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Abstrak: Isomorfisme Mimetik sebagai Alasan Pembuatan Laporan
Keberlanjutan. Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk menguji apakah perusa-
haan di Indonesia membuat laporan keberlanjutan karena isomorfis-
me mimetik dan apakah pemegang saham menghargai laporan keberlan-
jutan tersebut. Regresi logistik dan regresi efek tetap digunakan sebagai
metode pada perusahaan nonkeuangan yang terdaftar pada tahun 2014-
2016 di Bursa Efek Indonesia. Penelitian ini menunjukkan bahwa ketika
perusahaan di Indonesia membuat laporan keberlanjutan berdasarkan iso-
morfisme mimetik, investor meresponnya dengan hati-hati. Mereka sangat
cermat dalam merespon setiap informasi yang tersedia. Oleh karena itu,
perusahaan harus menunjukkan kepedulian mereka pada CSR dengan
kualitas laporan keberlanjutan mereka.

31 Desember 2019

Kata kunci:

Abstract: Mimetic Isomorphism as a Reason for Preparing Sustain-
ability Report. This study aims to examine whether companies in Indo -

nesia make sustainability reports because of mimetic isomorphism and

firm value,
mimetic isomorphism,
sustainability report

whether shareholders appreciate the sustainability report. Logistic regres-
sion and permanent regression are used as a method for non-financial
companies listed in 2014-2016 on the Indonesia Stock Exchange. This re-

search shows that when companies in Indonesia produce sustainability
reports based on mimetic isomorphism, investors respond carefully. They
They are meticulous in responding to every available information. Therefore,

tainability reports

companies must show their concern for CSR with the quality of their sus-
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tainbility Report. Jurnal Akuntansi Multiparadigma, 10(3), 433-447. https://doi.org/10.21776/ub.ja-
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Sustainability report has become more
popular during the last decade. KPMG sur-
vey in 2017 reveals that there is now wide-
spread acceptance of the benefits of vo-
luntary corporate responsibility report. As
sustainability report is still voluntary report
in Indonesia, the benefit of making sustain-
ability report is bigger than other countries
which have mandated all companies to make
sustainability report. Researches show that
voluntary report signals positive informa-
tion more than mandatory report (Crawford

& Williams, 2010; Ernstberger, Link, Stich,
& Vogler, 2017; Jain, Keneley, & Thomson,
2015). One of the benefit of making sustain-
ability report is increase in company value.
Because making standalone sustainability
report is costly (Myllyviita, Antikainen, & Le-
skinen, 2017; Thorne, Mahoney, & Manetti,
2014), voluntary standalone sustainabili-
ty report signals companies’ care for social
responsibility, more than attached CSR re-
port (Berthelot, Coulmont, & Serret, 2012;
Cho, Michelon, & Patten, 2012; Dhaliwal, Li,
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& Tsang, 2011; Patten & Zhao, 2014). This
condition increases company value (Kuzey
& Uyar, 2017; Lys, Naughton, & Wang,
2015; Peters & Romi, 2015). Voluntary
sustainability report signals companies’ care
for social responsibility because signaling
theory indicates that companies do not get
any pressure to make those report (Braam,
Weerd, Hauck, & Huijbregts, 2016; Galle-
go-Alvarez & Ortas, 2017). However, it is im-
possible that companies do not get pressure
from their surroundings, especially in terms
of sustainability reporting. Amoako, Lord, &
Dixon (2017) and Herremans & Nazari (2016)
find that companies make sustainability re-
port as their respond to external pressure.
The external pressure is responded by one
company in an industry. Seeing legitima-
cy that the company get from sustainability
report, other companies are mimicking the
company by making sustainability report.
Although signaling theory indicates that
voluntary report is not easy to be imitated,
companies are willing to pay more in order
to reduce negative image and get legitimacy
by making sustainability report (Fatmawati,
Astuti, & Suhardjanto, 2018; Wicaksono &
Kholid, 2019). Neo-institutional theory calls
this behavior as mimetic isomorphism.

Neo-institutional theory describes how
companies’ actions are reflection of their
stakeholders’ pressure. According to neo-in-
stitutional theory, the institutional environ-
ment (e.g. culture) defines the rule of the
game in society (Baddache & Nicolai, 2013;
Schultz & Wehmeier, 2010). Thus, com-
panies that are in the same institutional
environment have homogeneous forms of
behaviour to get legitimacy (Ilhan-Nas, Ko-
paran, & Okan, 2015; Joo, Larkin, & Walk-
er, 2017; Lauesen, 2014), including making
sustainability report. This is what we call as
isomorphism.

There are three kinds of isomorphism,
which are coercive, normative, and mimetic.
Coercive isomorphism means that compa-
nies have the same pattern with other com-
panies because of regulation while normative
isomorphism is because of professional insti-
tution pressure and mimetic isomorphism is
because of industry pressure (Martinez-Fer-
rero & Garcia-Sanchez, 2017; Mason, 2012;
Pina & Avellaneda, 2018). This research ar-
gues that Indonesian companies make sus-
tainability report from mimetic force based
on two reasons. First, recent sustainability
researches which use institutional theory

prove that companies make sustainability
report differently according to their indus-
tries (Bradford, Earp, Showalter, & Williams,
2017; Sweeney & Coughlan, 2008; Watts,
2015). As companies in the same industry
tend to have the same primary stakehold-
ers, they tend to copy other companies in the
same industry for stakeholder-related activi-
ties, including making sustainability report
(Ferdous, Adams, & Boyce, 2019). If primary
stakeholders in an industry do not force com-
panies to make sustainability report, com-
panies in that industry will not make sus-
tainability report and the industry pressure
to make sustainability report is low. On con-
trary, if primary stakeholders in an indus-
try force companies to make sustainability
report, companies in that industry will make
sustainability report and the industry pres-
sure to make sustainability report is high.
Second, Indonesia has mandated all listed
companies to report their social responsibili-
ty (UU no 40/2007). However, unlike other
countries, Indonesia hasn’t mandated all
companies to make standalone sustainabili-
ty report before 2017. Companies have two
options to report their CSR which is through
annual report and through standalone sus-
tainability report. Because all options have
positive and negative sides, this option creat-
es uncertainty to companies. Mimetic iso-
morphism occurs in uncertain situation in
which firms may mimick behaviors of other
firms.

This study analyzes whether companies
make sustainability report based on mimetic
force. Previous research finds that sustain-
ability report is made because of external
pressure and internal drive (Amoako, Lord,
& Dixon, 2017; Bommel, 2014; Herremans &
Nazari, 2016). The external pressure drives
managers to make sustainability report.
Companies that have enough resources made
sustainability report (Ali, Frynas, & Mah-
mood, 2017; Saber & Weber, 2019) and get
legitimacy. As company in the same indus-
try gets legitimacy from sustainability report,
other companies also made sustainability re-
port, following the pioneer (Shabana, Buch-
holtz, & Carroll, 2017). Although Shabana,
Buchholtz, & Carroll (2017) statement has
not been researched, other researches find
that disclosure in sustainability report and
assurance of sustainability report are made
based on mimetic isomorphism (Darus,
Hamzah, & Yusoff, 2013; Ferdous, Adams, &
Boyce, 2019; Martinez-Ferrero & Garcia-San-
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chez, 2017). This research analyzes Sha-
bana, Buchholtz, & Carroll’s (2017) state-
ment. This research also analyzes whether
sustainability report made by mimetic force
still has positive association with company
value. Researches find that sustainability re-
port had positive association with company
value (Kuzey & Uyar, 2017; Lys, Naughton, &
Wang, 2015; Peters & Romi, 2015). However,
Guidry & Patten (2010) and Hijriah, Subroto,
& Nurkholis (2019) found that shareholders
responded sustainability report carefully. If
sustainability report is just a symbol, share-
holders do not respond to the sustainabili-
ty report. Researches find that sustainabili-
ty report made by isomorphism was mainly
symbolic (Birkey, Guidry, Islam, & Patten,
2016; Hyatt & Berente, 2017).

The aim of this study is to analyze
whether companies are making sustainabili-
ty report because of mimetic isomorphism
and whether sustainability reports that
are made because of mimetic isomorphism
are still value relevant. If companies make
voluntary sustainability report because of
mimetic pressure, not because of their care
of social responsibility, it will raise doubts
that voluntary sustainability report can in-
crease company value. This statement shows
the gap between signaling theory and neo-in-
stitutional theory and it has not been ad-
dressed by previous researchers. It is crucial
to bridge these theories as failing to consi-
der neo-institutional theory may mislead the
result of sustainability report effect on com-
pany value. Despite the importance of this
problem, based on my knowledge, none of
the researches examine the association of
isomorphic sustainability report and compa-
ny value. Although there are some research-
es analyze the association of sustainability
report and company value (Berthelot, Coul-
mont, & Serret, 2012; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017),
based on my knowledge, there is no research
analyzing the effect of isomorphism on volun-
tary report ability to increase company value.
The researches about isomorphism also do
not relate isomorphism effect on company
value (Hyatt & Berente, 2017; Martinez-Fer-
rero & Garcia-Sanchez, 2017; Nikolaeva &
Bicho, 2011). This research contributes by
analyzing whether sustainability report in
Indonesia are made by mimetic force and
whether mimetic sustainability report has
association with company value.

METHOD

To analyze whether companies make
sustainability report based on mimetic force,
this research used logistic regression with the
possibility of making sustainability reports
as dependent variable, mimetic isomorphism
as independent variable, and company size,
return on equity, company age, percentage
of cash and cash equivalent, net property
plant and equipment, and industry classifi-
cation as control variables. The control vari-
ables were from Wuttichindanon (2017) and
Rudyanto & Siregar (2018). The possibility
of making sustainability reports was mea-
sured by dummy variables, ie 1 if creating
a stand-alone sustainability report, and O if
not. Mimetic isomorphism was characteri-
zed by firm pressure to make sustainabili-
ty report. This pressure could be seen from
the percentage of companies in a particular
industry that created a company sustain-
ability report. Previous research on mimetic
isomorphism used the number of companies
(Martinez-Ferrero & Garcia-Sanchez, 2017;
Mason, 2012; Pina & Avellaneda, 2018) but
these measurements were not appropriate
for this research as the number of companies
in each industry was different. So, this study
used percentage of firms in one industry
that make sustainability reports. As industry
pressured companies to make sustainability
report, companies would made sustainability
report in the next year. This research used
JASICA Industry Classification. Industries
are classified into environmentally sensitive
and non sensitive industries based on Rudy-
anto & Siregar (2018).

In order to ensure that companies in In-
donesia made sustainability report based on
mimetic force, researcher also disseminat-
ed questionnaire to companies in Indonesia
which make sustainability report. The con-
tents of the questionnaire are about the mo-
tivation of companies to make sustainability
reports, whether due to pressure from the
state (coercive isomorphism), corporate mo-
ral values (normative isomorphism), or due
to common practice (mimetic isomorphism).
The questionnaire was sent via email. The
follow up procedure were done by phone with
at least twice during the research. First call
was done to make sure that companies read
the email. Second call was done to ask for
the email feedback.
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To analyze the association of sustain-
ability report and company value, this re-
search used panel data regression. Panel
data contained observations of many phe-
nomena obtained for the same firms over
multiple time periods (Baltagi, Egger, & Pfaf-
fermayr, 2013; Vaisey & Miley, 2017). This
study used panel data regression as it en-
ables the study of more complex behavioural
models (Liu, Du, Zhang, & Forrest, 2019; Ren
& Choi, 2016). Company value is measured
by Tobin’s Q. Tobin’s Q was counted by add-
ing market capitalization with total debt and
dividing the numbers with total capital (Du
& Wu, 2019; Kuzey & Uyar, 2017; Li, Gong,
Zhang, & Koh, 2018). To see the association
of the existence of sustainability reports on
company value differences due to industry
pressures, this study used industry-adjusted
Tobin’s Q (INDQ). Industry-adjusted Tobin’s
Q was the difference between the tobin’s q
firm with median of tobin’s q in one industry
in a given year (Rangkuti, Yuliantoro, & Yef-
ni, 2019; Rao, Tilt, & Lester, 2012). Relation-
ship between sustainability report and in-
dustry-adjusted tobin’s q reflects how much
sustainability report increase company value
of certain companies compared to industry.
Industry-adjusted Tobin’s Q reflects the as-
sociation of mimetic isomorphism to compa-
ny value. This research used company size,
growth, percentage of cash and cash equiv-
alent, and return on equity as control vari-
ables. Company size is proxied by natural
logarithm of total asset, growth is proxied by
this year’s sales minus last year’s sales di-
vided by last year sales, percentage of cash
and cash equivalent is proxied by cash and
cash equivalent divided by total asset, return
on equity is proxied by net income divided
by total equity. These control variables were
from Kuzey & Uyar (2017).

Industry pressure

The study used non-financial firms that
were consistently listed on the IDX (Indo-
nesia Stock Exchange) from 2014 to 2016.
Financial firms were excluded because of
different equity characteristics and can not
be compared with nonfinancial companies
(Martinez-Ferrero & Garcia-Sanchez, 2017;
Mason, 2012; Pina & Avellaneda, 2018). In
addition, financial companies were overseen
by the OJK (Otoritas Jasa Keuangan) and
were the first industry group required to
create social responsibility so that their like-
lihood of making sustainability reports was
not caused by mimetic isomorphism. Otori-
tas Jasa Keuangan is institution which regu-
lates and supervises financial institution and
stock exchange in Indonesia. The company
must be consistently listed to reduce survival
bias and to demonstrate mimetic behavior
in achieving legitimacy. The year 2014 was
chosen because in 2013 the new Global Re-
porting Initiative Index G4 was introduced.
This study took a sample one year later to
give one year of learning. Year 2016 was
chosen because OJK has obliged companies
to make sustainability report in 2017. This
study used companies that made sustain-
ability reports separate from annual reports.
The sustainability report was a sustainability
report launched in 2014-2016. The launch-
ing year was seen from the year of the direc-
tors’ signature on the sustainability report
and the date on the firms’ website at the time
of downloading the sustainability report. All
financial data used data from Thomson Re-
uters. The conceptual framework was as fol-
low in Figure 1.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The sampling selection result is as be-
low. Non financial firms in IDX from 2014
to 2016 is the population. The population

Existence of

(Mimetic isomorphism)

Existence of

v

sustainability
report

company value

sustainability report

v

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework
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Table 1. Sustainability Report Data

Total Sample for Percentage Total Sample for Percentage

1st Analysis 2nd Analysis
No SR 1032 92,2 965 9243
SR 87 78 79 757
Total 1119 100 1044 100
Table 2. Industry Classification
N Percentage

Non Sensitive Industry 642 57,37

Sensitive Industry 477 42,63

Total 1119 100

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Mimetic Force to Make Sustainability Report

Mean SD Min Max
Pr(STAND) 0,077 0,2678 0 1
IND 0,078 0,0538 0,02 0,21
SIZE (In) 21,63 1,679 15,75 26,27
SIZE (thousand Rp) 8.730.000.000 19.900.000.000 6.923.383 258.000.000.000
AGE 15,67 9,152 1 67
ROE 0,049 0,553 -10,8 7,99
CASH 0,1157 0,14372 0,0036 0,1209
PPE 0,40 0,45 0 0,44
ENV 0,4262735 0,4947556 0 1

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Mimetic Force to Make Sustainability Report based

on Industry Pressure

Mean T Difference
Has SR No SR
IND 0,12 0,07 0,000
SIZE (In) 23,86 21,45 0,000
AGE 18,74 15,44 0,000
ROE 0,15 0,04 0,033
CASH 0,14 0,10 0,000
PPE 0,45 0,37 0,000
ENV 0,63 0,41 0,000
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for the Association of Sustainability Report and

Company
Mean Standard Minimum Maximum
Deviation
INDQ 1,08 4,22 -2,62 41,66
Pr(STAND) 0,07 0,26 0 1
SIZE (In) 21,71 1,63 15,78 26,28
SIZE (thousand Rp) 9.010.000.000 20.300.000.000 7.134.642 258.000.000.000
GROWTH 0,32 5,26 -2,96 160,41
CASH 0,11 0,12 0,0002 0,89
ROE 0,03 0,41 -10,81 2,32

is 1.158 observations. As this paper used
Thomson Reuters as data source, companies
which data for logistic regression model were
not available in Thomson Reuters were elimi-
nated. Total observation for logistic regres-
sion model is 1.119 observations. For panel
data regression model, companies which had
negative equity and outlier data were elimi-
nated. The equity must be positive because
equity will be used for Tobin’s Q formula. To-
tal observation for logistic regression model
is 1.044 observations.

Descriptive statistics are described be-
low in Table 1 until Table 6. Table 1 shows
that the number of companies which make
sustainability report is still limited. It is only
7% of total sample. Therefore, the readers
should be careful to interpret the result of
this research. Table 2 shows that the pro-
portion of both industry classifications is
balance so the result will represent the ef-
fect of environmentally sensitive industries.
Descriptive statistics for mimetic force to
make sustainability report in Table 3 shows
that the minimum value of industry pres-
sure is not 0. It means that there are still
some companies in each industry that have
sustainability reports. Table 4 shows that
companies which have more pressure from

industry tend to make sustainability report.
Companies which make sustainability report
tend to have bigger size (more assets), old-
er age, more cash, more property plant and
equipment, higher ROE and be classified as
environmentally sensitive companies.

Table 5 shows that the mean of indus-
try-adjusted company value is more than 1.
It means that the samples have higher com-
pany value than their peers. Table 6 shows
that the higher company value seems to be-
cause of sustainability report existence and
bigger size (more assets). This assumption
will be justified by regression model test.

Before doing the regression test, this re-
search has been tested for classical assump-
tion test and there is no problem in classic-
al assumption test. This study uses logistic
regression model to test whether companies
make sustainability report based on mimetic
force. The result is as presented in Table 7.

After considering all control variables,
Table 7 shows that industry pressure this
year affects companies to make sustainabili-
ty report next year. Therefore, companies
are making sustainability report due to mi-
metic isomorphism. To assure that compa-
nies are making sustainability report due to

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for the Association of Sustainability Report and
Company Value based on Value Mean

Mean T Difference
More Than Less Than
Company Value Company Value
Pr(STAND) 0,102 0,065 0,0197
SIZE (In) 21,98 21,6 0,0003
GROWTH 0,373 0,304 0,4253
CASH 0,11 0,11 0,3676
ROE 0,02 0,03 0,6651
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Table 7. Logistic Regression test Result for Mimetic Force on Sustainability Report

Coefficient T Statistics

Cons -26,5604*** 0,000
IND 11,91429%** 0,000
SIZE 0,9419432%** 0,000
AGE 0,0524795%** 0,002
CASH 0,471125** 0,034
PPE 0,000000%** 0,013
ROE 0,000000 0,705
ENV 0,5089252 0,143
Prob>chi2 0,000

Pseudo R2 0,456

Note:
* kx xx*: significant in 10%,5%,1%

mimetic isomorphism, questionnaire about
companies’ motivation to make sustainabili-
ty report was sent to all companies which
have sustainability report. There are 29 com-
panies (87 observations in 3 years) which
make sustainability report. From 29 compa-
nies which have sustainability report, only 9
questionnaires were sent back (31%) and S of
them answers that they follow common prac-
tice (56%). This answer supports t statistic
result that sustainability report is made be-
cause of mimetic force. Although 31% is not
quite representative, this questionnaire is
only done to support t test. The law of social
responsibility which gives options of the way
companies should report their CSR results
in uncertainty. Companies are uncertain
whether to make sustainability report or not.
According to neo-institutional theory, this
uncertainty makes companies mimick their
peers in the same industry (Gonzalez, 2010;
Martinez-Ferrero & Garcia-Sanchez, 2017).

Test result confirms that companies mimick
their peers in the same industry to decide
whether they have to make sustainability re-
port or not.

To test whether sustainability report
made by mimicking others have association
with company value, this study uses fixed ef-
fect model in panel regression. According to
Hausman test, the model should use fixed
effect model (prob:0.000). Below is the result.

After considering the control variables,
Table 8 shows that sustainability report
does not affect industry-adjusted company
value. Different from t test result, sustain-
ability report is not significantly associated
with industry-adjusted company value. It is
concluded that the effect of sustainability
report on industry-adjusted company value
is reduced by the effect of control variables
to company value. This result shows that
shareholders are aware that sustainability
report are made by mimetic force and makes

Table 8. Panel Regression Test Result for the Effect of Sustainability Report Made by

Mimetic Force and Company value

Note:

Coefficient T Statistics

Cons 74,69599%** 0,000
Pr(STAND) 0,2612044 0,516
SIZE -3,371522%** 0,000
GROWTH -0,0133066 0,37
CASH -3,136423** 0,045
ROE -3,398926*** 0,000
Prob>chi2 0,000

Adjusted R2 0,0028

* kx xx*: significant in 10%,5%,1%
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Table 9. Logistic Regression test for Mimetic Force on Sustainability Report with PSM

Coefficient T Statistics

Cons -24,6614%*** 0,000
IND 14,32709*** 0,000
SIZE 0,838126*** 0,000
AGE 0,07004 1%** 0,000
CASH 0,000%*** 0,004
PPE 0,000 0,504
ENV 0,342268 0,328
Prob>chi2 0,000

Pseudo R2 0,4756

Note:
* wx kk*: significant in 10%,5%,1%

them doubt of companies’ intention in mak-
ing sustainability report (Othman, Darus, &
Arshad, 2011; Pedersen, Neergaard, Peders-
en, & Gwozdz, 2013; Riahi & Khoufi, 2019;
Zhang & Hu, 2017). Therefore, sharehold-
ers do not respond to the existence of sus-
tainability report. The implication is both
for researchers and for companies. Unlike
other researches which show that voluntary
reports are responded positively (Berthelot,
Coulmont, & Serret, 2012; Kuzey & Uyar,
2017; Loh, Thomas, & Wang, 2017), the re-
sult shows that voluntary report is not auto-
matically responded positively by sharehold-
ers. It implies that shareholders respond the
information available in the market properly
and they are being careful in making deci-
sions. The result of this paper highlights the
importance of considering neo-institution-
al theory in signaling theory. Researchers
should try to consider other theories when
doing research to minimize the discrepancy

of unknown scientific knowledge. For com-
panies, in order to give signal to sharehold-
ers, companies in Indonesia cannot rely on
mere existence of sustainability report. As
Guidry & Patten (2010) and Hijriah, Subroto,
& Nurkholis (2019) conclude, shareholders
has no respond to the existence of sustain-
ability report but respond positively to high
quality sustainability report. Companies
can try to make high quality sustainabili-
ty report (Ching & Gerab, 2017; Comyns &
Figge, 2015; Isaksson, 2019) and show eco-
nomic benefits in doing CSR as sharehold-
ers in Indonesia appreciate economic part of
CSR (Bartley & Egels-Zandén, 2016; Caha-
ya, Porter, Tower, & Brown, 2015; Fitriasari
& Kawahara, 2018; Muafi, 2017). The result
also proves that researchers should consid-
er neo-institutional theory in using signaling
theory.

Sensitivity analysis. As there is a pos-
sibility that companies which have higher

Table 10. Panel Regression Test Result for the Effect of Sustainability Report Made by
Mimetic Force and Company value with PBV

Note:

* kx xx*: significant in 10%,5%,1%

Coefficient T Statistics

Cons 68,00326%** 0,003
Pr(STAND) -0,0969147 0,691
SIZE -3,067245%** 0,003
GROWTH -0,0114475 0,337
CASH -2,335602* 0,087
ROE -1,614634* 0,069
Prob>chi2 0,0122

Adjusted R2 0,0071
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Table 11. Result of Difference in Mimetic Force to Make Sustainability Report in

Different Industry Classification

Environmentally Non Environmentally P
Sensitive Industries Sensitive Industries Value
Coefficient T Coefficient T
Statistics Statistics
Cons -26.7706%** 0,000 -25,0354*** 0,000 0,8331
IND 8,499711** 0,021 23,27718*** 0,001
SIZE 0,994682*** 0,000 0,822273*** 0,002
AGE 0,047575** 0,032 0,072253*** 0,008
CASH 0,000000000109 0,153 0,000000000176** 0,018
PPE 0,00000000000806 0,708 -0.0000000000103 0,697
ROE 0,697505 0,504 0,422108* 0,082
Prob>chi2 0,000 0,000
Pseudo R2 0,3246 0,4945
Note:

* xk wE*: significant in 10%,5%,1%

pressure from industry also have the same
company characteristics, this paper makes
propensity score matching to ensure that
companies make sustainability report due to
mimetic pressure. Propensity score matching
can reduce the bias due to confounding fac-
tors that could be found in an estimate of
industry pressure effect obtained from com-
paring results among samples that has more
industry pressure versus those that did not.
This paper matched the samples using age,
size, cash, property plant and equipment.
These variables are chosen because there is
difference between companies which have
higher pressure from industry and lower
pressure from industry on these variables.
After using propensity score matching, ATT
(average treatment effect of the treated) de-
creases from 5,68 to 2,73. It means that pro-
pensity score matching result have reduced
the effect of age, size, cash, property plant
and equipment on sustainability report. The
matched samples are 630 observations.

After being matched, Table 9 shows
that industry pressure still affects the ex-
istence of sustainability report. Even the
coefficient score of industry pressure after
being matched is higher than before being
matched. This result confirms that compa-
nies make sustainability report because of
mimetic pressure.

It is possible that the results are be-
cause of Tobin’s Q measurement. Other pre-
vious studies use the value of price to book
value to measure company value (Abdullah

& Sulaiman, 2015; Ismail, Rahman, & Hez-
abr, 2018). This study uses industry adjust-
ed price-to-book value (INDPBV) to measure
company value. Table 10 shows that the re-
sults are consistent with Tobin’s Q, which
are sustainability reports has no association
with industry adjusted company value.

Additional analysis. Environmental-
ly sensitive firms are getting more pressure
to make sustainability report as they have
more future environmental liabilities and
have more reputational risk (Li, Zhao, Sun, &
Yin, 2017; Oates & Moradi-Motlagh, 2016).
Therefore, the uncertainty to whether these
companies have to make sustainability re-
port or not is diminished. The reduced un-
certainty diminishes mimetic force to make
sustainability report. To see whether this
statement is empirically proven, this paper
used suest (seemingly unrelated estimation).
This paper used suestto compare coefficients
between environmentally sensitive and non
sensitive industries effect on mimetic force to
make sustainability report across 2014-2016
in one data set.

Table 11 shows that environmentally
sensitive industries also make sustainabili-
ty report due to mimetic pressure. Although
the association is not as strong as in non
sensitive industries, there is no statistical
difference between mimetic force of making
sustainability report in environmentally sen-
sitive and non sensitive industries.

Johansen & Nielsen (2012) and Reverte
(2016) shows that CSR disclosure in environ-
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Table 12. Panel Regression Test Result for the Effect of Sustainability Report Made by
Mimetic Force and Company value in different industry classification

Environmentally Non Environmentally P
Sensitive Industries Sensitive Industries Value
Coefficient T Coefficient T
Statistics Statistics
Cons 56,61753 0,109 S57,45979%*** 0,001 0,2978
Pr(STAND) -0,08885 0,847 1,026274 0,293
SIZE -2,51243 0,117 -2,59479%** 0,001
GROWTH -0,00496 0,497 -0,63447** 0,043
CASH -2,99538 0,235 -2,94015* 0,183
ROE -2,89287*** 0,000 -5,49809* 0,098
Prob>chi2 0,000 0,000
Adjusted R2 0,027 0,0001
Note:
* xx #xk: significant in 10%,5%,1%
mentally sensitive firms are responded more = CONCLUSION

positively by shareholders than CSR disclo-
sure in non sensitive firms. However it is un-
known whether sustainability reports made
by mimetic force in sensitive industries are
responded more positively than companies
in non sensitive industries. This paper also
used suest to estimate the difference between
value relevance of sustainability report made
by mimetic force in environmentally sensitive
and non sensitive industries. As suest could
not be used in fixed effect regression model,
this paper did mean centering for all inde-
pendent variables and run as pooled regres-
sion as suggested by Baltagi, Egger, & Pfaf-
fermayr (2013) and Vaisey & Miley, (2017).
They suggested three ways to test difference
between coefficient in two regression but the
one that could be used is doing mean center-
ing. The problem for mean centering is the
standard error from this approach to esti-
mating fixed effects will not be the same as
with xtreg. Thus, this paper also run fixed
effect regression model with xtreg and the re-
sult is basically the same.

Table 12 shows that both industry clas-
sifications show no association between sus-
tainability report and company value. There
is no difference in the association between
sustainability report based on mimetic force
and company value in sensitive and non sen-
sitive industries. The different result between
this paper and Bommel (2014) and Reverte’s
(2016) show how companies’ motivation of
making sustainability report changes share-
holders’ valuation on sustainability report.

Signaling theory says that voluntary
report is appreciated by shareholders as
companies do not get pressure to make sus-
tainability report. However, neo-institutional
theory says that it is impossible that compa-
nies do not get pressure form their surround-
ings. This research fills the gap by analyzing
the impact of sustainability report made by
mimetic force on company value. As sustain-
ability report is made from mimetic force, it is
questioned whether sustainability report as
voluntary report gives wrong signal to share-
holders and increases company value. Result
shows that shareholders are clever enough to
not responding to the mere existence of sus-
tainability report. As companies in Indonesia
make sustainability report based on mimetic
force, shareholders respond carefully to the
existence of sustainability report. This result
shows that shareholders in Indonesia are
mostly sophisticated investors who respond
carefully to the information available. While
most researches show that sustainability re-
port has positive association with company
value, they do not consider the effect of iso-
morphism in making sustainability report.
After considering isomorphism effect, it is
shown that shareholders do not respond on
mere sustainability report. This result shows
how important it is to consider isomorphism
in sustainability report and company value
relation.

The implication of the research is re-
searchers have to consider neo-institutional
theory when analyzing the effect of signaling
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theory. Failing to take neo-institutional theo-
ry into consideration will change the perspec-
tive of sustainability report existence. For
companies in Indonesia, since shareholders
have known that companies make sustain-
ability report based on mimetic pressure,
companies cannot depend on sustainability
report existence only to increase their compa-
ny value. Companies can show their concern
on CSR by their sustainability report quality.
Companies should separate themselves from
other companies in the same industry by in-
creasing their sustainability report quality.

Next research can analyze the effect of
isomorphism in disclosing items in sustain-
ability report on company value. While this
research shows that companies in Indone-
sia make sustainability report by mimicking
other companies, further research is need-
ed to see whether companies are disclosing
sustainability report by mimicking other
companies and its impact on company value.
Next researcher also can analyze the effect of
isomorphism in making sustainability report
and firm performance or profitability. Since
sustainability report made by mimetic force
is symbolic sustainability report, making
sustainability report is just wasting money
and may decrease firm performance or prof-
itability. Next researcher also can do this re-
search in other country with other kind of
suitable isomorphism. There are a lot of re-
searches can be done by bridging one theory
to the other. Therefore, next researchers can
see the gap between two or more theory and
analyze how to fill the gap to enhance the
scientific knowledge.
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