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Because environmental reporting remains voluntary on an international scale, there are major difference 
in terms of quality and quantity of environmental information, reported by entities from varied sectors and 

countries. The literature identifies factors like public exposure, entities legitimacy, laws and regulation, 

characteristics of the company (management, size, profitability etc), culture as the main factors that could 

determine environmental reporting (Lee and Hutchinso, 2005). Within this study, I have focused on 

environmental reporting and I have analyses factors related to corporate governance characteristics, such 

as shareholder structure, in order to identify the existence of certain associations between the shareholder 
structure and the level of environmental reporting. The paper represent an empirical analyzes on how 

shareholder structure might explain the level of environmental reporting in the case of Romanian 

companies listed at Bucharest Stock Exchange. The sample consist in 64 entities listed at Bucharest Stock 
Exchange in the first, second and third tier from 10 areas of activity that may impact the environment: 

agriculture, forestry and fishing; the extractive industry; the manufacture industry; production and supply 

of electricity, thermal energy, gas, water; water distribution, sanitation, managing waste, recyclable 
materials recovery activities; construction; transport and storage; food industry, hotels, restaurants; the 

repair, retail, maintenance and installation of machinery and equipment; printing and reproduction of 

recorded media. I suggest a model comprising shareholder structure: percentage owned by families, 
percentage owned by institutional investors, percentage owned by private investors, percentage owned by 

foreign investors, percentage owned by board members, percentage owned by management members as 

factors that could explain environmental reporting. As future research we will test this model on 
companies listed with the London Stock Exchange. I conclude that the presence of foreign shareholders 

help increasing transparency maybe because they are more expose to the public and maybe because 

foreign investors need more relevant information’s regarding environmental performance. Companies 
where the percentage of the shares owned by the state is higher report more on environmental aspects 

maybe because the state wants to give examples of good transparency. The paper contributes to the 
development of the research in the field of environmental reporting and corporate governance in the case 

of Romanian companies and shows that foreign ownership and state ownership influence the level of 

environmental disclosure. 
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1. Introduction  

Environmental reporting represents a tool for providing environmental information to the 

stakeholders and to reflect environmental performance and companies concerns on environmental 

issues (Shearer, 2002). Because environmental reporting remains voluntary on an international 

scale, there are major difference in terms of quality and quantity of environmental information, 

reported by entities from varied sectors and countries. The literature identifies factors like public 

exposure, entities legitimacy, laws and regulation, characteristics of the company (management, 

size, profitability etc), culture as the main factors that could determine environmental reporting 

(Lee and Hutchinso, 2005). 
Regarding Romania, there is, so far, no legislation in this area, requiring companies, listed or not 

at the capital market to provide stakeholders separate reports or specific information relating to 

the environmental impact.  

Ienciu et al. (2011) reflecting the quality of environmental information voluntarily reported by 

Romanian listed companies compared with Hungarian companies for the period 2006-2008, 

conclude that the majority of environmental information provided by the Romanian companies is 

incomplete and irrelevant, the level of environmental reporting in this case being very low. Also 
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a study made by Ienciu (2011) sustain that environmental information provided by the Romanian 

organizations is incomplete and irrelevant for stakeholders. The study demonstrated that 

environmental reporting in the case of Romanian companies is influenced by the size of the 

entity, by public exposure by the structure of the shareholders. 

Starting from the agency theory, the company is accountable for the decision to report 

environmental information, decision which is made by the management to serve for the best 

interest of the shareholders (Buniamin et al., 2010: 56).  

Within this study, we have focused on factors related to the shareholder structure and we 

analyzed the way in which shareholder structure could influence environmental reporting in the 

case of Romanian companies listed at Bucharest Stock Exchange.  

 

The Analysis of the Literature  

Within this section we will approach a retrospective analyze regarding the correlations between 

the shareholder structure and the level of voluntary reporting, where to environmental reporting 

also belong. This retrospective is created from the perspective of the specialized literature, more 

precisely the studies approaching this matter, published between 2000-2011 in journals listed 

with the following databases: EBSCO, Emerald, Scopus, SpringerLink, Science Direct.  

Rao et al. (2012) investigate using a quantitative analysis the annual reports of 100 Australian 

firms listed on the Australian Stock Exchange. The study showed a positive relationship between 

Environmental Reporting, institutional investors and board size. 

The study conducted by Ho and Wong in 2001 (Ho and Wong, 2001) analyzes the connection 

between the ratio of family members and the level of voluntary reporting within the Hong Kong 

stock listed entities. The study concludes that the number of family members influences in a 

negative manner the level of environmental reporting for the scrutinized entities.  

In 2002, Haniffa and Cooke (2002) analyze the importance of various cultural characteristics or 

corporate governance specificities for voluntary reporting within Malaysian stock listed 

companies. Results have shown that the number of family members influence the level of 

voluntary reporting, including the environmental reporting. 

The study conducted by Huafang and Jianguo (2007) intends to examine, by means of regression 

analysis, the impact of shareholder structure and board structure onto the voluntary reporting for 

a sample of 559 listed companies from China. The existence of foreign shareholders as well as 

the percentage of independent managers is associated with an increased level of voluntary 

reporting. 

In a study conducted on the Malaysian stock market, Akhtaruddin et al. (2009) suggests that the 

level of voluntary reporting is negatively influenced by the control inside a family.  

Klai and Omri (2011) analyze the effect of corporate governance mechanisms (characteristics of 

board and shareholder structure) over the financial reporting on a sample of companies listed 

with the Tunisian Stock Exchange for a period between 1997 and 2007. The percentages owned 

by foreigners and families, in particular, decrease the quality of information which are reported. 

 

Research methodology 

Assessing how environmental performance or environmental information is reported in 2010 by 

Romanian companies listed at Bucharest Stock Exchange in the first, second and third tier 

(EnvRep) is based on a Disclosure Index (DI) on the following groups of information: 

- d1. Non-financial information regarding environmental objectives, management, policy and 

other aspects which can reflect environmental performance in non-financial information. This 

indicator can bring value ”1” if company report this kind of information, or ”0” if company 

doen’t report the information.  

- d2. Key Performance Indicators regarding environmental impact (water, air, soil). The 

indicator is “0” if company does not report such indicators or can be “1” if company reports 
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such indicators although this indicators are not correlated with indicators stipulated in 

international guidelines. 

- d3. Financial indicators (environmental investment, costs, provisions). Suck indicators 

reflects in monetary terms companies attitude regarding the environmental. The values can be 

“0” if company does not report this information or “1” if company report this kind of 

information. 

This method for quantifying environmental information allows integration of different types of 

information into one single figure comparable between companies and is not very subjective 

because this is not a qualitative examination which depends on the researcher point of view 

which is not always the same with the investor’s point of view regarding the relevance of 

environmental reporting. So, our EnvRep Disclosure Index (DI) is calculated as:  

EnvRep_DI = 
m

di
n

i

å
=1

, n – numer of element disclosed ,m - numer of  

posible elements to disclose, di – group of elements disclosed. 

The sample consist in 64 entities listed at Bucharest Stock Exchange in the first, second and third 

tier from 10 areas of activity that may impact the environment: agriculture, forestry and fishing; 

the extractive industry; the manufacture industry; production and supply of electricity, thermal 

energy, gas, water; water distribution, sanitation, managing waste, recyclable materials recovery 

activities; construction; transport and storage; food industry, hotels, restaurants; the repair, retail, 

maintenance and installation of machinery and equipment; printing and reproduction of recorded 

media.  

Every market and every governance system has its own characteristics which depend especially 

on the ownership and investors structure. In our study we look upon the structure of the 

shareholders for the Romanian listed companies in 2010. For this we analyze different types of 

shareholders: 

v1. Institutional shareholders (Instit_INV) – the percentage held by institutional investors   

v2. Family members in the structure of the ownership (Family_INV) - the percentage held by 

family members; 

v3. Foreign shareholders (Foreign_INV) - the percentage held by foreign shareholders; 

v4. Private shareholders (Privat_INV) - the percentage held by foreign shareholders; 

v5. Executives (CEO and other executives managers) (Manag_INV) – the percentage held by 

executives management; 

v6.  Directors (chairman and other directors) (Board_INV) - the percentage held by directors. 

 

Analyses and results 

The analysis of previously introduced studies has helped us in fundamenting the following 

theoretical framework: The level of environmental reporting is influenced by the shareholder 

structure. 
As far as the shareholder structure is concerned, a first element being analyzed is the percentage 

owned by the members of the same family, or type of shareholders. We believe that the level of 

environmental reporting is negatively influenced by the weight of family members in the 

leadership structures. By family members’ weight, we mean that the company is owned, in a 

certain percentage, by the members of the same family. The specialized literature believes that, in 

the case of companies owned by the members of a family, there is no significant separation 

between the shareholders and the management, because the shareholders become involved in the 

company’s management, with direct access to information, thus stopping voluntary information 

reporting to other shareholders.  
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Another element would be the type of investors: Institutional investors or individual investors 

and how they affect the level of voluntary reported information. Hidalgo et al (2011) seem to 

confirm there is an increase in institutional investors having a negative impact on voluntary 

reported information. Yuen et al. (2009) shows that individual shareholders is significantly 

correlated to the level of voluntary reporting.  

Cormier and Gordon (2001) showed that the status of the capital (public or private) influences 

environmental reporting. Cormier and Magnan (2003) showed that the dispersion of the capital 

(national/foreign) positively affects environmental reporting in the annual report. So we analyse 

also the status of the capital (public or private) and its dispersion (Romanian or foreign). 

We propose a regression model of environmental reporting depending on shareholder structure:  

F(EnvRep) = a0 + a1* Family_INV + a2* Instit_INV + a3* Privat_INV + a4* Foreign_INV + 

a5* Manag_INV + a6 * Board_INV, where: a0 – constant, EnvRep – environmental reporting, 

a1, a2, a3, a4, a5, a6 – equation coefficients, FamilyInv, Instit_INV, PrivateInv, Foreign_INV, 

Manag_INV, Board_INV represent the independent variables. 

The regression model was analyzed using SPSS, version 17.00 and we apply the Stepwise 

method for determining the variable that could explain the variation of the environmental 

reporting in the case of Romanian companies. The results are presented in tables above. 

 

Table 1. Environmental Reporting Model Summary 

M R 

R 

Square 

Adjuste

d R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

Change Statistics 
Durbin

-

Watso

n 

R Square 

Change 

F 

Chang

e df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Chang

e 

2 .553b .306 .283 .22009 .046 4.047 1 61 .049 1.848 

b. Predictors: The procentage of privat investors, The procentage of foreign investor;  

 

Table 2. ANOVA test 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

2 Regression 1.302 2 .651 13.435 .000b 

Residual 2.955 61 .048   

Total 4.256 63    

b. Predictors: The procentage of privat investors, The procentage of foreign investor 

 

Table 3. Model coefficients 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta VIF 

2 (Constant) 1.384 .199  6.941 .000  

Privat_INV -.531 .105 -.552 -5.077 .000 1.039 

Foreign_INV .062 .031 .219 2.012 .049 1.039 

 

Analysing the rezults we can notice that the procentage of privat investors and the procentage of 

foreign investor are the only two independent variables that explains environmental reporting 
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variation. The model explains 30,6% from the environmental reporting variation (Sig. Coefficient 

is lower than 0.01, Anova test reflects F Coefficient of 13.435 and Durbin-Watson Coefficient is 

1.848).  

 

We can also notice that there is a negative corelation between the procentage of private investors 

and environmental reporting (the model coefficient is negative) so companies in which the 

procentage of shares held by state is higher report more environmental informations that 

companies with are controled by private shareholders. 

 

Foreign investors are positivily corelated with environmental reporting (the model coefficient is 

positiv) and so companies in which the shares are held by foreign shareholders are more 

transparent and disclose more environmental informations. The collinearity diagnostics and the 

residuals statistics reflect the fact that there is no collinearity between independent variables so 

the model can be validated. 

 

Conclusions  

Although the specialized literature believes that, in the case of companies owned by the members 

of a family, there is no significant separation between the shareholders and the management, thus 

stopping voluntary information reporting to other shareholders we cannot find any correlation 

maybe because Bucharest Stock Exchange. Institutional investors do not affect the level of 

voluntary reported information in a relatively new market like Bucharest Stock Exchange. Also 

the percentage held by the executives or the percentage held by the board of director’s does not 

have any effect on environmental disclosure. 

From the point of view of the Romanian companies the presence of foreign shareholders help 

increasing transparency maybe because they are more expose to the public and maybe because 

foreign investors need more relevant information’s regarding environmental performance. 

Foreign shareholders face more uncertainty because of “geographical separation of owners and 

management” and so managers are inclined to increase the environmental reporting for reducing 

information asymmetry among these shareholders. (Barako et al., 2006).  

We also demonstrate that companies where the percentage of the shares owned by the state is 

higher report more on environmental aspects maybe because the state wants to give examples of 

good transparency. Because there is no legislation requiring companies in Romania, listed at the 

capital market to provide stakeholders separate reports or specific information relating to the 

environmental impact the state offer good examples of good ethics to private investors. 
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Appendix 1. Values of the variables. 
Simbol EnvRep Instit_INV Privat_INV Foreign_INV Board_INV Manag_INV Family_INV 

ARS 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

ALR 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

ALT 0,00 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

ALU 0,00 0,00 2,00 2,00 1,00 1,00 0,00 

AMO 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

ATB 1,00 1,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

ARM 0,33 0,00 2,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

AZO 1,00 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

BRM 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

BIO 0,33 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

SPCU 0,00 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

TEL 1,00 1,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

CBC 0,33 1,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

BCM 0,33 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

CEON 0,33 1,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

CMCM 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 1,00 

CMF 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

CMP 0,67 0,00 2,00 0,00 1,00 1,00 0,00 

ENP 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 1,00 1,00 0,00 

COFI 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 1,00 2,00 2,00 

COMI 0,67 0,00 2,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

CGC 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 

DAFR 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 1,00 2,00 1,00 

ELJ 0,33 2,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

ELGS  0,33 2,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

ELMA 0,33 1,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

EPT 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

RMAH 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 

ECT 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 

IMP 0,67 0,00 2,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 0,00 

MECF 0,33 2,00 2,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 
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COS 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

MEF 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

MJM 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

OIL 0,33 1,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

OLT 1,00 0,00 1,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

SNP 1,00 1,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

PEI 0,00 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

PREH 0,33 1,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

PPL 0,33 1,00 2,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

RTRA 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

ROCE 1,00 1,00 2,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

RRC 1,00 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

PTR 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

RPH 0,33 1,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

TGN 1,00 1,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

SNO 0,33 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

COTR 0,33 1,00 2,00 0,00 2,00 0,00 2,00 

STZ 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

SRT 0,33 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

SOCP 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

ART 0,67 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

TRP 0,33 1,00 2,00 0,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 

MPN 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

TBM 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 1,00 1,00 0,00 

TUFE 0,33 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

EFO 0,33 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

UAM 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 1,00 0,00 1,00 

UCM 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

VESY 0,33 0,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

APC 0,33 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

VNC 0,33 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

SCD 0,67 0,00 2,00 2,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

ZIM 0,33 0,00 2,00 1,00 0,00 0,00 0,00 

        

For the independent variables I used the following notes: 0.00 = "lower that 10%"; 1.00 = "between 10% 

and 50%"; 2.00 = "higher than 50%"  

 

  

 

  


