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Abstract

The paper represents an attempt of enrichment of researches relating to the publication of Voluntary Information Disclosure on the Web-
Sites (VDWS). The main objective of this research is to compare the extent of VDWS and the differential impact of some firm specific
characteristics in the United Kingdom and New Zealand on firms” VDWS. In fact, comparative disclosure studies tend generally to eval-
uate the differential impact of firm specific characteristics on information disclosure in two different legal systems (for example, com-
mon law and code law) or having different cultural values. However, few studies have analyzed this topic in countries having the same
legal system and/or similar cultural values. The results illustrate a significant variation of VDWS practices across the two countries. The
results show, also, that the majority of the identified determinants differ between these two countries in their significance and their sign.
The principal results prove that firm size represents a positive common factor on the extent of VDWS in the two countries. The specific
factors of British companies are: dispersion of ownership, performance, and the number of listing on foreign stock exchanges. Whereas

those of New Zealand companies are bored independence and leverage level.

Keywords: Determinants, Voluntary Disclosure, Websites, United Kingdom, New Zealand.

1. Introduction

Listed companies have generally disclosed financial information
to users by providing traditional paper-based disclosures. The
widespread adoption of the internet has however, resulted in an
increasing number of companies around the world using it to dis-
close financial information (Ali, 2010). Indeed, web-based report-
ing allows companies to benefit from cost saving and improve
their financial reporting strategies (Almilia, 2009).

Bollen et al. (2008) suggest that the primary objective of Internet
Financial Reporting (IFR) should be to provide investors with
financial information to make capital allocation decisions. There-
fore, investors and potential investors should easily be able to get
information to make investment decisions. According to Hurtt et
al. (2001) one of the benefits of providing information on the in-
ternet is that it improves access to potential investors. In addition,
the internet can provide better and more effective ways of com-
municating financial and non-financial information (Agyei-
Mensah, 2012).

Disclosures in excess of those required by accounting standards or
stock exchange listing requirement regulations, namely voluntary
disclosures, have been an area of interest to researchers for many
years (Agyei-Mensah, 2012). Companies continue to disclose
voluntary information despite ever increasing mandatory require-
ments and so the motivation for such behaviour has been the focus
of much attention (Watson et al., 2002).

All through this research, we will study Voluntary Information
Disclosure on the Web-Sites (VDWS) of listed United Kingdom
and New Zealand companies for several reasons. Indeed, most of
the extant comparative research, focusing on this topic, uses the

legal system to differentiate between countries in their sample in
order to compare between two groups of countries (or more) that
belong to different legal systems. Through such a comparison,
researchers would generalise their results. Here, we can quote
studies which essentially differentiates between common law
countries and code law ones (Jaggi and Low, 2000; Hope, 2003;
Paturel et al. 2006). Through this classification, researchers con-
cluded that common law countries disclose more than code law
ones, or further, that the firm specific determinants differ between
the two groups of countries because of their different legal sys-
tems (Archambault and Archambault, 2003; Hope, 2003; Paturel
et al. 2006).

However, research has shown that there can be a significant varia-
tion in voluntary disclosure within countries belonging to the same
legal regime (Allam and lymer, 2003). In fact, these authors have
focused on five developed countries (USA, UK, Canada, Austra-
lia, and Hong Kong). Their study show, amongst other things, that
although the IFR level index of USA, UK and Canada (which
belong to the same legal system: common law regime) are close,
there is a significant variation across the three countries. “In other
words, IFR practices are different between the three countries, not
as appeared to be the case initially”, Allam and Lymer (2003).
However, these authors explore only the impact of firm size on
IFR level and they do not study the differential impact of other
firm specific characteristics on IFR level in these countries. In
other words, they do not show if their firms’ specific determinants
differ from each other or not. Thus, it would be relevant to focus
on studying the differential impact of some firm specific charac-
teristics in a similar legal system on firms’ VDWS.
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In fact, according to the classification of Salter and Doupnik
(1992), the United Kingdom and New Zealand belong to the same
legal system (the common law regime). In addition to the legal
system, these two countries are culturally close. Indeed, New Zea-
land, an island country located in the southwestern Pacific Ocean,
is a British colony for about 66 years. So, the culture of this small
nation is largely inherited from British custom. Further, according
to Hofstede model, both the United Kingdom and New Zealand
are clustered together in the same group, because their scores on
the four value dimensions are close, reflecting that they have simi-
lar cultural dimensions (Hofstede, 1983).

This paper tries to expand our understanding of the differential
impact of some firm specific characteristics in a similar legal
model and cultural values on firms' VDWS. It does so by compar-
ing two countries from the common law model and having similar
cultural dimensions.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The first sec-
tion presents the theoretical foundation that may explain the deci-
sion of VDWS. The research methodology is presented in the
second section followed by the discussion of the results in the
third section. Finally, in the fourth section conclusions are drawn
and suggestions are made.

2. Theoretical foundation and hypotheses

This study proposes that VDWS should be viewed not only in

terms of economic theories of disclosure (agency and signaling

theories) but also in terms of innovation diffusion theory (Rogers,

1962).

According to Rogers (1962), innovation diffusion theory is con-

cerned with the manner in which a new technological idea (an

innovation) migrates from the creation to use (Hossain et al.

2012). In this case, disclosure on web-sites is the innovation in

question.

Rogers (1995, p.15-17) identified five critical attributes that great-

ly influence the rate of adoption (Aly, 2008; Hossain et al. 2012):

o Relative advantage: if an innovation has a higher relative
advantage, it will be adopted more rapidly.

. Compatibility: if an innovation is perceived to be consistent
with existing values, past experiences and needs of poten-
tial adopters, it will be easier to adopt.

. Complexity: new ideas that are simple to understand are
adopted more rapidly than those which require the innova-
tor to develop new skills and understandings.

. Trial-ability: new ideas that can be trialled represent less
uncertainty to the individual who considering their adop-
tion, since the individual can evaluate the ideas before de-
ciding whether to adopt.

. Observability: this refers to the degree to which the results
of an innovation can be seen by others. If the results of an
innovation are observed easily, it will, if perceived a suc-
cess, be adopted faster.

Therefore, according to the innovation diffusion theory, the rate of

adoption of VDWS will depend upon how firms perceive the at-

tributes summarized above.

The different foci of the economics-based and innovation diffu-

sion theories suggest that they can supplement each other to pro-

duce a richer understanding of IFR practices (Xiao et al. 2004).

We employed these theories to explain our findings in the UK and

New Zealand.

Rather, following Hossain et al. (2012), we only used characteris-

tics of the adopters (i,e, organizational variables) to determine

factors currently influencing VDWS practices.

We, therefore, developed the following hypotheses based on pre-

vious literature and the explanation provided by these theories.

2.1. Difference in VDWS practices between the UK and
New Zealand

In their study in five developed countries, Allam and Lymer
(2003) show, amongst other things, that although the IFR level
index of USA, UK and Canada (which belong to the same com-
mon law regime) are close, there are significant variations across
the three countries. They argue that “IFR practices are different
between the three countries not as appeared to be the case ini-
tially”.

Thus, we test the following hypothesis:

H 1: VDWS practices are different across the UK and New Zea-
land.

2.2. Explicative factors of voluntary disclosure on web-
sites

From the explanations suggested by the economics-based and
innovation diffusion theories and studies relating to the determi-
nants of VDWS, we identified the factors which could explain
managers’ decision to voluntarily disclose more information on
the web-sites of their companies. These factors include: firm size,
dispersion of ownership, board independence, performance, lever-
age and listing on foreign stock exchanges.

2.2.1. Size

According to Jensen and Meckling (1976), agency costs increase
along with company size. The largest companies disclose more
information than the smallest ones because they are ready to sup-
port the costs of this decision. Moreover, according to the signal
theory, managers of large companies are more incited to proclaim
the quality of their business to investors through voluntary disclo-
sure. According to innovation diffusion theory, larger companies
can better afford innovations and are more likely to have the nec-
essary technological and personal resources (Flanagin, 2000;
Abughazaleh et al. 2012).

Results from prior studies frequently confirm a positive associa-
tion between company size and disclosure level. Among these
studies, we can quote that of Marston and Polei (2004) in the
German context, Haniffa and Rashid (2005) in the Malaysian con-
text, Lopes and Rodrigues (2007) in the Portuguese context,
Almilia (2009) in the Indonesian context and Turel (2010) in the
Turkish context.

Generally, studies in common law countries also validate this
result. For example, we can quote that of Oyelere et al. (2003) in
New Zealand, Trabelsi et al. (2008) in Canada and Kelton and
Yang (2008) in USA. However, the results of Allam and Lymer
(2003) show a contradictory result and suggest that there is no
relationship between the size of the companies and the IFR level
in USA, UK, Canada (three countries from the common law
model) and Hong Kong.

Because of this result, we choose to study company size and based
on theories mentioned above, we formulate the following hy-
pothesis:

H 2: VDWS is positively related to the company size.

2.2.2. Dispersion of ownership

Ownership structure may also be an important factor in voluntary
web-based corporate disclosure. Indeed, according to agency the-
ory, agency costs are significant in companies characterized by
diffuse ownership. These costs can be reduced by a monitoring
system which encourages managers to make their actions more
transparent by voluntarily disclosing more information so as to
reduce the divergences of interests.

Moreover, according to the signal theory, voluntary disclosure
allows the reduction of information asymmetry between managers
and shareholders. Consequently, it is likely that companies with a
more dispersed ownership of shares will disclose more informa-
tion on their corporate web-sites so as to reduce information
asymmetry and provide their shareholders with the necessary in-
formation.
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In prior research studies, authors generally confirm a positive
association between dispersion of ownership and IFR level in
different countries such as Pirchegger and Wagenhofer (1999) in
Austria, Chau and Gray (2002) in Hong Kong and Singapore,
Oyelere et al. (2003) in New Zealand, Pervan (2006) in Croatia
and Kelton and Yang (2008) in USA.

Based on all the above, we propose to test the influence of the
dispersion of ownership on the VDWS by the following hypothe-
sis:

H 3: VDWS is positively related to dispersion of ownership.

2.2.3. Board independence

The board of directors plays an important role in the control of
managers’ decisions, and particularly voluntary disclosure deci-
sion. Its effectiveness depends largely on its characteristics (com-
position, independence, etc).

In our study, we will be interested in board independence. Fama
(1980) and Fama and Jensen (1983) consider that an effective
board of directors must be composed of internal as well as outside
members whose expertise, experience and independence make it
possible to control management decisions. Indeed, they suggest
that the effectiveness of the board of directors improves with the
introduction of outside directors concerned about their reputation
relating to the control of decisions in the job market. These deci-
sions also relate to voluntary information disclosure. In addition,
the agency theory suggests that a greater proportion of outside
directors is more likely to minimize managerial opportunism and
to reduce, consequently, the agency costs (Fama and Jensen,
1983).

Moreover, according to Kelton and Yang (2008), a significant
percentage of independent directors reduce the probability of
withholding decision information by managers. Chen and Jaggi
(2000) confirm the existence of a positive relation between the
level of information disclosure and board independence in the
context of Hong Kong. In a subsequent study on the Malaysian
context, Homayoun and Abdul Rahman (2010) show that the per-
centage of independent non-executive directors on board is posi-
tively significant with disclosure index of corporate governance on
the internet. They add that a high percentage of independent direc-
tors on board enhances the control of managerial opportunism and
reduces managers’ chance of withholding information on corpo-
rate governance.

Therefore, the following hypothesis is suggested:

H 4: VDWS is positively related to board independence.

2.2.4. Performance

The signal theory suggests that managers of profitable companies
are more willing to voluntarily disclose more information to im-
prove the value of their firm by revealing good news. In addition,
performance is a variable which was studied in several frame-
works. Nevertheless, the empirical results are generally contradic-
tory. For example, through their study of the determinants of vol-
untary web-based disclosure, Oyelere et al. (2003) did not find any
significant relationship between performance and IFR in the New
Zealand context. Other subsequent studies confirmed this result
(Marston and Polei, 2004; Haniffa and Rashid, 2004; Leventis and
Weetman, 2004; Barako et al., 2008).

On the other hand, Prabowo and Tambotoh (2005) found that
performance is positively related to IFR among Indonesian manu-
facturing companies. They explained their result by the fact that
profitable companies are more inclined to voluntarily disclose
more details about their activities so as to attract potential inves-
tors or to be distinguished from other less profitable companies.
This result was confirmed by Pervan (2006) on the Croatian com-
panies and Ageyi-Mensah (2012) on Ghanaian ones.

Lang and Lundholm (1993) have advanced that managers of com-
panies having negative information may disclose more informa-
tion to improve the credibility of their published information or to
reduce the likelihood of their legal liability. Belkaoui and Kahl

(1978) and Wallace et al. (1994) also found that company per-
formance is inversely proportional to information disclosure.
Schadewlitz and Blevins (1998) expect a positive relationship
between financial report disclosures and profitability. However,
they found that company profitability seemed to reduce rather than
increase the level of disclosure in reports. They provide two pos-
sible reasons for their finding. The first being that managers may
consider that the existence of a company’s good performance
provides a sufficient signal of profitability and therefore find it
unnecessary to disclose more information. The other reason pro-
vided was that the companies are not prepared to disclose addi-
tional information in its reports for fear of attracting new entrants
in the industry. This could be a measure to protect their competi-
tive position.

Taking into account the incongruent results of these studies, we
did not predict the sign of this variable in accordance with the
study of Leventis and Weetman (2004).

Hence, we propose the following hypothesis:

H 5: VDWS is related to performance.

2.2.5. Leverage

The presence of creditors in the capital structure accentuates
agency conflicts (Jensen and Meckling, 1976). Actually, compa-
nies with more debt have greater agency cost due to the possibility
of transferring wealth from debtholders to shareholders. Thus,
highly leveraged companies are justified to disclose more informa-
tion to satisfy the creditors’ needs and to reduce the conflicts of
interests. Several researchers studied the influence of leverage on
voluntary disclosure. However, their results are dissimilar.

Indeed, Archambault and Archambault (2003) predicted in their
study that highly leveraged companies will disclose more informa-
tion in order to minimize agency costs. However, they did not find
any relation between leverage and disclosure. This result is also
confirmed by Almilia (2009), Barako et al. (2008) and Ageyi-
Mensah (2012).

In addition, Haniffa and Rashid (2005) and Xiao et al. (2004)
found that leverage level is positively related to the level of
VDWS. In another direction, the results of Cormier et al. (2009) in
the Canadian context showed that leverage is negatively related to
performance disclosure. The subsequent study of Damaso and
Lourenco (2011) on the British companies also confirmed that
leverage is negatively related to the extent of disclosure on corpo-
rate web-sites.

Taking into account the disparate results of these studies, we did
not predict the sign of this variable in accordance with the studies
of Leventis and Weetman (2004), Prabowo and Tambotoh (2005)
and Lopes and Rodrigues (2007).

Hence, we suggest the following hypothesis:

H 6: VDWS is related to leverage.

2.2.6. Foreign stock exchange listings

According to innovation diffusion theory, if the innovation has a
higher relative advantage, it will be adopted more rapidly. Indeed,
disclosing in web-sites (i,e, the innovation) allows to firms listed
on foreign stock exchanges to, amongst other things, obtain inves-
tors throughout the world at a low cost (the relative advantage).
So, if these firms will perceive this advantage, they will adopt the
innovation more rapidly and therefore, they will increase their
VDWS.

Further, inspired from Zarzeski’s argument (1996), firms listed on
foreign stock exchanges are adopting an international competitive
strategy. So, in order to obtain foreign capital and enhance public
image, they may choose to use VDWS at least as much as their
competitors.

Several studies have analyzed the relation between listing on for-
eign financial markets and voluntary disclosure. Indeed, Cooke
(1989, 1992) found that companies which are listed on foreign
financial markets have an important level of voluntary disclosure
compared to those which are listed on a national financial market.
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Moreover, the results of Adhikari and Tondkar’ study (1992) an-
nounced a significant difference at the total level of the informa-
tion disclosed between the companies which are listed on several
foreign financial markets and those which are not. Similar results
were obtained in New Zealand by Hossain et al. (1995).

Marston and Polei (2004) also found that German companies
listed on international stock exchanges disseminate more infor-
mation for investors on its web-site than those listed on domestic
stock exchanges only. Other subsequent research validated this
result. Among them, we can quote that of Lopes and Rodrigues
(2007) in the Portuguese context.

Hence, we propose the following hypothesis:

H 7: VDWS is positively related to the number of foreign listing.

3. Research methodology

3.1. Sample and data

Our starting sample is formed of 100 British companies extracted
from the FTSE 100 and 50 New Zealand companies forming NZX
50 market index in February 1, 2011. Within the framework of our
study, we analyzed the contents of companies’ web-sites studied
over a one month period going from 1% to 28 February, 2011. In
order to improve internal and external validity of the measurement
of the construct, the web-sites are visited twice to check the pres-
ence of each of the disclosure item. In line with the study of Turel
(2010), the web-sites of our sample companies were re-examined
at the end of February in order to ensure that no change was car-
ried out on the already collected data.

It should be noted that the companies of our sample have different
types of industry. There was no particular control on the industry
effect because we assume, in accordance with the study of Haniffa
and Rashid (2005), that VDWS is beneficial for all the companies
regardless of their type of industry.

We eliminated, from our sample, a British company which did not
yet have a web-site and three other companies, including two from
New Zealand and one from the United Kingdom because of miss-
ing data. Hence, our final sample is composed of 98 British com-
panies and 48 New Zealand. Table (1) summarizes the composi-
tion of the final samples of our study.

Table 1: Composition of Final Samples

sample United King- New Zea-
dom land

Total number of companies 100 50

Disposal of companies without web- ) )

sites

Disposal of companies with missing

data (6Y) @

Final sample =98 =48

After having described the procedure for selecting our sample, we
will present measurements of our variables.

3.2. Definition and measurements of variables

3.2.1. Dependent variable (VDWS)

VDWS index requires two different steps. First, we have to define
what items (information contents) are going to compose VDWS
index. Second, we have to specify the scoring method (a weighted
or unweighted index).

Regarding the contents, given that the relevance of the score de-
pends on the choice of items included in the disclosure index
(Marston and Shrives, 1991; Trabelsi et al. 2008), our selection is
based on items used in previous studies which have proposed a
framework of web-based disclosure (Debreceny et al. 2001; Xiao
et al. 2004). Moreover, since information demands vary from one
user to another (Bonsdn and Escboar, 2002), the disclosure list
was enlarged by adding items used in other previous studies which
have took into account different types of user’ profiles (Ettredge et

al. 2002; Marston and Polei, 2004; Abdelsalem and Street, 2007;
Kelton and Yang, 2008; Trabelsi et al. 2008, etc).

Furthermore, given that our objective is to measure voluntary
information disclosed on web-site’ companies, we eliminated all
information mandated by financial regulatory authorities (Finan-
cial Services Authority in the United Kingdom and Financial
Markets Authority in New Zealand) and we focused only on items
referring to contents in web-sites.

Using these previous researches, a broad set of 51 items has been
considered in this study including various types of information
(stock exchange data, financial statements, projected information,
social and environmental information, other non-financial infor-
mation, etc.).

Regarding the scoring method, in the literature, two different ap-
proaches can be found: the weighted and the unweighted method
(Cooke, 1989). Indeed, some researchers used the weighted
method. We can quote that of Pirchegger and Wagenhofer (1999)
and Marston and Polei (2004) which applied different weightings
for each group of criteria based on analyst’ opinions. This method
demands the determination of the relative importance of items to
different users. The use of the weighted method will reflect inter-
ests of particular information for users; hence, increasing the sub-
jectivity in developing the disclosure indexes (Marston and
Shrives, 1996). Another study concluded that there is no signifi-
cant difference between the results based on weighted and un-
weighted disclosure indexes (Zarzeski, 1996).

The choice of the scoring method could depend on the focus of the
research each self. In fact, if the research focuses on a particular
user group, the weighted index is preferable, and if it focuses on
all users the unweighted index is preferable (Alfaraih, 2009).

In consequence, since we suppose that the information provided is
going to be employed by various types of users and we will not
favour a particular set of users, we applied the most commonly
used method from prior research which is to score items without
weighting for relative importance (Cooke, 1989; Raffournier,
1995; Leventis and Weetman, 2004; Bonson and Escobar, 2006;
Lopes and Rodrigues, 2007, etc).

Thus, the procedure is dichotomous: if any information of the list
appears on the web-site then it takes the value 1, if it does not, it
takes the value 0. The total score is the unweighted sum of the
scores of each item. Then, in order to avoid penalizing a company
which has some inapplicable items, we made a meticulous review
of the web-site and, in some cases, the annual report in order to
understand the activity of the company and specify items that are
not applicable, in accordance with several studies (Cooke, 1989,
Raffournier, 1995, Leventis and Weetman, 2004 and Lopes and
Rodrigues, 2007). So, this score takes the shape of an index: a
ratio which will take into account the number of information
which the firm is likely to disclose.

Consequently, the VDWS index allotted to each company is:
VDWS i = Total score of company i / Score of disclosure ex-
pected of the company i.

The disclosure index calculated enabled us to classify the compa-
nies of our sample in two groups: the first group consists of the
companies which disclose more, and the second one consists of
the companies which disclose less. This method of classification
was used by Gelb and Zarowin (2002) and Arnone et al. (2010).
To be able to classify the companies in two groups, we used the
average like indicator of classification in accordance with the
study of Arnone et al. (2010). Indeed, any company which has a
disclosure index higher than the average index of the sample will
be classified in the first group which discloses more, and any
company which has a disclosure index lower than the average
index of the sample will be classified in the second group which
discloses less. Thus, our dependent variable is a dummy variable
which takes value 1 when the company belongs to the group
which discloses more and 0 if it does not. The logistic model of
regression is consequently adequate in our analysis.
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3.2.2. Independent variables

In order to control for agency costs, market forces and internation-

al dependence, we have defined these independent variables:

- Size (Ln.T): this variable is measured by the natural logarithm of

the total assets. Several studies retained it as being a measurement

of the size of the company (Prabowo and Tambotoh (2005), Tra-
belsi et al. (2008), Almilia (2009) and Homayoun and Abdul

Rahman (2010).

Ln.T= Log total assets

. Dispersion of ownership (DISP): this variable is measured
by (1 - percentage of the shareholders holding more than
5% of the capital). This measurement was also used by
Paturel et al. (2006).

DISP=1 - percentage of the shareholders holding more than 5% of

the capital.

. Board Independence (IND.B): it is the percentage of the
independent directors in the board. This measurement was
also used by Chen and Jaggi (2000), Xiao et al. (2004), Ba-
rako (2007), Kelton and Yang (2008), and Barako et al.
(2008).

IND.B= percentage of independent directors on the board.

o Performance: it is a dummy variable which takes 1 if the
net benefit of the year 2010 is higher than that of the year
2009 and 0 if it does not. This measurement was also used
by Lang and Lundholm (1993) and Trabelsi et al. (2008).

Performance (PERF) = dummy variable which takes 1 if the net

benefit of the year 2010 is higher than that of year 2009 and 0 if it

does not.

o Leverage: it is the total ratio of the debts on total assets.
This measurement was also used by Eng and Mak (2003),
Xiao et al. (2004) and Barako et al. (2008).

Leverage (LEV) = total debts on total assets.

o Listing on foreign stock exchanges: it is the number of list-
ing on foreign stock exchanges. This measurement was also
used by Archambault and Archambault (2003).

Listing on foreign stock exchanges (NMF) = the number of listing

on foreign stock exchanges.

The empirical models that we test are as follows:

0.312 (varies between 0.080 and 0.569) whereas that of New Zea-
land companies is of 0.154 (varies between 0.021 and 0.333). We
can also note that British companies reveal more information than
New Zealand companies. The descriptive statistics of the informa-
tion revealed on web-sites are consigned in table (3) to know the
extent of the VDWS.

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of Disclosed Information on Corporate
Web-Sites

Percentage of dis-

r':{',cl’de' Lé?r:;e(fom P (e group VDWS") = o + By (Ln.T) + B
(DISP) + B5 (IND.B) + B4 (PERF) + Bs (LEV)

Model New Zea-

T b + Bs (NMF) + &.

4. Empirical results

In what follows, we will present the descriptive analyses of our
variables, and then we will provide the principal results of our
multivariate analyses.

4.1. Descriptive analyses

4.1.1. Descriptive analysis of the dependent variable

In order to know the extent of VVoluntary Disclosure through Web-
Sites, we will present the descriptive statistics of our dependent

variable (VDWS) in table (2).

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of the Dependent Variable (VDWS)

VDWS index

Origin UK web-sites NZ web-sites
Mean 0.312 0.154
Standard-deviation 0.102 0.074
Minimum 0.080 0.021
Maximum 0.569 0.333

Table (2) presents the distribution of the calculated index for Brit-
ish and New Zealand companies. It appears that the index varies
significantly in the two countries. Through this table, we notice
that there is a significant difference between British and New Zea-
land companies. The average index of British companies is of

List of disclosure index closure

UK NZ
Stock exchange data 75,773 44 533
1. Current share price 94,85 68,75
2. Share price history 88,66 52,08
3. Share price changes compared to market index 76,29 25,53
4. Changes from the last share price in percentage or 9278 4375
number
5. Icon to calcul_ate the_change in the value of an invest- 67,01 16,67
ment over a period of time
6. link to the stock exchanges web-sites 35,05 60,42
Summary of Financial Statements on corporate web-sites 25,258 13,543
7. Summary of financial data (at least, the last 5 years) 28,87 35,42
8. Current balance sheet 25,77 6,25
9. Current income statement 25,77 4,17
10. Current cash-flow statement 20,62 8,33
Projected information 7,215 1,042

11. A projection of sales is provided 8,25 0

12. A projection of earnings per share is provided 11,34 2,08
13. A projection of future results is provided 10,31 4,17
14. A Comparison of previous sales projections to actual
) : 3,09 0
sales is provided
15. A Comparison of previous earnings projections to
[ . M5 0
actual earnings is provided
16. A Comparison of previous results projections to
. - M5 0
actual results is provided
Various other financial information 34,811 16,508
17. Dividend per share 83,16 60,42
18. _Icon to calculate the value of dividends over a period 29.9 2,08
of time
19. Dividend history 76,29 62,5
20. earnings per share 55,67 22,92
43. Analysts list 51855 18,75
44, Reports of analysts 12,37 4,17
21. Shareholding structure 34,02 22,92
22. Debt structure 12,37 2,08

23. Evolution of debt structure 9,28 2,08

24. Expenditure on research and development 16,44 0

25. Segmental financial mfor_matlon by indus- 3372 1111
try (revenues, expenses, profit, etc.)

26 Segmental financial information by geographical 2991 333

area (revenues, expenses, profit, etc.)

27. Evolution of sales 29,9 18,75
28. Percentage of sales by geographic area 13,48 0
Financial Analysis 20,618 13,542
29. Progression of turnover 15,46 0

30. Gearing ratios 12,37 14,58

31. Other ratios 29,9 375
32. Company's competitive position in its markets 51,55 25
33. Market share 10,31 4,17
34. Evolution of market share 4,12 0

Social and environmental information 37,492 11,805
35. Number of employees 71,13 31,25
36. Data-t-on accidents 46,74 8,33
37. Expenditure on safety measures 17,39 2,08
38. Number of employees trained 19,59 6,25

39. Amount spent in training 13,4 4,17
40. Informat_lo_n on environmental protection (CO2, 56,7 1875
water, electricity)

Various other non-financial information 14,810 7,287
41. Geographical distribution of shareholders 8,25 4,26
42. Geographical distribution of employees 20,22 6,45
45. Organizational structure 20,83 8,33
46. Managers’ remuneration 6,19 4,17

47. Information on R&D types 26,03 11,11
48. Description of major customers 13,54 6,25
49. Description of major suppliers 8,25 4,17
50. Evolution of the number of customers 8,33 10,42
51. Evolution of the number of employees 21,65 10,42
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The descriptive statistics presented in table (3) show a great incon-
sistency in the contents of the consulted websites. The comparison
between the web-sites of the two countries shows that New Zea-
land companies disclose less information than British ones. How-
ever, this comparison also shows that New Zealand companies
disclose more analytical information than those of the United
Kingdom. Indeed, we find that the financial ratios (the gearing
ratio and other financial ratios) are respectively present in 14, 58%
and 37, 5% of New Zealand companies against 12, 37% and 29,
9% of British ones.

4.1.2. Descriptive analysis of independent variables

To identify the determinants of the VDWS for each country, we
classified them in two groups per country. By comparing the dis-
closure index of each company with the average of the sample of
each country (0,312 for the United Kingdom and 0,154 for New
Zealand), we obtained a first group for the companies which dis-
close more information and a second group for those which dis-
close less.

The following table summarizes the classification of the two
groups of each model.

Table 4: Classification of the Two Groups of Each Country

Table 5: Descriptive analyses of the models n°1 and n°2 for the two coun-
tries (UK — NZ)

United King- New Zea-
Final sample 90 47
Group VDWS™: companies with high 54 22
Group VDWS': companies with less 36 25

Variable  Country  Group N Mean  Standard-deviation
UK VDWS + 54 4419 0.756
LnT VDWS - 36 3.844 0.593
NZ VDWS+ 22 3625 0933
VDWS - 25 2718 0.455
UK VDWS + 54 0.818 0.149
DISP VDWS- 36 0737 0.235
NZ VDWS + 22 0546 0.222
VDWS - 25 059 0.210
UK VDWS+ 54 0592 0.117
IND.B VDWS - 36 0612 0.130
NZ VDWS + 22 0722 0.163
VDWS- 25 0597 0.205
UK VDWS + 54 0.70 0.461
PERE VDWS - 36 081 0.401
NZ VDWS+ 22 059 0.503
VDWS - 25 0.68 0.476
UK VDWS + 54 0.662 0.196
LEV VDWS- 36 0560 0.268
NZ VDWS+ 22 0533 0.208
VDWS - 25 0484 0.145
UK VDWS + 54 1 0.971
NME VDWS - 36 0.22 0.422
NZ VDWS + 22 0.77 0.685
VDWS - 25 04 0.577

Table (4) shows that, in accordance with the study of Gelb and
Zarowin (2002), the number of companies forming the first group
is not equal to the number of those forming the second. Indeed, in
model n°1 relating to the United Kingdom, the number of compa-
nies which disclose more is higher than the number of those which
disclose less. The result of this classification implies that British
companies which disclose more attach more importance to the
VDWS than those which disclose less. As for model n°2 relating
to New Zealand, the number of companies which disclose more is
slightly lower than the number of those which disclose less.

The descriptive statistics of the two models (the United Kingdom
and New Zealand) are presented in table (5) hereafter.

4.1.3. Correlation analysis

The application of the logistic regression requires the absence of
multicollinearity between independent variables. It is therefore
important to ensure that excessive collinearity between the inde-
pendent variables will not affect the interpretation of results. To
identify potential problems of multicollinearity between the inde-
pendent variables, we have established a correlation matrix. We
also calculated the Variable Inflation Factor (VIF) which also tests
the presence of collinearity between the explanatory variables.

The results of these tests are presented in table (6) below.

Table 6: Pearson Correlation and VIF

Ln.T DISP IND.B PERF LEV NMF VIF
Ln.T 1 -0.024 0.177 0.027 0.454™ 0.532" 1.971
Model n°1 DISP 1 -0.085 -0.182 -0.319** -0.041 1.165
Uitz (e e IND.B 1 0.003 0.233 0.120 1.049
PERF 1 0.170 -0.034 1.095
LEV 1 0.247" 1.718
NMF 1 1.427

Ln.T DISP IND.B PERF LEV NMF VIF
Ln.T 1 0.100 0.386™ 0.036 0.717" 0.638™ 2.682
Model ri°2 DISP 1 -0.169 -0.265 -0.089 -0.007 1.310
(New Zealand) IND.B 1 -0.021 0.357 0.460 1.363
PERF 1 0.130 -0.085 1.161
LEV 1 0.395™ 1.959
NMF 1 1.725

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

From the tables (6), it appears that all correlation coefficients are
below 0.8, which is the point at which we begin to have a serious
problem of multicollinearity (Kennedy, 1985 Lewis-Beck, 1991).
As a rule of thumb a VIF in excess of 5 is considered an indication
of harmful multicollinearity (Zikmund et al., 2010). All the VIF
are less than 5 and we note that the highest VIF is equal to 1.971
for the UK and 2.682 for New Zealand. Therefore, we can con-
clude that there is no multicollinearity problem.

After confirming the absence of multicollinearity between our
explanatory variables, the logistic regression is carried out to ex-
amine to what extent the six independent variables explain the
high or low Voluntary Disclosure level on Web-Sites.

5.1. Multivariate analysis and discussion

In this section, we will first present the empirical results relating to
the main hypothesis of our research. Next, we will present the
results of our empirical model.

5.1.1. Analysis of results relating to the main hypothesis

Our main hypothesis to be tested is that VDWS practices are dif-
ferent across the UK and New Zealand. To test this hypothesis, we
applied a further test Chi Square (y°) to examine whether or not
the Voluntary Disclosure level on Web-Sites across the two coun-
tries is different although having several similarities as mentioned
earlier.

The results are shown in Table (7).
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Table 7: Test Results Chi Square (X?) for the UK and New Zealand

. Number of Standard- Test Chi
Variable  Group . Mean o 2
companies deviation square ()
YDWS 69 0970 0.168 v =
Country 16.457***
VIBIRE 0370  0.487 P = (0.000)

The results shown in table (7) suggest a significant variation
across the UK and New Zealand. In other words, VDWS practices
are different between the two countries. So, H1, which states that
VDWS practices are different across the UK and New Zealand, is
supported by the results.

To better understand this result, we will deepen our research by a
multivariate analysis in order to release the differential impact of
the factors influencing VDWS choices.

5.1.2. Logistical regression analysis

The logistic analysis is conditioned neither by the normal distribu-
tion of error terms, nor by the assumption of homoscedasticity. It
does not require the linearity between the dependent variable and
the independent variables.

Moreover, the logistical regression analysis is very influenced by
outliers. Consequently, before starting the descriptive analysis, we
carried out an estimate of the values which could skew the logisti-
cal regression model. We eliminated from our sample the extreme
observations whose standardized residues exceed the 2 standard
deviations on both sides average which is the usual level of elimi-
nation. After these eliminations, our two final samples are com-
posed of 90 British companies and 47 New Zealand companies.
Thus, the results of the two empirical models are summarized in
table (8) hereafter.

Table 8: Results Of Logistic Regression: Group VDWS*/ VDWS ~

P (€ group VDWS") = a + B, (Ln.T) + B, (DISP) + B5 (IND.B) + s (PERF) + Bs (LEV) + Ps (NMF) + €.

Model n°1 (United Kingdom)

Model n°2 (New Zealand)

Variables Predicted Sign Coef B Significant (p)
Ln.T + 0.908 0.058*

DISP + 3.460 0.040**
IND.B + -6.208 0.031**
PERF +/- -1.295 0.072*

LEV +/- 1.141 0.429

NMF + 1.995 0.001***

Number of companies = 90

Chi square (3) = 40.345 ; P =0.000
Nagelkerke’s R%= 48,8%

*** : coefficient is significant at 1 %
** : coefficient is significant at 5 %
* . coefficient is significant at 10 %

Predicted Sign Coef B Significant (p)
+ 6.386 0.002***

+ 2.399 0.323

+ 4.699 0.091*

+/- -1.074 0.384

+/- -14.080 0.012**

+ -1.777 0.071*

Number of companies = 47

Chi square (%) =32.866 ; P =0.000
Nagelkerke’s R?= 67,2%

*** . coefficient is significant at 1 %
** : coefficient is significant at 5 %
* : coefficient is significant at 10 %

In what follows, we will show initially, the results found for
model n°1 relating to the United Kingdom and, afterwards, the
results found for model n°2 relating to New Zealand. Finally, we
will present a comparative analysis of the determinants between
the two countries.

5.1.2.1. Results of model n°1

From table (8), we notice that the tested model is overall signifi-
cant. Indeed, the test Chi square (x?) for the adjustment of the
model is of 40.345 and is significant at p = 0.000. Nagelkerke’s R?
indicates that 48, 8% of the probability of disclosing more infor-
mation on websites is explained by the six variables integrated in
the model.

H2, which states that size is positively related to web-based dis-
closure, is supported by the results. This finding is in consistent by
economic-based and innovation diffusion theories. It is also
widely evidenced in the literature on disclosure (Ashbaugh et al.,
1999; Pirchegger and Wagenhofer, 1999; Craven and Marston,
1999; Ettredge et al., 2002; Oyelere at al., 2003; Marston and
Polei, 2004; Haniffa and Rashid, 2005; Prabowo and Tambotoh,
2005; Lopes and Rodrigues, 2007; Barako at al., 2008).

H3, which states that dispersion of ownership is positively related
to disclosure on web-sites, is supported by the results. This is con-
sistent with the economic-based theories and the study of Oyelere
at al. (2003) in the New Zealand context and that of Abughazalah
et al. (2012) in Jordanian one.

The coefficient of performance is statistically significant in this
model providing, as such, support for H5 which states that per-
formance is related to disclosure on web-sites. Contrary to the
study of Prabowo and Tambotoh (2005) on Indonesia and that of
Ageyi-Mensah (2012) on Ghana, the coefficient relative to this
variable is negative. However, this finding confirms those of Wal-
lace and Naser (1995), Lang and Lundholm (1993) and
Schadewlitz and Blevins (1998).

H7, which states that the number of listings on foreign stock ex-
changes is positively related to disclosure on web-sites, is sup-
ported by the results. This result is consistent with innovation
diffusion theory and the study of Xiao et al. (2004) on Chinese

companies, Marston and Polei (2004) on German companies,
Lopes and Rodrigues (2007) on Portuguese companies and Tra-
belsi et al. (2008) on Canadian companies.

The board independence variable is statistically significant. How-
ever, contrary to the sign expected, the coefficient is negative.
Thus, H4 is not supported. This finding is in contrast to the study
of Homayoun and Abdul Rahman (2010) on the Malaysian com-
panies.

Against our expectations, the results do not verify the influence of
leverage on web-sites’ disclosure. Indeed, the leverage variable is
not statistically significant. So, H6 is not supported. Consequently,
the level of debt did not influence the disclosure level on web-sites
in the United Kingdom model.

Thus, for this model, the multivariate analysis shows a positive
and significant influence of firm size, dispersion of ownership,
and number of listing on foreign stock exchanges on the decision
to disclose more information on web-sites. It also shows a nega-
tive and significant influence of the company performance on the
disclosure level on web-sites. In addition, the board independence
variable, contrary to the expected sign, had a negative effect. As
for the leverage variable, it did not have any significant effect on
the decision to disclose more information on web-sites.

In other words, British companies which voluntarily disclose more
information on their web-sites are probably larger, less profitable,
have a more dispersed structure ownership, listed on more foreign
stock exchanges, and have less important proportion of independ-
ent administrators than those which disclose less.

In what follows, we will present model n°2 relating to New Zea-
land.

5.1.2.2. Results of model n°2

From table (8), we notice that the tested model is overall signifi-
cant. Indeed, the test Chi square (52 for the adjustment of the
model is of 32.866 and is significant at p = 0.000. Nagelkerke’s R?
indicates that 67,2% of the probability of disclosing more informa-
tion on web-sites is explained by the six variables integrated in the
model.
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H2, which states that size is positively related to web-based dis-
closure, is supported by the results. This is consistent with our
findings on British companies and with the majority of the previ-
ous studies.

H4, which states that board independence is positively related to
web-based disclosure, is supported by the results. This finding is
consistent with agency theory and the study of Xiao et al. (2004)
in the Chinese context, that of Kelton and Yang (2008) in the
American context and that of Homayoun and Abdul Rahman
(2010) in the Malaysian context.

H6, which states that leverage is related to disclosure on web-sites,
is supported by the results. Indeed, the leverage variable is statisti-
cally significant. Moreover, contrary to the study of Haniffa and
Rashid (2005) in Malaysia and that of Ageyi-Mensah (2012) on
Ghana, the coefficient is negative in accordance with the study of
Hope (2003) on the Anglo-Saxon countries, that of Cormier et al.
(2009) in the Canadian context and that of Damaso and Lourenco
(2011) on the British companies.

The variable number of listing on foreign stock exchanges is sta-
tistically significant. However, contrary to our expectations and to
the study of Lopes and Rodrigues (2007) in the Portuguese con-
text, the sign is negative. Thus, H7 is not supported.

Neither the dispersion of ownership nor the performance proves to
be related to web-based disclosures. Thus, H3 and H5 are not
supported by the results. Consequently, these variables do not
influence the decision of voluntary web-based disclosures in New
Zealand.

Thus, for model n°2 relating to New Zealand, the multivariate
analysis shows a significant and positive influence of firm size and
board independence on the decision to disclose more information
on web-sites. It also shows a negative and significant influence of
leverage on VDWS. In addition, the analysis shows that the num-
ber of listing on foreign stock exchanges is statistically significant
but is contrary to the expected sign. On the other hand, the disper-
sion of ownership and the performance variables do not have sig-
nificant effects on the decision to disclose more information on
web-sites.

In other words, New Zealand companies which voluntary disclose
more information on their websites are probably larger, have a
more independent board of directors, are more indebted and have
a lower number of listing on foreign stock exchanges than those
which disclose less.

5.1.3. Analysis and discussion

In what follows, we will identify the common factors between the
two countries and the factors specific to each country.

5.1.3.1. Common factor between the two countries

The size is a significant variable for the two countries (p =0.059
for the United Kingdom and p =0.002 for New Zealand). This
result is consistent with economic-based and innovation diffusion
theories and several previous studies which show the positive
influence of this variable on voluntary disclosure via web-sites
(Ashbaugh et al., 1999; Pirchegger and Wagenhofer, 1999; Craven
and Marston, 1999; Ettredge et al., 2002; Oyelere et al., 2003;
Marston and Polei, 2004; Haniffa and Rashid, 2005; Lopes and
Rodrigues, 2007; Barako et al., 2008). We notice that our result is
inconsistent with Pervan (2006) on Slovenia, Ageyi-Mensah
(2012) on Ghana and Allam and Lymer (2003) on USA, UK, Can-
ada and Hong Kong which do not find a significant and positive
relation between firm size and the VDWS.

Indeed, this result shows that larger companies may have the re-
sources to produce more disclosures in order to reduce agency
costs in consistent with the agency theory or that managers of
larger ones may disclose more to prove the quality of their busi-
ness to investors in consistent with the signal theory. This result
could also prove that larger companies are more able to adopt
innovations because they are more likely to have the necessary
technological and personal resources in consistent with innovation
diffusion theory.

Having size as a common factor may suggest that there is no dif-
ferential impact of firm size on VDWS in the UK and New Zea-
land.

5.1.3.2. Specific factors of each country

Though having a strong relationship since the colonial past and
belonging to the same Anglo-Saxon model, the companies of the
UK and New Zealand hold different factors that incite them to
voluntarily disclose more information on their web-sites. Indeed,
except for the size as a common factor between the two countries,
there is a differential impact of dispersion of ownership, perform-
ance, leverage, board independence and number of listing on for-
eign stock exchanges on VDWS in the UK and New Zealand.

Our findings can be classified in two types of results: in the first
one, we find the variables which are significant in a country and
not significant in the other. In the second one, we find the vari-
ables which are significant in both countries but with opposite
signs.

Concerning the first type of results, our findings show that there
are three variables which are significant in a country and not sig-
nificant in the other. Indeed, we find that dispersion of ownership
positively influences VDWS in the UK and has no significant
effect in New Zealand. So, British companies which have a diffuse
ownership would be more motivated to disclose more information
on web-sites. It could be explained by the fact that the structure of
ownership in British companies is more diffused than New Zea-
land ones. So, British companies may have a greater number of
shareholders who would ask for more information on the web-
sites. This result could also suggest that increased VDWS may be
seen as a suitable response to reduce potential conflict and infor-
mation asymmetry between shareholders and management in con-
sistent with the agency and signal theory.

Further, we find that performance negatively influences VDWS in
the UK and has no significant effect in New Zealand. In conse-
quence, managers of least profitable British companies are incited
to voluntarily disclose more information on their web-sites. It is
possible that British companies try to improve the credibility of
the information published on companies’ web-sites or to minimize
the likelihood of their legal liability because of insufficient or bad
synchronization of information. This result could also mean that
more profitable British companies are not incited to voluntarily
disclose more information on their web-sites. In reference to the
study of Schadewlitz and Blevins (1998), this finding could be
explained by two possible reasons. The first one is that managers
may think that the existence of a company’s good performance
provides a good signal of profitability. So, it is unnecessary to
disclose more information. The second reason is that the more
profitable companies would not disclose additional information in
their web-sites for fear of attracting new entrants in the industry.
This could be a suitable measure to protect competitive position.
In addition, we find that leverage negatively influences VDWS in
New Zealand and has no significant effect in the UK. So, VDWS
in New Zealand decreases with leverage. In other words, the most
indebted companies are not motivated to voluntarily disclose more
information on their web-sites. In reference to the study of Zar-
zeski (1996), this finding is probably due to the fact that creditors
can obtain private information and therefore, managers of New
Zealand companies are not motivated to provide more information
on their web-sites to reassure them.

Concerning the second type of results, we find that number of
listing on foreign stock exchanges and independence of the board
are significant in both of the two countries but with opposite signs.
Indeed, number of listing on foreign stock exchanges positively
influences VDWS in the UK while it negatively influences VDWS
in New Zealand. This means that British companies which are
listed on many foreign stock exchanges disclose more information
on their web-sites. So, it is possible that since they operate in an
international market, they are adopting an international competi-
tive strategy. So, in consistent with Zarzeski’s argument (1996),
competitive pressures will push firms to disclose at least as much
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as their competitors. It is also possible that they would use this
innovation because it can better afford to have a world visibility
and therefore, to obtain foreign investors at a relatively low cost in
consistent with innovation diffusion theory. In the other hand, this
result means that New Zealand companies listed on the national
stock exchange disclose more information on their websites. So,
they probably try to reassure their local investors, which will,
accordingly, improve their reputation in the market. This result
also means that New Zealand companies listed on more foreign
stock exchanges do not adopt VDWS. So, probably, for fearing of
losing the competitive advantage or in order to protect themselves
from arriving new competitors, they would not provide additional
information on their web-sites.

Moreover, board independence positively influences VDWS in
New Zealand while it negatively influences VDWS in the UK.
This means that New Zealand companies which have a more inde-
pendent board of directors disclose voluntarily more information
on their web-sites. So, in New Zealand companies, a greater pro-
portion of outside directors is probably used to minimize manage-
rial opportunism and agency costs, in consistent with agency the-
ory. It is also possible that independent directors are worried about
their reputation on the job market, that is why they would try to
offer more transparent information by the way of VDWS.
Whereas, this result means that British companies which have a
more dependent board of directors communicate more VDWS.
Such a result could be explained by the fact that managers seek to
maintain their place in the company or that British companies
probably resort to other means to control managers’ opportunism.
Since our findings show that the UK and New Zealand present
different factors, both in significance and sign, which influence
firms’ VDWS choices, we can conclude that there is a differential
impact of some firms’ specific characteristics on VDWS even
between countries having similar cultural values and legal sys-
tems.

5. Conclusion

The objective of our research is double: first, we tried to evaluate
and compare the current level of VDWS practices of the UK and
its former colony, New Zealand. Accordingly, we developed a
disclosure index for each of the two countries based on prior lit-
erature. Second, we examined whether or not the Voluntary Dis-
closure level on Web-Sites across the two countries is different
and we studied the determinants of the VDWS of the two coun-
tries using two independent samples to identify the common fac-
tors between them and the specific factors relative to each one.

To reach our primary goal, we examined the web-sites of 98 Brit-
ish companies belonging to index FTSE 100 and of 48 New Zea-
land companies belonging to index NZX 50, and we calculated a
VDWS index for each one. The achievement of this stage enabled
us to notice the important variation of the indices within each
country. The average index of British companies is of 0,312
whereas that of New Zealand companies is of 0,154. We also no-
ticed a great inconsistency in the contents of the consulted web-
sites. Indeed, as a whole, the stock exchange data are the mostly
present information on the web-sites of the two countries whereas
forecasting information is almost inexistent on the web-sites of
New Zealand companies and slightly disclosed on the web-sites of
British ones. Moreover, the comparison between the web-sites of
the two countries suggests that the level of VDWS of New Zea-
land companies is rather low compared to that of British ones.
However, this comparison suggests, also, that New Zealand com-
panies disclose more analytical information than those of the
United Kingdom.

To achieve our second goal, our analysis focused on a final sample
of 90 British companies and 47 New Zealand companies. The
results suggest a significant variation across the UK and New
Zealand. In other words, VDWS practices are different between
the two countries. Moreover, the two tested models are largely
significant. The results of our research show that firm size has a

significant influence on the level of VDWS in the two countries.
Having size as a common factor may suggest that there is no dif-
ferential impact of firm size on VDWS in the UK and New Zea-
land.

Despite their similar cultural values and legal systems, British and
New Zealand companies hold different factors that incite them to
voluntarily disclose more information on their web-sites. Except
for the size as a common factor between the two countries, there is
a differential impact of dispersion of ownership, performance,
leverage, board independence and number of listing on foreign
stock exchanges on VDWS in the UK and New Zealand.

Indeed, our findings show that there are three variables which are
significant in a country and not significant in the other: dispersion
of ownership, performance and leverage. In fact, we find that dis-
persion of ownership positively influences VDWS in the UK and
has no significant effect in New Zealand. Further, performance
negatively influences VDWS in the UK and has no significant
effect in New Zealand. Finally, leverage negatively influences
VDWS in New Zealand and has no significant effect in the UK.
We also find variables which are significant in both countries but
with opposite signs: number of listing on foreign stock exchanges
and independence of the board. In fact, number of listing on for-
eign stock exchanges positively influences VDWS in the UK
while it negatively influences VDWS in New Zealand. Moreover,
board independence positively influences VDWS in New Zealand
while it negatively influences VDWS in the UK.

This study demonstrates the usefulness of theoretical approaches
in explaining VDWS. It tries to expand our understanding of the
differential impact of some firm specific characteristics in a simi-
lar legal systems and cultural values on firms’ VDWS.

However, this study presents some limitations. First, it covered
only the web-sites of the biggest British and New Zealand compa-
nies. So, our results may not be generalized to firms trading on
other stock exchanges. The selection of the companies could be
expanded to include small and medium sized companies. Then,
although we included several variables associated with VDWS,
we may have failed to identify all potentially correlated variables.
Future research might extend the scope of this study by involving
comparative studies with other countries. Then, a thorough re-
search could be undertaken by integrating institutional variables,
in addition to the economic and financial ones. We propose, also,
to undertake a multi-support study. Indeed, it could bring further
explanations of this practice and the importance of the factors
which influence this decision. It could be also interesting to use
other measurements for the studied factors.
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