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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of ownership structure on the level of voluntary disclosure 

by some chosen non-financial companies in Amman Stock Exchange (ASE). A total period of 10 years reports 

was considered annually between "2010 - 2020" and the OLS-regression model was made to test study predictions 

in this research. The analysed data indicated a negative significant difference of voluntary disclosure level on the 

block holder ownership and managerial ownership which well-matched to the study predictions and some other 

related studies conducted in the past. The model further revealed a positive connectivity on both the companies’ 

performance and proportion of institutional investor ownership. Furthermore, the regulators and policymakers 

have significant roles to play to the success of any institutional settings as the duo was seen to improve better the 

quality of financial disclosures with improved transparency level of financial reports among companies in Jordan. 

It was however concluded that, this study remains relevant in exposing the potentials of ownership structure of a 

company in improving voluntary disclosure with the tendency of promoting the interest of potential investors and 

better transparency. 

Keywords: Ownership Structure, Voluntary Disclosure, Annual Reports, Amman Stock Exchange. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The crisis in the financial sector brought about reluctant attitude for potential investors to invest 

in any way. It is important for investor to make proper inquiries of the companies they aimed 

to invest into before investing on any profit-making business. On this note, investors could tap 

whatever information is needed from the firm’s financial reports by voluntarily disclosing 

information. From the work of Chobpichien (2008), the author explained the corporate 

voluntary disclosure to be an external approach of revealing reports through appropriate 

corporations and beyond the mandatory level and taking note of legal aspect and regulatory 

requirements. The level at which voluntary disclosure is increasing in various companies is 

becoming alarming throughout the globe. This therefore calls on various researchers to carry 

out substantive research capable to fully address some of the factors necessary to improve 

better the performance of a company in revealing tangible information (Al-Ajmi, 2009). 

It is essential to know that voluntary disclosure serves as a useful tool to stakeholders in 

providing necessary data which could in turn lower or eradicate the level uncertainty and where 

a good and accurate decision making of economic finance is achieved as mentioned by Cooke 
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(1989). For an organization to add more values to the quality of investment and to sustain its 

economic system, it is important to take note of the level of transparency that could take place 

in corporate voluntary disclosure (CVD) level (Albawwat and Ali basah, 2015). As at 1970s, 

the CDV alongside with its determinants were seen to have attracted more attention from 

experts in the field of accounting. Scientific literature revealed several factors like the 

mechanisms of corporate governance (e.g., ownership structure and characteristics of firms) 

that are capable to impact voluntary disclosures. The logical and theoretical approach in such 

area of specialization made use of different theories to describe better the practices of voluntary 

disclosure and subsequently the manner at which the voluntary disclosure levels were affected 

like the case sample of agency theory from the work of Jensen &Meckling (1976), Legitimacy 

Theory by Dowling & Pfeffer (1975) and signalling theory by Connelly et al. (2011). 

To determine the effect of CVD and ownership structure, many empirical trials have been 

proposed in both developing and developed economies. The limited empirical analysis from 

various studies in the past motivated us to go for this research so as to shed more light on the 

uncertainty arising this area of study in both developed and developing markets (Soliman, 

Ragab & Eldin, 2017). On this note, it was discovered that, different nations would have to 

operate on their markets in different ways simply because of the indifferences ascribed to both 

developing and developed markets. 

According to the researchers, the diverse results of previous studies are likely attributable to 

differences in the contexts in which earlier studies were conducted, such as economic structure, 

accounting standards, capital market, legal and social environment. Chau & Gray (2002) 

caution that the implications of the connection amongst voluntary disclosure and its 

determinants that hold in one nation may not hold in another. Due to the differences in market 

characteristics of the Jordanian market compared to developed markets, acquiring empirical 

information on this topic from a small merging market (Jordan) is likely to contribute to the 

current research. In comparison to well-developed markets, Jordan's market is expected to have 

more concentrated ownership, poorer corporate governance systems, fewer protection of 

investors, lesser mergers and acquisitions activity, and lower disclosure quality. This study 

aims to enhance previous relevant studies by conducting scientific investigation in a small 

emerging market. More precisely, the study investigates the relationship between voluntary 

disclosures and the key characteristics of corporate governance systems experimentally. These 

are ownership structure (represented by block holder ownership, managerial ownership, and 

institutional ownership). 

 

2. HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

In recent time, the CVD appears to be among the most critical factors to consider round the 

world considering the corporate reporting (Elfeky, 2017; Kolsi, 2017; Kamel & Awadallah, 

2017; Zaini, at al., 2018; Masum,at al., 2020; Alqatameen, et al. 2020 and Thinh, 2021). 

Voluntary reporting is a concept of divulging corporate information by the business 

organization and at same time beyond a mandatory report level as mentioned by Dhaliwal et 

al. (2011). Again, according to Madi et al. (2014), voluntary disclosure was not only seen as 
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means of communication, but also served as a means of improving the reputation of a given 

firm (Abeysekera & Guthrie, 2005), by also attracting prospective or potential investors 

(Samaha et al., 2015). In a concise note, the agency theory also could demand for more 

voluntary information to be disclosed as this stands to be very crucial to the conflicting agency 

among people within the business system and other principal personalities (stallholders) as 

revealed by Jensen & Meckling (1976). Indeed, there are enormous benefits attached to 

corporate voluntary information due to its ability lower the level of malpractices of the finical 

institution which could in turn encourage the safety of investor (Kolsi, 2017). From another 

angle of agency theory, information asymmetry and the principal-agent relationship have been 

explained better when connecting the duo with other stakeholders of the companies (An et al., 

2011). Again, it is expected to put into legal act of operation to divulge necessary voluntary 

data (Branco & Rodrigues, 2008). In line with the notion of legitimacy theory, business 

organization act on desirable system in accordance with the rules of law been established. in a 

given environment (Suchman, 1995). The legitimacy theory however could assume that a 

social treaty among the said environment and business organization by which a particular 

business is self-legalized in providing useful information to every member of the society in 

place as connoted from Cormier & Gordon (2001). Considering the above explanation, some 

element of similarities has been observed from the legitimacy theory and the agency theory 

and this appears to real also according to many scientific literature reviews on CVD. 

In another spotlight of study, the CVD was seen to share better equity among various 

shareholders of a firm with regards to both capital and votes but also by the identification of 

the owners of equity, which thereby exerted more potential to control the power of people 

owning the equity. Additionally, the concept behind CVD was seen to be so crucial to the 

mechanism of corporate governance as this could impact in diverse way on the type of 

ownership structure in accordance to established rules, regulations and financing system been 

adopted by the firm as coined from La Porta et al. (1998). Diverse researchers from different 

part of the world established many findings how impactful an ownership structure could be 

with different themes of study line. But the end products of their results agreed to the fact that 

ownership structure truly contributed meaningfully to the development of business firms. To 

contribute more knowledge to literature, the current work is designed to investigate the effects 

of structural ownership of firms in Jordan considering the owner’s identity of block holder 

ownership, ownership by management and ownership by institution. 

2.1 Block Holder Ownership 

Quite several scientific data revealed possible interaction among block holder ownership 

(BHO) and voluntary disclosure level. Part of the studies (McKinnon and (Dalimunthe, 1993; 

Schadewitz and Blevins, 1998; Hossain et al. 1994; Chau and Gray, 2002; Haniffa and Cooke, 

2002; Makhija and Patton, 2004; Huafang and Jianguo 2007; Grassa and Chakroun, 2016; 

Alfraih, 2018; Alqatameen, et al. 2020) revealed a positive significant difference between the 

BHO and voluntary disclosure level. Meanwhile the case was difference from other findings 

(Naser et al., 2002; Eng and Mak, 2003; Juhmani, 2017; Abdul Rahman and Hamdan, 2017, 

and Yamani, et al. 2021) where, there was no significant difference among the target factors. 
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Furthermore, the BHO has been observed to be negatively relationship and significant to 

voluntary disclosure as concluded from another group of researchers (Marston and Polei, 2004; 

Ismail and El-Shaib, 2012;  Adelopo , 2011;  Samaha et al., 2012). Their findings specifically 

established the fact that, the prominent wealthy shareholders were affected by the financial 

performance of selected firms, as the shareholders of the firms claimed to have possessed more 

level of personal authority and incentives to over control of the management as said by Jensen 

& Meckling (1976). In a different way, decentralisation of ownership structure has been argued 

to create more conflict of interest to the principal-agent (Fama& Jensen, 1983). To respond 

from another point of view, the works of the following researchers: (Shleifer and Vishny, 1986; 

Huddart, 1993; Noe 2002), made suggestion to integrate prominent shareholders to supervise 

necessary activities capable to tackle any arising conflict.  It could therefore be possible to 

predict that managers could disclose better and necessary information from the annual reports 

of the firm as this will in turn minimize the cost of agency. 

Basically, the term ownership simply means, investors that hold 5% or more of shares in a firm.   

The monitoring capacity of the shareholder can be increases by possessing a higher percentage 

of shares, and the resultant effect of this could influence behaviour of the managers. Therefore, 

the said managers are not expected to be moved freely toward their interests. It has been 

recommended that, companies with an intense ownership structure had poorer incentives 

toward voluntary disclosures. This is because shareholders had the tendency to tap directly 

useful information from the firms (Bushman, et al., 2004). Based on different empirical studies 

on ownership structure and BHO, it is obvious that there many irregularities and there is need 

to make more findings to see which part could be right. The block holders were seen to impact 

negatively on voluntary disclosers as mentioned by Juhmani (2013), Hieu & Lan (2015) and 

Kolsi (2017). Meanwhile the reverse is the case from the work of Huafang & Jianguo (2007) 

and Alhazaimeh et al. (2013). But another study finding concluded on the inability of at BHO 

to have impact on voluntary disclosure level (Eng & Mak, 2003; Donnelly & Mulcahy, 2008). 

The present study however predicts that, BHO is negatively relationship on voluntary 

disclosure level. 

H1: The extent of voluntary disclosure is negatively related with the block holder ownership. 

2.2 Managerial Ownership (MO) 

The Managerial ownership (MO) is defined as the ratio in which shares owned by the 

executives and CEOs of the firm. Nevertheless, ownership stands to be a critical factor to 

consider for the agency problems as the control could be made to increasing the MO for their 

interest to be given proper recognition together with other stakeholders. According to 

Mgammal (2017), it is important to note that, in case of any fall of MO, external shareholders 

is needed to be frequently monitored the manager’s behaviours. In an effort to cut down the 

cost arising from external shareholders, it is expected from the manager to supply voluntary 

disclosure information which remains optional. Additionally, it has been disclosed that, 

ownership structure in expanded Australian companies significantly affected the proportion of 

voluntary disclosure (McKinnon and Dalimunthe, 1993). It should be noted that, when in 

agency cost decreases, this brings about increasing level in MO. Therefore, the information 
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disclosure request to screen manager could be minimized. On a clearer note, the management 

status of a firm is improved only if their ownership structure increases as well. Meanwhile the 

management can make use internal information for the sake of their own benefits with the main 

aim of attaining certain goals, reduced transparency of information (Mgammal, 2017).  

Briefly, the MO was identified as the proportions at which of shares are owned by top notch 

managers (division supervisors and directors). It was argued that management possess full 

capacity to adopt malpractices, as they opportune to have access to every kind of items 

disclosure in the companies and they are equally competent to decide on which items to 

disclose to other parties. This signifies unethical behaviour that could affect the overall 

performance of the company. More so, the implication here is that management could not be 

seen motivated in enhancing disclosure. The results from previous findings revealed the 

provision of less voluntary information by higher managerial ownership (Huafang & Jianguo, 

2007; Beak, Johonson& Kim, 2009; Akhtaruddin & Haron, 2010; Putra, et al. 2020 and 

Alqatameen, et al. 2020). The case was different from another study where the MO did not 

affect the voluntary disclosure level (Juhmani, 2013 andSiala, & Moalla, 2017). The current 

research is trying to predict that MO is negatively related to the voluntary disclosure level. The 

hypothesis below is revealed: 

H2: The extent of voluntary disclosure is negatively associated with the managerial ownership. 

2.3 Institutional Ownership (IO)  

The IO was recognised as a shareholding possessing higher level of shares according to 

Masum, at al., (2020). The IO is commonly found in developing nations where they were seen 

to respond efficiently to a reasonable number of institutional issues because of the unstable 

nature of organisation with poor infrastructural facilities development in the domain of 

developing nation (Elango et al., 2016). In line with the agency theory, where business structure 

is characterised with single ownership and low proportion of shares are attached to many 

investors of a given firm. Companies are expected to disclose better information so as to meet 

up with the satisfactory level of investors (Marston & Polei, 2004). However, the investor of 

an organization has more tendencies to satisfy themselves with more confidential information 

from the firms by directly communicating with the firms in question (Kolsi, 2017). A contrary 

relationship is expected to be observed between the IO and the level voluntary disclosure. On 

the theory of legitimacy, legal business is an integral part of the society and useful information 

is expected to be disclosed or shared with the society as revealed from the work of Cormier & 

Gordon (2001). Nevertheless, shareholders of the companies could have access to the 

information within an internal system of the company (Masum, at al., 2020), and this could 

restrict minor shareholders to access possible available information which could lead to poor 

power of bargaining. A positive correlation has been seen to exist between IO and corporate 

voluntary disclosures based on empirical studies carried out in some selected advanced 

countries like: Finland (Schadewitz & Blevins, 1998) Australia (Mitchell et al., 1995) and in 

Germany (Marston &Polei, 2004). On the other hand, a mixed research findings have been 

seen growing nations as conducted by Kolsi (2017) and Nguyen et al. (2020). The work of 

Aljifri et al. (2014) postulated a positive significant difference between the IO and corporate 
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disclosure level based on the condition that, the shareholders of the institution are ranging from 

5% to 10% of all the equity. From a case sample of study carried out in Egypt, a negative 

significant difference was observed among the duo (Elfeky, 2017 and Habtoor, et al. 2020). 

Likewise in Abu Dhabi, similar findings were revealed by Kolsi (2017), but no significant 

difference was seen in research conducted in Tunisia while (Kolsi, 2012), in Saudi Arabian 

(Alnabshaet al. 2018) and in Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) (Yamani, et al. 2021). Past 

research findings remain inconclusive thereby led to the hypothesis below:  

H3: The extent of voluntary disclosure is negatively associated with the institutional ownership. 
 

3. METHODOLOGY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 Data 

A total of 240 companies are known to be registered under the Amman Stock Exchange (ASE) 

which has been assigned to 3 basic sectors (Financial, Services and Industry). The area of 

financial sector has not been considered due to the mechanisms action of corporate governance 

and firms dealing with finance that are seen to be in need of various application (albawwat et 

al., 2020). Concisely, series of rule and regulations are known to set aright the activities 

financial firms so as to deliver the best results as coined from Marashdeh (2014) and Albawwat 

et al. (2020).  On this note, diverse techniques of policy making process can be adopted 

structure and established better the financial and non-financial sector of the firm. 

The current study made used of 2 different sectors (services and industry) from the ASE where 

a sample population of 150 Jordanian were considered (60% ASE of registered firms). In detail, 

industry sector consisted of 80 companies (representing 32% of ASE registered firms) and the 

service sector considered 70 services (accountable of 28% of ASE listed firms). Obviously ten 

companies were chosen for the study sampling with4 firms from industry sector and 6 firms 

from services. However, 140 firms have been considered for investigation from the year 2010 

to 2020 (making 10 years). A secondary data of financial reports was gathered annually by 

sourcing them from the ASE’s website. 

3.2 Voluntary Disclosure index 

More than average of firms chooses to reveal both financial and non-financial information to 

investors voluntarily alongside with some concern stakeholders by means of yearly financial 

reports. Disclosing such information could serve the purpose of providing reasonable 

information on the performance of the firms and to pass across some of established decisions 

by the management. Based on this, multiple factors were seen to affect the voluntary disclosure 

level which brought about the idea of carrying out this study. A descriptive analytical and 

theoretical approaches is adopted for a series of theoretical study capable to describe better the 

practices of voluntary disclosure (agency theory as a case sample) (Jensen & Meckling, 1976); 

legitimacy theory as adopted by Dowling & Pfeffer (1975) and signalling theory by Connelly 

et al. (2011). The ownership structure has been found to gain more attention from another angle 

of empirical research where this could have effect on corporate voluntary disclosure and the 

mechanism of corporate governance in developing and advanced economies.  It is not doubtful 
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that as series of literatures has discuss much on VDI vis-à-vis from the work of Ghazali & 

Weetman, (2006); Lim et al. (2007) and Haddad, et al. (2009). Considering the work of Haddad 

et al. (2009) and Chau & Gray (2010), a self -structured index was adopted based on compiled 

items been disclosed voluntary from firms in Jordan. A total of 64 disclosure items were 

considered from previous studies on voluntary disclosure by observing all items against 

requirements of regulatory disclosures in the past one decade. This was maintained solidly to 

be important for structuring VDI suitable for Jordanian business environment. It was noted, 

previous studies on disclosure made use of some items that were not included as they are part 

of the policies of ASE, but they were later re introduced. At long run, we concluded upon 54 

items of information. These information items were obtained directly by hand from the yearly 

reports of the companies from 2015 to 2019. Considering the studies protocols of Meek, at al. 

(1995); Allaya et al. (2018), this research makes use of a disclosure index. To score the items 

of information a dichotomous approach was used, in which a score of zero (0) for undisclosed 

item and score one (1) stood for disclosed item as applicable to the company. Various reasons 

have been revealed not to allocate weight to disclosure item (Meek et al., 1995). Firstly, 

weighting based on assessment of subjective, secondly weighing assigned to a number of items 

discloser which could not reflect on the preference of other financial statement users. And 

finally, the better the DVI the more of neglecting unnecessary items it becomes (Allaya, et al., 

2018). 

A voluntary disclosure index is a ratio or percentage of a company's reflect the effectiveness 

divided by the total number of the items that the company is required to reveal in yearly 

financial reports (i.e., VD 56 items). In other words, each item was given a score of 1 if it was 

disclosed in annual financial reports and a score of 0 if it was not. The scores for each item 

were added together to give each company a final score, and the voluntary disclosure index 

was calculated as the ratio of total items disclosed divided by the total number possible score. 

3.3 Definitions of Variables 

Table1: Definitions of the variables. 
VARIABLE ACRONYM MEASUREMENT 

Dependent Variables   

Voluntary disclosure index VDI Dichotomous variables – one for each disclosing item 

otherwise zero. 

Independent Variables   

Block holder ownership BLOCK The percentage of ordinary shares owned by substantial 

shareholders (5% or more). 

Managerial ownership MOWN The proportion of shares owned by mangers (I. e. the 

CEO and inside directors). 

Institutional ownership INSTOW Total number of institutional shareholdings scaled by 

total shareholding. 

Control variables   

Company Size COSIZE The company’s total assets. 

The ratio gearing GEAR Long term debt/ the equity. 

Profitability ROE Net income/total equity. 
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3.4 Model Development 

The regression model of Ordinary Least Square (OLS) was employed to observe the 

relationship among variables that are dependent and independent variables.  The equation 

below represents the design model: 

VDIit =  a0 + β1BLOCKit + β2MOWNit + β3INSTOWit + β4COSIZEit 

+β5GEARit +  β6 ROEit 

Where, VDI = Voluntary disclosure index received by each sample firm’s; α0 = the constant, 

εit = the error term, β1 to β7 = the coefficients of the variables defined in Table 1, and ‘i’ and‘t’ 

= the number of firms and period in that order. 

 

4.  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

4.1 Descriptive Analysis 

This study made use of reliable data obtained from Jordan and the outputs from a descriptive 

statistical analysis of 3 variables (control, dependent and independent) are observed in Table 

2. The mean values of voluntary disclosure level from the sample companies are 0.42 

representing 42% with a least value of 0.32 and 0.62 for the highest value. Similar range of 

findings has been observed accordingly in in Greece from the works of Leventis and Weetman 

(2004) with a percentage value of 37%, also in Kuwait (46%) by Al-Shammari (2008) and in 

Malaysia (31%) by Ghazali and Weetman (2006). Referring to the descriptive statistical 

analysis of variables data, the highest mean value level of 0.31 (31%) was obviously seen under 

BLOCK (block holder ownership). More than the average level ownership felt within the 

institutional investors (INSTOW) with a mean value of 0.61as 0.27was recorded under the 

managerial ownership (MOWN). 

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for the Variables 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 

VDI Score 140 0. 32 0.62 0.42 0.0544391 

BLOCK 140 0.013 0.788 0.3106862 0.2165791 

MOWN 140 0.00 1.00 0.2758621 0.4495387 

INSTOW 140 0.05 0.888 0.61087 0.213798 

COSIZE 140 6.150351 8.532287 7.811388 0.4490769 

GEAR 140 0.42204 0.9230837 0.2619633 0.242815 

ROE 140 -0.311111 0.35382 0.1029932 0.1222853 

 

4.2 Correlations 

It is noted from Table 3 to represent the correlation matrix for both dependent and continuous 

variables. Based on correlation test, the results indicated a negative significant difference of 

voluntary disclosure level with the BLOCK. Variables that are considered to be dependent 

propelled a correlation test to be significantly positive with INSTOW. This implied that, firms 
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characterised by higher level of institutional ownership were highly motivated to disclose more 

information voluntary compared to other firms of low level of institutional ownership. 

Considering the independent variables, the highest mean value (0.4146) of correlation was 

observed between institutional ownership and the rate at which profit are made. Of all the 

independent variables, a relatively low correlation manifested which agreed to the work of 

Bryman and Cramer (1997). It was however suggested that things must not be considered 

harmful when simple correlation do exist among the factors of independent variables, until 

when the exceeded 0.80 or 0.90. The correlation test therefore revealed less worries as the firms 

could be free from correlation. 

Table 3: The Pearson Correlation Results 

   VDI BLOCK MOWN  INSTOW COSIZE GEAR ROE 

  VDI  1       

  BLOCK -.76* 1      

  MOWN -.28 .18 1     

  INSTOW .42** -.32*** -.24*** 1    

  COSIZE .22 -.31*** -.08 .14 1   

  GEAR -.48** .35*** .15 .32*** -.03 1  

  ROE .44** -.37*** .04 .41** -.04 .22 1 

***Correlation is significant at the 0.01level.        

**Correlation is significant at the 0.05level.        

*Correlation is significant at the 0.10level.        

 

4.3 Regression Results 

As presented in Table 4, the model of OLS regression was statistically employed to determine 

possible impact of ownership structure (OS) on voluntary disclosure where six variables were 

considered. Thus, an average value of 68.43% of the variance was recorded in line with the 

disclosure of voluntary in Jordanian firm. This sample data is acceptable according to 

international standard (Pallant, 2001). More so, a mean significant value of less than 1% 

(0.000) was recorded from the overall analysed data. However, the statistical analysis revealed 

a strong significant difference on the ability of OS to affect the level of VD. 
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Table 4: The Effect of Ownership Structure on Voluntary Disclosure. 

Variables Coefficients P-value 

BLOCK -0.145 0.000*** 

MOWN -0.016 0.04** 

INSTOW 0.018 0.335 

COSIZE 0.002 0.800 

GEAR -0.044 0.005*** 

ROE 0.070 0.040** 

R squared 0.684 

R squared adjustment 0.660 

F-statistics 28.90 

Probability. (F-statistics) 0.000 

***Correlation is significant at the 0.01level.  

**Correlation is significant at the 0.05level.  

*Correlation is significant at the 0.10level.  

 

The output data from Table 4 supported hypothesis one (H1) and indicated the relevance block 

holder ownership, ability for companies to disclose less the information of voluntary compared 

to disclosers of firms with lesser or single OS. Conversely, the block holder ownership was 

seen to impact negatively based on the activity’s voluntary disclosure level where p value was 

less than 0.05. This negative claim of relationship between block ownership and disclosure 

agreed to the work of Mitchell et al. (1995) and Schadewitz and Blevins (1998). Scientific 

literature review from past studies equally brought to book many evidence on how the block 

holder ownership could negatively impact on the level of disclosure in both developing and 

developed countries. As case sample from Australia by McKinnon & Dalimun the (1993) and 

Mitchell & al. (1995).Also, in Finland and Germany by Schadewitz & Blevins (1998) and 

Marston & Polei (2004) respectively. Nevertheless, some authors from Malaysia (Hossain & 

al., 1994) and Egyptian (Samaha et al., 2012) equally addressed their views.  

Based on regression coefficient of managerial ownership (MOWN), a negative significant 

difference was observed where p< 0.05. This therefore supported second hypothesis (H2) 

negative relationship of managerial ownership to the voluntary disclosure level. 

Coincidentally, similar results from previous research works were found by Eng & Mak (2003); 

Beak, Johonson & Kim (2009) and Rouf& Al Harun (2011). On the other way round by 

considering the institutional ownership (INSTOW), the test of regression coefficient indicated 

a p value of 0.335 which is higher than 0.05 revealing no significant effect between the 

institutional ownership (INSTOW) and voluntary disclosure level of sample population of the 
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companies selected for the research. On this note, the antagonistic reaction from the third 

hypothesis (H3) which is therefore rejected by accepting alternative hypothesis, making 

comparison with previous research, this claim was found to be in line with the works Chau & 

Gray (2002); Lim, et al. (2007) and Sartawi, et al. (2014) where the authors also revealed no 

significant difference. 

The analysed impact of control variables (CV) signified that; bigger companies are always 

characterised by higher the disclosure of voluntary level. The evidence of empirical that spring 

out from the approach of regression model revealed a clear relationship between level of 

profitability and the level of voluntary disclosure based on yearly reports of selected firms. 

Since p-value (0.05) was found to be equal to 0.05, this explains why the coefficient regression 

establishes the fact that the profitability level is determining factor capable to directly influence 

level of voluntary disclosure Jordanian companies. It should however be noted that, a negative 

relationship existed from voluntary disclosure level and the level of gearing ratio based on the 

statistical relationship of the regression coefficients model which could have been due to 

unequal data of information from different companies. 

Voluntary disclosure is indeed implemented by ASE listed businesses in Jordan in its annual 

reports, as evidenced by the study's findings. The firms' level of transparency, on the other 

hand, is still regarded low. Yet, based on the information obtained within the period specified 

(2015-2019). However, the results of this study can indeed be useful to a wide range of people. 

The current research results can firstly offer companies with a knowledge of their own existing 

voluntary disclosure procedures. As such, companies might improve to attain more disclosure 

and transparency. Secondly, the results of the present study might help other users understand 

the aspects of an enterprise's voluntary disclosure. In addition, regulators like the ASE and JSC 

might also review the conclusions of the study to improve the voluntary disclosure practices of 

the businesses listed in ASE in Jordan. In addition, this study suggests making some disclosure 

elements obligatory. Business strategy, financial ratios, future opportunities, performance 

indicators, research and development, social policy, and stock price information are among 

these elements (in no particular order). 

 

5. CONCLUSION 

For the success of any companies in Jordan, it is important to note that the voluntary disclosure 

(VD) remains a crucial tool of control for the fact that, it could provide more and better 

transparency, sufficient information to shareholders by also protecting their interests. This 

therefore makes companies to be more conscious of their reputation. As a matter of fact, firms 

are motivated with the aim of improving better their level of VDs.  

This study successfully investigated impactful effect of ownership structure (OS) on corporate 

voluntary disclosure (CVD) considering listed samples of firms in Jordan. An exploration of 

differences between block holder ownership, institutional investor ownership, the level of 

voluntary disclosure and managerial ownership was done under a controlled impact of 

company’s debt, firm’s size, and profitability on equity. The study then concluded that, block 

holder ownership negatively had affected as the level of voluntary disclosure increases. We 
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equally discovered that the managerial ownership was negatively related with the voluntary 

disclosure level. Conversely, as the institutional investor ownership increases lead to an 

increasing level of voluntary disclosure. 

Based on the outcome of this study, it is imperative for policymakers, researchers, and 

regulators to be aware of the fundamental benefits of financial disclosure in Jordan. Finally, 

future research can direct towards other financial institution like insurance firms, banks, and 

real estate with the using updated, reliable, and suitable disclosure index. 
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