3.000
NEWNESS
0.655
0.637
0.498
CAPIN
0.807
0.426
0.248

Q3
4.750
0.100
0.878
2.453
10.000
6.000
0.793
1.106

Std dev
5.290
0.207
7.121
6.409
2.1630
0.2138
0.2632
1.4129

Panel B: Distribution of categorical variables
1
0
Variable
N
%
N
%
REPUT
19
19
81
81
CEO_EXP
59
59
41
41
This table presents descriptive statistics of the dependent and independent variables used in
correlation and regression analyses. Statistics are presented for the full sample of 100 companies.

Table 4: Descriptive statistics of continuous variables
Correlation analysis
Correlation analysis was conducted to determine whether there is a multicollinearity problem
that could influence the regression analysis. Table 5 provides the results of the correlation
statistics with Pearson above the diagonal and Spearman’s rho, below. This is a two-tailed
test of significance. There appears to be no serious multicollinearity issues among the
independent variables. According to Field (2013), a coefficient correlation of greater than, or
equal to, (≥) 0.80 indicates there is cause for concern. Based on the table below, the highest
coefficient is 0.505 (p = 0.000) which is between ROA and SLACK.
EREP
EREP

-

ROA

-0.080

LEV
SLACK

ROA

LEV

0.040
-

0.071

-0.433**

-0.097

0.505**

REPUT

0.356**

BSIZE

0.356**

CEOEXP

0.008

BEXP

0.158

NEWNESS
CAPIN

SLACK

REPUT

BSIZE

CEOEXP

-0.060

-0.010

0.431**

0.318**

-0.013

0.093

0.060

-0.043

-0.074

0.008

0.025

0.214

-0.120

-0.193

0.041

0.042

0.136

-0.036

-0.108

0.095

0.193

0.082

-0.055

-

-0.079

-0.201*

-0.092

-0.147

0.083

-0.097

0.174

0.093

0.195

-0.005

0.015

-0.014

-0.467**

BEXP

NEWNESS

CAPIN

-0.112

0.144

-0.118

-

0.056

0.081

-0.139

0.193

-

0.029

0.015

0.160

-0.102

0.099

0.030

0.093

0.063

-

0.471**

-0.034

0.093

-0.232*

0.108

-0.071

0.191

-0.020

0.477**

-

-0.095

0.046

0.074

-0.123

0.185

-0.047

-0.002

0.004

0.089

-0.128

0.216*

-0.145

0.131

0.370**

-0.002

-0.074

0.048

0.006

-

0.124

0.025

-

This table presents the correlation statistics for the dependent and independent variables used in multivariate
analyses. Statistics are presented for the full sample of 100 companies. * and ** represent significance levels
(two-tailed) at 5 percent and 1 percent, respectively.

Table 5: Correlation statistics for dependent and independent variables
Regression analysis
Table 6 presents the results of the linear regression (OLS). Each variable’s unstandardised
coefficients and p-values (two-tailed) and each model’s adjusted R2 and F statistic are
provided. Based on the table, the only significant variables are REPUT and BSIZE. These
indicate that Top Brand companies and companies with larger board size provided greater
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energy disclosures. This is consistent with the argument of resource-based theory. However,
other variables are not statistically significant. The adjusted R2 indicates that the variables
included in the model are able to explain 19 % of the variation in the extent of energy
reporting.
β
p-value
Constant
-4.449
0.106
ROA
-0.629
0.802
LEV
-0.307
0.603
SLACK
0.059
0.459
REPUT
5.038
0.000**
BSIZE
0.682
0.007**
CEOEXP
-0.813
0.475
BEXP
2.083
0.449
NEWNESS
1.581
0.407
CAPIN
-0.365
0.307
N
100
Model F stat
3.470
Adj. R2
0.190**
∗Significance level (two-tailed) at the 5% level.
∗∗Significance level (two-tailed) at the 1% level

Table 6: Results of the OLS regression

CONCLUSION
This study examines the extent of energy disclosures among the largest energy intensive
companies in Malaysia and the factors influencing the disclosure practices. Overall, there is a
low level of disclosure on energy among the companies. This provides several implications.
First, considering that the sample companies are from the energy intensive industries, this
situation is alarming. In the age of climate change, public would like to know what initiatives
companies have taken to mitigate, and adapt to, this problem. Such a low disclosure among
the sample companies might indicate the overall level of disclosure of companies in
Malaysia. Second, the findings of this study also suggest that, if left alone, companies in
Malaysia would not disclose beyond what is required by the laws and accounting standards.
The disclosure of environmental information (including energy related), although is
mandatory, the volume, nature and type are very much the discretion of the companies. This
might suggest for more refined guideline for reporting to ensure a more comprehensive,
comparable and consistent information.
The findings should be interpreted with caution. Firstly, the sample size is small and the
industry is limited. Future studies might consider increasing the sample size and including
companies from low energy intensive industries to enhance the generalizability of the
findings. Secondly, the measure for energy reporting only considers the quantity of
information being reported (i.e. occurrence). The examination of quality of such information,
either quantitative or qualitative, might provide better understanding of the disclosure
practice. Finally, we have not considered the influence of physical resources (e.g., total
assets) and human capabilities (e.g., board age, board tenure). The inclusion of these
additional variables is expected to improve the ability of the regression model to explain the
variation in the disclosure.
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